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Fact Sheet/March 2010

Phibro-Tech, Inc. Draft Permit Renewal
Available for Public Review

View from the Phibro-Tech Facility looking towards Dice Road

A draft Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (Permit) for Phibro-Tech, Inc. (PTI),
is available for public review and comment. The 10-year permit renewal would

allow the facility to continue treating, storing, and transferring hazardous waste

primarily from the aerospace and electronic industries. The renewed permit

would also allow PTI to accept and treat oily water as well as increase the number

of Hazardous waste storage and treatment units. The PTI property, 4.8 acres in

size, is located at 8851 Dice Road in th.e City of Santa Fe Springs.



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, tide 22, division 4.5 governing
tanks, containers and other facility and operation

standards.

Facility History
The property lias 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 th.e property

from the late 1940s to the early 1950s. The facility
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 facllitys name was

changed to Phibro Tech, Inc (PTI) in 1994. PTI
is a subsidiary of C.P. Chemicals, Inc., which is a

subsidiary ofPhibro Animal Health Corporation.

PTI 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 PTIs permit expired in 1996, the facility
submitted a permit renewal application. DTSC has

allowed PTI 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 m-etal finishing industries.

PTI recovers metals from these inorganic waste

streams to produce industrial chemlcals or materials

for sale. Examples of wastes-types managed at the

facility include:

• Alkaline and- acidlc materials used in metal

etching, stripping, and finishing

• Alkaline and acidic solids, slurries, and other

metal containing materials

• Other miscellaneous inorganic solutions and

solids including lab packs

The facility is essentially an inorgamc chemical
manufacturing plant that uses certain hazardous

wastes as a primary raw material. 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
The draft permit will allow PTI to operate seven existing
hazardous waste management units (HWMUs) and-

five proposed additional units:

Existing Units
• Container Storage Area #1

• Container Storage Area #1

• Containment Area C

• Containment Area F

• Containment Area J

• Containment Area S

• Containment Area W

Proposed New Units
• Container Storage Area # 3

a Container Storage Area # 4

• Container Loading/Unloading Area

• Roll-ofF Bin Area

• Rail Car Loading/Unloadmg Area

• Tank Truck Loading/Unloading Area, Truck
Washing Area

• Olly wastewater treatment system.

• Wastewater Treatment Area

PTI has also proposed to add waste codes historically
used by generators to describe their currently permitted

waste streams and ally wastewater. AditionaIIy, 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 tKe California Environmental Quality Act,
DTSC is responsible for reviewing the potential
health and environmental Impacts from the proposed

permit renewal. DTSC has determined that the
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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 PTI 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 PTI entered Into
a setdement 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. PTI 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 weU 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 die soil was approved recently by DTSC and
1s currently under construction. DTSC has also

recendy approved a pilot test to study treatment of

inorganlcs in soil and groundwater.

PTI will also be closing aformer surface impoundment
at the facility currendy 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 repositories. 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 S. 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 DTSCs

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, P.E.

9211 Oakdale Avenue
Chatswonh, CA 91311
(818)717-6680
lchiang@dtsc.ca.gov

Jeanne Matsumoto

DTSC Public Participation Specialist
(714) 484-5338
(866) 495-5651 (toll free) dial 4 then 6
j matsumo (%dtsc. ca. gov

For media inquiries, please call:

Jeanne Garcia, Public Information Officer

(818)717-6573
jgardal (/3dtsc.ca,gQV

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 Matsutnoto 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/ RE./ 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)

r
Phibro-Tech/lnc. Facility

Please complete the following information if you would like to:

Add my name to the mailing list

D Remove my name from the mailing list

Name:

"I

Mailing Address:

City / State / Zip Code:

E-Mail:

Return this coupon to Jcanne Matsumoto, 5796 Corporate Avenue, Cypress CA, 90630. You can

e-mail your mailing list request by sending a message to Jmatsumo(®dtsc.ca,goy.

Note: While this mailing list is solely for DTSC use, the list is considered a public record.
L _ _ _ J
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INITIAL STUDY
&

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Reconsideration of

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441

Phibro-Tech, Inc.

Request for approval to allow the installation of a new treatment
system for the trecf+ment/ storage, and transferring of oily wastewater

at 8851 DlceRoQd
Santa Fe Springs, California

October 2008
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LO PROJECT INFORMATION

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

HleNumber:1801.12(500)

Project title:

ReconsiderQt'ion of Condifsonaf Use Permit Case No. 441 -

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

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, California. The City is located
approximately 13 miies southeast of downtown Los Angles with
neighboring cities of Whitiier, La Mirada Cerritos, 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 irregulariy shaped parcei
bordered to the north, west, and east by various industrial uses; a railroad
spur is present directly south. The project site and adjacent properties
are zoned (by the city of Santa Fe Springs) for industriaf activities.

Project sponsor's name and address:

Mark Ailing/ Vice President and General Manager
Phibro Tech, inc.
8851 Dice Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

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, SNC
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Zoning:

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

8. 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 its implementation. Attach additional
sheets if necessary.)

Refer to Section 2.0, Description of project.

Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the projects
surroundings:

The subject property measures approximately 4.8 acres and is ioca+ed on
the west side of Dice Road, Just north of the Union Pacific Railroad, at
8851 Dice Road. The subject property, as we!! as ail surrounding
properties to the north, south/ east and west, are zoned M-2, Heavy

Manufacfuring. 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 1/2
mile north of the subject property)/ and Los Nieios Elementary
(approximately 3A 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 to construct
and operate the proposed project are:

City__of Santa Fe Sprinos:

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

• Project-related construction plans.

Other Aaencies:

Renewal of existing Part B hazardous waste facility permit from the
Department of Toxic Substances Controi (DISC).

RCUP 441 - PHiBRO-TECH iNC
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J. I STATUTORY AUTHORfU AND REQUIREMENTS

!n accordance with the California 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 to 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 environmenta! effect, the
City shall determine that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is warranted to
analyze project-related and cumulative environmental impacts. Alternatively/ 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 environment and shall prepare a Negative
Declaration. Such determination can be made only if "there is no substantial
evidence in Eight 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 Deciaration if a determination can be made that no
significant environmentai effects will occur because revisions to the project have
been made or mitigation measures will be implemented that wili reduce all
potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. !n the Dreparation of
thisjnitial Study, the Lead Aaencv determined that a NepQ+ive Dectaration was
appropriate for the proposed project (see Section 7.0).

The environmental documentation, which is ultimately 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 not,
however, a policy document and its approval and/or certification neither
presupposes nor mandates any actions on the part of those agencies from
whom permits and other discretionar/ approvais 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 environmenta! issues are to be addressed to the City. These
comments are anticipated to come from public agencies, public interest
groups/ and anyone else who has an interest in the project. Following review of
any comments received, the City wiii consider these comments as Q part of the
project's environmental review and include them with the Initial Study
documentdtion.

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, INC
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].2 PURPOSE

The purposes of this initiai Study are to:

1. Identify environmental impacts;

2. 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;

3. Facilitate environmental assessment early in the project design;

4. Enabie the City to modify the proposed project to ensure it will not result in
a significant impact;

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

6. Determine whether a previousiy prepared EiR could be used for the
project.

Section 15063 of the CEQA Guideiines identifies specific disclosure requirements
for inclusion in an initial Study. Pursuant to those requirements/ an Initial Study
shall include:

1. A description of the project including the location of the project;

2. An identification of the environmental setting;

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

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

5. An examination of whether the project is compatible with existing zoning,
plans, and other applicabie lancf-use controls; and

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

RCUP 441 - PHSBRO-TECH, INC
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L3 fNCORPORATfON 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 cfeveiopment-related
growth/ and cumulative impacts. With that said/ this Initial Study/ Negative
Declaration has incorporated by reference the following: State of CaWornsa
Seismic Hazard Zones/ Whniser Quadrangle Off/cf'a/ Map; Maps of Known Active
Faults; Department of Tox/c Substance Controf (DTSC) Part B Permit Appficafion
instrucfsons; Ph'sbro-Tech, Inc. appficaiion for renewal of existing Part B hazardous
waste fac'sl'sty permst w'sih DT5C; Draft Health R'ssk Assessment prepared by ENSR
Corporation for the proposed project Draft 2007 Asr Quailty Management PSan
from SCAQMD: 2000 Air Tox/cs Control Plan: City of Santa Fe Springs General
P/an; Env'sronmental Smpaci Report for the City of Santa Fe Springs Consolidated
Redevefopmenf" Project Area; Enwonmenf-a/ /mpacf Repori- for ttte Viflages 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, 1NC
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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 (PTI) and the Department of Toxic Substances Contro!
(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 currently uses the property , for the operation of an inorganic
chemical manufacturing and recycling faci!ity. The facility has operated on the
subject property since the 1960's under Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 441.
However, Phibro-Tech is proposing to add Q new process to their existing
operations. The proposed process wiil require Reconsideration of CUP Case No.
441 to allow the instailation of a new treatment system for the treatment
storage, and transferring of oi!y 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 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is renewing a
Hazardous Waste Faciti-ly Permit for PTI in accordance with Section 25200 of the
California Heaith and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5 and the California
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 iater in this description. PTI's hazardous waste management activities
are fully described in the Operation Plan Part "A" and Part "B" Permit
AppiicatEon for Phibro-Tech, Inc. dated February 2006 (Part B Permit
Application). These application documents have been amended several times
to respond to DTSC comments and to provide other information. The most
recent revision was submitted to DTSC in January 2008. The Port B Permit
Application is incorporated herein by reference and is referred to as the
February 2006 Application as amended. PTI was previously owned and
operated by Southern California 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 Recover/ Act (RCRA), which was amended by the Hazardous
and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, and 40 Code of Federa! Regulations
(CFR) 264.101 for permits issued after November 8, 1984. This includes but is not
limited to addressing corrective action for releases of hazardous wastes

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, INC
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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 eariiest use of the subject property was for a raiiroad switching station
owned by Pacific Electric Railway Company. From the late 1940ts 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 time/ Pacific Western Chemical Company changed its name to
Southern California Chemical. Ferric Chloride production commenced onsite in
1958. During the 1960ts operations were added for copper recovery/ copper
oxide manufacturing, etchant processing, and other inorgonic 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 PTI Facility is a fully permitted hazardous waste treatment and storage
facility. DTSC and USEPA granted Southern California Chemicai 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 facilrty submitted a Permit Renewal Application in 1996, which has been
revised several times. The most recent revision was submitted to DTSC in January
2008. In accordance with DTSC procedures for permit renewal, the Facility is
aliowed to continue to operate under the terms of its 1991 permit pending the
renewal of the permit.

Along with renewal of the existing permits/ 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 ma+eriais currently permitted and
managed in existing tanks and process/storage areas.

• Modification of existing treatment process to be conducted in existing
permitted tanks.

• Addition of 9 new tanks for currently permitted treatment processes (two
tanks wil! 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 storage
areas to be regulated under Part B permit as hazardous waste drum
storage areas and designation of an area for unloading containers from
trucks.

RCUP 441 - PHI6RO-TECH, INC 7
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• Addition of 10 new tanks 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 to help
describe oily water.

DTSC PERMIT RENEWAL:

The permit renewal process provides DTSC the opportunity to review the
Facility's application and operationa! 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 essentially an inorganic chemical manufacturing piant using
certain hazardous wastes as a primary raw material. The Facility is permitted to
treat/ store, and transfer both USEPA and California hazardous waste. Industriai
wastes are currently shipped to the Facility for recyciing and treatment 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 e+chants, metal strippers, and metal finishing
baths;

• Aikaiine and acidic materials which include solids/ siurries, and other metal
containing materials;

• Other miscellaneous inorganic solutions and solids.

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

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

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, 1NC 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 data 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 !eas+ 500 parts per million by weight (ppmw) volatile organic compounds.
Requirements for surface impoundments do not apply since the facility does not
use any surface impoundments. PTI's inorganic waste streams would not be
subject Article 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
occasionaliy will exceed this iimit even though PTI does not intend to store and
process such wastes in the 0-Area. To ensure compiiance, PTI will comp!y with
applicable requirements of Article 28.5 unless sufficient data on the waste
stream shows that this standard is inapplicable. This will include venting tank
head space to carbon for removai of volatile organic compounds.

Proposed Operations
In addition to providing new faciiities to enhance the existing inorganic chemical
processing, PTi is proposing to instaii a new treatment system to treat, store/ and
transfer oily wastewater. Examples of processes generating oily wastewater
streams include: tanker bi!ge water cieanout; contaminated storm water; oil spil!
cleanup; tank cleaning; metal working shops; petroleum industries; truck/ sump,
and clarifier deanout; and general manufacturing or industria! activities
generating oily water. Waste types include wostewater from these operations
impacted with an organic/oiiy component, and may also contain solids. The
was+ewater may also contain metals that may be treated (after organic removal)
in the Facility's existing metals recover/ processes.

The proposed oily water process will handle up to 50,000 gaiions per day and
resuit in round trips to and from the Facility by up to 12 bulk deliver/ vehicles per
day.

in summary/ the RCRA air emission standards for process vents are not
applicable to this facility and PTi 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 redaims, recycles, treats, and stores hazardous waste using the
following management options:

RCUP 441 - PH18RO-TECH. INC
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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 temperature
conditions to precipitate the copper out of solution in the form of a
copper carbona+e cake product for ultimate sa!e into the marketplace.

• Copper Oxide Process: The recovery of copper from waste cupric
chloride/ spen-l a!ka!ine etchant/ and occasionally other copper sources
such as copper ni+rate/ copper sulfate, or copper-bearing misceilaneous
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 to precipitate out a copper
oxide cake product for ultimate sale into the marketplace.

• Copper Sulfafe Process: The Facility receives spent copper suifate and
processes it to increase the concentration of copper sulfate to levels suitable
for sale. This process reacts suifuric add with the spent copper sulfate
(additional copper sources such as copper sulfate solids or copper sludge
may also be used when necessary) to produce a copper sulfate solution
product for sale into 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 to copper smelting operations. In the first
case, copper and other metds are removed from the ferric chloride
waste and the iron content is increased, whiie in the second case, the
concentration of metal or chlorides are enhanced to enable the resulting
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 white metal or chloride enrichment of ferric
chioride is an alternative process that utilizes existing treatment
equipment. Note that ali planned activities and waste management units
are itdidzed throughout the text of this project description.

• 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 alkaiine and adcfic wastes, either
with other waste streams or with alkaline or acidic pH adjusting products.
Chemical predpitation may also be used for metals recovery.

• Wastewafer Treatment: Dilute mefai-bearing wastewaters received from
both on-site and off-si+e sources are treated at the Facility. Treatment
methods include pH adjustment and the addition of coagulan+s,
fiocculants, 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
transfer 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). Aiternatively, the wastewaters may be reused on site (e.g.,
for truck, rail car, or container rinsing/ product washes, or for use in treating
other wastes).

New or Modified Waste Treatment Processes
The following treatment processes are proposed to be added to the Facility in
the 2006 Part B Permit Application as amended January 2008. Only the oi!y
water processing involves acceptance of new waste streams and
implementation of different treatment 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 treatment 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 chemicaily convert metals in the
waste from a soluble to an insoluble form. The insoluble precipitate is then
removed through settling/ decanting, and filtration. The Facility wiil use a
variety of typical industrial reagents to can-y 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 unit operations that can each be used on a given waste stream.
The sequence of operations can be tdiored to meet the specific
treatment requirements of this highly variabie 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 coaguian+s and
flocculants), and/or a centrifuge. Where appropriate, resulting
wastewater may be treated further in this area or in other on-site
processes (for example, if necessary for metal containing was+ewater),
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 containers and the

contents are transferred to storage tanks or into a reactor, a residue may
remain in the containers. 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 commingied with the aqueous
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waste stream unloaded from the truck into the neutralization system or
other appropriate permitted treatment process.

• Waste Consolidation: Containers of the same hazardous wastes may be
consofidated 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 truck and vice-versa). Bu!k containers
may also be offioaded 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 on 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 repackaging. Some consolidated wastes may be
amenable for processing 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 appiication as amended January 2008 provides details of the types of
hazardous wastes currently or proposed to be accepted at the Facility. The
RCRA and California (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 accep-ts non-
hazardous wastes as weii as the following hazardous wastes for storage,
treatment and/or transfer:

• RCRA oxidizing (D001 - Department of Transportation (DOT) Hazard Class
5J only), corrosive (D002)/ and some toxic (D004-D011) 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 waste
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 potentiai for adverse chemical
reactions resulting from mixing and handling potentialiy 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 Gosses (DOT Hazard Class 2)
• Hammable 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(a)j
• Pesticides
• Dioxins
• Bio-hazardous Waste

• Pyrophoric Wastes
• Polychiorinated biphenyis (PCBs)
• California waste codes not included on Table C-2
• RCRA wastes with 500 parts per million (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 66261J 11

WASTE HANDLING AND STORAGE:

The Facility can receive/ store and process wastes in either bulk loads (e.g.,
tanker trucks/ rail cars, etc.) or containers (e.g./ 55-gallon drums, intermediate

bulk containers (IBC's), etc.). The wastes are transported to the Faciiity by
properly licensed transporters. Wastes received at the Facility may be sampled
and analyzed to evaiuate the chemical and physical properties of each waste
stream, and the conformity of the load with the original paperwork. Ail
containers manifested to the Fadiity are inspected and assigned a unique
tracking number, which is marked on the container using a bar code labei. The
containers may be stored within a designated storage area prior to transfer to
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 faciiity. 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 appiicable 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 contents 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.

Container Storage Area
Containerized non-buik 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 CS-2 are existing

areas and were previously coiied ERS #1 and ERS #2/ respectively. CS-3 and CS-4
are new areas buiit in 2001 to manage hazardous materiai product chemicds
produced at the Fadiity. They are proposed to allow both storage of hazardous
waste or hazardous chemical products or a combination of both. See Figure B-2
for locations of the container storage areas. Drums in the containment areas are
typicdiy handled on pallets with three or four drums per paliet and will be stacked
in accordance with DTSC and Santa Fe Springs Conditiona! Use Permit and
Hazardous Material Storage Permit conditions. A minimum aisie space of 24
inches is maintained between rows to provide access to each drum in the facility
for inspection. The capacity of each container storage 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 container,
whichever is greater/ plus the accumuiated rainfail from a maximum 25-year, 24-
hour s+orm event since ail container areas are uncovered.

Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage in Tanks
Tanks are located within concrete, chemicdly impervious secondary
containment systems in one of six designated containment areas/ Areas C, S/ F/
J/ W, and 0. The tanks are constructed of either fiberglass reinforced plastic
(FRP), titanium or carbon steel. The FRP tanks are used for the treatment and
storage of inorganic wastes and wastewater and will have vorious resin systems
or liners based on the wastes to be handled. Both FRP and ti+anium are
compatible with the inorganic wastes to be stored as described in Section D5.3
of the Part B application. Ail inorganic tanks at the Facili-ty 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. Ail 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 tanks) 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 iocai air district permits.
These will help contra! 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 vents and/or
vacuum/pressure relief systems are used on the two titanium tanks so that they
can operate safely at a pressure slightly above atmospheric. The shapes of
tanks include fiat bottom/ domed/ and sloped bottomed. Tanks in oiiy-water
processing service, including storage of recovered oii, will be made of carbon
steel. !+ should also be noted that tanks that contain liquids with a flash point are
required to meet UL 142 listing requirements. Carbon steel wiil not be affected
by the hydrocarbon constituents. The tank design will ailow sufficient corrosion
oliowance for an estimated 15 year life. All treatment and storage tanks are
currently certified as required by California Code of Regulations titie 22 sections
66264.192 and 66264.196 by a professional engineer registered in California.

On-Sife Waste Transport
On-site waste handling and movement is described in detail in Section El 4 of
the February 2006 Part B permit application as amended January 2008, and
includes general procedures for:

• Unloading containers from vehicles
• Movement of containers in the fadiity
• Transferring liquid waste from containers
• Solid waste in containers
• Tank truck unloading/ioading of bulk liquids
• Rail car unloading/Ioading
• Transferring liquids within the facility.

Only trained and designated FadH+y personnel are quaiified to perform these
activities; at times the operation may be performed by a qualified
subcontractor.

Off-Site Waste Transport
Off-site waste handling and movement is described in detail in Section E14 and
Section 13 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 hauier companies. Waste trucks enter and leave the
Facility plant site through the main gate at Dice Road. Typically, hazardous
wastes ore shipped off site for disposal or recycling using 45 foot enclosed van
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trailers/ stake side flatbeds, bobtaii enclosed van, tanker trucks/ or rail cars as
required depending on the waste types to be shipped. Piacards are placed on
the vehides/rail cars when necessary os prescribed by United States
Department of Transportation (DOT). The number of vehicles used to transport
wastes over a given time frame fluctuates due to the variability of process batch
operations and ongoing waste minimization efforts. Bulk hazardous waste
destined for off-site transport is loaded on to registered licensed hazardous
waste hauler vehicles under the supervision of qualified FT! staff. Prior to loading
operations, authorized PTi personnel must visualiy check the tanker and till
equipment. A proper manifest will be filled 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 to verify that ail
flanges, gaskets, covers, valves, and rupture discs are secure and acceptable.

The specially trained 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 railcor 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 containment systems, to prevent releases to 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 piace 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 volatiie organic compounds (VOCs) and chlorinated
VOCs. The objective of the monitoring is to 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 foiiow in the event of a fire, earthquake, explosion, or a sudden or non-
sudden release of hazardous waste. The p!an was developed to 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 at all times 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 Q periodic basis.

Appropriate personal protective equipment is provided as appropriate to staff
duties. Emergency equipment includes items such as: goggies, gloves, boots,
safety shoes, aprons, face shields, telephones, radios/ tire 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 avaiiobie includes: self-contained breathing apparatus,
chemicai 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 Facility and near the proposed new truck 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.

