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SECTION 1.0 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE

This document is the finalizing addendum to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
prepared for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and Post Closure Permit for
Quemetco, Inc. The action considers Quemetco's Part B permit application (under the California
Code of Regulations Title 22, Section 66270, Article 2) in accordance with Section 25200 of the
Health and Safety Code (HSC) and the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) and a post-closure permit for a previously closed surface impoundment. The permit is
for the continuance of current operations that involve the treatment, storage, and transfer of
hazardous and nonhazardous wastes related to the recycling of used and flawed automotive
batteries and other recyclable lead materials. The Part B permit would include a closure plan as
required by FCFA. Current state law required preparation of an EIR for the project (California
Public Resources Code Section 21151.5). DTSC has been designated as the Lead Agency for
the preparation of the EIR.

This Final EIR has been prepared for the California Environmental Protection Agency,
Dep~rtment of Toxic Substances Control (Cal-EPA, DTSC) pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (the CEQA) (Section 21000 et seq., California Public Resources Code)
and in accordance with the Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act (the CEQA Guidelines) (Section 15000 et seq., California Code of Regulations, Title
14). The CEQA Guidelines stipulate that an EIR must be prepared for any project that may have
a significant impact on the environment. The Quemetco Hazardous Waste Management
Operation and Post Closure Permit is a "project" as defined by the Guidelines.

This ,document, together with the Draft EIR prepared in June 2001, constitute the Final EIR for the
proposed Project. The DTSC, as the Lead Agency for this CEQA process, is required by Section
15089 of the CEQA to prepare a Final EIR. The Final EIR will be used by the DTSC as part of its
approval process.

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF FINAL EIR

As required by Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR consists of the following
elements:

» The Draft EIR (under separate cover).

» This document:

o Section 2.0- A summary of the review process.

o Section 3.0 - Commentslresponses received on the Draft EIR and responses to
environmental points raised in the review process.

o Section 4.0 - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program..

I ~ ~ ::;:L _
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SECTION 2.0 DRAFT EIR REVIEW PROCESS

2.1 OVERVIEW

The Draft EIR was distributea for public review on June 29, 2001 with the comment period to
close on August 28, 2001. Distribution was made per CEQA through the Office of Planning and
Research, California State Clearinghouse and to the established project mailing list that included
interested parties throughout the course of preparation of the DEIR.

A public hearing was held on August 14, 2001 at Los Altos High School in Hacienda Heights. A
fact sheet was available for public information purposes and the EIR was available for review
from DTSC, from Quemetco, and from the information depository located at the Hacienda Heights
Public Library.

The comment period was subsequently extended to November 27, 2001 to provide additional
time for public comments to be submitted to DTSC.

A community meeting was held on November 1, 2001 also at Los Altos High School to provide a
more informal setting to provide information and answer public questions. As this was not a
public hearing, no transcript was taken.

Exhi,bit A contains copies of the notices to the State Clearinghouse, mailing list, and fact sheet.

2.2 PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION/NOTICING

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) scheduled the 60-day public review and
comment period which ran from June 29 to August 28, 2001, which was then extended to
Nov¢mber 27, 2001 (for a 90-day public review) to allow the community to review the draft EIR.
An extensive distribution and public information program included:

• A fact sheet/community survey was mailed on June 29, 2001, which provided
background information on the draft Permit and draft EIR and also announced the
public comment period and the time and location of the public hearing. By DTSC
policy, the fact sheet was mailed to all addresses within 1/4 mile of Quemetco and to
key contacts throughout the state, i.e. 757 addresses

• Based on requests/input from the community (during community interviews), the
mailing radius was expanded to Y2 mile of Ouemetco; the additional fact sheets were
mailed on August 9, 2001 to 2,538 addresses

• A radio announcement was aired on KFWB (audience approx. 38,400) in English on
July 13, 2001 and on KBUE/KBUA (audience approx. 68,000) in Spanish on July 16,
2001 to notify the community of the public comment period and public hearing.

• Public notices were placed in the Los Angeles Times, San Gabriel Valley Tribune
(circulation approx. 53,000) and in La Opinion (circulation approx. 112,000)
newspapers on July 29, 2001 to inform the community of the public comment period
and public hearing.

• DTSC conducted a public hearing on August 14, 2001 at Los Altos High School.
Approximately 70 community members attended the public hearing and several
community members provided public comments. Because many community
members remarked on the lack of notice about the hearing and the short timeframe to
provide written comments, DTSC extended the public comment period for 90 days,

1------- ;::tL _
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from August 28, 2001 through November 27, 2001. DTSC also scheduled a
community meeting for November 1, 2001.

• A radio announcement of the public comment period extension and the November 1,
2001 community meeting was aired in English (KFWB) on September 14, 2001 and in
Spanish (KBUE/KBUA) on Sept. 18,2001.

• Public notices of the public comment period extension and the November 1, 2001
community meeting were published in the San Gabriel Valley Tribune on September
21, 2001 and La Opinion on September 22, 2001. Due to inadvertent mistake in the
Sept. 22 notice, the correct public notice was published in the October 13, 2001
edition of La Opinion.

• Public notices of the public comment period extension and the November 1, 2001
community meeting were mailed to over 12,521 addresses. The mailing list included
residents and businesses in the area roughly bounded by the 605 freeway to the
west, Valley Boulevard to the north, Hacienda Boulevard to the east, and the
boundary of La Habra Heights to the south. In addition, the mailing list also included
key statewide and local contacts, as well as several schools located north of Valley
Blvd. to Amar Road, and east of Hacienda Blvd. to Azusa Ave.

• 750 copies of public notices announcing the extension of public comment period and
meeting were given to the Workman Mill Association to be included in their mid or late
October newsletter.

• DTSC Public Participation Specialist attended the Hacienda Heights Improvement
Association monthly meeting at the Hacienda/La Puente District Office on September
17, 2001 and provided information on the extension of public comment period and the
community meeting.
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EXHIBIT A - PUBLIC NOTICING



'Qinston H. Hickox
Agency Secretary

O
alifornia Environmental
, Protection Agency

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201 Gray Davis

Governor
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June 29, 2001

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE
FACILITY AND POST-CLOSURE PERMIT FOR QUEMETCO, INC., CITY OF
INDUSTRY FACILITY, EPA 1.0. NUMBER CAD 066233966 .

Dear State Clearinghouse:

Enclosed for distribution are 15 copies of the 'draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
concerning the Quemetco, Inc. Hazardous Waste Management Facility in the City of
Industry. Also enclosed are the Transmittal Form and Reviewing Agencies Checklist.
The review and comment period begins on June 29,2001 and ends on
August 28, 2001.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Jamshid Shahi at (818) 551-2871.

Sincerely,

q~~.~~/
Jose Kou, P. E., Chief
Southern California Permitting Branch
Hazardous Waste Management Program

Enclosures

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

sch.ltr .

@ Printed on Recycled Paper



This Notice is being sent to your office as required of the Department of Toxic Substances
Control, pursuant to the California Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21092 and section
21092.3. Notices for a draft Environmental Impact Repor1 (EIR) for a Proposed Hazardous
Waste Facility Operation and Post-closure Permit at Quemetco, Inc., City of Industry Facility,
are required to be posted for a period of 20 days, unless otherwise required to be posted for
30 days. The county clerk is requested to post these notices within 24 hours of receipt.

Winston H. Hickox
Agency Secretary
California Environmental

Protection Agency

Gray Davis
Governor

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201

Proposed Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-closure
Permit at Quemetco, Inc., City of Industry Facility

Department of Toxic Substances Control

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

BY THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

TYPE .OF DOCUMENT:Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

PROJECT NAME:

PROJECT LOCATION: 720 South 7th Avenue, CitY of Industry, CA 91746

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-closure Permit allows the
Quemetco, Inc., City of Industry Facility to reclaim spent lead-acid batteries and other lead-bearing
hazardous waste such as emission control dust and on-site waste water treatment system generated
sludge, etc., at its smelter. Reclaimed lead and lead alloys for battery manufacturers are generated,
and plastic chips from the battery casings are sold to plastic manufacturers.

ANY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT:

The Department of Toxic Subst;:lnces Control has made the determination that the project will not have a
significant effect on the environment.

PERIOD DURING WHICH COMMENTS WILL BE RECEIVED ON THE DOCUMENT:

3.

1.

4.

5.

2.

6.
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Start Date: June 29, 2001 End Date: August 28, 2001

Printed on Recycled Paper

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. For a list
of simple ways you can reduce demand !Jnd cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

7. ADDRESS WHERE COPIES OF THE DOCUMENT AND ALL REFERENCED DOCUMENTS ARE
AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW:

Hacienda Heights Public Library
16010 La Monde Street
Hacienda Heights, California 91745
Contact: Reference desk
Phone: (626) 968-9356

Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 N. Grandview Avenut;!
Glenqale, California 91201
Contact: Jamshid Shahi
Phone: (818) 551-2871

o

o



This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental document
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and departments:

Steve Nissen
DIRECTOR

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

June 29, 2001
August 28,2001

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT

July 3,2001

Jarnshid Shahi
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, CA 91201

Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post Closure Permit for Quemetco
SCH#: 1996041042

Review Start Date:
Review End Date:

DATE:

TO:

RE:

Air Re$o.uT~es B~ard, Maior Indl.ls!:Ii.al Projegls. .'.
C~lif6m1aHighwayPattbl"" ....... ".:'., '.:" : ,', ., .
Caltrans, District 11
Depart~lenf ofCoi1serv~tjOlf"
Department ofFish arid Game; Region 5
Department ofParks and Recreation
Department of Water Resources
Integrated Waste Management Board
Native American Heritage Commission
Office ofHistoric Preservation
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4 .
Resources Agency
State Lands Commission
State Water Resources Control Board, Clean Water Program

The State Cl.earinghouse will'proy-ide aclosiilg letter with any state agency comments to your
attentiononthe' date following th~\~lose ofthe review period.

" :.; " ·"· •• 1·' ••'. ., •

Gray Davis
GOVERNOR
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Thank y~~ forY,dllI pc0iclpatiou'in the State Clearinghouse review process.
. , , . - ~" :- ~:" :. ',': . . :-. . .
~ .; ...::.

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044

916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR.CA.GOV/ClEARINGHOUSE.HTMl



'iAUG 3 1 2001

DIRECTOR

l1rPMf?}r.N'!' Hf f~~~·i0 0Un~fANeES rBNfRfil
SJ~ fHGiN CALIFORNIA REGIONAugust 29, 2001

.Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse ./
~

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Gray Davis
GOVERNOR
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RECf!VE.D1a:rnsbid Shabi
Department ofToxic Substances Control
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, CA 91201 I

.Subject: Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post Closure Perrmt for Quemetco
SCH#: 1996041042

Dear Jamsbid Shahi:
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The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
en~losed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 28, 2001,and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. Iftbis comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond prolIlptly.

Please note tlJ.at Section 211 04(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:
.: ... :,,'" .

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a proj ect wbich are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
.~pecific documentation."

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

TerryR~~
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: .Resources Agency.

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044

916-445-0613 FAX 916:-323-3018 WWW.OPR.CA.GOV/ClEARINGHOUSE.HTMl

I------- ~..;::,..'-----------------



Project Issues AestheticNisual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Noise;

Public Services; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality;

Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Cumulative Effects; DrainagelAbsorption

Reviewing. Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Office of

Agencies Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;

California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 11; Air Resources Board, Major Industrial Projects;

Integrated Waste ManagementBoard; State Water Resources Control Board, Clean Water Program;

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands
Commission; Caltrans, District 7

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

1996041042
Ha~ardous Waste Facility Operation and Post Closure Permit for Quemetco
Toxic Substances Control, Department of

Base

.End of Review 08/2872001

Fax

State CA Zip 91201

Section

Start ofReview 06/29/2001

EIR Draft EIR

The project and the subject of the Quemetco RORA Part B application, is the continued operation of

Quemetco's battery recycling facility in the City of Industry and the approval of the Post Closure Plan

for the previously closed surface impoundment at the facility.