FACIUTY SECURITY:

The Facility is surrounded by a chain-iink fence generally from eight to twelve
feet high. The Facility has five access gates that remain closed and locked
except when a shipment or delivery is being loaded/unloaded. These include a
pedestrian entrance (chain link door), 2 truck gates, and 2 rail gates. Access to
the Fadii+y is strictly controlled by guard during primar/ business hours. Main
truck access to the Facility is through a iocking/ 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 to 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.

Ail 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 illuminated at night by
outdoor lighting.

FACIUTY INSPECTIONS:

Faciiity inspections are conducted regularly to prevent detect or respond to
environmental or human health hazards. inspections address the following
items: safety and emergency equipment security equipment, operational
(including monitoring) equipment, container storage areas, ioad/unload areas,
and tank systems. The frequency of inspection is based on the rate 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 between
inspections. Inspection frequencies are generally as foliows:

• Safety/ security, emergency, aiarm and communication equipment is
checked weekly, monthiy/ and as used. Equipment is checked for access
and operabiiity 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 aii tank
systems/ load/unioad areas, and treatment systems are visually inspected
daily and weekly to detect 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 wiil typically be completed within 24 hours after the end of.a
rainstorm. All secondar/ containment systems are inspected daily (tanks)
or weekly (ali 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/ spiils, 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 tanks,
process equipment load/unlood areas, secondary containment
structures, and ancillary equipment, are inspected daily for signs of
corrosion/ weld breaks/ punctures, spilis, and secondary containment

erosion or deterioration. Overfill control equipment is also inspected to
ensure good working order at ieast once each operating day.
Procedures to assess the struc+ura! integrity of tanks over time (e.g.,
corrosion/ cracking, wail thinning) are addressed in Section F4/ Tank
Condition Assessment.

In cases where specialized outside contractors are needed to perform specific
inspections (e.g., alarm systems), the results will be reported on the contractor's
inspection forms, checked off on the PTI inspection form, and retained in the
operating record.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY TRAINING PLAN:

All employees who may be required to participate in hazardous waste
operations (treatment, storage/ or other hazardous waste handling) are supplied
with the information and experience that they need to perform their duties in a
manner which is safe and in compliance 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 training in the use of fire extin guis hers. Table H-1 in
Section H of the February 2006 Part B permit application as amended Januar/
2008 provides an example training matrix listing requirements that employees
may be required to complete based on his or her Job function. In general,
topics include:

• New Hire Orientation
• Workplace Safety
• Environmental Aspects and impacts
• Lockout-Tagout General Training

QSI Software
• Management Systems Training
• Waste Analysis Plan - Certification
a Contingency Plan - Certification
• Record Keeping Manifests -Certification

RCRA - Certification
PSM-RMP - Certification
PPE-Certification

• Lock Out Tag Out - Certification
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• Confined Space ~ Certification
• Forkiift Training - Certification
• Fail Protection
• Respiratory Protection - Certification
• Respirator Fit Test - Certification
• Chemical Hygiene - Certification
• Hot Work Permit - Certification
• Hearing Conservation General Training
" Fire Extinguisher Training - Certification

HM-126F-Certification
a First Aid, CPR/ and Bloodborne Pathogens Certifica+ion

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 fuii description of the operating record is in Section f of the February 2006 Part
B permit application as amended January 2008.

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

FACILITY CLOSURE PLAN AND FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY:

The Fadli-ty 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 PTI to 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, ieachate,
contaminated rainfaii 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 responsibiii-ty
requirements for closure and liability coverage on an annual basis. Current
documents have been approved by DTSC.

SITE REMEDIATION / CORRECTIVE ACTION ACTIVITIES:

A RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) was compieted by USEPA Region IX in July
1987. The RFA determined that corrective action was necessary because of
past releases of hazardous materids to the subsurface beneath the Facility. A
Consent Order requiring RCRA corrective action was negotiated with USEPA
and signed on December 8, 1988. The Consent Order contains specific
requirements for conducting a RCRA Faciirty Investigation (RFi) and Corrective
Measures Survey.

An RFI was performed and summarized in an April 1992 report titied
Comprehensive Environmental Review, Southern California Chemical/ by Camp
Dresser & McKee, Inc. (CDM). The RFI 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. fn 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 taciiity 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 time, 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 Angeies County on August 16, 1995
which covers all requirements of the 1995 CAPM. The deed restricts the
use of the property for residences, schools, hospitais/ 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 infiitration
of liquids into subsurface soils. And restricts construction on the site such
that excavation of soii is minimized and to requires adequate health and
safety plans and notification to DTSC of such plans.

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, !NC. 21



Draft

A Corrective Action Vadose Zone Monitoring Work Plan was submitted by
CDM to DTSC on June 15, 1998. The vadose zone monitoring plan will
allow 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. DTSC commented on the work pian 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 groundwa+er
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 PT! to
DISC on March 7, 2002, revised per DTSC comments on February 26, 2003
and July 22, 2003 and approved by DTSC on September 23, 2003. The
containment system report described the facility site wide pavement
system required by the deed restriction (noted above). The deed
restriction requires the property to remain fully paved wHh regular
inspections and maintenance in a manner that prevents infiltration of
liquids into 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. PTI submitted this plan to DTSC 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 octivities. 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 DTSC on April 18, 2005 The site conceptual modei
describes the contamination on site, where it may have come from and, if
if is mobilized, where it is expected to travel. Thus providing a description
of any potential threats the current site contamination my pose to 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 restriction (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 Soi! 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 to 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 compietion of SVE survey described in
the work plan ("Phase 1"), CDM submitted a report to DTSC on April 6/
2001. A "Phase 2" SVE Sun/ey 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 to this request to 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 to the
SVE Work Plan submitted to DTSC on January 9, 2002, was submitted to
DTSC. A Phase 2 Soi! Vapor Survey was conducted at the Facility in
January 2005. A Comprehensive Soil Vapor Survey and SVE Pilot Test Work
Plan was submitted to DTSC on September 30, 2005. CDM clarified with
DTSC in October 2005 that the proposed soil vapor extraction 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 quarteriy basis. Per
DTSC comments provided on June 21, 2005, a revised draft Water Quality
Sampling and Analysis Pian was submitted to DISC on November 14,2005.
Groundwater monitoring is necessary to assess the contamination present
in the ground water beneath the site and its potential impacts on human
health 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 permit, 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 piace after removal
(characterization and disposal) of the Pond 1 containment structure.
Removal of the Pond 1 containment structure wili cause operational
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difficulties at the Facility, as it will require the relocation of the wastewater
treatment 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 the
concrete base of Pond 1 ore expected to contain heavy metais. Upon
completion of closure/ this unit will be capped and subject to post closure
care to prevent any potential infiltration of liquids from carrying the
potential subsurface soil contamination into the groundwater.
Groundwater monitoring is required as described above to address the
issue of groundwater contamination.

An approved 1988 Modified Ciosure/Post-Closure Pian provides for closure
of Pond 1. PTI has begun implementing the 1988 Modified Closure/Post-
Closure P!an for closure of Pond 1. As Pond 1 is currently being used as
secondary containment for Waste Water treatment 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 submittais).
Based on the updated closure activities in the revised closure p!an, the
closure cost estimate has been substantially increased. The facility has
provided a letter of credit to DTSC 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 undertake the
following in the event that any new solid waste management units
("SWMUs"), potential or immediate threats, or newly identified releases are
discovered at the FadJity:

Notify DTSC orally within 72 hours of discovery;
Notify DTSC in writing within 7 days of discovery/ summarizing
findings and magnitude of potentia! threat(s) to human health
and/or environment. DTSC may then require the Facility to
investigate, mitigate, or take other appropriate action to address
any immediate or potential threats to human health and the
environment. DTSC may require the submitta! of documents (work
plans, etc.) which explain how the Facility wi!l take action to
address the immediate or potential threats. Pursuant to section
E. 13.a. of the 1995 CAPM/ remobiiiza+ion of existing soil
contamination is considered a new release. PT! has not notified
DTSC of any new releases to 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

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, INC 24



Draft

in October 2008. An aiternative 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 fuil-
scale system will be proposed as an aiternative remedy for groundwater.
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3.0 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

3. J ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENriALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this
project/ as indicated by the checklist on the foliowing 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, ail environmentai factors for the proposed project
were found to have either a "Less than Significant Impac-l" or "No Impact" on
the environment.

Aesthetics

Agricui+urai Resources

AEr Quality

Biological Resources

Cui+ural Resources

Geoiogy and Soils

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydroiogy and Water Quality

Land Use Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population and Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities and Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance
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3.2 EVALUATtON OF ENVtRONMENTAL IMPACTS

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

• Aesthetics • Land Use Pianning

• Agricultural Resources • Mineral Resources

• Air Quality • Noise

• Biologica! Resources • Population and Housing

• Cultural Resources • 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 Q preliminary environmentai assessment, this Initiai Study determines whether
or not potentiaily significant impacts exist that warrant additional analysis and
comprehensive mitigation measures to minimize the.ievel of impact. On-site,
off-site/ long-term, direct/ indirect, and cumulative impacts ore analyzed for the
construction 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 wili therefore have no environmental impact.

• Less Than Significant Impact. The environmental issue in question does
apply to the project site/ but the associated impact wili be beiow
thresholds that are considered to be significant.

• Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The project wi!i have the potential
to produce significant impacts with respect to the environmental issue in
question. However, mitigation measures modifying the operational
characteristics of the project will reduce impacts to a iess than significant
level.

• Potentially Significant Impact. The project will produce significant
impacts, and further analysis will be necessary to develop mitigation
measures that could reduce impacts to a iess than significant level
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Potential
Significan

Impact

Potentialli
Significan

Impact
Unless

Mitigated

Less Thar

Significan
Impact

No
Impact

1. AESTHETICS - Would the project:

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

b) Subsfan+ialiy damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock ou+croppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and i+s surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial Eight or glare that
would adversely affect day or night+ime views in the
area?

•/

•/

•/

-/

II. AGRICUlTURAt. RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts +o agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricuiturai Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model [1997} prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional modei to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant +o the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?

b} Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c] Involve other changes in the existing environment,
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmiand, to non'agricultural use?

^

</

-/

III. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air poiiution control district may be relied upon to make the foiiowing determinations.
Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct EmplementafEon of the
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quaii+y standard or contribute
substan+idly to an existing or projected air quality
violQtion?

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial poilutant
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/ f.)?

^

-/

-/

•/

^

-/
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Potentiall'
Significan

Impact

Potentiall1
Significan

Impact
Unless

Mitigated

Less Thar

Significar
Impact

No
Impad

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habi+at 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 Ser/ice?

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

c) Have a subs+antiai adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
CJean Water Act [including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct remova!, filling,
hydrological interruption/ or other means?

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

e) ConfSict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Consen/ation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habi+at

conservation plan?

•/

•/

^

</

-/

-/

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a] Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historic resource as defined in § 15064.5?

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

c) DErec+ly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologica! feature?

d] Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of format cemeteries?

•/

^

^

^

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Wouid the project:

a) Expose people or structures +o potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injure or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fauit? Refer to Division of Mines and GeoSogy
Special PubSication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground-shaking?

^

^
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iii) SeEsmic-reiated ground failure, inciuding
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

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

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

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

f) Be located in an area containing naturally occurring
asbestos (see aiso Air Quality, t]?

Potential^
Significan

Impact

Potentially
Significan

Impact
Unless

Mitigated

Less Than
Significan

Impact

^

^

^

-/

No
Impact

•/

^

^

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the pubiic or the
environment through the routine transport use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

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

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handie hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed

school?

d) Be iocated 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 E+ create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area, for a project located within an
airport land-use plan or, where such a plan has not

been adopted, wi+hin 2 miies of a pubiic airport or
pubiic use airport?

f) Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area, for a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip?

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

^

•/

-/

•/

^

•/

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

PotentiaHi
Significan

Impact

Potential^
Significan

Impact
Unless

Mitigated

Less Thar

Significan
Impact

No
Impac)

^

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substan+iaily deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substanfiaiiy 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 to a level
that would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted}?

c) Substan+ialiy alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would resuit

in substantiai erosion or siltation on- or off-sife?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, 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 site?

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 runoff?

f} Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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

h) Place wi+hin a 1 00-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

E) Expose peopie 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?

j] Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

^

^

^

y

•/

•/

-/

^

^

^

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physicaiiy divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land-use p!an, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general pian,
specific pian, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conser/ation plan?

^

y

-/
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Pofentlalii
Significan

Impact

Potential!
Significan

Impact
Unless

Mitigatec

less Thar
Significan

Impact

No
Impact

X. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a} Result in the loss of avaiiabiSi+y of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result En the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recover/ site delineated on a local

general plan, specific plan, or other land-use plan?

-/

-/

Xl. NOISE - Would the project resuit in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise leveis in
excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of

other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

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

d) A substantia! temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e] Exposure of people residing or working in the project
area +o excessive noise levels, for a project located

wi+hin 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?

f} Exposure of people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels, for a project within the
vicinity of a private airstrip?

^

^

•/

^

^

y

XII. 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 infrastructure}?

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

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

^

^

</

XIII. PUBUC SERVICES

a) Would the project resuit in substantial adverse physical impacts
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
construction of which could cause significant environmen+a!
ser/ice ratios, response times or other performance objectives

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schoois?

]ds associated with the provision of new or
iicaily altered governmental faciiities, the
ipacts, in order to maintain acceptable
for any of the following public services:

y

^

-/
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Parks?

Other public facilities?

Potential^
Significan

Impact

Potentialli
Significan

Impact
Unfess

Mitigated

Less Than

Significan
Impact

^

No
Impact

•/

XIV. RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that subs+an+jal physical deterioration of
the facility wouid occur or be accelerated?

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

I/

^

XV. TRANSPORTAT10N/TRAFFIC - Wouid the project:

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

b) Exceed, either individually or cumuiatively, a levei of
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

c) 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?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections] or

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g] Conflict with adopted policies/ plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation [e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

•/

•/

^

^

•/

^

v^

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS ~ Wouid the project:

a) Exceed wastewa+er treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmen+a! effects?

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

d} Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing enfitSements and resources, or are

new or expanded en+E+lemenfs needed?

-/

-/

•/

-/

RCUP 441 - PHiBRO-TECH, 1NC 33



Draft

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider that series or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commifmen+s?

f} Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal
needs?

g] Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related +o solid waste?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Potentially
Significant

Impact
Unless

Mitigated

less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

^

•/

^

XVII. FINDING OF DE MINIMIS IMPACT TO FISH, WILDLIFE, AND HABITAT-The following provides substantial
evidence as to why the project wili have no potential adverse effect on the iis+ed resources as defined by
section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code:

a) Riparian land, rivers/ streams. watercourse, and

wetlands under state and federal jurisdiction.

b) Native and non-native plant life and the soil required to
sustain habitat for 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 habitat in which they are believed to reside.

e) Ail species of plant or animals iis+ed 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 ecologicai communities in which they reside.

g] All air and water resources the degradation of which
wil! individually or cumulativeSy result En a ioss of
biological diversity among the plants and animals'
residing in that air and water.

No poten+Ea! for adverse impact.

No po+entia! for adverse impact.

No potential for adverse impact.

No potential for adverse impact.

No potential for adverse impact.

No potential for adverse impact.

No potential for adverse impact.
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Potentially
Significant

Impact

Potentially
Significant

Impact
Unless

Mitigated

Less Than

Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE - Does the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, subs+antiaily reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish orwi!dlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels/ threaten to eiiminate 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 prehisfor/?

b) Have impacts that are individually iimited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumula+ively
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.)

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

•/

•/

•/
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4.0 ENVtRONMENTAL ANALYSE

4.1 AESTHEHCS

Would the project:

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

No Impact. The subject site/ and the surrounding area, 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. Addi+ionaily/
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 impiementation is not expected to obstruct any
scenic vistas or scenic highways.

b) Substanfiaily damage scenic resources, fnduding, but not //m/f-ed to/ frees/
rock ouf-croppf'ngs/ and historic buildings wsthin a state scenic highway?

No Impact. See response 4.1 .a
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c) SubstantlaSty degrade the existing vssuaf character or quality of the site
and its surroundings^

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject site is currently developed with an
inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling fadiity. 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 containers.

Although the project involves the addition of 10 new aboveground storage
and/or treatment tanks and three processing components to store and treat oiiy
wastewater/ and six new tanks for current inorganic waste streams/ the new
tanks and processing components are not expected to substantially degrade
the visual character or quaiity of the site or its surroundings. The new
aboveground tanks and processing components will biend in with the existing
containers and processing components since they will have similar exterior
design features, such as height/ color, and massing. Addttional!y, three existing
tanks thcct are being converted from hazardous matericil use to potential
hazardous waste use wili 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. Additionaliy, there is currently a landscape
screen along Dice Road and the driveway entrance of the subject property.
Moreover/ the rest of the site is screened with a perimeter fence with eight to
twelve feet tal! 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 to the existing visual character and
quality of the site and its surroundings are therefore expected to be less than
significant.

d) Create a new source of substantfa! light or glare that wou!d adverse//
affect day or nlghifime views sn 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 additionaf lighting is required for project, both Planning and Police
Semce staff will review the new lighting plan to ensure if 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.
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4.2 AGRSCUirURAL RESOURCES

Wou/d the project:

af Convert Prime Farm/and/ Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Stafew'fde
Smportance (Farmland!, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmiand Mapping and Monstonng Program of the CafsfomSa Resources
Agency, to non-agncultural use?

No Impact. The subject site and the surrounding areas are not used for
agricui+ural 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 Farmland of Statewide
Importance; therefore, project impiementation will not result in the conversion of
prime farmland or other similariy 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 to non-agricuitural uses. Therefore, no

impacts to existing farmland resources wili occur as a result of the proposed
project.

b) Connict with existing zoning for agncultural use, or a WiWamson Act
contract?

No Impact. The proposed project site is designated as industrial in the Ci+y 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 agricultural zoning and/or policies wil! occur.

See response 4.2.a.

c) involve other changes in the existfng environment that due to their
location or nature, could result In conversson of Farmiand to non-

agncuSiurai use?

No Impact. As mentioned previously, the proposed project is surrounded by
land developed for industrial uses. The proposed project does not 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 A!R QUAUTf

Would the project:

aj Confl'fci with or obstruct implementation of the app/f'cab/e a/'r quality

p/an?

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-cfesert portions of Los Angeies/ Riverside/ and San
Bernardino Counties. The region is currentiy in non-attainment with the federal
8-hour ozone (Oa) standard, and the suspended particulate matter (PMio)/ and
porticulate matter (PM2.5) standards.

The SCAQMD is required by law to prepare a comprehensive basinwide Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) which includes strategies (e.g., control
measures) to reduce emission levels to achieve and maintain state and federal
ambient air quaiity standards/ and to ensure that new sources of emissions are
planned and operated to be consistent with the SCAQMD's air quality goals.
The AQMP's air pollution reduction strategies include control measures which
target stationar// 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 ail
criteria pollutants.

SCAQMD also prepared the 2007 AQMP, the 1997 Ozone State Implementation
Plan (SIP), and the ?999 Amendment to the 1997 Ozone SIP Revision for the
South Coast Air Bas/n, which require additional short-term sto+ionary source
control measures.

Addi+ionaliy, the SCAQMD developed an Air Toxics Control Plan (dated March
2000) that provides rules and policies to reduce air toxics and criteria emissions in
the Basin. The pian discusses SCAQMD Ruie 1401, which is a local program
requiring new source review of toxic air contaminants (TACs). Permits for new/
modified, or re-locoted equipments that emit TACs must meet limits for cancer
and non-cancer impacts. Rule 1401 is updated periodically to reflect new
information on air toxics that is developed by the State. individual equipment
must meet increased cancer risk of no more than one-in-one million or use Toxic
Best Available Contro! Technology (T-BACT) to reduce their health risk below ten-
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 impacts.
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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 Os precursors and carbon monoxide (CO)
through the use of construction equipment burning fossil fuels. However/ given
the short installation/construction periods, emissions of Oa precursors and CO are
not expected to be significant. In addition, implementation of all SCAQMD Os
and CO rules, and AQMP control measures, is expected to produce Os and CO
emission reductions throughout the region overall.

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

Pollutant Parameter i :] Daily Emissions
Carbon Monoxide

Oxides of Nitrogen
Reac+ive Organic
Particulate Matter

Oxides ofSuifur

550 pounds
100 pounds
75 pounds
150 pounds

N/A

Quarterly Emissions ^
23.75 tons

2.5 tons

2.5 tons

6.75 tons

675 tons

Carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen, 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 tanker
trucks per day. Based on this estimated amount/ the resulting pollutant emission
rates are approximated at 2ib/day carbon monoxide/ 7 Ib/day oxides of
nitrogen/ less than 1 fb/day reactive organic gases, and 0.5 Ib/day particulate
matter. Each of these emission rates is well beiow levels considered significant
on both a daiiy and quarterly basis.