Type

Description

SCH#
Project Tit/e

Lead Agency

Lead Agency Contact
Name Jamshid Shahi

Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control
Phone 818551-2871
email

Address 1011 ~: Grandview Avenue
City Glendale

Proximity to:
. Highways 60

Airports
Railways

WaterWays Los Angeles River
Schools

Land Use

Project Location
County Los Angeles

City Industry
Region

Cross Streets 7th Avenue & Salt Lake Avenue
Parcel No. TraCt 1, 343
Township Range

Date Received 06/29/2001
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EACILITY MAILING LIST EQR QUEMETCO, INC., CITY DE INDUSTRY EACILITY
.EPA I.D. CAD 066233966

... fACILITY

o

Q

Mr. Mark Vondersaar (wi enclosures)
Quemetco, Inc.
720 South Seventh Avenue
City of Industry, California 91746

Mr. Jerry Dumas (wi enclosures)
RSR Corporation
2777 Stemmons Freeway #800
Dallas, Texas 75207

Mr. John C. Mueller (wi enclosures)
5146 Douglas Fir Road, Suite #206
Calabasas, California 91302

Eederal

Mr. Kevin Worig (wi enclosures)
U.S. EPA, Region IX. .
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105

STATE

Mr. vvatson Gin, P.E., Deputy Director
Hazardous Waste Management Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1001 I Street, 23rd floor,
P.O. Box 806 .
Sacramento, California 95812-0806

Mr. Rick Moss, Chief
Permitting Division
HazardOUS Waste Management Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1001 I Street, 23rd floor,
P.O. Box 806 .
Sacramento, California 95812-0806

Ms. Orchid Kwei (wi enclosures)
Office of Legal Counsel
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1001 I Street; 23rd floor,
P.O. Box 806'
Sacramento, California 95812-0806

Mr. Hossein Nassiri (wi enclossures)
Permit Program Development Section
Hazardous Waste Management Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1001 I Street, 1'I th floor,
P.O. Box 806
Sacramento, California 95812-0806

Mr. Guenther Moskat, Unit Chief (wi
enclo$ures)
Office of Program Audits and
Environmental Analysis
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1001 I Street, 22nd floor,
P.O. Box 806 .
Sacramento, California 95812-0806 ".Ms. Barbara Coler:.Division Chief
DTSC Site Mitigation
700 Heinz Avenue #200
Berkeley, Ca. 94710

Mr. John Hinton, P.E.-Regional Coordinator
DTSC .
5796 Corporate Avenue
Cypress, Ca. 90630

Mr. Suwan Sonkprasha-Duty Officer
DTSC - Region 4
5796 Corporate Avenue
Cypress, Ca. 90630 .

Ms. Marsha Mingay, Unit Chief
DTSC - Region 4
5796 Corporate Avenue
Cypress, CA 90630

Ms. Maya Akula
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 North Grandview Avenue .
Glendale, California 91201

Mr. Jamshid Shahi (wi enclosures) ..
HazardOUS Waste Management Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 North Grandview Avenue .

. Glendale, California 91201
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People for Reason ..in .Science and Medicine
P. O. Box 2102
Anaheim, Ca. 92814

Ms, Kay Goude
US Fish & Wildlife"Service
2800 Cottage Way, Room 2065
Sacramento, CA 95825

Mr. John Schmidt, Exec. Director
Wildlife Conservation Board
1807 13th Street, Suite '193
Sacramento, CA 95814-7117

Mr. Robert Treanor, Director .
California Fish & Game Commission
1416 Ninth Street,. 13th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

. Mr. James Bybee
National Marine Fisheries Services
777 Sonoma Avenue, #325
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Mr. Joe Lyou .
Director of Programs
CLCV Education Fund
10780 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 210
Los Angeles, CA 90025

Mr. Bill Nelson
Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease
Registry
EPA Region IX, Room 100
75 Hawthorne Street, MS H-1-2
San Francisco, CA 94105.

Ms. Mari'lyn'Underwood,
Department of Health Services
Environmental Health Investigation Branch
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1700
Oakland,CA 94612

COUNTY

Mr. Bill Jones
L. A. County Fire Department'
Hazardous Waste Control Program'
5825 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

Mr. Joseph Baiocco
L.A. County Public Works Department
P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, California 91802-1460.

Mr. Frank Meneses
Impact Analysis Section
L.A. County Regional Planning Department
329 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

County Clerk
Los Angeles County'
12400 E. Imperial Highway
Norwalk, California 90650

Ms. Mary M. Lee
Directing Attorney Legal Aid Foundations of
L.A.
8601 S. Broadway
Los Angeles, California 90003

. '

Mr. Bill Lann Lee, Directing Attorney- ,§.
NAACP Legal Defense .;.~

·315 W. 9th Street
Los Angeles, California 90015

Hacienda Heights Improvement
P. O. Box 5235
Hacienda Heights, Ca.· 91745

Mr. Tom Klinger-Supervisor
L A County Fire Dept.
Site Mitigation Unit
5825 RickenbackerRd.
Gommerce, Ca. 90043

Ms. Lee Lockie (wI enclosures)
Director Mgmt.' Soure/Reciaim
South Coast Air Quality Mgmt. District
21865 East Coply Drive
Diamond· Bar, Ca. 91765-4178

DireCtor
L. A. County Health Services,
313 N.. Figueroa Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012.

Mr. Bill Piazza (wi enclosures)
LAUSD
1449 S. San Pedro Street
Los Angeles, CA 90015
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Hon. Yvonne B. B.urke
LA County Hall of Administration
500 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Ms. Sharon Thomas (wi enclosures) .
LAUSD
3355 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 702
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Communities for Better Environment
5610 pacific Boulevard, Suite 203
Huntington Park, CA 90255

Hacienda Heights Library (wi enclosures)
Reference Desk
16010 La Monde Street
Hacienda Heights, California 91745

Ms. Mary Roscoe
Planning Department
P. O. Box 3366
City of Industry, California 91744-0366

REGIONAL

Mr. David Bacharowski (wi enclosures)
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Los Angeles Region

. 320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, California 90013 "

Mr. Marco A. Polo (wi enclosures)
South Coast Air Quality Management
District
21865 E. Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182

MANDATORY

Ms. Liz Allen
Sierra Club
394 Blaisdell
.Claremont, California .9.1711

Ms. Bonnie Holmes
Sierra Club
1414 K Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. David Roe
Environmental Defense Fund
Rockridge Market Mall
5655 College Avenue, Suite 304
Oakland, California 94618

Mr. Mike Belliveau
Communities for a Better Environment
500 Howard Street, Suite 506
San Francisco, California 94105

Ms. Jody Sparks (wi enclosures)
Toxics Assessment Group

. P.O. Box 73620
Davis, California 95617

Ms. Diane Takvorian
EnVironmental Health Coalition
1717 Kettner Blvd., Ste. 100
San Diego, California 92101

Ms. Ann Coombs
League of Women Voters
65 Avalon Drive tfi,.
Los Altos, Cc;llifornia 94022

Mr. Bradley Angel
GreenaCtion .
1095 Market Street, Ste 608 "
San Francisco, California 94103

Mr. Bradley Angel
Greenaction
1095 Market Street, Ste 608
San Francisco, California 94103

Ms. Mary Raftery
CALPiRG
926 J Street, Suite 713
Sacramento, California 95814

·Ms. Gwendolyn Eng, Regional
.Representative
U.S. EPA, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. John Bors
Morrison .Knudsen .Corporation
1 Market Plaza, Steuart Tower, Ste. 400 .
San. Francisco, California 94105
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Ms. Jane Williams
California'Community Against Toxies
P.O.Box 845
Rosamond, California 93560

Mr. Chuek White
Waste Management, Inc;
915 L Street, Suite 1430
Sacramento, California 95814

General Counsel
Planning and Conservation League
926 J Street, Suite 612
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. Mike Belliveau
Communities for a Better Environment
500 Howard Street, #506
San, Francisco, Ca. 94105

Ms. Kim Delfino
CALPIRG
926 J Street, #523
Sacramento, Ca. 95814-2706

Mr. Bill Magavern
Sierra Club
~414 K Street, Suite #300
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Ms. Jerilyn Mendoza
E.nvironmental Defense Fund
10951 West Pico Blvd., #300
Los Angeles, Ca. 90064

Ms. Maggie Ide.
SCAG
818 W. 7th St. .
Los Angeles, Ca. 90017

Mr. Herman Mulman
Seniors for Political Action
6255 'Ben Avenue
North Hollywood, Ca. 91603

Natural Resources
Defense Council
6310 San Vicente Blvd., #250
Los Angeles, Ca. 90048'



Qinston H. Hickox
Agency Secretary

alifornia Environmental
Protection Agency

Gray Davis
Governor

AUG 1 3 2.001
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Edwin F. Lowry, Director
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201

Department of Toxic SUbstance~ Control I!t-:::=,,\~
e~ e

June 29, 2001o

Enclosures

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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t:?',/Dear Mr. St. John:

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demandand cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jamshid Shahi at (818) 551-2871.

Mr: Charles St. John
Quemetco, Inc.
720 South Seventh Avenue
City of Industry, California 91746

. :.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL)IMPACT REPORT AND DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE
FACILITY OPERATION AND POST-CLOSURE PERMIT FOR QUEMETCO, INC.,
CITY OF INDUSTRY, CALIFORNIA 91746, EPA 1.0. NUMBER CAD 066233966

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the draft Environmental Impact Report, Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and the Proposed Hazardous
Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure Permit for the Quemetco, Inc., City of
Industry facility.· Also enclosed is a fact ~heet and a notice of the public comment
period which begins on June 29, 2001, and ends on August 28, 2001. Please forward
your comments to the attention of Jamshid Shahi, Project Manager, at the letterhead
address. Your comments must be received by us on or before August 28, 2001.

cc: see attached mailin~ list

Sincerely,

'~~'.
o Jose Kou, P. E., Chief

Southern California Permitting Branch
Hazardous Waste Management Program
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Gray Davis
Governor

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201

.,

Department of Toxic Substances Control

June 29, 2000

..

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE
FACILITY OPERATION AND POST-CLOSURE PERMIT FOR QUEMETCO, INC.,
CITY OF INDUSTRY, CALIFORNIA 91746, EPA LD. NUMBER CAD 066233966

.<

Dear Responsible Agencies:

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the draft Environmental Impact Report, Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report and the Proposed Hazardous
Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure Permit for the Quemetco, Inc., City of
Industry facility. Also enclosed is a fact sheet and a notice of the public comment
period. Th'e responsible agency review period begins on June 29, 2001, and ends on
August 28. 2001. Please forward your comments to the attention of Jamshid Shahi,
Project Manager, at the letterhead address. Your comments must be received by us on
or before August 28, 2001.

cc: see attached mailing list

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jamshid Shahi at (818) 551-2871.
. .

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site al www.dtsc~ca.gov.

Sincerely,

~~
Jose Kou, P. E., Chief
Southern Caiifornia Permitting Branch
Hazardous Waste Management Program

o
oS
nTJnston H: Hickox
!,l~ency Secretary
California Environmental

Protection Agency



The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to red~ce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our web site at www.dtsc.ca.gov.