However, the project will result in a potentidi increase in emissions from the
additionai storage and treatment tanks related to the new oily wastewater
treatment process. Specifically, emission from working and breathing losses are
expected from the four tanks designated to hoid the wastewater that is
received (0-1 through 0-4, see Figure 3 - Site Plan) and from two tanks
designated to hold oil that is separated from the water (0-9 and 0-10, 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 cdcuiations:

Assumptions Used for Tank Emissions Calculations:

:^ Parameter ;^ [ ^

Mixture
Composition

Throughput
Control

1.25% Gasoline
23.75% Diesel
75.00% Water

12/500ga!.day per tank

5% Gasoline
95% Diesel

95% Contra! from Activated Carbon Routed Stack >24ft

Storage Tank Emission Estimates

..Poliutant: :^:;^;:^\':-:^:1::-::::;. :.::...^ - ::-c:.|

.••/-^:^'"^7':^^:::^::':::^\.';:^mis

0-1 through Q-4 -0-9 arid 0-TO -Total
Gasoline ; -.': ::-" ;-. .". "-- '••'- -".^ •-.'- ::.'".'-."-. '-••"." - ; -: :.. ::^ :. . "::":l :: ... ..-••'.

voc
Methy] Tertiary-Butyl Ether
Toluene

Xylene, a!! isomers

N-Hexane

Benzene

Naph+halene
Styrene

40.806
6.12

8.16

7.35

3.26

2.04

0.82

0.41

35.622
5.34

7.12

6.41

2.85

1.78

0.71

0.36

234.468
35.16

46.88

42.22

18.74

11.72

4.7

2.36
Diesel :: - - ."~;:.. ;-;; :^--: .: : .-:: : : :" ::.. .: ;; -..:_; - , : :.:"_::.:"; ::;_.. 7-^-

voc
Naphthalene
Paraffins

0.906

0.07

0.37

0792
0.07

0.37

5.208

0.42

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 Screening Analysis
I Tier 1 Scre-eri ; |

cancer and/or chronic

AS I acule

Results
Project Value

1.5

.00112

Screening
1
1

limit - Exceed Limit? :
Yes
No

Since the ASi cancer and/or chronic is 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 (H!A), 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 results are
provided on the following page.
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Tier 2 Screening Risk Assessment Results

Tier 2 Screen::::: - ^ ^;

MICR Worker
MICR ResEdentia!
HIA Worker (highest)
HIA Residential (highest)
HIC Worker (highest)
HIC Residential (highest)
CB

Project Value
1.69 E-°6

L19E-07

6.24 E-04

8.89 E-os

3.15E-0'

5.33 E<)2

0.0003

; Screening Limit^^
1.00E-o5w/T-BACT

LOOE^w/T-BACT
1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.5

Exceed Limit? :
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Given that the project will apply T-BACT for the tanks, the proposed project
would not significantiy conflict with or obstruct 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 iimi+s 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
ievei. Cdifornia's Assembly Bili 32 (AB 32), the Caflfornia Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, establishes statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction
targets, requiring California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 limits by 2020
(an approximate 25% reduction in emissions), and requires the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) to establish GHG emission standards by 2012.

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

Furthermore, 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 to adopt a climate change policy and begin
developing an interim GHG CEQA significance threshold, but it has not yet
adopted a climate change plan.

A white paper titled CEQA and Cilmaie Change released by the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in January 2008 offers several
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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
intended as an informational resource, not a guidance document. However,

the options discussed in the document can provide an outline for the potentiai
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 threshoid for significance/ requiring Lead Agencies to determine
significance on a case-by-case basis. A second option wouid be to 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 os possible
thresholds for significance. The lowest of these suggested non-zero thresholds
was 900 metric tons of GHG per year equivalent of carbon dioxide (tonnes/year
C02 -e). This threshold represents the typical GHG emissions for a residentiai
development containing 50 units/ which would place it in the 90th percentile of
such projects. Other possible non-zero thresholds identified in the CAPCOA
white paper were greater than 900 tonnes/year.

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

Indirect emissions of GHGs are associated with increased truck traffic, vehicle
traffic from the five additional employees, and from acfdi+iona! electricity
needed to for the new 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 to be
generated whether or not the proposed project is approved. Therefore/ the
proposed project will result in shifts in existing truck routes, rather than generating
new traffic. However, in order to provide a conservative estimate of GHG
emissions associated with the proposed project, a worst-case estimate of truck
traffic emissions was developed. For this estimate/ an average trip length from a
waste generating faciHty to PTI of 50 miies/ or 100 miles round trip, was used.
Therefore, up to 12 daily trucks would travel up to 1,200 miles per day occurring
five days per week, 52 weeks per year or 260 days/year total.

Truck C02 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 (€N4) were estimated using CCAR emission factors
and protocols. These were adjusted to a C02 equivalent basis by accounting
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for the increased global warming potential of €N4 (a factor of 21) and NsO (a
factor of 310). Emissions were calculated based on these emission factors and
the total predicted travel distance. Vehicle miies for passenger cars were
simiiariy 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 COs exhaust
emission factors were developed based on the latest version of the California Air
Resources Board Emission Factors modei (EMFAC 2007). Emissions of the GHGs
N20 and €N4 were estimated using CCAR emission factors and protocols and
converted to a C02 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 Megawatt-hours per year
(MWh/yr). The California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) has published a
composite emission factor for GHGs from PTi's eiectrical utiiity. Southern
Caiifornia Edison, of 641.26 pounds of GHGs (C02-e) perMWh (for 2006).

A conservative estimate of the total projected emissions of GHGs associated
with the proposed project is shown beiow.

Source

Fue! Combustion
Electrical Consumption
(Based on 20% increase)
Mobile Sources

(Employee cars/ 5/day)
Mobile Sources
(Heavy-Duty Trucks, 12/day)
Total

GHG Emissions
(Tonnes/year C02-e)

0

90

21

604
715

The totoi projected emission rate of 715 tonnes C02-e/year is well below the 900
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

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, INC 44



Draft

idle times for delivery trucks and procuring energy efficient equipment and
lighting to the extent practicable.

b) Violate any a'sr quaffty standard or coninbute substantiaify to an exsst'sng or

projected air quality ysoiaflon?

Less Than Significant Impact. As listed in Table 1 (SCAQMD Air Quality
Significance Threshoids), the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (1993) provides air
quality significance threshoids for project construction and operation.

The proposed oily wastewater treatment process will require the addition of 10
aboveground storage and/or treatment tanks and three processing
components to store and treat oily wastewater (which wi!l be a new hazardous
waste stream accepted by the facility). The fadiity will receive the wastewater
stream into four tanks (0-1 through 0-4). The oil is separated from the water and
routed to two tanks designated to collect the oi!y waste (0-9 and 0-10)). The
treated water is separated routed to four designated tanks (0-5 through 0-8).
Emission from working and breathing losses are expected from the four tanks
designated to hold the wastewater that is received (0-1 through 0-4) and from
two tanks designated to hold oil that is separated from the water (0-9 and 0-
10).

The proposed project may also generate poliutant emissions from stationary
sources for on-sife power generation and other mobile source emissions
associated with vehicular traffic from empioyees as wel! as delivery of products.

Based on the anticipated increase of 12 tanker trucks a day to the subject site,
the increase in vehicle traffic to the site wou!d create a negligible increase in air
emissions. See table be!ow for anticipated emission levels associated with the
delivery trucks.

Anticipated Delivery Truck Emissions (Ib/mile)
"Pollutant.'.':'.;: :'':<.;^'.;:'.:::-.:^^^.-.. -",|

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Oxide (N0^
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG)
ParfEculate Matter (PM10)
Sulfur Oxide (SOx)

: Emission Estimates:
0.03

0.03

0.003

0.001

0.0002

Short-term air quality impacts may aiso 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 thresholds are not
expected to be exceeded (see response 4.3.a).
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Further, prior to commencement of the oily wosfewater treatment operations, as
a condition of approval the owner/operator will be required to provide data on
emissions to demonstrate that no air quaiity 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 aiso 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 to reduce any of the criteria poliutants.

c) Result in a cumuiative considerable net increase of any cnierla poifufant
for which the project region is In non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air qual'sty standard (induding releasing emsssions
which exceed quantiiaftve thresholds for ozone precursors) ?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.3.a and b.

d) Expose sensitive recepiors to substantia! po^utant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. Project implementation is anticipated to increase
the truck traffic onto the site. The oily water is expected to primarily be
delivered by tanker trucks. The applicant has estimated that up to 12 tanker
trucks deliveries per day will occur based on the proposed daily treatment of
50,000 gallons.

CARB has designated diesel particulates as a carcinogen. However, with the
small number of additional truck traffic anticipated, the related air quality
impacts on the nearby heaith care facilities, rehabilitation centers, residences,
and other nearby sensitive receptors has been determined to be less than
significant as described in Response 4.3.a.

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

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a subsfantsai number of people ?

Less Than Significant Impact. Project implementation does have a potential to
create undesirable fugitive odors from the treatment process. However/ the
Facility employs a two tiered waste acceptance approach. Generators
intending to send waste to the Facility must first submit a Waste Profile Form to
PT! 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 Fadiity, samples are coliected from containers or bulk
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deliveries to determine if the sample conforms to the accepted profiie. if any
particular wastes are found to have unacceptable odor/ or the potential to
generate odors during treatment, PTI wiil have the option to not accept such
waste streams. Additionally/ for odor control, PT! may also segregate such
wastes into particular tanks which' can be designed to have the vapor space
vented through carbon canisters. Regardless/ as mentioned previously, the new
oily wastewater treatment operations would be required to 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 poilution

and odors. Moreover, PTI will also need to obtain the required permits to instalt
and operate ail new processing equipment/ in compliance with Ru!e 1401 of the
South Coast Air Quality Management District. A condition will also be included
in the CUP to outiine the above-mentioned requirements. Therefore/ the overall
impacts from odors are anticipated to be iess than significant.

f] Result in human exposure to Naturally Occurring Asbestos (see also
Geo/ogy and Soifs, f.) ?

Less Than Significant Impact. No naturoliy 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 Activities)/ requiring
appropriate notification to SCAQMD and the application of measures to control
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 dfrectty or through habitat
mod'tflcations, on anyspedes identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in toca/ or regional plans, poHdes, or regulations, or
b/ the Caiiforma Department of Hsh and Game or U.S. Ffsh 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 to 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/ coostal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hycfrologica!
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 fiow 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 wildlife 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 to exist within the subject site,
the proposed use will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting wildlife or bioiogicai 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 substantia! adverse effect on any npanan habsfai or other
senssfive natural community icSentsfied in focal or regional p/ans/ poildes,
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and regulations or by the Cai'sfornsa Department of Ffsh and Game or US
Fish and WiWe Service?

No Impact. See response 4.4.a.

cj Have a subsfcinf'ial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Cfean Wafer Act (indudlng, but not limited
to/ marsh/ vema/poo// coastai etc.) through direct removal, fllting,
hydrotog'scat interruption, or other means?

No Impact. See response 4.4.a.

d] Interfere subsiantiafly wsth the movement of any native resident or
msgrafor/ fssh or \vU'fe spec/es or with established native resident or
msgrafor/ wildlsfe comcfors/ or Impede the use of native w'sidfsfe nursery
sites?

No Impact. See response 4.4.a.

e] Conflict with any /oca/ pollaes or ordinances protecting blohg'scai
resources/ such as a tree preservation po//c/ or ord/'nance?

No Impact. See response 4.4.a.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, or
other approved Socai regsonai or state habitat conservation p/an ?

No Impact. See response 4.4.a.
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Wou/cf fhe project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the s/gn/f/cance of a h'sstonc
resource as defined in § 15064.5?

No Impact. An inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility has
operated on the subject property since the 1960's. There is no historicai
significance associated with subject site and/or its existing structures. Therefore/
project impiementation 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 activities in the subject site encounters previously
unidentified cultural resources, an archeologist must be afforded the
opportunity to evaluate any additional finds and to complete an analysis in
accordance with CEQA guidelines

There is no known ethnic or culturai value that is at'tributabie to the subject site.
No human remains are known to exist on the subject site.

b) Cause a subsfanfsa! adverse change in the significance of an
archaeoSog'ica! resource pursuant to § 15064.5?

No Impact. See response 4.5.a.

c) DsreciSy or indirectly destroy a unique pa/eonto/og/ca/ resource or site or
unique geologsc feature?

No Impact. See response 4.5.a.

d] Disturb any human remains, including those fnterred outside of formal
cemef-er/ess

No Impact. See response 4.5.a.
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potenisai substantial adverse effects,
including the nsk ofioss, /ry'ury/ or death InvoMng:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault as delineated on the most
recent AlquisWiolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
GeoSog'fst for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault?

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject site is not located within an Alquist-
Prioia Earthquake Fauit 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 kiiometers long and runs from
beneath downtown Los Angeles to the Coyote Hiiis 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 a
fault rupture is considered to be less than significant.

n) Strong se'ssmic ground-shaking^

Less Than Significant Impact. Like the rest of Southern Caiifornia/ the
proposed subject site is located in a seismicaiiy active region susceptibie to
ground shaking with the occurrence of a seismic event. The nearest faults
are the Whittier-Elsinore fauif which is located approximately two miles north
of the City and the Norwalk Fau!t which is iocated approximately two miles
south of the City. Other faults in the area are the San Andreas and San
Jacinto faults and the Newport-lngiewood faults. These local and regionai
fault systems have a potential to impact the subject site when considering
the maximum expected earthquake from each fauit.

Therefore, to ensure that the effect of the possible ground shaking will be
minimized to help protect human !ife, all new tanks, buildings and/or
ecjuipment for the oily water activities wil! 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 Geoiogica! 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 Caiifornia
Certified Engineering Geoiogist and Registered Geotechnicai Engineer
during the plan check process to minimize future potential hazards. The
report shall employ the standard criteria and methods enumerated in CDMG
Specia! Publication 117. "Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic
Hazards in California."

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

lu] Se'ismsc-relaied ground failure, indudsng /f'quefaction?

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

The subject site has not been identified on the State of California Seismic
Hazard Zones/ Whi+tier Quadrangle official map (released March 25, 1999), as
a site that is subject to iiquefaction during a seismic event. Nevertheless, any
future development on the subject site is required to 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 manmacfe exist
on the subject site. Further/ the subject site has not been identified on the
State of Caiifornia Seismic Hazard Zones, Whittier Quacfrangie 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 <n subsfanffai soil erosion or the loss of topsoii?

No Impact. Aside from installation and removal of a few tanks within the
already paved areas of the Fadiity, no new construction is anticipated;
therefore, project implementation is not expected to create a subs+an+iai
erosion or the loss of topsoil to the subject site. Nevertheless, any future
development of the site wiii be required to conform with the City's standard
erosion-contro! practices as well as ail applicable local, state and federal
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regulations to ensure that potential impacts are reduced to a less than
significant level.

c) Be located on a geoSogsc un'si or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project and potentidty resuit in on- or
off-s'ffe fandsi'ide, laterai spreading, subsfdence, liquefacfion, or collapse?

No Impact. As previously mentioned, the subject she 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 to onsite or
offsite landslide, laterol spreading, subsidence, iiquefaction or coilapse, are
anticipated.

d) Be located on expansive soil as defined In Table 18-1-Q of the Cafifomia
BuMng Code (2001), creating substantial nsks to fife or property3

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

e) Have so/7s /ncapab/e of adequate// supporting the use of septsc tanks or
alternative wastewater dssposaf systems where sewers are not ava/'/ab/e
for the disposal of wasiewater?

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 to support any septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal system,
the oily water treatment activities will be utiiizing the existing system already in
place; therefore, no impacts are anticipated in this regard.

f) Be Socated in an area conta'sning naturally occurring asbestos (see also Air
Qud'sty, f.j?

No Impact. The project site is not known to 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:

af Create a significant hazard to the pub^c or the environment through
routine transport, use/ or d/'sposa/ of hazardous matenais?

less Than Significant Impact. The FcfCi7/fy accepts non-hazardous wastes as we//
as the foilowing hazardous wastes for storage, treatment, and/or transfer:

• RCRA oxidizing (D001 - Department of Transportation (DOT) Hazard Class
5.1 only), corrosive (D002), and some toxic (D004-D011) wastes

• Some RCRA listed F/ K, and U wastes
• California 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
permi-t 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 treatment of each waste managed
by the subject use and also to minimize the potential for adverse chemical
reactions resulting from mixing and handling potentially incompatible wastes.
Specifically, the WAP provides procedures and controis 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 controls include waste s+ream
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 to allow the Facility to
complete) a waste characterization (profile) form and submits it to the Facility.
The profiie form describes the waste stream and its pertinent physical and
chemicai characteristics, the process generating the hazardous waste, and aiso
identifies all appiicabie state and federal hazardous waste codes, if is the
generator's responsibility to provide accurate information, incoming waste is
also evaluated to verify that the contents 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.

Additionaiiy, the owner/appiicant will need to comply with ail applicabie
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 to the public or the environment through
reasonabty foreseeab/e upset and acddenf conditions invo!ying the
re/ease of hazardous materials Into the env'fronment?

Less Than Significant Impact. Because hazardous substance will be utilized in
the oily water processing operations, there is a potential for the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. However, the Facility retains an up-
to-date Emergency Contingency P!an 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 pian are to
minimize hazards to 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) Em'ft hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acute// hazardous
matenafs, substances/ or waste withtn one-quarter mile of an existing or

proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact. The schoois nearest to the subject site are Aeolian
Elementary (approximately ,2 mile north of the subject property) and Los Nietos
Elementary (approximateiy 3A mile northwest of the subject property). Therefore/
the potential for hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances/ or waste/ within one-quar+er mile of the existing school is
considered to be less than significant.

dj Be heated on a site that is included on a list of hazardous matenaSs sites
complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result
would If create a significant hazard to the pubiic or the environment?

No Impact. The subject site is not located on a site included on the DTSC
Hazardous Waste and Substance List (Cortese List) compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5. it is also not on USEPA's National Priorities List

(NPL).

e) For a project heated within an asrport land-use pian or/ where such a
p/an has not been adopted, within 2 msSes of a public airport or pub/fc use
airport, wouSd 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 pubiic airport or public use airport. Therefore, project
implementation will not create a safety hazard for airport employees nor will it
pose a safety hazard for the people living and working in the area.

f] For a project within the vidniiy of a pnvate alrstnp, would the project result
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 impiementa+ion wiH not result in a safety hazard in this
regard for people residing nearby or for those employed at businesses nearby.

g) fmpair impfemenfafion of or physlcaHy snterfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject site is currentiy developed with on
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 adopted emergency plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

Nevertheless/ as a condition of approval, the owner/applicant wi!l be required
to provide a new site plan to the City's Fire Marshal to show that adequate Fire
Department access will remain with the inclusion of the new oily wastewa+er
operations.

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

h) Expose peop/e or structures to a slgnsficant nsk of loss, snjur/, or death
invoMng wildland fires, Indud'sng where wlldlands are adjacent to
urbamzed areas or where residences are interm'ixed 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 wildfands adjacent to the subject site
nor are residences intermixed with wildiands in the vicinity of the subject site.
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4.8 HYDROLOGYAND WATER QUAUH

Would the project:

a) Violate any water quafity standards or waste discharge requirements?

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

b) SubstanfsaSly deplete groundwater suppfies or interfere substantsalty with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aqu'ifer
vo/ume or a jowenng of the local groundwater table /eve/ (e.g., the
production rate of pre-ex'sst'fng nearby we//s would drop to a /eve/ that
would not support existing /and 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 Vailey Water Company. The groundwoter in the
area is recharged by "spreading" water into certain areas of the riverbed where
the ends of the aquifers are near the surface. Dikes prevent it from running
straight into the ocean. Roinwater and recycled water from the County
Sanitation Department (605 & 60 Freeways) is aiso used for recharging.

The City has access to sufficient water to meet the demand of the subject site
without any depietion of groundwa+er supplies or interference substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the iocai groundwater table ievei reduction in the amount of
water otherwise available for public water supplies. Project impiementation 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) Subsiantialty alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the anerafion of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that wou/d result in substanisai erosion or siitailon on or off site ?

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject site is currently developed with an
inorganic chemical manufacturing and recycling facility. The appiicant is
proposing to add an oily wastewafer operation to their existing activities. The
proposed oi!y wastewater treatment operation involves construction of a new
24 foot wide by 70 foot wide secondary containment pad and also the removal
and instalia+ion of a few new tanks and required footings.

Nevertheiess, all projects must conform to Chapter 52 of the City Code, and
implement the requirements of the approved Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Pian (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 onsi+e storm systems and fiiters 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 City 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 approvai by the City Engineer. If necessary, the
owner/deveioper wiil 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
impiementation should not result in substantial erosion or silta+ion 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 wiii not result from project

d) SubstanfiaSfy alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river/ or
subsiani'falty increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
that wou/d result in fSood'ing on or off site ?
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less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.8.C.

e) Create or contnbute runoff wafer that wouid exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substanflaf
additional sources of polluted runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.8.c.

f) Otherwise subsianiiafly degrade water quaffty?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response 4.8.a

g) Ptace housing w'sthln a 100-year f/ood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
f/ood hazard del'ineatson map?

No Impact. The project site is not located within the 100-year flood hazard zone
as designated on the current Flood Insurance Rate map published by the
Federa! 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,
impiementation of the proposed oi!y wastewofer treatment operations will not
place housing within or increase exposure of people to fiood hazards. Further,
no impedance or redirection of flood flows will occur with respects to structures
being piaced within a 100-year flood hazard area.

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

No Impact. See Response 4.8.g

s) Expose peop/e or sfruc^ures to a sigmficant nsk of toss, injury, or death
involving flooding, incfud'ing flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Whi+tier Narrows Dam is located 5 miies
northwest of the City of Santa Fe Springs' northern boundary. It is 7.5 miles down
stream of the San Gabriel River fiood control channel and the San Gabriel River
Freeway (i 605). The Whittier Narrows dam is earth fiiied and was built 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 sou+herly towards 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, graduaily declining in depth to tour feet at the
southern end of the City's impacted area. The inundotion zone would impact

virtuaily the entire residentiai 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 inundation 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 a result of the failure of a levee or dam.

Jj Inundailon bysesche, fsunami ormudf/ow?

No Impact. A seiche is the free oscillation of water in a closed or semi-ciosed
basin; it is frequently observed in harbors, bays, lakes, dams and in almost any
distinct basin. Except for inundation from dam failure (low probabiiity) of the
Whittier Narrows dam, the subject site is not anticipated to experience any
impacts associated from inuncfation from seiches, tsunamis or mudtiows. A
tsunami, commonly referred to as a tida! wave, is a 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 to 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 instability to cause mudfiows. Project implementation will not
result in exposure of people or structures to seiches, tsunamis or mudfiows. No
impacts will occur in this regard.
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4.9 IAND USE AND PLANN/NG

Would thet project:

a) Phys'scaily divide an established community?

No Impact. The subject site is currently developed with an inorganic chemicai
manufacturing and processing facility. The oppHcant is proposing to add an oily
wostewater 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 construction is anticipated. Therefore, project
implementation wi!l 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
Conditionai Use Permit (CUP), as wel! 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 genera! plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance).

b) Conflfd with any applicable land use plan, poflcy, orreguSaison of an
agenc/ w'sth junsdictson over the project (snduding, but not Simiied to the
genera/ p/an/ specific plan, local coasta! program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or msftgaiing an environmental
effect?

No Impact. See Response 4.9.a.

c) Conflict with any app/i'cab/e habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

No Impact. Project implementation will not conflict with a habitat conservation
plan/ natural community conservation pian or other adop-led resource p!an.
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.} 0 MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a] Result in the loss of avaiiab'iliiy of a known m'ineraS resource ihat 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 toss of ava/'/ab/W/ of a /oca/// '{mportant mineral resource
recover/ site detsneafed on a local general plan, spec'iffc plan, or other
Sand-use plan?

No Impact. See Response to 4.10.a
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4.?? NO/SE

Wou/d the project result in;

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

less than Significant Impact. The proposed oiiy wastewater operations wiil
occur within the existing 4.8 acre site. PTI currently uses the property for the
operation of an inorganic chemical manufacturing and recyciing facility. Since
both uses generate simiiar noise/ the anticipated noise impact is expected to be
a less than significant if at all.

Nevertheless/ if noise sources relating to the either the existing inorganic
chemical manufacturing and recycling fadiity 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):

• Identify existing noise levels generated onsite and future noise levels
forecasted to be generated by project activities and any additional trips
associated with the proposed project

• Discuss short-ancf 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 vsbraf'ion
orgroundbome no'sse levels?

No Impact. Although the proposed oiiy wastewater +reotmen+ operations do
involve equipment or processes that generate groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise !eve!s/ the noise level is not anticipated to increase. Similar
activities already occur on the subject site.

c) A subsiantlaf permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vscln'fty above levels existing without the project8

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response to 4.11 .a
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic tncrease in ambient noise /eve/s /n the
project vldnHy above teveis exfsisng without the project?

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response to 4.11 .a

ej For a project located within an airport land-use plan or/ where such a
p/an has not been adopted, wsth'in 2 mites of a public airport or public use
airport would the project expose peop/e residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise Sevefs?

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 is
anticipated in this regard.

f) For a project w'fihm the wcj'n/fy of a private airstnp, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
/eve/s?

No Impact. See Response to 4.11 .e

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, !NC 64



Draft

4. ?2 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Wou/d the project:

a) induce substanfsa! popufatlon growth in an area/ either dlrecHy (for
examp/e/ by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectfy (for
examp/e/ through extension of roads or other Infrasirucfure) ?

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 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 instaliation 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 Pian and Zoning
designation for the subject site would not aliow for housing to be developed on
or within the subject site. Further/ no dwelling units currentiy exist on the subject
site; consequently/ no displacement of housing or people will occur.

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

b) D'sspSace subsiantfal numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construcf'son of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. See Response 4.12.a

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the constructfon of
replacement housing e/sewhere?

No Impact. See response 4.12.a

RCUP 441 - PH1BRO-TECH, INC 65



Draft

4.?3 PUBUC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in subsfantiai adverse phys'fcal Impacts
assoc/af-ed w'iih the provision of new or physscatfy aUered goyemmeniat
facWt'ies, need for new or ph/sfca/// a/f-ered gfovemmenta/ facf/i'ties/ the
constructson of which could cause ssgmf'icant envsronmeniaf impacts. In
order to ma'sniain acceptable service ratios/ response times or other
performance objectives for any of the following public services:

1) 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 Department. 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, to a Class 10, the lowest level. The rating is based
on four primary areas of fire defense/ which ore: 1) city water supply (fire
flow, distribution/ hydrants, and reliability); 2) communications
(dispatching/ radio frequencies, and phone iines); 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.

2] Poftce Protection?

Less than Significant Impact. Crime protection sen/ices for the City of
Santa Fe Springs are managed and provided primarily by the City's
Department of Police /Community Relations and its contract with the
Whittier Poiice Department. City staff Public Safety Officers aiso provide
civilian crime protection services through the management and handling
of calls for service, crime report writing/ crime scene investigation,
municipal code enforcement and security for municipal facilities and
events. The City and Whittier Police Department consider the ievei of
police protection and response times provided by the Department to be
adequate. The proposed oily was+ewa+er operations will not adversely
impact the existing level of police protection services nor is it anticipated
that emergency response times would be adversely impacted.

3) Schools?

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed oiiy wastewater operations will
not have any impact on school enrollment. Although students may
attends schools in city where their parents work, majority of families send
their kids to tocais 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 anticipated to be less than significant in this regard.

4) Parks?

Less than Significant Impact. The CHy currently operates six community
parks, seven parket+es/ one historical park and one historical estate. The
City also operates the Aquatic Center which has two outdoor swimming
pools; the Activity Center which includes a gym with basketball, handbail
gymnastics/ weight lifting and boxing facilities; and the Community
Gardens where City residents 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 National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) suggests
that a park system within a municipality be composed of a central core of
parkland that totais 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 Southern California
Association of Governments (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 recreation facilities developed within the City limits. With a total
residential population of 17,500, the City's ratio is 8.51 acres per 1,000
residents. Therefore, impact is anticipated to be less than significant in this
regard.

5) Other Public Facllitses?

No Impact. See Response 4.13.Q.1 & a.4
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4.74 RECREATION

Wou/d the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational fac'si'ities such that subsiantsai physscci! defenorathn of the
facility wou/cf occur or be acce/ercff-ed.

No Impact. The proposed oily wastewo+er operations will not result in an
increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantiai physical deterioration of the facility
wouid occur or be accelerated.

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 Activity Center which includes a gym with
basketball, handbail, gymnastics, weight lifting and boxing facilities; and the
Community Gardens where City residents can rent a parcel of land and grow
vegetables and flowers.

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

b) Include recreational fadlitses or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facWffes that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

No Impact. See Response 4.14.Q.
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4.15 TRANSPORTATfON/TRAFFIC

Wou/d the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the exssffng
traffic load and capacity of the street system f/.e./ result In a substanilaS
f'ncrease /n e'stherihe number of vehfde inps, the vofume-to-capaaty ratio

on roads/ or congestion at Intersecffons) ?

less Than Significant Impact. The applicant is proposing to add oily wastewater
operations to its existing inorganic chemicai manufacturing and processing
facility. The project is expected to result in an increase in traffic since the oily
wastewa+er 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 trucks
per day. In addition/ an estimated five additional vehicle commute trips are
expected based on the additional five workers for the proposed project.
However, the workers will be spread over severa! shifts and no more than two
vehicle commute trips are expected within an hour. Similarly, no more than two
of the up to twelve trucks are expected to 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 conditions based
on 2004 Traffic Flow Map provided by the Principal Civil Engineer of the City of
Santa Fe Springs. The maximum totai 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 F is the worst where traffic exceeds
capacity. The LOS designations of the intersections at Dice Road and Slauson
Avenue (signaiized) and Dice Road and Los Nietos Road (unsignalized) have
not been determined. According to the Principal Civii Engineer of the City of
Santa Fe Springs, Rafoel Casillas, the traffic volumes have not warranted such a
determination. Mr. Casiilas' opinion is that these intersections would have a LOS
no worse than "B." A LOS of B "represents stable operation. An occasional

approach phase is fully utilized and a substantial number are approaching fuli
use. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted with platoons of vehicles."
LOS B also has a volume to capacity ratio greater than 0.6 and up to 0.7.

A significance threshold for traffic is discussed in "Traffic Impact Analysis Report
Guidelines" by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works dated
January 1, 1997. The capacity for a one iane intersection is stated to be 1/600

RCUP 441 - PHSBR04ECH, INC 69



Draft

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 to
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 resulting from the
proposed new oily wastewater operations at the facility will be iess than
significant. Nearby roadways and intersections can accommodate the
additional traffic (up to 12 tanker trucks and five cars per day with an expected
maximum of four additional vehicles per hour) without impacting existing traffic
ieveis 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 (unsignaiized).

b) Exceed, either indlvfdualty or cumulailvefy, a teve/ of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 4.15.a

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, induding either an increase sn
traffic levels or a change in /ocation thQi results ;n substantial safety nsks^

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.

d) Substant'saity increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersecflonsl or sncompatsbSe uses fe.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 trucks 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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e) Resuft fn Inadequate emergency access?

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

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 to commencement of activities/
to ensure they meet the zoning ordinance requirements.

g) Conflict with adopted po//cf'es/ p/ans/ or programs supporting aitematfve
transportaffon fe.g./ bus turnouts, bicycfe racks]?

Less Than Significant Impact The proposed project wi!i not conflict with
applicabie policies, plans/ or programs supporting alternative transportation.
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4.16 UHUT/ES/SERWCE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the appiicable RWQCB?

Less Than Significant Impact. The subject property is located within the

Jurisdictiond boundaries of District No. 18 of the Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeies County. For the Districts' to conform with the

requirements of the Federal Clean Air (CAA)/ the design capacities of the

Districts' wastewoter treatment facilities are based on the regional growth

forecast adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments

(SCAG). Specific poiides included in the development of the SCAG regionai
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.

Ail expansions of District facilities must be sized and service phased in a manner
which wili 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 limited 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 oiiy
wastewater. The proposed oily water process wili handle up to 50/000 galions
per day. However/ the maximum permitted treatment iimit 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 fn the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
fao'/fties or expansion ofexf'sting faciS'stles, the construction of which cou!d
cause s'fgnificant environmental effects?

No impact. See Response 4.16.a.

c) Require or result in the construction of new siorm water drainage facWtses
or expansion of existing facj//ties/ the constructfon of which would cause
ssgniflcani environmental effects?

No Impact. Aithough the proposed project involves installation of a new
treatment system, the maximum permitted treatment 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. Jurisdictiona! 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 wil!
be to levels associated with the approved growth identified by SCAG. In
addition, the oily water treatment operations is subject to USEPA pretreatment
standards for Cen+raiized Waste Treat Category (40 CFR 437). Impacts are
considered to be less than significant in this regard.

d} Have sufficient water supplies avaiiable to serve the project from exssf'sng
entWements and resources/ or are new or expanded entWemenis

needed?

No Impact. See Response 4.16.c

ej Result f'n a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity io serve the
project's projected demand In addsfson to the provider's existing
commitments?

No Impact. See Response 4.16.c

f) Be served by a /ancfffl/ with sufffc'fent permnied capacity to
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 Angeies County is disposed of in a number of landfills, both County
and privately owned. Sixteen facilities were identified as accepting soiid waste
from the City. The closest landfiii (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 immediateiy southeast of the intersection of
the San Gabriel Valley (i-605) Freeway and the Pomona (SR-60) Freeway, in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The landfill 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 shortfali 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 Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was
enacted to reduce, recycle/ and reuse solid waste generated in the State to the
maximum amount feasible. The Act required city and county jurisdictions to
identify an implementation schedule to divert 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 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. Ai+hough no new construction is anticipated
from the proposed use, future developments on the subject site shal! comply
with Ordinance No. 914 which requires contractors to recycie materials
generated on the site. The required goal is to reuse or recycle 75% of the
project waste. Contractors must submit a Waste Management Pian indicating
the types of materials that wii! be recycled and the permitted Recycling Dealer.
Construction and Demolition 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 Recyciing Access Act of 1991, as
amended, require each development project to provide storage area for
coilection and removal of recyclabie materials. Ail future development shall
provide adequate storage areas for coliection/storage of recyclable and green
waste materials.

No impacts ore anticipated in this regard.

gj Compty with federal state, and loca! statutes and regulations related to
so/f'd waste?

No Impact: See Response 4.16.g.
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4. ] 7 FINDING OF DE MINIMIS IMPACT TO FISH, WQUFE, AND HABITAT

The following provides substantial eWdence as to why the project wiU have no
potential adverse effect on the listed resources as defined by section 711.2 of
the Fish and Game Code:

a) Ripanan land, rivers/ streams/ watercourses, and wetfands understate and
federal junsdlcf'fon.

b] Native and non-notive plant /ffe and the solf required to sustain habitat to
fish and wWfe.

c) Rare and unique plant f'sfe and eco/ogica/ communiiSes dependent on
p/anf' //fe.

d) Usted threatened and endangered plant and animals and the habitat in
wh'sch they are believed to reside.

e] M species of p/anf- or animals listed as protected or identifsed for speaa/
management In the Fish and Game Code/ the Pubflc Resources Code/
the Water Code/ or regulation adopted there under.

f) A// marine and terresfnaS species subject to the junsdfdion of the
Department of Fish and Game and the ecofogscaf commumt'ies in which
they reside.

g) All asr and water resources the degradation of which wiif Jndividualfy or
cumuiativety result in a loss of biologsca! d'iyers'fty among piants and
animals residing in that air and water.

No Potential for Adverse Impact. The project site is located in a developed
area. 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 at, or adjacent to, the site. Although the si-te is unpaved, it is mostly
devoid of plant !ife. The proposed oiiy wastewater treatment operation is similar
to the existing inorganic chemicai manufacturing and processing activities that
already occur on the site. Therefore/ the proposed project is not expected to
adversely affect plant or animals listed os 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. ? 8 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF StGNfFlCANCE

Does the project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the qualify of the environment substantiatty
reduce the habitat of a fish or wlldSife species, cause a fish or wlWe
population to drop below self-sustalnlng /eve/s/ threaten to eifm'fnafe a plant
oranj'ma/ commun/'ty/ reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or

endangered p/anf- or animai or elimsnaie smportant examptes of the major
periods of Caitfornla h'istor/ or prehistor/?

No Impact. The owner/operator is proposing to 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
potentia! 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 to reduce the habitat of a fish
or wiidiife 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 pianf or anima! or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory.

bj Have impacts that are indivsdua^y limited, but cumulatively considerabie?
(llCumu!ativety cons'iderabie" means that the '{ncrementa! effects of a
project are conssderabfe 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 cumulativeiy considerable. ("Cumuia+ively 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 environmenta! effects that wiH cause subsiantfat adverse effects on
human beings, either d'srectty or indsrectly?

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 substantiai 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 90670
(562) 868-0511

Cuong Nguyen, Associate Planner & Project Manager
Wayne Morrell Principal Planner
Richard Kaliman, Environmental Protection Specialist

RCUP 441 - PHIBRO-TECH, INC 78



Draft

7.0 LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION

i find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the

environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I 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.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,

and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "po+entialiy 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 a!i potentially significant effects (a) have been analysed

adequately in an earlier E!R or NEGATIVE DECLARATiON pursuant to applicable

standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed

upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Agency

Printed Name/Titie Date
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Tablet SCAQMD Air Qualify Significance Threshofds

Mass Daily Thresholds a

Pollutant

NOx
voc
PMio
PM2.5

Sox

co
Lead

Construction b Operation c

lOOfbs/day 55ibs/day
75 Ibs/day 55 ibs/day
1501bs/day 150fbs/day
55 ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
150ibs/day 1501bs/day
550 ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odpijhresholds _ ^
TACs (including
carcinogens and non-

carcinogens]
Odor

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million
Hazard Index ^ 1.0 (project increment]

creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants d ___^^^^^^^^^^^ _ __
N02

1-hour average
annual average

PMio
24-hour average

annual geometric
average
annual arithmetic mean

PM2.5

24-hour average

Suifa+e
24-hour average
co

1 -hour average
8-hour average

SCAQMD is En attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment
standards:
0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)

10.4 ng/m3 (construction)® & 2.5 ng/m3 (operation)
1.0 fig/m3
20 ng/m3

10.4 ng/m3 (construction)® & 2.5 pg/m3 (operation)

25 ^g/m3
SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following aftainment
standards:

20 ppm (state)
9.0 ppm (state/federal)

a Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993)
b Construction thresholds app!y to both the South Coast Air Basin and Coachelia Valfey (Sa!ton Sea and Moj'ave
Desert Air Basins).
c For Coachelia Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds.
d Ambient air quaiify thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Ruie 1303. Table A-2 uniess ofhewise
stated.

e Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403.

KEY: Ibs/day ^ pounds per day
ppm = parts per million
pg/m3 = microgram per cubic meter
> greater than or equal to (Rev. April 2007)



Draft

Tab/e 2 Permifted Noise ievefs in the City of Santa Fe Springs

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

Receiving Area

Outdoor Noise Level
at Lot Line Of:

Any school, church,

or hospital

Any other use

intheA-LR-LorR-3

Zone

In the C-1 orC-4

Zone

In the ML/ PF, or BP
Zone

!n:the M-1 or.M-2 ---\\

.Zone..: ••-- '• "- . ~

Residential Building
Interior

In the A-1 orR"1

Zone

in the R-3 Zone

Daytime
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.)

Maximum Cumulative
Minutes Duration In Any 1 -
Hour Period

30

45

50

60

60

70'..;...|

45

45

15

50

55

65

65

75..

50

50

5

55

60

70

70

~80L^

55

55

1

60

65

75

75

: 8.5 .

60

60

Absolute
Maximum

65

70

80

80

-. -- .90 .7

65

65

Nighttlme
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)

Maximum Cumulative Minutes
Duration in Any 1 -Hour Period

30

45

45

55

60

-70-

45

45

15

50

50

60

65

75..

50

50

5

55

55

65

70

80-

55

55

1

60

60

70

75

^ . 85 :- :

60

60

Absolute
Maximum

65

65

75

80

_.:; '-- 90 \ ...

65

65

Sound Levels at or above each decibel feve) 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 Zone; therefore, the noise levels permitted for the
proposed project would be consistent with other commercial type uses.

(64 Code, § 52.34) (Am. Ord. 71Z passed 6-11-87} Penalty, see § 10.97
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Pond 1 Closure Plan Petition for Review

Exhibit 0



State of California " California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Addendum to Previously Adopted Negative Declaration

PROJECT TITLE:
Phibro-Tech Inc.
PROJECT ADDRESS:
8851 Dice Road

CITY:
Santa Fe Springs

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER:
1990011026
COUNTY;
Los Angeles

INTRODUCTION:

Phibro-Tech, Inc. (PTI) owns and operates a permitted hazardous waste facility located at 8851 Dice Road, Santa Fe
Springs, California, 90670 (the Facility). PTI 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
projects. 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 CEQA Guidelines (Cat 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 15162,15163, and 15164 to assess
whether previously adopted Negative Declaration(s) remain sufficient for purposes of DTSC approval of Interim
Measures, Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan, Revised Corrective Measure Study and permit application for permit
renewal, or whether an addendum, supplement or subsequent negative declaration or Environ men ta! Impact Report
(EIR) is required 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 previously
prepared negative declarations is the appropriate CEQA documentation.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Pursuant to Chapter 6.5.of Division 20 of the California Heatth and Safety Code, DTSC is currently considering the
following actions requested by PTI for Its hazardous waste facility located at 8851 Dice Road, Santa Fe Springs,
California:

• Interim Measure Work Plan proposes in situ treatment of hexavatent chromium soil contamination with injection
of calcium polysulfide into subsurface soils near the former chromic acid underground storage tank. PTI
proposed the interim measures 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,

• 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 wiil be detected and Gleaned 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 soiis 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 treatment. As part of Pond 1 closure, PTI i$
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 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

' 2015 Closure Plan: <lPhibj-o-Tech, Inc., CAD 008 488 025, Santa Fc Springs, CaUfomia, TSD Facility, Pond I Closure Plan,
September 2015, (Witli Updated Appendices B (figures) and G)", dated September 2015, Received December 3,2015, prepated by
Iris Environmental, Submitfal Cover Letter dated December 3,201 5. As approved with conditions described in DISC letter dated
Deceinbci-4,2015.

OPEA/ Addendum to Previously Adopted Negative Dec!arat!pn_04_17^2015



State of Caijfornia - California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control

to allow treatment of contaminated groundwater with calcium polysulfide injections. DTSC is reviewing the
Revised CMS. )f selected, the calcium polysulfide in situ treatment would replace requirements for PTI to pump.
and treat contaminated groundwater,
Permit Application. PTI submitted an application seeking to renew its hazardous waste facility permit (Permit
Application) pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25200 (California's Hazardous Waste
Control Act (HWCA)). The Permit Application contains activities previously authorized in the PTI Hazardous
Waste Facility Permit, as well as new activities. DTSC is reviewing the Permit Application. PTI currently
operates a hazardous waste facility under a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit issued on July 29,1991. By
operation of law, PT! may continue to operate under the terms of its Permit until DTSC makes a determination
on whether to issue a new 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 Closure. 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 (1S/ND) for this project (SCH#
1988072715).

Entech Recovery Inc. A.K.A Southern Calif. Chemfcal CO. NegQtive Declaration. State Clearinghouse Number
1990011026. On June 19,1991, Department of Health Services approved a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit for
Entech Recovery inc. aka Southern California Chemical (PTl's predecessors). The Department prepared an IS/ND in
1990 (SCH# 1990011026) for this project. The Hazardous Waste Facility Permit has an expiration date of July 29,
1996. By operation of law, PTl may continue to operate under the terms of the 1991 Permit unti! 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 1(1 Permit Modification 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 arid Negative Declaration (SCH#
1994111022) for this project

Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 441. Initial Study and Negative Declaration. City of Santa FQ
Springs. State Clearinghouse Number 2008101020 October2008. in 2005, PTI submitted a revised permit
application requesting authorization to add a new hazardous waste treatment system to treat o!ly 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
environment. 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, Section 21166 and CEQA
Guidelines, Sections 15162,15163 and 15164.