Ouemetco Battery
Recycl !,~19 n(~\~~\~~j~tYL
City of IndusfrY;\dq?u~J.~ttnraH[.l\fIn;'",~·<

CAD 066233966 \1\ 0 Z 'L001
j...J _.

INTRODUCCION .

La Agencia de·· Proteccion al Medio
Ambiente, Departamento de Control de
Substancias Peligrosas (OTSC, siglas en
Ingles) ha preparado el propuesto Permiso
de Operacion de la Planta de Desperdicios
Peligrosos y el Permiso de Postclausura (el
.Permiso) y el Reporte en borrador.

The California Environmental Protection
Agency, Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) has prepared a proposed
Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and
Post-Closure Permit (Permit) and draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Quemetco, Inc. (Quemetco), a battery recy­
cling facility located at 720 South 7th Avenue,
City of Industry, California.

o
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The proposed Permit, jJ approved, will establish
requirements for the hanclling, treatment and
storage of hazardous wastes at tl1.e facility.

DTSC invites you to review this fact sheet to
learn more about the proposed Permit and draft
Eill.. Ii you have questions regarcbng this project,
please contact tl1.e DTSC representatives listed

..all. page 8 of this fact sheet.
.'.

:. . A public hearing will be held to discuss tl1.e
'proposed Permit and the draft EIR for Quemetco.
The 'publi-c hearing is part of a 60-day public

.' '., cominent period, which runs from June 29, 2001
to August 28,2001.

FACILITY HISTORY AND
BACKGROUND

. The Quemetco facility is sihlated on

. approximately 13 acres located at the northeast
'. comer of South Seventh Avenue and Salt Lake

Avenue (see map). The property is currently
owned by Quemetco West, LLC and operated by
Quemetco, Inc. The facility is located in an area
consisting predominantly of commercial and light
industrial uses with maJ1.ufacturing operations
sUfTouncliri.g the facility' to the east, north and

..,!'Ye~~. .'. The northern bouri.dary of the property is
· ~' .• Sari: .Jose Creek, a concrete-lined channel that

flo~s' east to west. Residential uses are' located
,~600 ,to '700 feet south· and. southwest of the
}sCititheriL boimdary of the facility.

.. . .

: . TheQuemetco facilitY is an existing secondary
·.leaq smelter that recovers and reprocesses lead
.':from· used 'automotive' batteries and other
..' ~:~\,soU7,ces. ':'j\pproximateiy 95'p~rcent of the lead
· ~':~e.~¢d·'?~,.the }.il:cilitY:is' 4enve.d· from .used
<:~a}1t9.~op.ve.~atteri..es,. '. ~hile' the remaining 5
'~perc~tCOl:iles from other, lead bearing waste.

<:T:l1.~ general process of recyCling includes delively
,-:/of used. batteries to the facility by truck,

. : .. ciemolition of batteries, and . tl1.e resultant
· separa,tion of lead, plastic, arid other materials.

. Lead recovered during. the. separation process,.'
'. including lead plates, posts, and grids, is smelted
and refined:

,'. '.
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del Impacto al Medio Ambiente (Eill., siglas en
Ingles) para Quemetco, Inc. (Quemetco) esta
ubicado en, 720' South, 7th Avenue, City of
Industry, California. El propuesto permiso, si se
aprueba, establecera los requisitos para el
manejo, h'atamiento, y aJmacenamiento de
desperdicios peligrosos en la planta.

DTSC le invita a examinar la hoja de
informacion para saber mas acerca del
propuesto Permiso y el Eill. en borrador. Si usted

. tiene algtma pregunta acerca de este proyecto,
por .favor contacte a los representantes del
DTSC que se listan en la parte 9 de abajo de la
hoja de informacion.

Una audiencia publica de llevara a cabo 'para
discutir el propuesto Permiso y el Eill. en

· borrador para Quemetco. La audiencia publica
es parte del periodo de comentario publico de
60 dias, y el cual comprende desde Junio 29,
2001 hasta Agosto 28, 2001.

HISTORIAL Y ANTECENDENTES DE LA
PLANTA

La' planta de Quemetco esta situada
aproximadamente .en un lote de 13 acres al (_.
nordeste de la esquina de South Avenue y, la
averiida Salt Lake (ver mapa). La propiedad

· a:ettialmente es propiedad de Quemetco West,
LLC. Y operada por Quemetco, Inc. La planta
e$tarodeada al este, norte, y sur por una area
.predominantemente comercial, industria liviana
con operaciones de·manufactura. Ellimite norte

.de la propiedad es el arroyo de San Jose, un canal
'de concreto que corre de este a oeste. Existe areas

..•.• resi~enci~les !mtre los 600 y 700 pies al sur y
.. :'s:Ui;.o~s~e 4e los limites de la propiedad.· '.
.'; ".' ;-.:.' .. ,'. ,

:. 'Eillaphinta' de Quemetco eXlste un fmididor
seclindai:io de plomo que extrae y reprocesa
plomo de las baterias de auto y otra fuentes.
Aproximadamente 95 por ciento del plomo

. refiri.ado en la planta es derivado de las baterias
. .usadas de automoviles, mientras que el 5 por
., ciento restante .proviene de otra tipo de
·desperdicios de plomo.

El .proceso general' de reciclaje incluye el
transporte por camiones de las baterias usadas
a la planta, destruccion de las baterias, y la
separacion del plomo, plastico, y otros
materiaJes. El plomo usado que se recupera en /"

. '. el proces() de separacion y que esta en la forma \'''­
d~ 'lingote,s, ba,rras, y pan"illas se derrite y retina.
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Quemetco Site Map
Map Nollo Scalo

:,. NOTE: This map Is daslgned only to lIIustrale .
Iha loeallon ollho faelll!y. repository and meeting
loeallon In the eommunlly. Ills nollntended 10 show
scope (rango) of lho proposed EtA.

The refined molten lead is poured into molds and
cooled to form ingots and blocks, which are

. stored in a warehouse adjacent to the refinery
area prior to shipment. Plastic components are
recovered and sold to a plastic. recycling facility.
The central portion of the property contains
process units and areas involved in the lead
recovery operations. Other buildings include
administrative offices, laboratory and equipment
maintenance areas. The wastewater treab:rient
system is located at the noitheastern corner of
the site. .

Queinetco is both a hazardous waste storage and
treatment facility and also a generator of
hazardous waste. In addition to lead and
sulfuric acid, other hazardous constituents in
batteries may include, but are not limited to,

.. trace amounts. of antimony,: arsenic, barium,
cadmium, chromium and zinc.
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EI ploino derretido refinado se vada en moldes
que se enfrian para formar lingotes y barras que
se almacenan en la bodega adyacente a la
refineria para despues ser enviados a. otro
lugar. Los componetes plasticos son
recuperados y vendidos a. las plantas de
reciclajes. En la parte central de la propiedad se
encuentran las unidades de procesamiento y las
areas relacionadas con.. las operaciones de
recuperaci6n del plomo. Los .. arras. edific10s
coinpren,den las .oficinas. . adminis1:!ativas,
1aboratorios, y areas. de equipas .. de
manterrimiento. EI sistema de tratamiento de
agua de desperdicios esta ubicado en laesquina
noreste della propiedad.

Quemetco es una compaiiia de almacenamiento
y de tratamiento que genera desperdicios
peligrosos. Ademas del plomo, acido suJfurico ,
y otros componentes quimicos peligrosos que se
encuentran en las baterias puede incluir pero no
esta limitado a: pequefias cantidades de
antimonio, arsenico, cadmio, bario, cromio, y
zinc. '
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Approximately 10 million batteries are recycled
at the facility cmnually, returning 120,000 tons of
lead to industry for new products. Use of the
site for recycling batteries and lead was
established by Western Lead Products ll1 1959.
Quemetco West LLC is the second owner of the
facility, having acquired the operation from the
Western Lead Products in 1970.

SCOPE OF PROPOSED PERMIT

When the State's toxics program was founded in
the late 1970s, all hazardous waste management
facilities were directed to apply for Interim
Status until the agency could do a more thorough
review of each company and its operations.
Quemetco submitted the first part of. its

,hazardous waste facility permit., application
(Part A) to the state on November 19, 1980 and
was granted the Interim Status on May 16, 1983.

Quemetco filed for a Part B application in April'
1994. In 2000 and 2001, Quemetco submitted
revised applications mcluclID.g more detailed
Operation Plans, consisting of health and safety
procedures, chemical analyses of wastes handled
on-site; worker training arid 'emergency response"
procedures, financial assurance, and ,otl.1,er
important aspects regardiitg the facility. DTSC

.has developed the proposed Per:d1it from the
latest applications.

Operating Units and Post-Closure Units

The proposed Permit is to authorize the
, operation ,of a battery and raw material storage

", area, two furnaces, 'batt~ry .wrecker, and the
"wastewater tre.alnu:~nt plant,' which consists of
, several· tanks, clarifiers and filters. ' The proposed
,Permit requires' rnspections. of treatment units,

ta:nk systems, and ,all monitoring, safety, and
emergency equipment.

The proposed Permit also requires certain
conditions for the closed Surface Impoundment
and foimer Raw Material Storage Area (called
IIPost-closure units").
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Aproximadamente 10 rnillones de baterias son
. recicladas en ,esta planta anualmente de 1a
cuales se recuperan120,OOO toneladas de plomo
para la ll1dustria de nuevos productos. Se
estableci6 el uso de la planta para el reciclaje de
baterias y plomo por Western Lead Product en
1959. Quementco West LLC es el segundo duefi.o
de la planta y adquiri6 las operaciones de
Western Lead Products en 1970.

OBJECTIVO DEL PROPUESTO PERMISO

Cuando el programa estatal de regulaci6n del
substancias peligrosas fue ftmdado en 1970, se
indic6 a todas las plantas de manejo de
substancias peligrosas que aplicaran por 1.D.l;

,Permiso Temporario hasta que la agencia
pudiera revisar con mas detalle a cada
compafiia y. sus operaciones. Quemetco
present6 la primera parte de su aplicaci6n del
:t='ermiso de Desperdicio Peligrosos (Parte A) al
estado en Noviembre 19, 1980 Y se Ie otorgo 1a
Condicion Temporaria Legal en Mayo 16, 1983.

Quemetco presento la aplicacion Parte B en
Abril 1994. En los mos 2000 y 2001 Quemetco

'presento aplicaciones revisadas que incluyeron
,masdetalles del Plan de Operacion,
procediinientos de seguridad y sa1ud, analisis
quimicos usados en la p1anta, entrenanliento a
los trabajadores, y procedimientos en casos de
emergencia, garantia de, responsabilidad
finaciera, y otros aspectos' inportantes
relacionados con 1a p1anta. DTSC prepare e1
PenTljso tornando, en cuenta' todas , estas

'aplicacionescon sus revisiones. '

-&nid~des de 6perado~i de Postc1auslu~'.

El 'propuesto Permis~ a~to~izara la o~~raci~n
del area de almacenamiento de baterias y
material .virgen, dos homos" destructor· de
baterias, y la planta de tratamiento de agua de
desperdicios, y 1a cual corisiste de varios
taJ,1ques, clarificadores, y filtro. El, Permiso
propuesto exige ll1Specciones a la unidades de
tratarniento, sistemas de tanques, y todos los
equipos de emergencia, seguridad, y monitoreo.