Pubtic Resources Code, Section 21166 provides that when an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared
and certified for a project, no subsequent or supplemental EIR shall be required 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 environmental
impact report.
b. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is belnp undertaken
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which will require major revisions in the environmental impact report,
c. 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 1 5382 further defines, in relevant part, a
"Significant effect on the environment" as meaning a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the
physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including 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 pr 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
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previousiy 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 EfR or negative
declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown In the previous
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 alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, 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 technicai changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the
preparation of a subsequent 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 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 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
respect 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
declarations, 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 ICIosure 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). Additionally, 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
gppropriately 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 DTSC approves each of the four activities
currently proposed for the PTI Facility, DTSC will review the project activity and the environmenta! setting before issuing
a CEQA Notice of Determination for the activity. If the project activity or environmental setting is determined to meet
the conditions set forth in Sections 15162 or 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines, DTSC will prepare a subsequent or
supplemental negative declaration or EIR as required.

-/^-/s'
Signature\ Date

Steve Lavinger Permitting Division - Branch Chief (818)717-6528
Branch Chief Name Title Phone #
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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 Departoaent of Toxic Substances
ControFs (DTSC/s) consideration of several activities at the Phlbro-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/ tide 14, Sections 15162/ 15163 and 15164 to assess whether previously adopted Negative
Declaration(s) remain sufficient for purposes of the Department of Toxic Substances Controls (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 DTSCs 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 llie 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 tfie CEQA documents (i.e./ certified Environmental Impact Report/ adopted Negative

Declaration/ Notice of Exemption) prepared for all previous permit and corrective action decisions. The CEQA

document tide/ 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 m 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 Bnvironmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration and other applicable
documents and was not discussed or contemplated in the prior environmental documents. For example/ an increase

m 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



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 potential Project

impacts described m the Environmental Resource section that follows.

Environmental Resource

The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the environmental resource categories m terms of any "changed condition" (i.e./

changed circumstances/ project changes/ or new information of substantial importance) that may result in environmental

impact signi&cance conclusions different from those foimd m the previously adopted Negative Declaradons. The row tides

of the checklist include the full range of environmental topics/ as presented in Appendix G of Ae 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 GuideUnes Secdon 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 tiie 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 wiA fihe

proposed permit renewal were adequately addressed m the 1990 Negative Declaration/ and Ae environmental impact

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

• Where Were Impacts Analyzed in Prior Environmental Documents? This column provides a cross-reference to

&e 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)(l)/ this column indicates whether substantial changes are
proposed in the Project which will require major revisions of fihe previous Environmental Impact Report or

Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new sigmficant envirorunental impacts or a substantial increase in

the severity of previously identified significant impacts.

• 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 fhe involvement of

new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant



effects.

New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification? Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162/
subdivision (a)(3)(A-D)/ fhis coliunn 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:

^ The Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous Environmental Impact

Report or Negative Declaration.

^ Significant effects previously examined wiU be substantially more severe lihan shown in the previous

Environmental Impact Report

^ Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would m 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.

^ 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 Bnvironmental Impact
Report or Negative Declaration provides mitigation measures to address effects in the related unpact category. If
these mitigation measures wiU be implemented with the proposed project/ then a yes response will be provided
m eiter instance. If //no// is indicated/ fiheri fhis 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 environm.ental issue/ how the proposed Project

relates to the issue and an identification of any mitigation measures that may be required or tliat may have been

identified as required in the previous Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration that apply to the
Project/ and a discussion of t:he conclusions relating to &e analysis contained in each section.



SECTION D: DETERMINATION OF APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT

This section contains the findmgs pursuant to California Code of Regulations/ tide 14, Sections 15162/ 15163/ and 15164
based on the information and analysis contained in the environmental Document Analysis/Checklist as to wheAer

previously certified Environmental Impact Report or approved Negative Declaration(s) remain sufficient for purposes of
DTSCs 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
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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

interim Measure
Work Plan
Revised Modified
Closure Plan for
Pond 1
Revised
Corrective
Measures Study
Permit Application
for Permit
Renewal

Addressed (at least
partially) in Previous
CEQA Documents
No

Yes

Yes

Yes

1. Interim Measure Work Plan

At DTSC's request, PTI submitted an Interim
measures are necessary to abate an imminent
corrective action is being evaluated. DTSC's
Permit, dated July 29,, 1991 and Section
contaminants of concern (hexavalent chromium)
potential threat to groundwater if not remediated.
Site through the injection of a caicium polysulfide
part of a 2012 Pilot Test to treat hexavaient
chemical reduction or fixation. Chemical reduction

Anticipated
Decision Year

2015

2015

2016

2016

n Measure Work Plan
it threat to the environrr
authority to require Inte
5.3 of the Corrective /
urn) are present in ths
ed. The Interim Measui
ifide (CPS) solution to s
;hromium affected vadc
Juction or fixation of I'

Action Description

Calcium polysulfide injections into subsurface to remediate soils contaminated
.wlth..jhi.exavale^^^^ near former chromic acid underground storage tank
Modified plan modifies the approved 1988 Closure Plan, and consolidates the
2006 Tank Relocation Plan, and Soil Sampling Analysis Plan into a stand-alone
document
Selects caicium poiysuifide injections as the best alternative to replace Pump
and Treat for groundwater remediation of hexavalent chromium

Renewal of currently permitted hazardous waste management activities with
changes

:o DTSC on dated June 1, 2015 for approval. DTSC determined that interinr
ant and/or to prevent and/or minimize the spread of contaminants while long-temr
im measures is found in Part V, Section E.13.b of the Hazardous Waste Faciliti
ction Consent Order, dated February 22, 2012. Significant concentrations o
vadose zone at the Phibro-Tech Hazardous Waste Facility (Site) and pose £
i activities described in the Work Plan consist of in-situ remediation of soils at the
abilize hexavalent chromium. CPS injections were previously used at the Site as
;e zone soils and groundwater. In-situ remediation of hexavaient chromium uses
^xavalent chromium reduces it to the more themnodynamically stable trivalen



chromium, which can precipitate or adsorb to soil. A reductant such as CPS can convert the toxic and soluble hexavaient chromium into an insolubie
non-toxic hydroxide compound.12

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-9.

|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 vactose zonej
|units, including the upper portion of the Hoiiydale Aquifer. The top layer is fill, which is found at variable depths below the Site. Below the fill is the upperj
>andy siit 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|

|BeIIflower Aquiciude is the Gage Aquifer - a fine to coarse grain sand layer with fine gravel lenses that extends to approximately 30 feet bgs. This|
jaquifer has been unsaturated since the groundwater monitoring began in 1985, Below the Gage Aquifer is an unnamed aquitard of silt and day, which)
lextends to approximately 50 feet bgs. Below the unnamed aquitard is the Hollydale Aqusfer, which extends between approximately 50 and 150 feet bgs.|
[While it is typically a fully saturated aquifer, the Holiydale Aquifer is currently unsaturated from the bottom of the unnamed aquitard to a depth of|
lapproximately 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 al! 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 borehoies will be advanced adjacent to and in close proximity of the[
jPilot Test injection area. Borehoie locations have been chosen to address distributed impacts from the assumed former chromic acid tank releases.]
pnjection 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 wil! be used to advance smali-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 eachj
linterval will vary based on the stratigraphic unit being targeted. Following injection of the target CPS solution volume into the treatment interval, the]
|injection 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 En 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 a]

Iris Environmental. Revised Groundwater Corrective Action PHot Test Work Plan. Phtbro-Tech Inc., Santa 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. Caicium 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 Poiysulfides. List D - Case No. 4054. September 30,2005.). CPS is not listed as a known or
suspected carcinogen (iBID). DTSChas previously approved the use of CPS to treat hexavalentchrome and found it to be safe and effective. Additional
information about hexavaient chrome can be found at the EPAwebsite: https://clu-in.org/contaminantfocus/default.focus/sec/chromium Wcat/Overview/
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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 wili be advanced shortly after the injection program begins to verify the|
iassumed radius of influence in each geologic unit. Soil test borings will also be advanced after the entire program has been compieted to assess]
ievidence of hexavalent chromium fixation. Soil cores from all sampling events wiii 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 bei
[grouted with neat cement and bentonite and the surface seal constructed with like materials.

pThe 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 hexavalent
|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 monitoring analytical results.

12. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan

PTI submitted a Revised Modified Closure Plan for Pond 1 dated September 2015 (Revised Modified 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 Sen/icesj
("DHS" and predecessor to DTSC) in 1988. An Initial Study and Negative Declaration (IS/ND) was prepared for the 1988 Modified Pond 1 Closure Pian|
and certified by DTSC as Lead Agency.

Pond 1 was incorporated in the interim Status Document issued to Southern Caiifornia Chemical (Predecessor to PTI) in 1980. Pond 1, a former surface!
limpoundment, is located in the northwest portion of the Facility. Pond 1 was constructed in 1975 by modifying a former zinc pond and was used as a|
jsurface impoundment for facility waste water between 1975 and 1985. Modifications included reiining the pond with a 6-inch thick layer of reinforcedj
[concrete and extending the height of the walls. The structure is roughly square, measuring about 37-feet by 37-feet and 3 feet deep with 1 foot beiowj
Igrade and extending two feet above grade. Pond 1 was taken out of service in July 1985 in accordance with an unapproved closure plan in violation of]
|California law. A!i liquids were removed from Pond 1 and the unit cleaned of any residual wastes. However, this closure plan was not approved by US|
JEPA and California agencies prior to undertaking the closure activities. Additionally, the former Pond 1 structure has been used as a secondary]
;ontainment structure for two 30,000-gailon wastewater tanks (W-1 and W-2) that are crucial to the continued operation of the Facility.

|ln 2012, DTSC requested that PTI submit a modified closure plan to address new closure regulations, new information regarding facility conditions, the|
Iproposed new treatment of groundwater and soil contamination, which couid also potentiaiiy 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
l.uncle!rM.n9 soiis snd confirmation testing of underlying soils. Additionally, the Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan includes groundwater monitoringl

Iris Environmental. Interim Measure Work Plan. Phibro-Tech Inc., Santa Fe Springs, California. June 1, 2015

"Phibro-Tech, Inc./ CAD 008 488 025, Santa Fe Springs/ California/ TSD Facility, Pond 1 Closure Plan/ September 2015, (With Updated Appendices B [figures] and
G)"/ dated September 2015, Received December 3/ 2015, prepared by !ris Environmental/ Submittal Cover Letter dated December 3,2015.



requirements (Article 6), a contingent post-ciosure plan, and in-situ soil treatment for contamination. The removai 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]
jhexavalent chromium in the vadose zone to the nontoxic trivalent chromium. As part of Pond 1 closure, PTI is required to close and remove four]
jhazardous 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!
JW-1 and W-2 are hazardous waste tanks located within the structure of the pond. Tanks W-3 and W-4 are located adjacent to Pond 1 and must be|
;iosed 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-lj

[and W-2, and W-3 and W-4, the excavation of soil and in-situ treatment:

• Sample and remove waste from tanks 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;

• Cut tanks 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;
• Remove a filter press (PTI is authorized to operate the filter press under a variance)
• Collect soii samples beneath the concrete basin;

• Remove and dispose of the concrete basin;

• Inject calcium polysulfide to soils to a depth of 10 feet;
• Excavate soil to a depth of 10 feet below the containment basin;
• Inject calcium polysulfide 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 W-4, pursuant to the closure requirements found in California Code of|
jReguiations, title 22, division 4.5., Chapter 15. Additionally, PTI is required to close permitted waste water treatment tanks W"1 and W-2 pursuant to|
|ciosure 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 Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan, and applicable documents will also be available for public review and comment.l
[The Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan proposes that all closure activities are expected to be completed within 180 days of the start of the ciosure|
[process.

|3JReyLsed Corrective Measures Study fCMS)

|PTI is required to implement corrective action at the Facility.

;ln 1988, the U.S. EPA and Southern California Chemical (PTI's predecessor) entered into an Administrative Order on Consent, Docket No. RCRA-09-I
|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 Hazardous Waste Facility. The RFi showed that there is soil andj
Igroundwater contamination at the Faciiity. Groundwater present in the uppermost saturated zone beneath the Facility, the Hollydale Aquifer, containedl

AECOM. Pond 1 Closure Plan. Phsbro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May/ 2013 and revised September 2015.



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,-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA), (3) aromaticVOCs, includingl
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 zinc, (2)|
ihalogenated VOC's, including TCE, 1,2-DCA and PCE, (3) aromatic VOC's, including benzene, toluene, ethyibenzene and xylenes, (4) polychlorinated|
ibiphenyls (PCB's), (5) petroleum hydrocarbons, including diesel fuel, gasoline and an unidentified heavy hydrocarbon believed to be crude oil, and (6)j
lchlorides. 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 any release of hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents at or from the Facility; and a human|
Ihealth risk assessment to evaluate potential 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]
jreleases from the Facility in a DTSC-initiated Permit Modification (effective August 2, 1995). An IS/ND was prepared for the 1995 Permit Modification!
[and approved by DTSC as Lead Agency on June 30, 1995. The selected corrective measures are summarized in part as foiiows: pumping and treatingj
lcontaminated groundwater; quarterly monitoring to track groundwater quality and to identify any new releases should they occur; a soil vapor survey to|
jdetermine the nature and extent of halogenated VOC contamination; in-situ soil vapor extraction if needed to cleanup soils contaminated with]
[halogenated VOC's; in-situ bioventing to cleanup hydrocarbon contaminated soils in the former underground fuel storage tank area; containment)
Imeasures to prevent human contact with contaminated soils; bemning 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 1j
closure; site cover operation, maintenance and inspection; financial assurance for corrective action; notification requirements in the event that a]

Ipotential or immediate threat to human health or the environment is identified, if a new release of hazardous waste or constituents is discovered, or if|
]new solid waste management units are identified or discovered; and deed restrictions to prevent future residential and other sensitive uses of thej
Iproperty.

|PT1 has implemented some of the required corrective measures. Corrective action measures that have been implemented at the Facility are|
Isummarized, 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, accidentaij

Ispills or tank overfilling from infiltrating into subsurface soils or discharging offsite; quarterly monitoring to track groundwater quality and identify any new\
Ireleases should they occur; vadose zone monitoring; site cover operation, maintenance and inspection; preparation of a Corrective Action Containment
[System Report and Corrective Action Site Cover Operation, Maintenance and Inspection Plan; deed notice restricting the property from future residential
land other sensitive uses; and financial assurance for corrective action.

|Upon DTSC's request, PTI submitted a Site Conceptual Model on March 9, 2005, which in part summarized available data regarding the historical
|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 29, 2006. PTI 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
jWork Plan to DTSC on January 29, 2007. DTSC provided comments on October 3, 2007 and PTI provided revisions and response to comments. PTI
leliminated most of the facility sumps and retrofitted the remaining sumps with double-wall containment and a leak detection system. PTI has completed
ffurther characterization of the Facility. In connection with data gaps regarding groundwater conditions, PTI conducted field work and submitted a Data
jGap 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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jSoil Vapor Extraction: ,
)TI was required to conduct a soil vapor survey to determine the nature and extent of halogenated VOC contamination and to conduct in-situ soil vaport

[extraction if needed to cleanup soils contaminated with halogenated VOC's. PTI submitted a Soil Vapor Survey (SVS) Work Plan and Bioventingj
"reatability 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 1" 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)|

>ilot 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,l

|PTI submitted a 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,j
12007 and PTI commenced fieldwork for the SVE Pilot test. On May 8, 2008, PTi submitted a remedial design and implementation package which DTSC|
;onditionally approved on May 29, 2008. PTI constructed the approved SVE and bioventing system and operation commenced on October 6, 2008. On]

iJune 23, 2009, PTI submitted a SVE System Start up report. DTSC provided comments on February 17, 2010. The SVE system includes seven[
jextraction weiis . Three of the extraction weiis were installed as well pairs, with one shallow and one deep well at the same location. The shallow welis|
(were screened, generally, in the Gage Aquifer and the deep wells in the fine-grained soils of the unnamed aquitard. The deep weils were eiimEnated|
|from the extraction system because they did not meet the extraction well air flow rate criteria during pilot testing. Four additional shallow extraction wells]
jwere 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,)
insisting of polyvinyl chioride (PVC). Eleven soil vapor wells were installed to monitor the chemical concentrations in the soil vapor. Seven of the 111

Imonitoring wells were nested (one shallow and one deep well in the same location) and four were single point monitoring wells. Each monitoring wel!
|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)|
|and 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 EVlonitoring:
|PT1 is required to conduct groundwafer monitoring and groundwater has been monitored at the PT1 since 1985. PTI submitted a Groundwater|
jMonitoring Work Plan to DTSC on September 29, 1995. PTI submitted a revised draft Water Quality Sampling and Analysis Plan (WQSAP) to DTSC on)
INovember 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 installation of new upgradient monitoring wells. PTI submitted a Data Gap Field investigation Report on August 15, 2007 and provided the results of
jfield 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)
Igroundwater monitoring.

IGroundwater Remediation
jPTf is required to conduct groundwater remediation to cleanup contamination in the Hoiiydaie and other affected aquifers. PTI submitted a Groundwater|
IRemediation 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 29,
|2001. On November 11, 2006,. PTI 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 29, 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 hexavaient chromiumj
limpacted 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.

:>T! submitted a new Corrective Measures Study Report (CMS), dated December 13, 2013 to DTSC for approval. The purpose of the CMS was to|
levaluate groundwater remediation alternatives and propose a remedy to replace groundwater treatment selected and required to be implemented in the|
>emnit (pump and treat (P&T). PTI submitted a Revised Corrective Measures Study Report (Revised CMS), dated October 6, 2015. The Revised CMS]

jaddressed DTSC comments submitted to PTI 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 ofVOCs in the vadose zone have been reduced by a soil vapor extractionl

Isystem to below human health risk levels. In addition, remediation technologies have advanced since 1995 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.j
[Groundwater P&T can be effective at controlling further migration of dissolved contaminants in groundwater; however, it is inefficient at remediatingj
Impacted groundwater and vadose zone sources, is unsustainable, and is expensive to implement and operate over the long term. Based on the]
iacfvances in remediation technologies since 1995, coupled with the successful implementation of CPS at the Site, PTI proposed reevaiuating and|
changing the groundwater remedy to injection of CPS for the Site.

FThe Revised CMS evaluated the following four corrective measures alternatives:
* No action;

• Groundwater pump and treat;

• In-situ injection ofcalcium poiysulfide; and,

• Zero-valent iron nanoparticle injection.

fThe 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 solubie, toxic hexavaient chromium upon|
icontact to non-toxic, non-soluble trivalent form of chromium in the soil and groundwater. The CPS solution would be injected into the vadose zone and|
Igroundwater 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 flowj
|rates to the target depth through a manifold to single or multiple hoses at once. Groundwater quality will be monitored in accordance with amendment toj
jthe existing Waste Discharge Requirements Permit from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. The facility's existing groundwater]
jweiis 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.

IDTSC is reviewing the Revised CMS. This alternative, if selected, would allow PTI to use in-situ treatment of CPS to remediate contaminated|
Igroundwater. DTSC will decide to either adopt the proposed in-situ treatment, adopt it with changes or other alternatives, or reject the proposal. DTSC]
jwiii prepare a Statement of Basis summarizing DTSC selected decision, DTSC will provide the public with an opportunity to review and comment on thej
[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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14. 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 1972 (HSC Section 25101 et seq., and largely
implemented in lieu of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976). DTSC is reviewing the Permit Application. The Permit Application]
contains activities previously authorized in the PTl'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 Section 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 29, 1991 (1991 Permit). An Initial Study and|
[approved a Negative Declaration was certified by DHS which supported the 1991 Permit decision. By operation of law, PTl may continue to operate|
[under the terms of the 1991 Permit until DTSC makes a determination on whether to issues new permit or deny the Permit Application.

|PT1 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 including, but not limited to, the following:

• Electronics manufacturing;

• chemical manufacturing;

• metai finishing; and
• aerospace industries.

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

• Alkaline and acidic metai etchants, metal strippers, and metal finishing baths;

• Alkaline and acictic materials that include solids, siurries, 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 Area (CS-) 5

jContainer 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|
jstorage 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 67.45 feet deep and varies in width, with a maximum of 40.1 feet wide at the north end|
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land about 35.25 feet on the southern end. A truncated triangular 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|
Feet 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 14-|
J3-20 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[
iconcrete and coated with a chemical resistant coating similar to the other containment areas (e.g. Novalac or Corro-Flor). PTI wili use the same or|
Isimiiar 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|
instruction would not be completed until up to two years after the new permit effective date. The surficiai asphalt/base material of up to six-inchedj

Ithick, will be removed with a mini-dozer with any the removed material collected in one or more smali bins/or roli-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 Soil 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)
Ipush 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|
lcardboard 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

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

IModification A - The existing CS-1 north containment wal! will be moved 4 feet south so a that a pedestrian sidewalk can be added between CS-1 Ex|
land the main plant roadway to allow for improved safety for pedestrians.

IModification B - Since Modification A wiil relocate the north containment wall where the entrance ramp is currently located in the northwest corner,
|new ramp will be required. This 15-foot wide entrance ramp will be placed in a new location 33 feet east of the northwest comer of CS-1 Ex. This]
(reduces the containment surface area by about 227 square feet.

IModification C ~ A new 1,500 square feet pad will be added to the southeast comer of the existing CS-1. A berm will be provided to southeast comer 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.
fThe total containment area will be 3,817.5 square feet. The perimeter containment wall in the expanded area wi!l be 1 0-inches high.

iModification D - A 22 feet by 15 feet roof structure wiii be installed at a height of 10 feet in the southeast comer of the CS-1 Ex area so that waste!
it^aterialsthatmaYbea^ by heat can be shaded from the sun. The roof support will not be attached directly through the CS-1 containment floor 01

PTI may request authorization from DTSC to complete activities 1, 4/ and 9 by submitting a Class 11 Permit Modification request. (DTSC Letter to Phibro-Tech., Inc.
November 17, 2015).
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walls.

^The CS-1 container storage area will be expanded to the south adding 1,500 square feet to the existing area. The expanded area wiii 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 supplies.)
|The expanded area will be at the same elevation as the existing containment. The entrance to CS-1 Ex will be relocated 33 feet to the east. This|
lentrance will have a rollover berm with an elevation of 10 inches above surrounding grade. The existing rollover berm will be removed and replaced with)
located concrete at the same grade as the surrounding containment area. A 10-inch tail curb will be placed in the location of the previous entrance. Inj
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 a[
|wa!king 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 wili be disturbed. Along the|
southeastern corner of the existing CS-1, the containment bemn 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 CS"1. During this time, a]
temporary secondary containment berm will be created by using sandbags and polyefhylene sheeting to create a bemn of at [east the same height as[
|the former containment area wall when waste remains in CS-1. The temporary bemn 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.

;ore 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 Soi! Sampling and Analysis Pian" which was|
Isubmitted 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
land samples would be collected using a hydrauiicaily 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 andj
(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 gasoline powered concrete/asphalt saw,
idiesel-powered off-road backhoe/loader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, d iesel-powered off-road skidsteer leader with|
[buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.

JAfter 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 6 cubic yards of clean fill will be brought on site for construction of the rollover bemn 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]
linstaliing a rebar mesh. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be according to the engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will
jcontain #4 rebar or greater.

fThe 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 to 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.
jLikewise, adequate temporary containment structures will be used when the north curb of the area is removed and relocated 4 feet to the south and|
Jwhen the new entrance to CS-1 is constructed. Equipment used for this work will be diesel-powered off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered concretel
(truck, diesei-pqwered concretepumps (on road) and concrete vibratprs,
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;oncrete 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 a 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 structure 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 liquid containment height. This will eliminate the need to penetrate any containment surfaces with anchors.

13. Construction of New CS-6 Roil-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 filter test Dry hazardous waste solids]
in roil-off bins will include off-site waste and various materials placed in roli-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|
jcontainers and consolidated into a roll-off bin. Dry solid roli-off bins received and/or managed in the Facility may vary in capacity from 10 cubic yards to|
j40 cubic yards and will be managed in one location, along the fence at the northwest comer of the facility, just north of the Laboratory. This area is out]
jof the heavy traffic area of the Facility.

|RolI-off bins used on site will be either open top bins that can be covered with a tarp or cioseable cover bins. End dump trailers if used, will be covered]
lunless waste is being added or sampled. The maximum storage capacity of this unit is two roil-off bins (each with a capacity of between 20 and 40 cubic|
lyards) with a combined weight of up to 40 tons of hazardous waste. Managed waste types include: dewatered sludge, copper, nickel or other wastes)
(from 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)
]area 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]
jnew tanks and containment system will be instaifed 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.

ISubsurface samples will be obtained in the area of the CS-6 construction 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. Soil samples will be|
icollected following the methodology in the November 22, 2006 "Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan" which was submitted and]
japproved 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 bej
[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 will be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a gasoline-powered concrete/asphalt saw, diesel-powered]
|off-road backhoe/ioader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-road skidsteer ioader with buckets, diesel-1
Ipowered qff-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.
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|Diese 1-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 a rebar mesh. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be according to the|
engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete wii! be 8 inches thick and be reinforced with #4 rebar. Concrete will be poured directly from thej

lconcrete truck or by using a concrete pumping truck. Equipment used for this work will be diesei-powered, off-road reach forklifts, dsesei-powered]
lconcrete truck, diesel powered 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 wi!i contain #4 rebar or greater and be doweled with rebar to the concrete foundation. The equipment
|used for this work wil! 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 roll across the surface. The]
lconcrete in this area will not be exposed to liquid chemical spills so a chemicaiiy resistant coating may not be required. The concrete 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.

IPennit No. 91-3-TS-002, effective July 29, 1991, identifies tanks W-1 and W"2 as wastewater treatment tanks that are each identified 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 1 981 Interim Status Document, tanks W-1|
land W-2 must be relocated to allow access to execute the planned closure of Pond 1 (closure of Pond 1 is proposed under separate approval).

|PT1 requests authorization to install two new tanks W-7 and W-8, each 30,500 gallons, to replace W-1 and W-2. W-7 and W-8 will be placed in a newly]
jconstructed 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-|
lyear/24-hour storm event.

IBefore 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|
Ipouring 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)
Ipress components on the foundation. When installation of FP-#2A is complete, FP-#2 wili be disassembied and closed, as described in the Part Bj
jdosure 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)
lclosure report.

lAnother 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 #1i
jwill 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|
jremoved 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 II Permit Modification request.
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iExisting asphalt, concrete covering, and tank walls in the area of the new tanks W-7 and W-8 wiil 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 wiii include a|
igaso line-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 ioader with buckets, diesel powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and d iese [-powered end dump trucks.

jAfter the tank and containment area is cleared, about 110 cubic yards of clean fill will be brought on site by d iesel-powered end dump trucks and|
;ompacted. Construction of the containment area would involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and installing a rebar mesh. Concrete and]

lconcrete 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 truck. The tank pads for Tanks J"6 and J-7 willj
|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 diesei-]
jpowered 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 reinforced with #4 rebar or greater. Water stops will be installed between the walls)
jand 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 piaced on their designated tank pads using a diesel-powered boom truck. Seismic restraints wi!i be|
installed on the tanks. Penetrations into the coated tank pad will be repaired and sealed as needed.

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

fTank piping and instrumentafion (e.g. level indicators, mixers, etc.) will be instaiied.

|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 19.33]
|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 reinforcedl
jconcrete and coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemically resistant to the types of wastes handled by the)
IFacility. The eastern containment wail of the S-8/S-9 area will be shared with the western wall of the S-8/S-9 containment waii.

[The following is a description of the installation of two new tanks (S-8 and S-9) and a containment structure west of existing tank S"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.

jSubsurface samples will be obtained in the area of the new S-area to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment methods. Inj
jaddition, the samples may indicate whether additional cleanup by over excavation or other means may be warranted. Soil samples will be coUectedl
jfollowing 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|

18



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 andj
iexcavated 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.

iEquipment used will include a gasoline-powered concrete/asphait saw, diesel-powered off-road backhoe/Ioader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a]
Idemolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-road skidsteer ioader with buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesel-|
[powered 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 fili wiii be added. Concrete and concrete reinforcement details will be according toj
|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 waii for tank S-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 S"8 and S-9 will have radial grooves to allow for inspection and identification of]
Ipossible leaks at the bottoms of the tanks. Equipment used for this work will be dies el-powered off-road reach forklifts, diesei-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. Thej
lequipment 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}
jdays, the floor and interior walls will be coated with a 100% solids Novalac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemicaliy resistant to the types ofj
[wastes handled by the facility.

jNew 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 is located in the southwest portion of the Facility. There are two tanks that store or treat hazardous waste, F-1 and F-2A contained]
jwithin 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[
Ipackaged for disposal. The total area within containment walls is about 1,074 square feet. The outer perimeter wall has varying heights as shown onj
[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 iinperviou;
jflberglass 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, thej
jcontainment area includes tanks F-1, F-2A, an air scrubber, and a filter press; the containment area has a square footage of 1,074 square feet.
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•reposed changes to the containment area are as foliows: 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 north, ag
[3-foot tail 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 wii] 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.

iubsurface samples wiH be obtained in the excavation area to determine characteristics of soil and disposal a nd/or treatment methods. In addition, the]
Isamples may indicate whether additional cleanup by over excavation or other means may be warranted. Soil samples will be collected following the|
Imethodology detailed 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|
ihydraulically driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small 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 a 100% solids Novaiac epoxy lining system (or equal) that is chemicaily resistant to the types of wastes currently permitted to be handled at the|
facility.

JA 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 installed 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)
jan 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)
jreguiations 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-]
Ipowered concrete/asphalt saw, diesel-powered off-road backhoe/ioader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-poweredj
|off-road skidsteer ioader with buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and dies el-powered end dump trucks.

|Construction of the new containment walls would involve fabricating wood and/or cardboard forms and installing a rebar mesh. Concrete and concrete!
|re Enforcement details will be according to the engineering plans to meet local codes. Wails 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 to be|
jbreached, adequate temporary containment structures will be put in place or tanks taken out of service as needed. Equipment used for this work will be]
Idiesel-powered off-road reach forkiifts, diesei-powered concrete truck, diesel-powered concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

|7. Construction of new Containment Area 0

p~he Containment Area 0 will be a new containment area dedicated to the processing of oily water streams. The new Containment Area 0 wiil be|
jconstructed in the southern portion of the property just east of the new J-Area and CS-1 expansion. The new 0-area will contain a total of ten tanks plusj
jadditional processing equipment described in Sections D10.4 through D10.7. The containment area will be about 64 feet by 64 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 containmentl
|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 thej
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]
|epoxy 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|
lot the two basins will be 12 feet wide (24 feet total). This area will be used to collect residues from rinsing the truck. Residues in the area will be pumpedj
to an appropriate on-site tank to be processed.

|The new 0-Area will include a container pumping station located inside the northwest tank containment wall. This will be a metai or fiberglass grate at|
labout the same height as the containment wall so containers can be placed on here by a fork truck from outside the containment area. The containerj
Iplacement 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|
;ontainment basin. Therefore, this container pumping station wii! not displace containment volume for the tanks and the 0-containment basin provides]
Fu!! secondary containment for releases from the drums or during the pumping process.

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

|8. New W-9 and W-1 0 Tanks and Containment Area (Construction TBD)

|The New W-9AA/-10 Containment Area is a new containment area that will be placed in the former iocation of the Variance Tank (W-3 and W-4)|
;ontainment Area east and slightly north of Pond 1. This containment area wil! 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 thej
jNew W-9/W-10 Containment Area is a required component of the Permit Reissuance, the two new 30,500-gailon wastewater storage/treatment tanks|
|(W-9 and W-10) designed for placement in this containment area are an optional feature. The containment area wiii generally be an "L" shape to provide]
[a cut out for access to a groundwater monitoring in this area. The containment area is 37 feet by 30 feet overall with a 6-foot by 9-foot area cut out of the)
jnortheast comer where the monitoring well is located. The height of the outer perimeter wall wiil be at least 36 inches. The walls of New W-9/W-10]
IContainment Area will be connected to 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-9AA/-10 Containment Area and flow into the W-7/W-8 Containment Area. The wails and floors of the new W- 9/W-|
|10 Containment Area wiii be made of reinforced concrete and coated with an impervious fiberglass coating that is chemicaily resistant to the types oi
jwastes and materials anticipated to be handled in the wastewater treatment area. Table D-2 identifies the materials that may be managed in these|
Itanks, as well as the tank capacities.

fTanks W-9 and W-10 are optional and will be added when business justifies their need. The estimated capacity for five existing wastewater tanki
jtotaling 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|
jconfigu ration described above, if W-9 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. Construction 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
|pond1.s

|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|
lclosure will improve the safety of the closure activities and also enhance the integrity of operations by eliminating a potential concern for the integrity ofj
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.

|J-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 feetj
loverall with a 10-foot by 15.83 foot area cut out of the north east corner. The area where the new tanks and containment system will be installed is a|
[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 followingl
|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]
J2006 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
jhydraulically driven direct push rig mounted to a heavy-duty pick-up truck or small work truck.

jExisting 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 soil will be removed in this area. Equipment used will include a gasoline-powered]
[concrete/asphalt saw, diesef-powered off-road backhoe/ioader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesel-powered off-roadj
jskidsteer leader with buckets, diesel-powered off-road mini-excavator with buckets, and diesei-powered end dump trucks.

jAfter the tank and containment area is cleared, about 110 cubic yards of dean fill wili be brought on site by diesei-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 andj
jconcrete reinforcement details will be according to the engineering plans to meet local codes. The concrete will contain #4 rebar or greater and be 17]
jinches thick. The concrete will be poured directly from the concrete truck or by using a concrete 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-1
[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)]
phat 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-poweredj
jboom 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.

PTI may request authorization from DTSC to complete activities 2, 4, and 9 by submitting a Class 11 Permit Modification request.
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"ank 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)

fTank 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 construction j
Jof 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 already be in place
^hen Tank J-5 is installed. Tank J-5 will be placed on the designated tank pad using a d iesei-powered boom truck.

|11. Construction of New C-Area Container Pumping Station

[A 797 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.

iubsurface samples will be obtained 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. Soil samples will be collected following the
imethodology 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
jseparately 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
jbackhoe/ioader (such as a Caterpillar 416) with a demolition ram attachment, diesei-powered off-road skidsteer loaderwith buckets, diesel-powered off-
|road mini-excavatorwith buckets, and diesel-powered end dump trucks.

jAfter the area is cleared, about 125 cubic yards of clean fil! will be brought on site by diesel-powered end dump trucks and compacted. The new area
iwill be iower 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 concrete will be poured directly from the concrete truck or by
iusing a concrete pumping truck. Equipment used for this work will be diesel-powered off-road reach forklifts, diesel-powered concrete truck, diesel-
jpowered concrete pumps (on road) and concrete vibrators.

[Concrete wails will be poured. The height of the walls above the finished surface will vary and are described in the engineering report "Design of
jContainment 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
|#4 rebar or greater and be doweied with rebar to the concrete foundation. Water stops will be installed between the curbs and the floor. The equipment
fused for this work will be the same as used in pouring the tank foundation described above.

[After the concrete has cured for at [east seven days, the floor and interior walls wiil 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.

112. Construction of New S-Area Container Pumping Station
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JA new 25 feet by 5 feet concrete area with 10-inch curbs will be created just north of the new Tank S-8/S-9 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
Ihazardous waste.

;ore samples will be obtained to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment methods. Soil samples will be coiiected following the
imethodology 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
Isoil removed in this area. It is assumed that soil wil! be removed to a depth of five feet resulting in about 30 cubic yards of soil removal. Equipment used
jwili include a concrete/asphait saw (off road), backhoe with a breaker and buckets (off road), skidsteer with buckets (off road, mini-excavator with
jbuckets (off road) and dump trucks (on road).

RThe 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 forkiifts (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 chemicaily resistant to the types of wastes
|handied by the facility. The area will be given the required amount of cure time.

|13. Construction of NewW-QAA/-10 Container Pumping Station

JA new 32 feet by 5 feet concrete area with 10-inch curbs will be created Just east of the new Tank W-9A/V-10 containment basin. Fiberglass grating will
jbe secured permanently over the curbs to support the drums or totes to be pumped. The container pumping station can hold up to nine tote bins of
Ihazardous waste.

;ore 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, 2006 "Revised Draft Pond 1 Soil Sampling and Analysis Plan".

jExisfing 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 resulting in removal of about 30 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
Jbuckets (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 forkiifts (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 iining system (or equal) that is chemicaily resistant to the types of wastes
Jhandled by the facility. The area will be given the required amount of cure time.
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|14. Construction of NewW-7M/-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 west of the new
[Tank W-7M/-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.

;ore samples wiii be obtained to determine characteristics of soil and disposal and/or treatment methods. Soil samples wili 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/soii asphalt will be according to regulations depending on analysis of
soil. !t 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 wiil include a

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

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

p'he 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 time.

|15. Additional changes to current operation that 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 treatment processes:

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

• ' C-1, C-2, and C-3 - located in C-Containmenf Pad (West Area); contain ammonium chloride soiution that results from scrubbing ammonia vapor

evolved in the copper oxide process in a hydrochloric acid scrubber permitted by South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD);
• S-2 and S-4 - located in S-Containment Area, currently contain virgin copper suifate, but will be designated to also allow for the capability to

manage hazardous wastes of similar chemical composition;

• S-7 - located in the S-Containment Area, is designed to hold virgin copper sulfate for special process subsequently not implemented; currently

mostly unused, but will also be designated to also allow 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
[areas. This would allow hazardous waste drums to be stored in four areas rather than two, but would not increase the number of hazardous waste
jdrums that may be stored at the facility.

iExpa ns ip npf the S jte

p"he site footprint will remain unchanged and none of the actions described in detail above, will expand the existing footprint of the facility beyond the
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;urrent parcel boundaries, increase the amount of impervious surface, or reduce any natural habitat.

Other Known, Current, orJProbable Projects Occurrinci Within One Mile and Not Under DTSC Oversight

|1. PROJECT NAME: AItamar Warehouse

IDESCRIPTION: 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;)
land 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 foot trash enclosure will be provided. Lastly, approximately 10,191 square feet will be dedicated for landscaping.

fThe 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.

JCEQA: 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 Fadlity (MRF) and Transfer Station]
j(TS) in the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project is a request by Universal Waste Systems, Inc. (UWS), to obtain a Conditional Use Permit|
|(CUP) to operate a MRF and TS at their existing collection truck storage and repair facility located at 9016 Norwalk Boulevard. Other discretionaryl
japprovals- 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|
jsituated on opposite sides of the rail spur line and public access is not provided between the properties.

ICEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration - 5/26/2015

[3. PROJECT NAME: Burke Street industrial Complex

pESCRIPTION: A largely single-story structure concrete tiit-up structure will be constructed within that portion of the project site located at 11770 Burke|
jStreet 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|
jsquare feet will consist of office uses. The office areas will inciude a ground level and a mezzanine level located in the new building's northeast corner.
fThe 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-highj
|loading docks will be located on the building's southwest corner.

City of Santa Fe Springs. httD://www,smitafesMnAS,Qri^citvha documents.asp
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|Access to the site will be provided by three driveways inciuding two existing located along the Dice Road frontage. Truck and genera! vehicuiar access|
^vill 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]
iprovide 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 comer, and the loadingj
|docks. A total of 157 parking spaces will be provided. Of this total, 107 spaces will be standard stalls, six spaces wiii be ADA accessible, and44spaces|
Jwil] 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 comer, 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 interiorl
landscaping will total 34,864 square feet.

[The Burke Street Industrial Complex is located approximately 1,100 feet north ofPhibroTech along Dice Road.

;EQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration - 5/12/2015

]4. PROJECT: Concrete building approved for construction at 11 904 Washington Blvd, 58,000 sq. ft. in April 2015

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

lOth er Known Active DTSC Clean-up Projects Within 1 Mile of PTI13

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

McKesson Chemical Company - 9005 Sorensen Avenue
|4. Productol, Inc. -10051 Romandel Avenue
|5. Associated Plating Company - 9636 Ann Street

Wsyne Morrell, Santa Fe Springs City Planner/ telephone conversation, 6/26/2015.
Wayne Morrell, Santa Fe Springs City Planner/ telephone conversation, 6/26/2015.
http://www.envirostor.dtscxa.gov/py bjlc/se_arch.,a^ name=&main street name==&citv=SANTA+FE4-SPRINGS&.ziD==&countv=:&st

atus=:&branch=:&site tVDe=&npi=&funding=&reDorttitle=PROJECT+SEARCH+RESULTS&reDOrttVDe^&federal superfund=True&state resDonse^True&voluntarv de
a.nuj&=TrueStSchool cleanup==True&operating=True&post closure=True&non operating=True&corrective action^True&tiered Dermit=:True&evaluation==True&sp

ec Drog=:&national priority list=&senate==&congress=&assemblv==&critical po)=8i.business tvoe=&case,tvpe=^ site tvpe=&cleanup ,tyRe=&

ocieerD^Faise&.hwmD==i:alse&Dermitted=&Dc Dermitted=:&insoections=:True8(.comDla)nt5==&orderbv^status description.
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|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 documents (i.e., certified Environmental Impact Report, approved adopted Negative Declaration, Notice of
|Exemption) prepared. The CEQA document title, name of lead agency, date of certification or approval, and State Clearinghouse (SCH) number are
^a!so provided.

|0n September 22, 1988, the Department of Health Services (DTSC's predecessor) and U.S. EPA approved a Modified Closure Plan for Pond 1. The
11988 Modified Closure Plan activities include removal and relocation of the wastewater tanks, site characterization, removal of the concrete liner and
jsome of the underlying soils and closure as a iand disposal unit in accordance with 40 CFR 265. 228. The Department prepared an IS/ND for this
[project (Subject Title: 'Southern California Chemical Co. (Pond NO. 1), SCH# 1988072715).14

jOn 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 (PTI's predecessors). The Hazardous Waste Facility Permit has an expiration dateofJuiy29> 1996. By
[operation of law, PT1 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 prepared an I S/N D in 1990 (SCH# 1990011026) for this project.

|0n June 30, 1995, DTSC approved a DTSC-initiated permit modification to select required corrective measures to be implemented at the PTI Facility.
JThe permit modification required PTi to implement corrective measures to address releases from the Facility. As discussed previously, required
jcorrective 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 occur,
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 haiogenated 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 Facility and
Deed restrictions to prevent future residential and other sensitive uses of the property.

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

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.
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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:)n January 29,1996, PTI submitted a permit application requesting to renew their hazardous waste permit. Since 1996, PTI has revised the application
ieveral times. In 2005 PTI revised its permit application to request authorization to add a new hazardous waste treatment system to treat oily water
vaste. This proposal required Reconsideration of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Case No. 441 by the City of Santa Fe Springs. As a result, the City
)repared an Initial Study in 2008 to determine if this change would result En any significant impacts to the environment. The City determined a Negative
declaration (SCH# 2008101020) was appropriate for the project on Octobers, 2008.