El propuesto Permiso tambien' exige ciertas
condiciones para los Despositos Superficiales
clausurados y la antigua bodega de materia1es
virgen (llamada Unidades de Postclausura).\
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o· The closed Surface Impoundment was located

near the northwest corner of the site and used
from 1975 to early 1986 to collect storm water
run-off and waste water and direct it to the
facility's waste water treatment system. The
closed Surface Impoundment was formally closed
in 1994 in accordance with the closure plan
approved by the DTSC by excavating and
removing most contaminated soil" and topping the
area with a concrete cap.

The former Raw Material Storage Area was
located in the central area of the facility and was
used to temporarily store the raw material
obtained from broken parts of spent batteries

. and furnace slag. Exact operating dates of the
.former area are unclear, but there are documents

. that indicate it was used in the early 1970s. In
1994, the area was excavated, clean fill placed in·
the excavation, and capped with concrete.

Monitoring Requirements

The proposed .Permit requires Quemetco to
monitor its e:rnissions to air, groundwater, soil,
and surface water. Quemetco conducts air
quality monitoring as part of the· permit
requirements imposed by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District and will prepare
and submit to DTSC an Air Momtoring Plan for
additional air monitoring.

Quemetco has conducted groundwater
monitoring at the facility since the early 1980s.
Since 1994, Quemetco has monitored the ground
water as part of the post-closure plan for the
closed Surface Impoundment located at the
northwest comer of the facility. Ground water.
coi1tainsiron, 'manganese, nitrate, sulfate" and
selenium in excess of groundwater quality
standards. ' Quemetco' submitted to DTSC a
Groundwater Quality Monitoring and Sampling
Plan in August 2000, which proposes to install
additional groundwater wells.

The proposed Permit also requires Quemetco to
develop a plan for sampling and monitoring soil­
pore liquid and soil-pore gas at the Closed
Surface I:mpoundJ:nent.
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Los Depositos Superficiales estaban ubicados
cerea de la esq~a noroeste de la propiedad y
se usa entre 1975 hasta principios de 1986 para

'recaudar el agua de lluvia y el agua de
desperdicios para luego ser enviada al sistema
de tratamiento de agua de desperdicios. El
Deposito Superficial se cerro oficialmente en
1994 segun, el plan de clausura aprovado por
DTSC determinaba la excavacion y traslado de
la mayoria del suelo contaminado y la
instalacion de una capa de concreto superficial.

El area de lei. antigua bodega de material virgen
estaba, ubicada en la parte central de la
propiedad y fue usada para almacenar
temporalment~ el material obtenido de la
destrucci6n de las baterias usadas y de la
escaria del homo. Las fechas exactas de
operaci6n no estan claramente definadas pero
existen documentos que indican que estaba en
operacion al pricipio de 1970. En 1974 se
excavo en esta area y se relleno can suelo limpio
y se cubri6 con una capa de concreto.

'Requisitos de Moni toreo

El propuesto ?er:rniso exige a Quemetco
monitorear sus e:rnisiones de aire, agua
subt~iTaneassuelo, y agua superficial. Quemetco
lleva ~ cabo monitoreo de calidad del aire como
parte de los requisitos del Per:rniso impuesto por
el Districto del Manejo de la Calidad del Aire de
la Costa Sur y prepara y presentara un Plan
adicional de Monitoreo de la Calidad del Aire a
DTSC.

Quemetco a llevado a cabo :inonitero delagua
, 'subterranea en la planta desde principios de

'1980. Desde 1994 Quetmenco ha estado
monitoreando el agua: subterranea como parte
'del plan de post.;.clausura de los Depositos
Superficiales ubicados en la esqv.ina noroeste de
la 'propiedad. El agua subterranea contiene
hierro, magnesia, nitratosm sulfato y selenio en
exceso de los limites de calidad del agua
subterranea. Quemetco pn~sento a DTSC con el
Plan de Muestreo y Monitoreo de la Calidad del
Agua Subterranea en Agosto del 2000 y el cual
propane instalar pozos subterraneos
adicionales.

El propuesto Permiso tambien exige a Quemetco
desarrollar un plan para muestreo y monitoreo
de los paras liquidos y gaseosos en el suelo de
los Depositos Superficiales.
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Quemetco collects and treats surface water from
the process and service areas of the facility.
Precipitation run-off from the employee parking
area is not collected, but is monitored as part of
the State Water Resow-ces Control Board's Storm
Water Discharge Permit requirements. However,
the proposed Permit requires Quemetco to submit
a plan to conduct monitoring of San Jose Creek,
which is immediately adjacent to the facility.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Prior to proposing a decision on the Part B
permit application, DISC required preparation
of a draft ElR to study the environmental
impacts of the facility operations. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires EIRs
for ;3.ll new projects requiring agency approval
and must be completed before a permit

. determiriation can be made. The draft EIR
.identifies the potential significant impacts to the
environment and, if possible, provides mitigation
measw-es to make these impacts insignificant.

In April 1996, DISC held a Scoping Session as
part of a 30-day public comment period to
receive public input.on environmental issues such
as' traffic and air emissions that were used in the
preparation of the draft Eill..

.. The draft Em. included a human health risk
assessment (HERA), which was completed in
September 2000. A risk assessment is a process
that is used to evaluate the extent of
environmental problems based on their effects on
human health and the environment. Risk
assessments establish theoretical health risks,

...·yVN.sh· are generally conservative. ill prepariTI.g the
." risk assessment, it was assruned that an actual
,_:"~~Ult ~d . c.1UJ.d resident lived approximately
, ,1,000 feet southwest of the facility fence line and
., an industrial worker was located approximately
. 30g.. feet north of the facility fence line (no

residences are near this location). The risk
assessment estimates a very small additional
chance 6f developing cancer in addition to those
normally expected to develop cancer.
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. Quemetco recauda y da tratamiento al agua
superficial que proviene de las areas de proceso
y servicia de la 'planta. El agua de lluvia que
proviene del estaciona.m.iento del los empleados
no se recauda pero si es monitoreada como
parte de los requisitos del Permiso de Desague
de Agua de Consejo de Control de los Recmsos
del Agua del Estado y que exige un plan para
llevar un monitoreo del arroyo San Jase el cual
esta adyacente ala propiedad,

REPORTE DEL IMPACTO AMBIENTAL

Antes de decidir sabre la aplicacion Part B del
Permiso, DISC exige la preparacion de un Em.
en borrador para estudiar el impacto de las

·operaciones de la planta al medio ambiente. EI
Acta del Calidad de Medio Ambiente de
Califomia (CEQA, siglas en Ingles) exigeque se
elaboren EIRs para que todos los proyectos
puedan ser aprobados y estos tienen que ser
terminados ante que la determinacion del
permiso se haga. El EIR en borrador identifica el
impacto potenci~l al medio ambiente y si es
posible .incluye medidas de mitigacion para
hacei que el imapcto ambiental sea
inSignificante.

En Abril 1996, DISC llevo a cabo una reunion
inic;j.al como parte del periodo de 30 dias para
recibiI' comentarios del publico sobre asuntos
relacionados al medio 'ambiente como ernisiones
.Cil Ciire y trafico vehicular y estos fueron tornados
, en cuenta en la preparacion del Eill. en borrador.

, .El Em. en borrador incluye una eva,luacion del
riesgo. a la salud (HHRA, siglas en Ingles) y el

,':cu~l se ,concluyo en Septiembre del· 2000. La
',,~v~u~cion del riesgo a la salud es un' proceso

',qU;e· seusa para evaluai la ~xtension 4~110s

'pr'oblemas al medio ambiente y se bas~en el
efict6 al ser huinano y el medio ambiente. La

";~yaluaciondel ri~sgo a la sabid establece liinites
del riesgo teoricos a la salud, esto limites suelen
ser muy restringidos y conservadores. AI
prepararse la evaluacion del riesgo a la salud se
?.sume. que un adulto y un nifio· viven '
a.proximadamente a 1000 pies al SUIoeste de los
limites dela propiedady que un trabajador
industrial estaba ubicado aproximadamente 300
pies al norte de la propiedad (en realidad no
existen casas cerca de la propiedad). La
evaluacion al riesgo a la salud estima que exista
una muy pequeii.a probabilidad adicional a la
probabilidad normal de desarrollar cancer.



ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

The Los Angeles County Department of' Health
Services, Toxics Epidemiology Program in 1994,

, conducted a study to determine if the facility is
affecting blood lead levels of children living
nearby. The study involved 125 children, aged 1
to 5 years, who live in Hacienda Heights,
approximately 600 feet from the Quemetco

'facility. A control group of children from West
Covina, where there is no lead facility, was also

"examined. The study concluded that b!ood lead
levelS in children living near the Quemetco facility
were not elevated. The County blood lead study
has been placed in the information repositories
listed in this fact sheet.

DTSC routinely inspects hazardous waste
treabnent, facilities, such as Quemetco, for
compliance with state and federal regulations.
Quemetco has been inspected four times since
February 1997. Three of the Comprehensive
Evaluation Inspections were conducted by the
Department of Toxic Substances Control' and one
by U.S. EPA. Most of the violations discovered
during the inspection were minor, and no
Enforcement Order has been issued. Quemetco
has been generally responsive in resolving the
violations. The following is a summary Of the
violations found on the inspections since 1997:
inadequate' operating logs, inspection schedule
and inspection logs, ,management of filter press
plci.tes~ batteries not marked with the initial start

. dates, 'hazardous waste areas not marked with
'hazardous waste warning signs, inadequate
training records, emergency eye washes and
showers were inoperable, or lacking in hazardous
waste areas.,DTSC plans to continue with
periodic inspections at Quemetco to ensure the
company remains in compliance.

HISTORIAL DE CUMPLIMIENTO

DTSC inspecciona regularmente las plantas de
tratamiento de desperdicios peligrosos como
Quemetco para asegurarse que estan cumpliendo
con -las regulaciones federales y estatales.
Quemetco ha sido inspeccionado cuatro veces
desde Febrero. 1997. Tres de las llamadas
Inspecciones de Evaluacion' General la realizo

,DTSC Y una U.S. EPA. La mayoria de las
violaciones que se descubrieron fueron menores
y no se ha elaborado una Order Judicial.
Quemetco generalmente ha colaborado en
resolver las violaciones. Lo siguientees lID.

su.rnario de las violaciones que se encontraron
desde 1977: inadecuada memoria, de
operaciones, inadecuada memoria de
inspecciones y del horario de las inspecciones,
manejo de los filtros, baterias que no fueron
inarcadas con fecha inicial de almacenamiento,
areas sin rotulos de material peligro$o, records
inadecuados de entrenamiento, equipo de
limpieza de los ojos y banos danados 0 areas
que no tenian este equipo. DTCS tiene planeado
continuar con las inspecciones periodicas a
Quemetco para asegurarse que la compania se
mantenga en cumpliento de las leyes.

OTRAS ACCIONESPREVIAS E
INVESTIGACIONES

El Departamento de Servicios a la Salud del
Condado de los Angeles, Programa de
Epidimiologia Peligrosa en 1994 realizo lID.

estudio para determinar si las operaciones de la
planta estaba afectando e1 nive1 del plomo en la

, sangre de los nifi.os que vivian en area aledanas.
El estudio consto can 125 nifi.os de las edades

, '" de 'I a 5 anos que vivian en Hacienda Heights,
aproximadamente 600 pies de la planta de
Que:r;netco. 'Un, grupo de control de niiios de
West Covina donde no hay plantas que tabajan
con plomo tambien fueron examinados. El
estudio conduyo que el nivel de plomo en la
sangre de los ninos cerca de la planta
Quementco no era elevado. El estudio del
Condado del nivel de plomo en la sangre ha sido
iitclui~o en los depositos de :informacion que se
muestran en la hoja de informacion.
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D FUTURE ACTIVITIES ACTIVIDADES FUTURAS

FOR MORE INFORMAltON ON §)UEMETCO

PROJECT CONTACTS:

8

DTSC Media Contact - Lisa Kunz (916) 327-6104.