3TSC is reviewing the current permit application. The Permit Application contains activities previously authorized in the PTI's Hazardous Waste Permit
and new activities.

Project Description

1) Interim Measure Work Plan

2) Revised Modified Pond, 1 Closure Plan

3) Revised Corrective Measures Study

4) Permit Application for Permit Renewal

! I SECTION C:

Where Project
Activities Were- ,

Described in Prior
Environmental

Documents.

NA

Section 111
1988IS/ND

Page 21995
1S/ND

Section II 1990
IS/ND and
Page9of2Qp_8

^NA^VSI^CH

Have Project
Activities

Changed From
Those Described

in the Prior .
Environmental

Document?

NA

Yes

Yes

Yes

GKyST;;,|^.;,!;^,!|.!!

^ny New Information
of Substantial

Importance
Since

Certification/
Approval of

Prior
Environmental

Document?

(CEQA
Guidelines

Section 15162)

NA

No

No

No
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'This section provides information that supports the responses to each column described above by comparing the information contained in the prior
[Environ mental 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 conditions that are used to determine the significance of potentia! Project impacts described in
the Environmental Resource section that follows.

current Baseline Information.

I IS/ND

Discussion:

FThe earlier environmental documents considered baseline conditions at the time of analysis; one of the purposes of the EDA form is to bring these
Ibaseline 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.

j-The nearest residential area is located approximately 550 feet to the north of the Facility along Burke Street. The Kingdom Hall of Jehovah's Witnesses
is also located along Burke Street adjacent to this residential area.

I- The nearest schools are Aeoiian Elementary (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.

I- The California Department of Transportation (Caitrans) 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 (1-110) (Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway).
jbetween milepost 25.7 and milepost31.9 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 Phibro-Tech across Sorensen Avenue
land another 0.40 miles to the west across Los Nietos Road.

I- The Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin) within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD.

I- 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 Blvd. This building was constructed
isometime between 2010 and 2011 after the last CEQA document for PTI was completed in 2008. In addition,a .byjlding at the intersection of Burke
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Street and Dice Road was demolished in 2011. The site Js 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 environmentai 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 orE!R. As documented in the environmental
resource analysis provided beiow, DTSC has determined that the new information is limited to the following environmentai 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 reasonably foreseeable project(s) would not, in total, result
in any significant environmental affect.

References

17

California Department of Transportation. California Scenic Mapping System.
httR;//www,dotcafloy/ha/LandArch/16 livabilitv/scenic hiahwavs/index.htm. Last Updated on 9/2/2011. Accessed 9/2015.

DUDEK. Environmental Information Form. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior
Environmental

Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Significant:

Impacts or
Substantially
h/Iore Severe

Impacts?

[CEQA
Guidelines

Section
15162(a)(1)l

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

More Severe
Impacts?

[CEQA Guidelines
Section

: 15162(a)(2)]

Any New :
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
or

Verification?

:ICEQA
Guidelines

Section
15162(a)(3)(A-

D)]

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Effects?

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

11nterim Measure Work Plan

2. Revised IVIodified Pond 1 Closure Plan " 1988 IS/ND

Wayne Morrell, Santa Fe Springs City Pianner/ telephone conversation, 6/26/2015.
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3. Revised Corrective Measures Study -1995IS/ND

4. Permit Application for Renewal - 1990 IS/ND and 2008 IS/ND

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

b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

1. NA

2. Appendix
VIH-B,Page11

3. Page 26, and
12 IS checklist

4. Appendix I
Page 6 and
City IS/ND
Page 36

1.NA

2. Appendix
VI!l-B,Page11

3. Page 26,
Page 12 and 13
IS checklist

4. Appendix I
Page 6 and
City 1S/ND
Page 36
1.NA

2. Appendix
VHI-B,Page11

3. Page 26,
Page 12 and 13
!S checklist

4. Appendix i
Page 6 and

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.No

2.No

3.No

4. No

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.No

2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is

required.

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is .

required.

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is

required.
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City iS/ND
Page 36

d. Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

1. NA

2.NA

3. Page 12
IS checklist

4.NA, and
City IS/ND
Page 37

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is

required.

Discussion:

1 (a-d).The potential enyironmentai 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 hexavaient chromium. CPS injections were previously used at the facility as part of a 2012 Pilot Test to treat hexavalent
chromium impacted vadose zone soils and groundwater. In-situ remediation of hexavalent chromium uses chemica! reduction or fixation. Chemical
reduction or fixation of hexavalent chromium reduces it to the more themnodynamicaliy 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 hexavaient chromium in vadose zone soils, 25 injection borehoies wi!l 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 dril! rig or equivalent will be used to advance the small
diameter stainless steel injection rods. It 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 not 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:

• Site Characterization/Tank Relocation Plan

• Impoundment Characterization

* Concrete and Soil Removal, Soil 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 Sen/ices) prepared and circulated to the public an
1S/ND. This document addressed the environmental impacts from these activities and concluded that the 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
more 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 (CPS) as an in-situ treatment of hexavalent chromium contaminated soils beiow 10 feet, and is prepared to
allow for third-party closure of Pond 1, if required.

The modifications to the 1988 Modified 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 1995. DTSC completed an Initial Study and Negative
Declaration in 1994 in support of this permit modification decision. In the 1994 IS/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 no increase in the overall level of lighting at the site is expected.

4(a-d). PTI submitted a permit renewal application to DTSC, which is stil! under review. The application proposes a variety of changes to the current
hazardous waste management operations at the Facility (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 oiiy
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 potential environmental impacts from the majority of the current hazardous waste management
operations at PTI. DTSC concluded that the operations 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. 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 submitted 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 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 wii! 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 Sen/ices 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 activities would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impact to visua! quality and aesthetics.

References

AECOM. Pond 1 Closure Plan. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 2013, and revised June 2015, August/, 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 Substances Control. Proposed Negative Declaration and Initial Study for Entech Recovery inc. (A.K.A. Southern CA Chemical).
October 25, 1990

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 6, 2015

Southern California Chemical. Modified Closure/Post-Closure Plan. July, 29,1988.
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Where Impact
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Prior Environmental
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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

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

3. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location

1.NA
2.

3.

4. Page 38
City of Santa
Fe Springs
1S/ND

1.NA
2.

3.

4. Page 38
City of Santa
Fe Springs
IS/ND

1.NA
2.

3.

4. Page 38
City of Santa
Fe Springs
IS/ND

1.NA
2.

3.

4. Page 38
City of Santa
Fe Springs
1S/ND

1. NA
2.

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is
required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is
required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is
required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is
required

No prior mitigation
measures were
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or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultura! use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

3.

4. Page 38
City of Santa
Fe Springs
1S/ND

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

3. 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
Springs: 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,
this section does not apply and no further analysis is necessary.

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior
Environmental

Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Significant

Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe

Impacts?

Any New
Circumstances ::
involving New

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

More Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
or

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

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
• implementation of the applicable air

quality plan?

1.NA

2. Appendix
VHi-B, Page 6,
Page 2
Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 28

1

2.

3.

.No

No

No

1.

2.

3.

No

No

No

1.

2.

3.

No

No

No

1.NA

2.Page 2
Attachment to

Checklist

3. No
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i. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

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

d. Expose sensitive recepfors to
substantial poiiutant concentrations?

Page 2 initial
Study Checklist
4. Appendix I
Page 2 and
City IS/ND
Page 39

1.NA
2. Appendix
VIII-B,Page6,
Page 2
Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 28
Page 2 initial
Study Checklist
4. Appendix I
Page 2 and
City 1S/ND
Page 39

1.NA
2. Appendix
VIII-B,Page6,
Page 2
Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 28
Page 2 Initial
Study Checklist
4. Appendix I
Page 2 and
City IS/ND
Page 39

1.NA
2. Appendix
VIII-B,Page6,
Page 2
Attachment to
Checklist

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

4.No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

4. No

1.NA
2.Page 2

Attachment to
Checklist

3. No

4. No

1.NA
2.Page 2

Attachment to
Checklist

3. No

4. No

1.NA
2. Page 2

Attachment to
Checklist
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3. Page 28
Page 2 Initial
Study Checklist
4. Appendix I
Page 2 and
City IS/ND
Page 39

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

|e. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

1.NA
2. Appendix
Vili-B,Page6,
Page 2
Attachment to
Checklist
3. Page 28
Page 2 Initial
Study Checklist
4. Appendix i
Page 2 and
City IS/ND
Page 39

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.NA
2. Page 2

Attachment to
Checklist

3. No

4. No

Discussion:

1(a-d). The Interim Measure Work Plan proposes the use of a truck-mounted, direct-push drill rig to advance small-cfiameter 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
entitled 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 (NOx), particuiate matter up to 10 micrometers in size (PM10), Sulfur oxides (SOx), and voiatiie organic
compounds (VOCs) emitted from a 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 solution injection, 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 N0^, 0.50 Ibs of PM10, 1.2 !bs of SO^, 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 cumulativeiy considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment, or expose
sensitive receptors to substantial poDutant 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 !ead (Pb) standards. Air 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

NOx

voc
PM10
PM2.5

SOx

co
Lead

Construction (Ibs/day)

100
75
150
55
150
550
3

Operation (Ibs/day)

55
55
150
55
150
550
3

Source; httD://www.aQnid.gov/docs/defau1t-sourc;e/ceaa/handbook/scaamd-air-gualitv-sienificance-thresholds.'Ddf?sivrsn=2 accessed 9/2015

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 approximately 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 into a 30-cubic yard or 40-cubic yard roll-off bin staged near the Pond 1
containment basin. Sections removed may be handled by a small crane to prevent them from failing 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. Ail 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 siudge. Visqueen plastic will be draped around the equipment
and used as necessary to confine the spray washing. A visual closure performance standard wil! be used. The cleaned metal components will be
either 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 concrete 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 leader (such as a Caterpillar 950) will be stationed at grade and wiii be equipped with about a three
cubic yard bucket and will be used to remove concrete floor sections created by the demolition ram or the concrete saw. The concrete pieces wiil be
placed into roll-off bins or directly into dump trucks for offsite disposal.
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A dsesel-powered hydraulic excavator with extended arm with a two-three cubic yard bucket attachment will remove the soils and transfer them to
another diesei powered wheeled front-end ioader (such as a Caterpillar 950), The leader will place the soils directly into trucks or onto 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 miliJmeter
thickness) placed over the asphalt and concrete base. A perimeter bemn wiii 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 soil 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 wili 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 following measures: rninimizing the drop height Into the end dump; dampening the soil; or using wind
screens. Before leaving the site, trucks shall also 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 wiii be 10 to 15 trucks per day. This is a 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 Nietos 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 dosure-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.

Ail 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 a minimum, the
Tier 3 California Emission Standards for Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines, as specified in California Code of Regulations, Title 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 controis to reduce exhaust emissions of NOx and diesel particuiate 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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< There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified by either the California Air Resources 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 construction equipment with diese! 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 wiil be completed in 180 days. All construction activities that may affect air quality will occur
within an approximately 90-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 violating 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 alternatives 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 PTI 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; 0.063 Ib/day of PM10; 0.327
Ib/day of SOx; and 0.102 Ib/day of VOC. Implementation of the activities identified in the Corrective Measure Study would not exceed SCAQMD
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 system 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, violate any air quality standard, or significantly conflict with or
obstruct the implementation ofSCAQMD Rule 1401.
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PTI operates ammonia and hydrochioric 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 fCOHRA^

The COHRA, completed by PT1 in January 2015 identified, evaluated, and characterized potential chronic hazards/risks to current and reasonably
expected future on and offsite receptors posed by Site-related chemicals associated 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
risk 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 COHRA 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 TAG 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 potentiai particulate emission source. Hexavaient chromium was not carried foward 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
groundwaterwere evaluated in a separate assessment .

The remaining chemicais identified as chemicais of potential concern (COPCs) for risk screening included:

• Aqueous ammonia

• Hydrochloric acid

• Suifuricacid

• Nitric acid

• Ferric oxide (dry)

• Copper carbonate (dry)

• Copper oxide (dry)

PTI submitted a Final Human Health Risk Assessment for Historical Releases to Soii and Groundwater to DTSC in February of 2015. The HHRA assessed whether
the levels of chemicais 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 offsrte residential populations/ or current and future onsite commercial workers.

43



The SCAQMD thresholds for TAC's are the following:

* Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk s 10 in 1 million

• Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas ^ 1 in 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
25oftheCOHRA.

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
activities would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impact to air quality.

1,2,3,4(e)0dors
During the subsurface injection of caicium 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 ammonia (NHs) and hydrogen chloride (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 NN3 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 sun/eyed. 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 odors from
residents were received in May of 2012. Four complaints were received in June 2012. in response to these complaints, DTSC reviewed data of
ammonia 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 foilowing:

"A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other materiai 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, PTf 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 wouid not result in new or substantially more
severe significant impacts to air quaiity.
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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
directly or through habitat modifications,

1.NA
2. Page 8

1.

2.

No
No

1.

2.

No
No

1.

2.

No
No

No prior mitigation
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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?

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California 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
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish
and wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

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

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural

Appendix VIII-B
3. Page 5 and 6

Initial
Study Checklist
4. Page 3 Initial

Study
Checklist, Page
48 City IS/ND

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No .

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4, No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
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Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

3. 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 biological resources are present onsite and all previous CEQA
documents concluded there to be no impacts to animal and plant life or any other biological resources in the area. All current, proposed project
activities and changes to the current operations will occur on the facility property. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary.
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or Substantially

More Severe
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Any New
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Requiring
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5. CULTURAL 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. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

1.NA
2. Appendix
VIH-B,Page11
3. Page 21,
33, Initial
Study
Checklist
Page 13
4. Appendix I
Page 6 and
City IS/ND
Page 50

1.

2.

3.

4.

No
No

No

No

1.

2.

3.

4.

No
No

No

No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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3. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside the formal
cemeteries?

Discussion.

1 (a"d). To treat hexavalent chromium in vados
onsite near the center area of the facility propei
injection rods. The injection rods do not require
diameter. All boreholes are located onsite. Bas
identified on the Site. The Site is developed w
the Site.

1.NA
2. Appendix
Vlli-B,Page11
3. Page 21,
33,13
4. Appendix 1
Page 6 and
City tS/ND
Page 50

1.NA
2. Appendix
VH!-B,Page11
3. Page 21,
33,13
4. Appendix 1
Page 6 and
City IS/ND
Page 50

1.NA
2. Appendix
VHl-B,Page11
3. Page 21,
33.13
4. Appendix f
Page 6 and
City iS/ND
Page 50

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

zone soils, 25 injection borehoies wiii be advanced to expand the Pilot Test in
/. A truck-mounted, direct-push drill rig will be used to advance the small diam
my excavation activities prior to their advancement and the borehoies will be Ii
;d on past literature research and surveys of the site and vicinity, no cultural n
i structures and pavement and there are no prehistoric or historic buildings, s

No prior
mitigation
measures
were
required
and no
mitigation
is required

No
prior
mitigation
measures
were
required
and
no
mitigation
is
required
No prior
mitigation
measures
were
required
and no
mitigation
is
required

action area, which is
ter stainless steel
is than 6 inches in
sources have been
•uctures, or objects on
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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 1 920)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. Ali 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 1 5064.5. 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.

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in
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Environmental

Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
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Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe

Impacts?

: Any New
Circumstances
Involving New
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or Substantially

More Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
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Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

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

!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 delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on

1.NA
2. Page 6

and 7
Appendix

Vili-B
3. Pages 5-

7,10, page
1 of

1.

2.

3.

No
No

No

1.

2.

3.

No
No

No

1.

2.

3.

No
No

No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to

Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii. Seismic-relatecTg round failure^

including liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?

). Result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoii?

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

d. Be located on expansive, soil, as^defined in
Table 18- 1-B of'the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

checklist
4.Page 1

Appendix I,
Page 51-53
City IS/ND

1.NA
2.Page 6

and?
Appendix

VIII-B
3. Pages 5-

7,10,page
1 of

checklist
4. Page 1

AppendFxJ,
Pafle51-f
dfylS/ND

1.NA
2.Page 6

and?
Appendix

Vlll-B
3. Pages 5-

7,10,page
1 of

checklist
4.Page 1

Appendix I,
Page 51-53
City IS/ND

1. NA
2.Page 6

and 7
Appendix

V1II-B
3. Pages 5-
7,10,page

1 of

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the u s e of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

checklist
4.Page 1

App_endix'l,.Page
5:1-53City'IS^

1.NA
2. Page 6

and 7
Appendix

VIII-B
3. Pages 5"

7, 10,page
1 of

checklist
4.Page 1

Appendix'1, Page
5;1-53Citv'IS/rs

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

Discussion:
11,2,3,4.

The California Department of Conservation has not published an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map for the City, likely because no known
[surface faults, active or otherwise, are located in the City or on the Project site. However, the Puente Hills Blind Thrust (PBT) fault is located beneath
jthedty.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 oi! field. The

W is thought to be responsible for the 1987 Whittier Narrows Earthquake.

jb) All soil excavated due to remediatson or tank system replacement will be backfilled. Therefore, there will be no substantial loss of topsoii.

|c) The Department of Conservation's Seismic Hazard Zone Map: Whittier Quadrangle shows the Project site being located outside of an area
|susceptibie to liquefaction, landslide, or other seismicaily induced, geological condition.

jd) 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 field tests
|have demonstrated that the clay fraction in the soil is not of an expansive mineralogy. Therefore the soils at the site are not expansive as defined in
Fable 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994).

|e) The Facility currently connects to the municipal sanitary sewer system 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 occurred nor has any substantially important new infomnstion been found requiring new analysis or
jverification. Therefore, the conclusions of the prior Negative Deciaration(s) remain valid and the proposed activities would not result in new or
tsybstantially more severesignificant^J.mpacts to geology, soils, or seismicity,

51



references:
department of Agriculture, U.S. 2013. Web Soil Survey;
Department of Conservation, California. 2007. Regional Geologic Hazards and Mapping
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Environmental Resource

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would

1. Interim Measure Work Plan

2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan

3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment?

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emission of greenhouse
gases?

Where Impact :
Was Analyzed in

Prior
Environmental

Documents.

he project:

1.NA
2.NA
3.NA
4.NA,

City IS/ND
Pages 42-45

1.NA
2.NA
3.NA
4.NA.

City IS/ND
Pages 42-45

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Significant

Impacts or.
Substantially

Impacts?

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No
3. No

4. No

Soil and Groundwater.

Any New
Circumstances |

^Involving New
Significant Impacts

pr Substantially
More Severe

Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

; New Analysis
or

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No
3. No

4. No

No
mitigation
is required

No
mitigation
is required
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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 of10, 000 MT of COse 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 COze per year would be emitted and that these emissions would result in a
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 emissions 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, direcf-push drill rig used to advance the boreholes would only be in operation at the site for less
than two months. Additiona! automobiles resulting from the project would be negligible compared to the already existing daily traffic voiume at the site.
Therefore, it is anticipated that there wouid 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 Modified Closure Plan for Pond 1 would come from
additional trucks needed to transport contaminated soil from the site. Approximately 610 cubic yards of soil will be removed beneath the location of
Pond 1 as a result of the closure. It 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 to 15 trucks per day. Soil could possibly be transported to a hazardous waste landfill approximately 200 miles north in
Kettieman City, CA. Using an emission factor of 4.195 pounds of COz/mile provided by 2007 Emfac, the amount of COz 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 COse 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 PTI indicates that injection of aqueous solution of CPS into the subsurface would require operation of a
drill rig for approximately 1 00 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, groundwater 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 truck and passenger vehicle traffic.

53



The City of Santa Fe Springs' IS/ND stated that PTI's average electrical demand is 1,555 Meg awatt-h ours per year (MWh/yr) and that the oily waste
expansion project would increase this consumption by 20%, bringing the total average to 1,866 IWVh/yr. The IS/ND used a 2006 California Climate
Action Registry (CCAR) composite emission factor of 641.26 pounds of GHGs (COze) per MWh for GHGs from PTI's electrical utility, Southern
California Edison. The City determined that approximately 90 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 C02e.

In Section B of PTI's 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 PTI as well as up to 190 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 faciiity. 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, COs emissions for the majority of the facility's transportation activities can be calculated. The total amount of C02 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, 201 5 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 SCAQMDtoemit
no more than 9 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/dayofNOx. For the last year, heat duty to the Hurst boiler was 177,854 themns and 3,515 therms to the standby boiler. This amount of
natural gas combustion results in 963 metric tons per year of C02E emissions.

Sources

Cars & Heavy-duty Trucks
Natural Gas Boiler
Electrical Consumption
Total

GHG Emissions
(MT/year C02e)

2221
963
543

3727

There are several other small excavations that will occur as a result 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 COs 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 C02e per year produced from these sources 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 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. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

1.NA
2. Page 9

Appendix VIII-
B, Page 6 and 9
Attachment to
Environmental

Impact
Checklist

3. Pages 23,
31,32

1. No

2. No

3. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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>. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the
environment?

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

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

e. For a project located within an airport land

4. Page 4, 6
and footnote

#3,
Page 54 of

City's IS/ND
1.NA

2. Page 6 and 9
Attachment to
Environmental

Impact
Checklist

3. Pages 23,
31,32

4. Page 4, 6
and footnote

#3,
Page 54 of

City's 1S/ND
1.NA

2.

3.

4. Page 4, 6
and footnote

#3,
Page 54 of

City's 1S/ND
1.NA

2. Page 6 and 9
Attachment to
Environmental

Impact
Checklist

3. Pages 23,
31,32

4. Page 4,6
and footnote

#3,

Page 54 of
City's 1S/ND

NA

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.NA

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1.NA

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1.NA

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
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use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

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

3. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

"i. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wild lands?