INFORMATION REPOSITORIES:.

1 r

.,
!

DTSC
Regional Records 16010
1011 N. Grandview Ave.
Glendale, CA 91201
(818) 551-2871

Maya Akula
DTSC Public Participation Specialist :
(818) 551-2917 . :. .

DTSC . va ha. considerar los comentarios
recibidos en la audiencia publica y durante el
periodo de comentario publico antes de tomar
una decision sobre el Eill en borrador y el
propuesto Permiso. DTSC va ha preparar lID.

documento de Respuestas a los Comentarios y el
cual va a ser enviado a cada persona que dio
comentarios y sera colocado en los clepositos de
informacion para que el publico los exa.nUne.

OPORTUNIDADES PARAL QUE EL
PUBLICO PARTICIPE

DTSC invita a la comunidad a que participe en
el proceso de. decision. En un esfuerzo para
hacer participar a la comunidad, DTSC esta
.incluyendo un cuestionario de lEI. comunidad. Por
favor regrese el cuestionario a . mas tardar el
20 de Julio, 2001 para hacemos saber sus

. pregimtas, asuntos de interes, ideas adicionales
para. hacer participar al publico. DTSC va a
realizar una evaJuacion de la comunidad, y un
Plan de Participacion del Publico (PPP). sera
preparado y colocado en la lista de los
.depositos de esta hoja de informacion.

:", ':

Jamshid Shahi
DTSC Project Mana:ger
(818) 551-2871 .'

HaCienda Heights Public Library
Reference Desk ..' .
L;;I. Monde Street
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745

. (626) 968-9356

Philip Chandler
DTSC Unit Chief
(818) 55J-2921

. . Notice to Hearing Impaired:
You can obtain additional information by using the California State Relay Service at 1-888-877-5378

(TDD). Ask them to contact Maya Akula at (818) 551-2917 regarding the Quemetc.o Site.

DTSC will consider all comments received at the
public hearing and during the public comment
period prior to making a decision on the
proposed Permit and draft Eill. DTSC will also
prepare a Response to Comments Document to
be mailed to each commentator,. and placed in
the information repository for public review.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

DTSC strongly encourages community
involvement in the decision-making process. In
an effort to involve the community, DTSC has
enclosed a brief community survey. Please
return the community survey by July 20, 2001
to let us ~ow your con<;:erns, questions and
additional ideas for public outreach. DTSC will

. c:onduct a' community ass~ssment involving
intel\Tiews with residents and interested parties.
Following completion of community assessment,
a .Public Participation Plan (PPP) will be
prepared and placed in the repositories listed in
this fact sheet.

D
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

COMMUNITY SURVEY for the
QUEMETCO SATTERY RECYCLING FACILITY

720 SOUTH 7TH AVE. CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91746
June 2001

O
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) strongly encourages community involvement in the decision making process.
Please return the Comm~nity Survey by Ju/y 20, 2001 to iet us know your concerns, questions and ~dditional ideas for public

outreach.

o1. . How long have you lived or wo~ed in this area?

___0-5 years ___13-20 years ___6-12 years __---:21 or more' years

3. Prior. to receiving the attached information, were you aware of the existence of Quemetco, Inc. battery recycling facility?

NQ ~Yes~~~ase e~bom~): ~-----------------------~----

2. What is your current level of interest or concern regarding this facility?

__ No interest Low Moderate ___ High .__._ Very High

o4.' What is the best way to provide you with information? _.._ Fact sheets _ Public Meetings _ Other (please specify): __

BY COMPLETING THIS SURV.EY, DTSC WILL ENSURE THAT YOU ARE ADDED TO THE DTSC MAILING LIST

'. '

.....; ..

" "

.•.., .'

__ Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 N. Grandview AvenLie
Glendale, cA 91201

:'"
......

'.': ,.,....

Cariyou suggest any officials, groups, organizations, or individuals that DTSC could contact regarding QLJ~metco?

'. Hacienda Heights P'ublic Library
--16010 La Monde Street ,

Hacienda Heights, CA 91745

Dlease indicate if you have visited the repositories listed below that document Quemetco activities. Are the rep9sitories situated'
'convenient location? ILno, please recommend alternative locations:

. ". . " . . . .'

6. Dp you feel adequately informed about this project? (please specify): -.,-- _

.9.lf you are interested in being considered for a follow-up interview regarding Quemetco, please check __Ves; cOr)1plete
.contact information below and mail back iil the self-stamped envelope provided with this survey. For further information
regarding this survey; please contact Maya Akula at DTSC (818) 551-2917.

IfThelb~~rgy challenge f~Ci~9 C~llfornia is real~ Every Californian needs to ta~e immediate action to reduceen~rgyconsumption. '.:.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov~.. ..'

....;,.;.. ~,---~.,..,..;.~-,,---;.,."-' ·-:-:--':""O"":'''--~~''':-_.,__-''':---..:.......,~~---__,--___,.-----'--_.,__~~..c..::-.'-:"'-'-....,,;;·_!:'·:·7· ~:.::....:;.:':-?:,.....:,..-~

.:06' ~6u have additici~'~i'·cor;ti~:ents related to this project? ---'_-.,-- -:- -'--_---'..::'·"'7'<""':"":·,,:~_"'~·,·':_?~+.i""'.'~-;'-':~.·-.-,-_
, '. ': .. ;.' ." : . .: ,.. :. .. •.' .. ..' . . . • : .:: .,,: '.. '. 1.' '~'l:'

_ ------------ Fax: ~"-E-mail: __'_,.......;.

.please note: While mailing lists are so/ely for D~SC use, they are r:onsidered a publir: record and may be'subject to re/easeu;on ~~'est,

'City/State/Zip: '---...,.._-...,.. --:. -.,..... ---.,.. _

. Nanie:_' ~-----'-:-~----------_ Address: . ~~_-:---:....__~
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PARA MAS INFORMACION SOBRE QUEMETCO

CONTACtO DEL PROYECTO:

Philip Chandler Jamshio. ShaN Maya Akula ' , :
DTSC Jefe de Unidad DTSC Acl.n;J.inistrador del Proyecto DTSC Especialista de Participacion Publica!
(818) 551-2921 (818) 551-2871 (818) 551-2917

DTSC Contacto can los Medios Informativos - Lisa Kunz (916) 327-6104

DEPOSITOS DE INFORMACION:

CUPON DE COR.R.EO'

Please Note: While mailing lists are solely for DTSC use, they are public records and may be subject to release upon request.

Name: ......,.-......,.- '-- _

Address:

I '
DTSC
Regiol)al Records Office
1011 N. Grandview Ave.
Glendale, CA 91201
(818). 551-2871 '

MAILING COUPON

Biblioteca Publica de Hacienda Heights
Reference Desk
16010 La Monde Street
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745
(626) 968-9356

Aviso para personas con problemas de audicion: '
, Usted puede obtener informacion adicional usando el Servicio de Relay del Estado de California ':

llamando all-888-877-5378 (TDD). Pregunte por Maya Akula {818-551-2917 en relacion con ellugar de!
Qve,metco.

Si usted tiene algun cdmentario relacionado con Quementco, Inc. 0 le'gustaria recibir correo'relacionado sobre la planta Quementco,
Inc., usted debe llenar este cupon y regresarlo ala siguiente direccion Maya Akula, Public Participation Specialist, California
Environmental Protection Agency, Deparment of Toxic Substance~ Control, 1011 N, Grandview, Ave., Glendale CA, 91201:

Telephone: --'- --'- _

Comments:__-----------------------------_--

Nombre:
Direccion:
Telefono:
Comentarios:

Por Favor Observe: La lista de personas en la lista del correo es para ~l usa del DTSC, existe archivos publicos que estan sujetos a ser
disemirlado cuando exista un pedido de informacion.

Ifyou have any coDiments concerning the Qilemetco, Inc, or would like to reyeive future mailings regardipg the Quemetco, Inc.'
, facility, you must complete this coupdnand re1:t,Jrn it to the following address: Maya Akula, Public Participation·Specialist, _.
California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control, 1011 N. Grandview Ave., Glendale CA 91201:

TIEl reto de energfa al quese enfrenta California es real. Cada Californiano necesita tamar acci6n inmediata para ieduc..
consumo de energfa. Para una lista de maneras sencillas donde usted pueda reducir la demanda y 51,1 costa energetico, vea
nuestro sitio en la red al www.dtsc.ca.gov... ,

9



Notice of Extension of Public Comment Period for the Draft Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and
Post-Closure Permit and draft Environmental Impact Report

for Quemetco, Inc. Battery Recycling Facility, 720 South 7th Avenue, City of /'ndustry
and Community Meeting .

Winston H. Hickox
Agency Secretary
California Environmental
Protection Agency

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Edwin F. Lowry, Director
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201

Gray Davis
Governor

Please join us for a community meeting on:

The full Administrative Record for this project is available for review at the above-mentioned DTSC Regional Records Office.

The draft Permit, permit application, and draft EIR are available for review at the following local information reposifories:

Hacienda Heights Public Library Reference Desk
16010 La Monde Street
Hacienda Heights CA 91745
(626) 968-9356

orDTSC Regionai Records Office
1011 N. Glendale Avenue .
Glendale, CA 91201
(818) 551-2871

The California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) announces the extension of
the pUblic comment period for the draft Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure Permit (Permit) and draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Quemetco, Inc. batt~ry recycling facility in the City of Industry. The initial public
comment period began on June 29, 2001 and was scheduled to conclude on August 28,2001. The pUblic comment period
has been extended for 90 days and will now close on November 27, 2001.

Thursday, November 1, 2001 at 7:00 p.m.
Los Altos High School, Hacienda Room

15325 East Los Robles Avenue, Hacienda Height.s, CA 91745
ALL COMMUNITY MEMBERS ARE WELCOME

DTSC technical staff and other experts ,«ill be available to provide information and answer questions about the draft Permit
and draft EIR as well as health and safety concerns. In addition, DTSC's technical staff will be available at 6:00 pm to answer
technical questions you may have. DTSC's Public Participation Specialist Ms. Maya Akula may be contacted at (818) 551-
2917 for further details regarding the upcomi'ng community meeting. .

DTSC encourages the public to review and comment on the draft Permit and draft EIR. All comments must be in writing and
sent to the DTSC address below, attention Jamshid Shahi, Project Manager, Southern California Permitting Branch.
Comments must be postmarked-no later than midnight, November 27,2001. After considering all comments, DISC will
make a final decision to approve, deny, or modify the Permit and certify the EIR. The information repositories listed below will
contain the record of the deCision and comments received. All those who submit comments will receive written notification of
thedeeision and a written response to their comments.

Notice to the Hearing Impair.ed: You can obtc;lin additional information by using the California State Relay Service at 1-888-877­
5378 (TOO). Ask them to contact Maya Akula at (818) 551-2917 regarding the Quemetco facility.

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. For a list of
simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs,. see our web .si~~..~t www.dtsc.ca.gov.
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Edwin F. Lowry, Director
1011 N, Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California 91201

JAMSHID SHAHI
OTSC PROJECT MANAGER
1011 GRANDVlEW AVE
GLENDALE CA 91201·2205

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Winston H. Hickox
Agency Secretary
California Environmental
Protection Agency

Aviso de Extension del Perfodo de Comentarios del Publico. Sobre Borradores de
Informe de Operacion de Planta de Desechos Toxicos y Permiso Post-Clausura e
Informe de Impacto Ambiental de La Planta de Reciclaje de'Baterfas Quemefco,

situada en 720 South 7th Avenue, City of Industry, California 91746 y Reunion Comunitaria

La Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental del Departamento de Control de Substancias Toxicas de Califo~nia (DTSC, siglas en
ingles), anuncia la extensi6n del perfodo de comentarios del publico sobre ellnforme de Operaci6n de Planta de Desechos
T6xicos y Permiso Post-Clausura (el permiso) y dellnforme de Impacto Ambiental (EIR) dela planta de reciclaje de baterias
Quemetco, en City of Industry. EI perfodo inicial de comentarios del pUblico comenz6 el 29de junio de 2001 e iba a concluir el
28 de agosto de 2001. EI perfodo de comentarios pUblico se ha extendido por 90 dias y concluir el 27 de noviembre de 2001.
Se ha programado una reuni6n comunitaria para el:

Jueves 1 de nov~embrade 2001, a las 7:00 p.m.
, Los Altos High School, H~ciendaRoom .

15325 East Los Robles Avenue, Hacienda Heights CA 91745
A TODA LA COMUNIDAD, SE LES INVITA

EI personal tecnico de DTSC y otras personas expertas estaran disponbles para proveer informacion y contestar preguntas
. acerca del permiso propuesto y el EIR propuesto tambien como preguntas de salud y seguridad. Asi mismo, el personal

tecnico estara disponible a las 6:00 pm para responder a cualquien pregunta que Ud. puede tenet'. Los interesados pueden
comunicarse con Ms. Maya Akula, Public Participation Specialista del OTSC, por el 818-551-2917, para obtener mas detalles
referentes a la reuni6n comunitaria.

DTSC insta al publico a que revise y comente dichos documentos. Todo comentario debe ser por escrito y presentarse a la
. ~cci6n de OTSC indicada abajo, a la atenci6n de Jamshid Shahi, Project Manager, Southern California Permitting Branch.
... ..is. comentarios deben tener matasellos postal anterior ala medianoche del 27 de noviembre de 2001. Tras
considerar todos los comentarios, PTSC tomara la decisi6n final de aprobar, denegar 0 modificar el permiso en bOrrador. Los
repositorios de informaci6n contendran un registro de la decision y de los comentarios recibidos.. Quienes remitan.
comentarios recibiran ncitificacion escrita de la decisi6n, y una respuesta por escrito a sus conJ,'entarios'.·

, ... ~..
EI b.brrador del permiso, la solicitud del mismo, y el borrador del EIR estan disponibles para su revision en los siguientes
repositorios de informaci6n locales:

OTSC Regional Records Office or Biblioteca Publica de Hacienda Heights Reference Oesk
1011 N. Glendale Ave. 16010 La Monde 8t.
Glendale, CA 91201, Hacienda Heights CA 91745
(818) 551-2871 (818) 968-9356

EI registro administrativo completo para este proyecto puede revisarse en la oficina regional OTSC indicada arrriba.
Aviso para cfuienes tengan deficiemcia aUditivas: Pueden obtener informacion adicional usandol6sservicios de California
State Relay Service por el 888~87.7-5378 (TOO). Solicfteles lIamar a Maya Akula.al (818) 551-2917 con relaci6n a Quemetco.

L()s riesgos energelicos que enfrenta California son reales. Cada californiano debe tomar acci6n inmediata para reducir el consumo de energfa. Obtenga
una li~ta de forrnas sencilia's para reducir la demanda y el costo de la energfa en nuestra pagina de Internet: www.dtsc.ca.g6v '.

Maya Akula, Public Participation Specialist
California Environmental Protection Agency
Department QfToxic Substances Control'
1011 North Grandview Avenue

.Glel1dale,CA 91201-2205

b
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SECTION 3.0 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED
DURING THE PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

3.1 LIST OF COMMENTORS

A listing of the commentors from the public hearing and from written comments submitted to
DTSC is provided in the tables below. Each commentor has been assigned a code that can be
referenced to find a person's comments and DTSC's responses to those comments presented in
Section 3.2. The order of comments/responses in Section 3.2, follows the orders as presented in
the tables below.

August 14, 2001 Public Hearing Commentors
Name Code Affiliation (if applicable)

Ms. Lillian Avery LA
Mr. B. Torres T
Mr. Troy Veilleux TV
Ms. Mary Lorenzana L
Mr. Rudy Almeiea RA
Mr. Larry Garcia LG
Ms. Susan Moran SM
Ms. Terry Molina TM .
Mr. Michael Hughes MH
Mr. Michael Brydges MB
Mr. Tom Erickson TE

Written Letter Commentors
Name Letter Date Code Affiliation (if applicable)

(received by
DTSC)

Mr. Stephen Buswell August3,2001 DOT Department of Transportation
Mr. Louie M. Hernandez August 14, 2001 IMH
Ms. Lillian Avery August 17, 2001 LA [letter]
Hildegard Week, Shirley August 21, 2001 HW
Lee, and Richard Lee
Mr. Daniel E. Donohoue August 23, 2001 ARB Chief, California Air Resources

Board.
Mr. Earl L. Thomas August 24, 2001 ELT
Troy, Maral and Hasmig August27,2001 TMHV
Veilleux
Ms. Kathy Brown August29,2001 KB
Mr. David Lee Blaqq Auqust29,2001 DLB
Mr. Duncan McKee August29,2001 DM(2)
Mr. Michael D. Hughes August29,2001 MDH President, Hacienda Heights

Improvement Association, Inc.
Attachment To Mr. August 27, 2001

. .
MDH/

Michael D. Hughes LA-1
Prepared By Ms. Lillian
Avery
Dave and Linda Samarin Auqust 30, 2001 DLS
Mr. Milagros Navarrette October 28, 2001 MN
Ms. Lillian Avery November 1, 2001 LA [letter 21
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Ms. Lillian Avery November 1, 2001 LA [letter 3]
Mr. Jo Terhume November 14, 2001 Jte
Mrs. Margery Windle November 19, 2001 MW
MS.Liliian Avery November 20,2001 LA [letter]
Ms. Ruth Wash November 20,2001 RW Workman Mill Association, Inc.
Mr. David Joel McKee November 28, 2001 DJM
Mrs. Priscilla Lohff November 28, 2001 PL Workman Mill Homeowners

Association
Mr. Johnson Tinq November 29, 2001 Jti
Mr. Duncan McKee November 25, 2001 DM
Mr. Michael McKee November 27,2001 MM

3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Responses to public comments from the above lists follow this page.
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DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

NO. COMMENT RESPONSE
AUGUST 14, 2004 PUB LIe HEARING

Ms. LILLIAN AVERY
LA-1 My name is Lillian Avery. I have lived in The comment is noted. The Department of Toxic Substances

Hacienda Heights for 45 years, since 1956. Control (DTSC) considered and addressed the applicable land
In 1959 Western Lead Products was permitted use issues within the Land Use and Planning section of the June
by the City of Industry to operate a lead 21, 2001, draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR). The
smelting plant at 720 South Seventh Avenue in commenter presents information that is present in the DEIR. The
property zone M. City of Industry General Plan Land Use Map designates the entire

City as "Industrial". The project site and the surrounding area are
located in Zone "M", Manufacturing, as designated by the City's
zoning code. A battery recycling facility is a permitted use in
Zone "M" and is consistent with other types of uses normally
permitted under the "Industrial" General Plan designation. In
addition, the DTSC noted that neither the County of Los Angeles
nor the City of Industry provided comments to any issues relative
to this project and the potential for conflicts or inconsistencies
with their existing applicable land use plans.

LA-2 An industrial zone permitted uses to include The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1.
metal fabrication, battery manufacturing and
recycling, and storage of chemicals

LA-3: In 1970 Quemetco took over the operation of The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1.
Western Lead.

LA-4 Hacienda Heights, an unincorporated The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1.
community beginning 500 feet from the
Quemetco facility, has a community plan
developed by the Los Angeles County in 1978
which establishes a land-use policy that
prohibits expansion of the industrial area within
the community.

LA-5 The land-use element of the City of Industry The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1:
establishes its primary goal as creating and
maintaining a setting for manufacturing,
distribution, and industrial facilities within the
city; but that, and I quote, "creating a setting
that is complementary to its neighbors is
equally important, .. end of quote.

LA-6 There appears to be a conflict with applicable The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1.
land-use plans, since Quemetco and its
operations seriously impact the community of
Hacienda Heights with generation and daily
delivery of over 50 truck loads of used lead
fibers and hazardous materials; with the
introduction of hazardous waste and materials
on site, which could result in injury, fire,
accident, or release of air toxic emissions or
acutely hazardous materials posing a threat to
public health and safety.

LA-7 In addition, emission of air-toxic contaminants The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
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DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

and pollutants including lead, 1,3-Butadiene comments.
and carcinoQens

LA-8 It is simply 500 feet from the Quemetco facility In assessing the potential for significant impacts for this proposed
on Seventh and Clark, there are 100 unformed project, DTSC limited its examination of the project to changes in
homes and 504 mobile homes located the existing operational and physical conditions in the affected
immediately west of Seventh Avenue. There area (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2). The "affected area" is
are 220 homes located east of Seventh to defined as the result of the requirements of the Office of
Terminal Canyon Road and south to Gale, the Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (see DEIR, page 3.7-
area of isopleth, the configuration used by 3). See also response to comment DM-25.
Quemetco to identify its area of emissions.

LA-9 The isopleth is not confined to those homes, See response to comment LA-8.
however; the isopleth extends to past Simpson
Avenue on the.east and Orange Grove Avenue
on the south.

LA-10 On April 24, 1996, I spoke at a public meeting. Since the passage of Proposition 65, the Facility has issued
My concern then was the 24 hours per day, 7 warnings and notifications. This is Quemetco's response to
days a week, year in and year out of emissions requirements of the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
of toxin contaminants, including lead, arsenic, Assessment. See responses to other more specific comments.
and Butadiene and other air pollutants and
carcinogens emitted into the ambient air over
Hacienda Heights without ceasing and
requiring periodic Proposition 65 warning and
notification.

LA-11 These emissions of toxic particles and The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) evaluated potential risks from
contaminants into the ambient air over chemicals emitted from the facility in particulate form using a
Hacienda Heights have continued without regulatory recommended fate and transport model that assumes
ceasing, day in and day out, for over 31 years, particles emitted from the facility are deposited onto the ground
from 1970 when Quemetco took over from and vegetation based on their settling velocity and accumulate
Western Lead. over time in soil and edible produce. The predicted concentrations

of these particulate-bound chemicals of concern (primarily metals)
are those that would be expected to occur over and above
concentrations that occur from other natural and man-made
sources and represent the incremental risk associated with
routine process-controlled emissions and fugitive dust emissions
from wind and vehicle traffic from the Quemetco facility. See also
response to comment DM-85.

LA-12 These chemicals, metals, and contaminants See responses to comments LA-11 and LA-9 (letter).
are not just dispersed in the air. Like the dew,
but not the gentle dew, they settle on the
houses and grounds, on vegetation, in produce
growinQ in Qardens,and on c1othinQ.

LA-13 They are inhaled and ingested, and they are See response to comment LA-11.
absorbed into the skin.