Discussion:

1 (a-b). The Proposed Interim Measures Work
chromium. The purpose of the injections is to r
described above in the project description, whe
environment. The Interim Measure Work Plan;
project does not involve the routine transport, L

During the subsurface injection of calcium poly
conducted during excavation activities. Monitoi
pilot test, over 20,000 gallons of CPS solution
of hydrogen suifide were observed on the field

Overall, the goal of the project is to improve th'
thermodynamically stable trivalent chromium, ^
the IM would not result in a short-term increas<

NA

NA

2.NA
3.NA
4.NA

1.NA
2.NA
3.NA
4.NA

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

2.NA
3.NA
4.NA

1.NA
2.NA
3.NA
4.NA

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

2.NA
3.NA
4.NA

1.NA
2.NA
3.NA
4. NA

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

ian involves the in-situ treatment via injection of CPS to site soils contaminatf
juce the chance of exposure to a hazardous waste, which in this case is hex;
. handled in accordance with standard safety precautions, CPS is not a risk 1c
ates that it is anticipated that the project can be completed using Level D per
e, or disposal of hazardous materials, nor wiii it result En any hazardous emiss

jlfide solution, evolved hydrogen sulfide gas may be formed on site. As a res
ig for hydrogen sulfide was performed during the CPS injections for the 2012
ere delivered to the site and subsequently diluted with water and injected intc
istruments throughout the muiti-week pilot test.

environment by completing in-situ treatment and reducing hexavalent chromi
lich can precipitate or adsorb to soil. Because CPS is a non-toxic, benign me
in risk. Therefore, there will be no impacts to the environment from hazardou;

measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no .

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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/alent chromium. As
public health or the
snal protection. The
>ns.

11, air monitoring will be
iilottest During the
he soil. No detections

m to the more
irial, implementation of
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) (a-b). DTSC completed a Negative Declaration to support the decision to approve the previous Pond 1 Closure plan. PTI 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,
vhich include subsurface investigations, demolition, and soi! excavation.

Fhe plan states that based on historical site usage, the following chemicals or chemical groups may be present at some locations: benzene,
;hromium, 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
sulfidewas 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
hroughout the multi-week pilot test. Hydrogen sulfide will be measured using an Innova 4-Gas Monitor. Wellhead gases will be monitored for organic
/apors in the headspace using a photoionization detector (PfD). The table below lists monitoring frequency, .thresholds, and the appropriate response
actions.

Instrument & Date of
Calibration

PID calibrated daily

4-GAS MONITOR

Calibrated 3/30/2012

Calibration Gas
Standard

100 ppm isobutylene

25 ppm hydrogen sulfide,
12% oxygen

Frequency/ Duration of
Air

IVIonitoring

3-5 minutes

3-5 minutes

Action Level(a)( ) Above

Background (Breathing
Zone)

<1 ppm

>1 ppm

<10 ppm

>10 ppm

Action

Introduce Engineering

controls (i.e., blowerfans)

Move away from well

head and allow for

venting. Return and

remeasure.

Introduce Engineering

controls (i.e., blowerfans)

Move away from wel!

head and allow for

venting. Return and

remeasure.

Source: AECOM. Pond 1 Closure Plan. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, 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).

(b) Action Leveis for "Unknown contaminants" are based upon HNu or OVA Measurements in Breathing Zone

Soil beneathPond Iwill be removed as part of the project. Based on the 37 feet by 37 feet containment area and 10 fpqt 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 tmcks, 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
windscreens. Before leaving the site, trucks shall also be covered with a tight fitting tarp.

Activities associated with the closure are not expected to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials nor 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 generated 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 methodoiogies originally presented in the COHRA
Work Plan Addendum as amended and included: 1) development of emission rates for chemicais 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 accidental spill or release could pose an unacceptable risk to 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 65962.5 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. PTI 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 conclusions 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

iris 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

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior
Environmental

Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
, New Significant

Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe

Impacts?

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

More Severe
: Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

^ New Analysis
or

, Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

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

a. Violate any^ water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements?
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60 of Cit/s
IS/ND

Discussion:

1,2,3,and4.

a) The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB. The RWQCB protects ground and surface water quality in the Los
Angeles Region, including the coastal watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, along with very smali 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 aii 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 ofgroundwater. The purpose of the C PS injections to the
subsurface is to reduce hexavalent chromium to trivaient chromium and fixate tota! chromium in soil and groundwater.

c, d, e) In regards to drainage patterns and runoff, the City of Santa Fe Springs, in their 2008 IS/ND for the proposed oily water waste treatment
system, stated the following:

".....al! 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 ail 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-iot 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 contribute 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 watertopnepftwo 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 elsewhere 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, oraffecteifherthe 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 to groundwater quality, the Site is compietely 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, j) According to the Flood Rate Insurance Map (Pane! #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 ievees 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 substantiaiiy 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 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. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. ND. Information and Instructions for Obtaining an Industrial Waste Discharge PermitWebpage.
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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
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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
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treat hexavaient 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-c). Al! 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-gailon 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 1995, DTSC completed an initial 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). PTI 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 to their operation is the addition of a new treatment system (Area 0) 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,

"...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 coastai 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 respect to CUP Case No. 441... The City of Santa Fe Springs does not
regard said CUP, as Reconsidered (or amended) in 2009, 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, DISC Office of Legal Affairs/ March 18, 2015.
Email from Steve Skolnik/ City Attorney/ Santa Fe Springs, to Erika Giorgi, Attorney, DTSC Office of Legal Affairs, March 18, 2015.
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the Project:

1. Interim Measure Workplan

2. Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan

3. Draft CMS

4. Permit Renewal

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
Iregion and the residents of the state?

1.NA
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3.NA
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4. Page 62
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No prior mitigation
measures were
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;b. Result in the loss of availability of a locaily-
Important mineral resource recovery site
|delineated on a local general plan, specific
Iplan or other land use plan?

Discussion:

1, 2, 3, 4 (a-b). Los Angeles County depends on the California Geological Sun/ey 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 9.6, 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.

Reference

Department of Regional Planning. httD://Diannina.lacountv.aov/assets/uDi/Droiect/aD 2035 2014-FIG 9-6 mineral resources.pdf May, 2014.
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Accessed August 2015

Environmental Resource !

12. NOISE. Would the project result in:
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4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

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

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior
Environmental

- Documents.

1.NA

Attachment
to Checklist
3. Page 25

and 29
4. Page 2

Appendix i
and Page 63
City's IS/ND

1.NA
2. Page 4

Attachment
to Checklist
3. Page 25

and 29
4.Page 2

Appendix i and
Page 63 City's

Do Proposed

New Significant

More Ssvsre
Impacts?

1.No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

Any New
Circumstances 1
Involving New

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

More Severe
Impacts?

: Any New
Information ,
Requiring

New Analysis
or

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

1. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

69



A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise ievels En the project
vicinity above (eveEs existing wifhouf the
project?

j. A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e. For a project located within an airport
[and use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two 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?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion:
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fhe following noise level table is from City of Santa Fe Springs Cc

Receiving Area

Outdoor Noise
at Lot Line Of:

Any school,
church or
hospital

Any other use

IntheA-LR-1
or R-3 Zone

IntheC-lorC-4
Zone

!IntheML,PF
or BP Zone

ISMBBM
'i'i^j;i'!;U..!'-;^i , !^!;-i-j;l;j:!.j!|;i^j'|'l.j^j^

ordinances section '

A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels

Daytime
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.)

Maximum Cumulative Minutes
Duration in Any 1-Hour Period

SO

^5

50

30

30

?il^,ni

15

50

55

65

65

!;'^1iWJ;l;^!;l:i:l:i

5

55

60"

70

70

Mili^!JiH:i?

1

60

65

75

75

;85j;F|:j;j;NJjr

bsolute
laximum

I

I

I

»!ril!^i;H;?lijh
!J:1'lti:i;!t!1.1j:HI

155.424(E)

(dB(A))

Nighttime
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)

Maximum Cumulative Minutes Duration
in Any 1-Hour Period

30

45

45

55

60

^diiiW

15

50

50

60

65

WK^-
^;lu(|'!;l

I

>

)

Sfflii

Absolute
Maximum

65

65

75

80

n
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Residential
Building
Interior:

i.ri:l-l.!.!!:i.

In the A-1 or R-
1 Zone

45 50 55 60 65 45 50 55 60 65

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 90 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 to exceed any noise ordnance leveis 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. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015

City of Santa Fe Springs Code of Ordinances
htti9://vvww.amIeqal.com/nxVQatewav.dll/California/santa/cifvofsantafesj3rmQscaliforn[acodeofprdi?f=temDia
afesprinas ca$anc= Accessed August 201 5
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United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of lanning, Environment, and Realty - Highway Traffic Noise

http://www.fhwa.dot.aov/environment/noise/construction noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm Accessed Augi

Environmental Resource

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the

1. Interim Measure Work Plan

2. Revised Modified Pond 1 Closure Plan

3. Revised Corrective Measure Study

4. Permit Application for Permit Renewal

3. 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 infrastructure)?

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

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior
Environmental

Documents.

Project:

1.NA
2. page 9
Appendix Vlfl-E

3. Page 32
4. Page 4

Environmental
Checklist, and
page 65

1.NA
2. page 9
Appendix VNI-E
3. Page 32
4.Page 4
Environmental
Checklist, and

Do Proposed

N&w Significant .
Impacts or

Impacts?

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

312015

: Any New
Circumstances
Involving New ]

Significant Impacts
or Substantially
: More Severe

Impacts?

: Any New
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
or

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

73



Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion:

1, 2, 3, and 4 (a-c). Aii previous CEQA documents
facility. The current project activities involve the
actions. All project activities will occur within the
activities induce population growth. Therefore,

page 65

1.NA
2. page 9
Appendix VIII-B|
3. Page 32
4.Page 4
Environmental
Checklist, and
page 65

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

:s indicated no impacts to population growth or housing from construction activiti
enewai of a hazardous waste facility permit, closure of a surface impoundment;
Facility property. No additional housing or replacement housing is required, nor v
) further analysis is necessary.

is or operation of the
nd various corrective
ill the proposed

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior
: Environmental

Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Significant

Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe

Impacts?

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New :

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

More Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
or

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. 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. Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of

1.NA
2.page 9

1.No
2. No

1. No

2. No
1. No
2. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
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newer 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 public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

Appendix VIII-B
3. Page 32
4. Page 5
Environmental
Checklist, Page
66-67 City
1S/ND

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No
3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
No prior mitigation

measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
No prior mitigation

measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
No prior mitigation

measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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Djscussjo_n:

1,2,3,and4(a).

Previous CEQA documents concluded that there would no impacts^ to. existing publjc.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 2008 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 existingjand^use_for the site and there^are no known provisjpnsfornew_or physically altered .governmental facilities
pr need'to alter any existing govern me ntarfacjlities.. Fire and cnme protection services .are provided by the Cit/arid. calls for service are. not expected to
increase after implementatFon of the proposed activities. Therefore,'no impacts on public services are'expecte'd and no further analysis is necessary.

References

DUDEK. Environmental Information Form. Ph'ibro-Tech, SantQ Fe Spnngs, CQiifomia. May 29,2015

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior
Environmental

Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Significant

Impacts or:
Substantially
More Severe

Impacts?

Any New
Circumstances
involving New ,

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

More Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
or.

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

: Implemented or
Address Impacts

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

ja. 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?

1.NA
2. page 11
Appendix Vtil-B
3. Page 33
4. Page 6
Environmental
Checklist, Page
QSCjt/JS/ND

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2.No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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b. Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No
4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No
4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

Discussion:

1,2,3,and4(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 or recreational facilities are anticipated and no further analysis is necessary.

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior , :

Environmental
Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Significant

Impacts or
Substantially
More Severe

Impacts?

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

IVIore Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
or

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFF1C. 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,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account ail modes of
transportation including mass transit and

1.NA
2. page 10

Appendix VIII-
B, page 10

Attachment to
Checklist

1. No

2. No

1. No

2. No

1. No

2. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

). Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

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

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

3. Page 23, 32,
and Page 9 of

Checklist
4. Page 4 of

Checklist, Page
1 of

Attachment,
Page 69 City

IS/ND
1.NA

2. page 10
Appendix VIII-

B, page 10
Attachment to

Checklist
3. Page 23, 32,
and Page 9 of

Checklist
4. Page 4 of

Checklist, Page
1 of

Attachment,
Page 69 City

IS/ND
NA

1.NA
2. page 10

Appendix VIII"
B, page 10

Attachment to
Checklist

3. Page 23, 32,
and Page 9 of

Checklist
4. Page 4 of

Checklist, Page'

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required
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3. Result in inadequate emergency access?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

of Attachment,
Page 69 City

IS/ND
1.NA

2. page 10
Appendix VIII"

B, page 10
Attachment to

Checklist
3. Page 23, 32,
and Page 9 of

Checklist
4.Page 4 of

Checklist, Page 1
of Attachment,
Page 69 City

IS/ND
1.NA

2. page 10
Appendix VIII-

B,page 10
Attachment to

Checklist
3. Page 23, 32,
and Page 9 of

Checklist
4.Page 4 of

Checklist, Page 1
ofAttachme'ht,
PaQ® S9_City

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1..No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

Discussion:

1 (a-b). No previous CEQA document was completed for the proposed activities involved in the Interim Measure Workpian 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 drill rig to be
operated at the Site. The rig wil! 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 effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system or any congestion management program.

d),Th is 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
backfilied with clean fill material and covered with an asphalt cap. The 1988 Closure Plan Negative Declaration concluded that additional 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 pian addresses new closure regulations, new information regarding facility conditions, the proposed new treatment of groundwater
and soii 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 soil 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 additiona! 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 Siauson 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 plan, 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 hexavaient chromium affected vadose zone soils and groundwater. Groundwater pump and treat was required as part of a Class III permit
modification completed in 1995. DTSC completed a Negative Declaration to support the Class III permit modification decision and the Negative
Declaration concluded there to be no impacts from additional vehicular movement, or on existing transportation systems and parking facilities, or alter
patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods.

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, b). The PTI 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 generate substantial
additional vehicuiar movement. The expected volume of traffic directly related to this facility will range from the existing 12 trucks per day to a
maximum of 19 trucks per day.

PT1 is proposing several changes to the current operations, most notably the addition of a new treatment system for oily 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 treatment would not cause a significant
.)ncrease.ln tr^c. .n^ woyld Jt 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 NEetos Road near Dice Road handles 12,774 vehicles per day.
Other changes to current operations at the facility include several short tenn construction projects to install new or modify existing tank systems and
storage areas. These projects will involve additional vehicles during their duration. However, they wif! 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)
c) 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) PTi is 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 transportation.

Environmental Resource

Where Impact
Was Analyzed in

Prior :
Environmental

Documents.

Do Proposed
Changes Involve
New Significant

Impacts pr
Substantially
Mlore Severe

Impacts?

Any New
Circumstances
Involving New:

Significant Impacts
or Substantially

More Severe
Impacts?

Any New
Information
Requiring

New Analysis
or

Verification?

Prior Environmental
Documents
Mitigations

Implemented or
Address Impacts

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 treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional

1.

2.

NA
page 10

1.

2.

No
No

1.

2.

No
No

1.

2.

No
No

No prior mitigation
measures were
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Water Quality Control Board?

3. Require 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?

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

d. Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?

Appendix
Vlll-B
3. Page 25,
Page 10 IS
Checklist
4.page 5
Appendix
Vlll-B, page
72 City IS/ND
1.NA
2.page 10
Appendix
Vlll-B
3. Page 25,
Page 10 IS
Checklist
4.page 5
Appendix
Vill-B, page
72 City IS/ND
1.NA
2.page 10
Appendix
Vlll-B
3, Page 25,
Page 10 IS
Checklist
4. page 5
Appendix
Vlll-B, page
72 City 1S/NC
1.NA
2. page 10
Appendix
VIII-B
3. Page 25,.

Page 10 IS
Checklist
4.page 5
Appendix

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

82



5. Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that serves
or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's
projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project's solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion:

1 (a-g). The Interim Measure Work Plan involvi
"ASite-wide Waste Discharge Requirement (V\

Viil-B, page
72CitylS/NDi
1.NA
2. page 10
Appendix
VIII-B
3. Page 25,
Page 10 IS
Checklist
4. page 5
Appendix
Vlil-B, page
72CitylS/ND]
1.NA
2. page 10
Appendix
Vlll-B
3. Page 25,
Page 10 IS
Checklist
4.page 5
Appendix
Vlil-B, page

.Zi.CityJS/NDj
1.NA
2. page 10
Appendix
VIIi-B
3. Page 25,
Page 10 IS
Checklist
4. page 5

Appendix Vili-B,
page 74 City

IS/ND

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No
2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

1. No

2. No

3. No

4. No

> the injection of CPS to site soils contaminated with hexavalent chromium. T
)R) permit is required from the California Regional Water Quality Control Bos

No prior mitigation
measures were

required and no
mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

No prior mitigation
measures were
required and no

mitigation is required

eworkplan states that
i Los Angeies 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. fris
Environmental (PTI 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 aiso 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 hexavalenf chromium in the vadose zone to the nontoxic trivalent chromiutTi. 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. ft is not anticipated that the project
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 seryice systems.

3 (a-g). The Revised Corrective Measures Study is a document that proposes to 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 initiated 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-g). 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

• Natural Gas

• Communication Systems

• Water

• Sewer or Septic Tanks
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• Storm Water Drainage

• Solid Waste Disposal

The EIF completed by PTI states that the facility is under the jurisdiction of the Sanitation District of Los Angeies County (SDLAC) and operates
under an existing Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit. The facility is also under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB and currently the
facility operations under 1991 permit do not require a permit from this agency.

The facility has its own wastewater treatment system that pretreats wastewater prior to disposai in the sanitary sewer. The permit renewal proposes
to 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 osly 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 treatment
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
Buttonwiiiow, and Kettleman Hiils - B18 Non-hazardous material disposal in the community of Kettleman City.

Also, in regards to solid waste disposal, the City of Santa Fe Springs stated the foliowing 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 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 immediateEy southeast of the intersection of the San Gabriel Valley (1-605) Freeway and the Pomona
(SR-60) Freeway, in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The landfill 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 landfill capacity may be experienced in the County of Los Angelas within the first decade of the 21 st century.

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was enacted to reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in
the State to the maximum amount feasible. The Act required city and county jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedule to
divert 25% of their total solid waste stream from landfill disposai by the year 1 995, and 50% of the tota! 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. 914 which requires contractors to recycle materiais generated on the
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site. The required goal is to 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 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 recycied.

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 recyciable materials. All future development shall provide adequate storage areas for
collection/storage of recyciable and green waste materials.

No impacts are anticipated in this regard."

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 wsii be consistent with regional growth forecast
adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments.

EDTSC determined 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 vaiid and the proposed activities would not
jresuit in new or substantially more severe significant impacts to utilities.

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. Phibro-Tech, Santa Fe Springs, California. May 29, 2015
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

86



a. Does the project have the potential to
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?

3. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumuiatively
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 other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?
Does the project have environmental
effects which wil! cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
d irectly pr in d i rectly?

No

Mo

No

No

\lo

No

No

^lo

No

No

Mo

Currently proposed
developments in the

vicinity of the PTI Site
were not addressed in
the previously certified

environmental
documents.

No

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-mileofthe 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 servic&s,
• 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 PT1 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
• 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 quality,
• greenhouse gas (GHG),
• land use and planning,
• 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 to air quality, renewal of the permit 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 cumulative 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 the only project-related documents that considered potential impacts to GHG; the earlier CEQA



documents did not address GHG. The current evaluation concluded that none of the PT! project activities would generate significant levels of GHG,
and if construction activities and operations were to overlap, these impacts taken in total 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 to 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 environmental 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_&,.Pl.ann[n(3.

The activities that comprise the PTI project are currently allowed land uses, temporary remediation activities that will have no effect to land use, or
have previously been approved by the City of Santa Fe Springs. The City has deemed that subsequent 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 identified projects near the PTf site have ail been evaluated by the City of Santa
Fe Springs and must obtain aii necessary approvals from the City prior to implementation. These proposed developments considered in this
cumulative effects analysis must comply with current land use requirements 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 all 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 [and use. Evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed PT1 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 Pian. Noise impacts associated with more intensive land use,
therefore, 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 volumes compared with previously 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 wouid 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 PTI 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 to traffic or traffic
congestion. The PT1 project 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 to 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 subsequent or supplemental negative declaration orEIR. Additionally, DTSC determined that the
minor changes and additions to the project identified are consistent with Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, and an addendum to the prior
negative declarations is the appropriate CEQA documentation.

;S3ECDtlON D: iDETEftMINATION OF APPROPRIATE IENVIRONMENTAOL t^HfflENT

On the basis of the information and analysis provided above/ the following findings are made;

II A Subsequent E£R is required to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)
and (b) based on the following determinations):

o Substantial changes are proposed m the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative
Declaration due to the involvement of new sigruficant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the

severity of previously identified sigrdficant effects;

o Substantial changes occur witii 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 wiU 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 wluch are cpns^ different froin those an^a^^^
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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
y.5163(a)(l) and (2) based on the following determinations):

o One or more of the conditions described in Section 15162 required tiie preparation of a subsequent EIR/ and

o Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to mctke the previous BIR adequately apply to the project
in the changed situation.

An Addendum to a previously certified En'vironmental Impact Report is required to be prepared for the proposed project
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164(a) based on the following determinations):

o Some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section

15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EH< have occurred.

An Addendum to cm adopted Negative Declaration is required to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15164(b) based on the following determinations):

o Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary; or

o None of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent
EIR or Negative Declaration have occurred.

II No additional documentation is required to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162(b).
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OPEA Chief OPEA Chief Phone #
Name Title

("<, -^> ^^/lc.—-- _ /^-/y-/^
OPBA Chief Date
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