LA-14 There are strong odors of sulfur and metals. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is
The constant barrage of emissions causes the regulatory agency responsible for evaluating odor complaints
acrid and offalic tastes, sore throats, and identifying sources. The SCAQMD is responsible for
headaches, nausea, coughing, and inhalation identifying and measuring any types of emissions, including
and respiratory problems. reported obnoxious odors, from the facility. They are well aware

of the complaints received about these odors. However, until
such time as they can positively identify the source of these

2



See responses to comments DM-10 and DM-39.

The health risk assessment concluded that cancer risks to any
single individual are low (approximately three in one hundred
thousand upper bound estimate). If emissions from Quemetco
were causing an elevated cancer incidence in a community, we
would be very concerned. The Los Angeles County Department
of Health has evaluated the cancer tumor registry for the area and
concluded that there is no evidence of elevated cancer cases that
can be attributed to Quemetco. See alsl) response to comment
LA-14 (letter).
The comment is noted. See also response to comment LA-15
(letter).

odors, it is not possible to characterize them for risk assessment
purposes. A key component of the Permit is that the Facility be in
compliance with all applicable SCAQMD regulations and
requirements. See also the response to comment DM-135.

Different chemicals have different thresholds of exposure which
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) refers to as
an RfD (Reference Dose) or RfC (Reference Concentration for
inhalation) which is the amount of chemical per unit body mass
per day that humans can be exposed to without deleterious
health effects. The HRA compared these scientifically peer­
reviewed toxicity criteria to estimates of daily exposure from
measured emissions from the Quemetco facility and concluded
that these potential daily exposure levels did not exceed any of
the threshold criteria for any of the chemicals. For chemicals
which have a potential to cause cancer we do not assume that
there is a "daily exposure level" that may be deleterious. We
assume that any exposure may increase the probability of
contracting cancer over the course of one's life. The total cancer
risk (probability) is proportional to the chemical concentration,
daily exposure level and total length of exposure (e.g. the total
time spent living in close proximity to the facility).
The total cancer risk (probability) is proportional to the chemical
concentration, daily exposure level and total length of exposure
(e.g. the total time spent living in close proximity to the facility).
See also response to comment LA-11
See also response to comment LA-15.

Its toxic emissions penetrate our soil, hover in· The comment is noted. See also response to comment LA-15
the air over our homes, churches, and schools, (letter).

3

What Quemetco is, is not an NIMBY, not in my
backyard. Concern for Hacienda Heights -- let
me repeat that. Quemetco is not a NIMBY
concern for Hacienda Heights. Quemetco is
not only in our backyards, but in our front yards
too.

I have reason to be concerned. My husband
died in 1992 after suffering for three years from
mouth and throat cancer.

What is the cumulative effect that inhalation
and ingestion of continuous toxic emissions
over 30 to 40 years of chemicals, metals, and
carcinogens such as chromium, lead, sulfur,
arsenic, Butadiene and otherpollutants?

The draft says nothing about eliminating and/or
mitigating the emissions of chemicals,
pollutants, and contaminants into the air
What is the estimate of probability that an
individual will develop cancer as a result of
exposure to carcinogen emissions?

LA-20

LA-19

LA-15

LA-18

LA-14

LA-17

o
o
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and remains in the very air we inhale and
breathe.

LA-21 The City of Industry erred in permitting a
lead-processing and recycling facility so close See response to comment DM-314.
to homes, because our homes were here
before Western Lead was there and certainly
before Quemetco was there.

LA-22 The application for operation of the hazardous The comment is noted.
waste facility includes a closure permit. The
closure planning includes the step necessary
to completely close the facility. Estimate
date -- estimated date for complete closure is
AUQust 15, 2021, 20 years from now.

LA-23 We ask the California Department of Toxic See the responses to other more specific comments.
Substances Control, DTSC, to seriously and
carefully consider _the real concerns of
residents of Hacienda Heights in establishing a
closing date for the facility that will mitigate or
eliminate the effects of Quemetco on this
community in the next few years.

LA-24 It's true. I had no idea that there was going to See response to comment DM-200.
be a proposal -- proposed hazardous waste
facility and post-closure permit EIR until Jake
Hughes (phonetic), president of HHIA, mailed it
to me about the middle of July.

LA-25 That was the first that I learned of this See response to comment DM-200.
proposal. Many of my neighbors and many,
many people I talked to in the community had
not heard, had no indication that there was
anything going on or that this proposed toxic
waste facility operation was up for a hearing
and for a decision.

LA-26 I would suggest that not only DTSC but See response to comment DM-200.
Quemetco take it on themselves to notify the
people in Hacienda Heights about all situations
and concerns that involve them. It is just not
enough to get the Proposition 65 warning and
notification. That comes up periodically
probably two or three times a year, and it's also
published in the newspaper. But news about
situations and events that are pending at
Quemetco is important to us.

LA-27 Now, with respect to the blood lead study The comment is noted. See also responses to comments DM- 89
mentioned that was done in 1994, a doctor, and DM-116.
Amy Wall (phonetic) of the Los Angeles County
Department of Health, was the chief researcher
on that study. At that time almost, I was on the
Board of the Hacienda Heights Improvement
Association, and my activity was
environmental. So I worked with her and -- not

4
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See response to comment DM-201.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) invited
other regulatory agencies to attend Quemetco public meeting.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has no
control or authority over how the Los Angeles County Department
of Health Services conducts their environmental health
investigations. Their highly qualified staff is in a better position to
determine the adequacy of the study design. DTSC has no
comment on the adequacy of their study.

By "underwater treatment" it is presumed that you mean
treatment of ground water. To date, the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) has not determined that extraction
and treatment of groundwater to remove site-derived
contamination is necessary. See also responses to comments
DM7, DM-8, DM-9, DM-20, DM-21, DM-22, DM-23, DM-24, DM­
40, DM-94, DM-95, DM-96, DM-97, DM-98, DM-110, DM-111,

Representatives of the Los Angeles County Department of Health
Services (LACDHS) and South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) attended the meeting.

The Los Angeles County Department of Health Services
(LACDHS) indicates that it is unaware of Amy Wohl's medical
history. However, LACDHS does know the study referred to is a
well-written study, published in a peer-reviewed journal.

The second one is the underwater -­
underwater treatment going on.

The children that were studied were children
ages one to five because it was said that that
was the age period in which the blood lead
levels would appear. There was a control
group in West Covina where the children did
not live near a battery plant such as ours here.
The final result of that study was that there was
no significant blood lead levels in the children
that were tested. I questioned the study then,
and I question it now.

worked with her, but was informed by her
about the things that were going on in this
study.

MR. TORRES

My background is over 25 years of
occupational analysis and test development
research where I have collected samples,
collected studies, analyzed data, and written
technical reports. That was for the Department
of Labor. And these reports are published. I
question this study because Amy Wall is a very
talented and fine researcher, but at the time
she was not able to conduct the study every
day. She was pregnant and having problems.
The research was turned over to an assistant
who was not quite as expert. So I do question
the results of that study. But the study -­
information about the study is available in the
Hacienda Heiqhts Library.
My question to you folks is, under the
circumstances when we're dealing with
emissions and health studies, why there wasn't
a representative of the Department of Health
here and why somebody from A.Q.M.B. was
not here?
It would seem that a public hearing such as
yours is so important to this community that
you would invite every agency that would have
some responsibility for some aspect of the
problem.

Listen, I'm concerned about a number of
things. Number one is the late date we got the

I questionnaire information.
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DM-112, and DM-113.
T-3 And I certainly agree with what's her name's The comment is noted. See response to comment DM-250.

comments -- Lillian's comments about the
closure actually of the Quemetco -- Quemetco.

T-4 And I've been a past member for 20 years of The comment is noted. See response to comment DM-250.
Hacienda La Puente Unified School District
Board of Education, and certainly I know a little
bit about the closure and so forth. So I heartily
aqree with Lillian.

MR. TROY VE'ILLEUX
TV-1 Let me be'gin by saying I really dread this public The comment is noted.

speaking.' Always makes me extremely
nervous. !But first of all, you know, hats off to
Lillian to ~" because she came prepared and
gave some facts to us. And also hats off to the
people here because they gave us the high
level, but we really got the details. It seems
like from lillian to -- thank you to Lillian once
aqain. I didn't come prepared like Lillian.

TV-2 I actuallyheard from my neighbor last night See response to comment DM-200.
that this meetinQ was QoinQ to occur toniaht.

TV-3 And it seems like living in Hacienda Heights The comments are noted. To clarify for the record, the Facility is
has become a full-time job. Every night we get not a "waste dump facility", it is a hazardous waste treatment
a meeting for -- we've got the landfill, the facility.
double-decker freeway. And you know, really
unfortunately for all of us, we have Quemetco.

And it's really disappointing to work all day and
try to pay your house payment and come home,
and hear something as terrible like a toxic
waste faCility. How disappointing it is to go to
work and tell the people you work with that "I
have a I~ndfill in my backyard, and I have a
toxic waste dump facility" -- whatever you want
to call it. And you really feel helpless after a
while.

TV-4 Come and talk and hear everything on the During the public meeting on November 1, 2001, the Department
presentation tonight, all I saw in the process of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) provided permit and CEQA
was approval. Well, what about the opposite of flow charts which describe the decision process for approval or
that? What about voting it down? I didn't see denial of a permit. The California Code of RegUlations, title 22,
on the form where it said that that's an option. section 66270.29, specifies the language for denying a permit. A
And I don't believe it is. draft Permit was being provided to the public for review and

although DTSC was proposing to approve it, DTSC made it very
clear that public comments and concerns would be considered
durinQ the decision-makinq process.

TV-5 I don't b~lieve anything in this town gets turned The comment is noted.
down. It hasn't with the landfill. It's been
20 years'. And you know, I want to do my best
to fight this. I encourage everybody to write
letters.

6
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TV-6

TV-7

TV-8

I grew up in a town with an old paper factory
that used chlorine. And chlorine destroyed the
factory by eating away at its pipes. And the
only thing the factory did is get fines. For the
small finE!s they got, it was no big deal. They
can pay those fines. I really doubt that
Quemetco will be any different. They'll do what
they neecl to and no more, based on fines.
So there is no company that has our best
interest in mind. The companies you work for,
their best interest is making money. And it's
about m~king money for the stockholders and
making money for the owners; but you know,
we're just employees. We're just the little guy.
But that doesn't mean we can't write letters.
And once again, I encourage everybody to
write letters to those guys. Let them know your
concerns. If you just feel you're being walked
over, then write that.
I encourage you to look at the EIR. If you look
at the landfill, one, it's a monster. I can only
imagine what this one looks like. I'll leave it at
that. I'm concerned, and I really don't want to
see this permit or license or whatever get put in
place. Itis been -- sounds like almost 20 years
they've had a permit. You can't even drive a
car for six months with a permit. I'm really
surprised. That's it.

The comment is noted. The final operation and post closure
Permit will require Quemetco to comply with all applicable laws
and regulations. If Quemetco does not comply with the Permit,
the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) will take
enforcement action requiring Quemetco to comply with the
requirements of the Permit. In extreme situations their permit
could be suspended or revoked.

The comment is noted. The Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) has a mission to protect the environment and
public health in the Sate of California. DTSC does not work for
Quemetco. It is DTSC's statutory responsibility to process
Quemetco's hazardous waste permit application.

The comments are noted. See responses to comments TV-3 and
TV-4.

MS. MARY LORENZANA
Thank you, Lillian. You said everything and The comment is noted. See also responses to comments DM-89,
put it in a good nutshell. The only thing is, I DM-116, DM-117, DM-118 and DM-169.
went to t,he library, and I was reading. And I
believe you said there was a survey that was
taken to see how much -- in one it had to do
with lead. And it had to do with the children
one to five years old or somethinq.

L-1

L-2 That you took a survey -- well, anyway, I
read -- this is from the library. And let me read
this to you.

"Soil lead, air lead, and dust lead levels in
Hacienda Heights were higher than those in
West Covina. Although the soil lead
concentrations were higher in Hacienda
Heights ~han West Covina, concentrations are
not unlike soil lead in other places. It is likely
that som~ of the lead in the soil in residential
yards in Hacienda Heights is from the battery
recycling facility. "So I'm assuming that when
you took the study of these kids from one to

The comment is noted. See also responses to DM-84, DM-85,
DM-89, DM-91, DM-116, DM-117, DM-118, DM-156, DM-157,
DM-161, DM-162, DM-163, DM-166, DM-170, DM-178, LA-11 ,
LA-16, LA-28 and LA-29.

~ fiv_e_-_-_I~h_ad_g_on_e_to_t_h_e_n_e_iiq _h_bo_r_h_O_Od_,_a_n_d_I 7 _
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asked some of the parents because I never
was apprc;>ached or anything. And I've been
there for 35 years.

L-3 The Parents that were approached were those The comment is noted. See also responses to DM-84, DM-85,
parents that just moved in from five years DM-89, DM-91 , DM-116, DM-117, DM-118, DM-156, DM-157,
previous to this. Here is the list in about three DM-161, DM-162, DM-163, DM-166, DM-170, DM-178, LA-11 ,
blocks fro,m my house. I have 13-12 deaths LA-16, LA-28 and LA-29.
leading to some type of lead disease. These
people have had lived there over 20 years.
Now you said how many? One in four get
cancer or something like this. This is very
high. And if you want, I can give you the
names wmenever you want, if you want to see
them.

L-4 That's all I have to say, but I'm concerned. The comment is noted. See also responses to DM-84, DM-85,
Every time I drive in the evening, I see the big DM-89, DM-91, DM-116, DM-117, DM-118, DM-156, DM-157,
smoke cO'ming up. I haven't noticed this much DM-161, DM-162, DM-163, DM-166, DM-170, DM-178, LA-11 ,
in years. And like I say, I have lived here over LA-16, LA-28 and LA-29.
30 years., And I don't know. It's like you said,
we have the dump. We have the freeway.
Now we have this. That is alii have to say.
But I just want you to be aware of all these
people that have died with some type of lead
disease. :And that's within the four-radius block
in my nei!')hbor hood.

Mr. RUDY ALMEIEA
RA-1 My name is Rudy Almeiea. I've been here 41 The comment is noted.

years. I live west of Seventh Avenue. There
are 104 Homes. And I might be repeating
myself.

RA-2 Quemetc9 has been operating since the late See responses to comments DM-10, DM-25 and DM-26.
1970s un:der a temporary operating permit until
the EPA yould do a more thorough review of
the opera~ion. During that time our community
has suffered environmentally and healthwise
from late~night sulfur-smelling emissions from
their sm~kestacks, streambed contamination,
damage to the flood control channel, and who
knows w~at else.

RA-3 The EPA:;has identified more than 40 years of The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-9, DM-
contamination on the property. 77, DM-95, DM-96, and DM-97.

RA-4 Quemetc'o has been inspected numerous times The comment is noted.
by the Department of Toxic Substances
Control, {;;ounty Sanitation District, South
Coast Air Quality Management District, and
probably other regulatory agencies; and has
had numerous violations and received citations
and fines in almost all of these cases.

RA-5 In 1993 Quemetco was fined 2.5 million to help The comment is noted. This was a part of the ALCO Pacific case.
clean up 31 million pounds of lead waste which

8
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was illegally dumped near Tijuana.
RA-6 In April 1996 the Department of Toxic The comment is noted. For clarification, DTSC approved the

Substances Control required Quemetco to Health Risk Assessment (HRA) on June 29, 2001.
prepare an environmental impact report
including health risk assessment in order to get
a permit from their department. It is now 2001,
and this report still has not been finalized.

RA-7 Quemetco has not been a good neighbor to The comment is noted. See responses to comments TV-4 and
our Workman Mill and Hacienda Heights TV-5.
communities, but they have been allowed to
continue operation under a temporary permit
for over 20 years.

RA-8 By now, we have all read the warning notices The comment is noted. See response to comment RA-9.
published in the paper required under
Proposition 65 from Quemetco indicating that
the plant emits harmful lead into the air.

RA-9 Their studies show that the blood lead levels in Young children living near the battery recycling plant were the
the young children in the area are within focus of the study, as they are most vulnerable to the effects of
normal limits. Since lead has no long-term lead. Children play outside in potentially lead contaminated soil
cumulative effect in the human body, we and have hand to mouth behavior that increases the potential for
wonder why people that lived in the area since exposure. In addition, the developing neurological systems of
the 19705 weren't included in this testing. young children are more susceptible to the neurotoxin properties

"
of lead compared to the neuroloqical systems of adults.

RA-10 This editor in the past year has undergone The University of Southern California (USC) researchers
radiation and chemotherapy for cancer and has concluded that the results of the cancer rate assessment do not
lost four very dear, long-time neighbors due to provide evidence of a causal link between cancer and residential
the cancer. We're sure that there are many proximity to the Quemetco facility. See also response to comment
others living in the area of influence to LA-19.
Quemetco that have cancer or died from
cancer. Is there a correlation between cancer
and Quemetco?

RA-11 MR. ALMEIEA: I went to the library and I The commenter refers to finding an "item 5" contained in a "notice
looked afthe EIR. Made it to the library, spent of preparation document report" while reviewing the draft
about four hours looking at the EIR. I could Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) at the library. It is not clear
have spent another two, three days. And I what the commenter is referring to. A search of the dEIR, Notice
found a notice of preparation document report of Preparation (contained in the dEIR) did not reveal any
the quality accusation of item 5, any significant reference to an "item 5". See also response to comment DM-10.
effect on the environment? The answer,
Department of Toxic Substances Control
organization said that the project would not
have any significant effect on the environment.
The statement is false.

MR. LARRY GARCIA
LG-1 Good evening. My name is Larry Garcia. And The comment is noted.

like many of you, I received a letter which
indicated,that we had to be notified that we
were beiQg exposed to something. And so in
this letter there was a phone number to get in
contact with an individual if you had questions
or concerns, which is what I did.

9
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LG-2 And I received this, (indicating) which kind of The comment is noted.
gave me ithe general outline of what we heard
from the people here. But included was also a
letter.. And I basically had two questions that I
asked. And in this letter neither one of the two
questions was addressed. And when I receive
a letter that doesn't address my questions, that
to me is a red flaq.

LG-3 The questions that I have is that the children Children are generally only tested once at age two because that
were tested only once in 1994. Yet, Quemetco, is what the American Academy of Pediatrics and the Centers for
I'm sure, is monitored on a yearly basis. Why Disease Control recommend. The group of children tested in
is it that children are only tested once? . 1994 were participants in a cross-sectional study to examine the

association between living near a large stationary lead source
and blood lead levels. It would be appropriate to test a child more
than once if there was a significant known lead exposure. Current
Quemetco lead emissions are within the limits which means we
don't believe the lead emitted would cause elevated lead levels in
blood. Therefore, continuous lead testing is not deemed
necessary.

LG-4 And if you take a look at those children -- which The children who participated in the study were residents of either
one of the questions was, who were these Hacienda Heights (study site) or West Covina (control site). They
children and where were they located? were required to have lived in their homes for at least three

months prior to data collection in order to be eliqible to participate.
LG-5 We havel,a concern because children may See response to comment LG-3.

have been in the area outside of the plume
area.

LG-6 Because'one of the things that I requested was The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not
a series of maps which they give to us pUblicly, responsible for Prop 65 notifications and maps. DTSC is unsure
and I wanted to see the maps for the last as to whether any agency maintains copies of the previous
ten years. They should have them on file notifications. The commenter needs to contact Quemetco directly
because they send it to us in the mail. I for such information.
received :no maps.

LG-7 But from:/Nhat I recall, I remember that the See response to comment LG-6.
plume concentration was basically in the area
of industnial area.

LG-8 Industrial park is on Sixth street, Seventh See response to comment LG-6.
street. Ahd it also encompassed areas along
the area i~here the dump is located. Many of
the resid~ntial areas were excluded.

LG-9 The last one that I received I saw a shift. And See response to comment LG-6.
the shift ~as now in the residential area.
That's a red flaq.

LG-10 Children in certain areas, the parents live for a See responses to comments LG-11 and LG-12.
short period of time in a school area, and they
move on: to another area. They're called
"transients". That doesn't mean they live in the
streets. iT"hat means parents move in, rent,
and they,· move on to another. If you go to the
schools in this area, you will find that many of
the studEmts are transient students. They're

10



The current estimated cancer rate is one out of three women and
one out of two men will be diagnosed with cancer in their lifetime.
Also keep in mind that each type of cancer is a separate disease
with its own set of risk factors. For example, we know that lung
cancer is primarily caused by smoking and skin cancer is caused
by too much sun exposure. Unfortunately cancer is a common
disease and the risk of being diagnosed with cancer increases as
one grows older.

While the testing was held at Don Julian Elementary, Palm
Elementary and Nelson Elementary, parents at Los Robles
Academy, Shadybend Elementary and Hillgrove Center were
notified about the availability of the free testing as well. In
addition, notifications were mailed to residents on the Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) mailing list, and an
announcement was printed in two local newspapers. Although the
lead testing was primarily for students, all who were interested
received a free lead test.
The blood lead study that was conducted in 1994 was a random
sample, cross-sectional study which represented all children in
the community. This is the most accurate way to determine if a
particular lead source is causing elevated lead levels for the
population studied. Furthermore, any child who participated in the
study had to live in the community for at least three months prior
to testing. If there was a significant lead exposure, three months
would have been plentv of time to increase blood lead levels.
The comment is noted.

In response to resident concerns expressed at a community
meeting held in November 2001 , the Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services agreed to offer free lead testing.
Free lead testing was conducted on March 14,16 and 21, 2002.
The target audience was elementary school students who live
within a one-mile radius of the Quemetco facility. Elementary
school age children were chosen as the target population
because they are most at risk for lead poisoning.

here for a year or two, and then they qO on.
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LG-13 One of the things that bothers me is the
difficulty with monitoring people who have had
cancer. Because the fact is many of us move
into neigHborhoods, and the neighborhoods
themselves, many of the -- I would say elderly
or the senior members, they don't live there
anymore. They have moved on to other
places. They've retired to other locations. And
so it's very difficult for someone like me to
come into it, say tell me about the neighbors
here that'have lived here for 10, 20, 30 years.

LG-11 I asked the residents, the schools in the area
that I live, because I live in EI Dorado Heights
which is about half a mile from Quemetco; and
I checked with the child center which my
children "Vent to, and they were never tested. I
went to Don Julian elementary school, and I
asked if they had ever been tested; and the
answer was no. I went to Andrews Elementary
School, a'nd I asked if any of the kids there had
been tested; and the answer was no. So what
I'm thinking about is -- I'm thinking, wouldn't it
have been wise to check a larger area of
schools of kids that are in the area?

0,

0, LG-12 Wouldn'tit have been advantageous to check

I

I.: on the kids who have lived in the area for all
their lives?

!

LG-14 Well, last· night I went to one of my neighbors
who has lived here for 30 years -- over 30
years. And I asked her -- I said, I've got a
curiosity about these neighborhoods here.
You've been in contact with their children.
You've been in contact with their
grandchildren. Tell me something about the
neighborhood. And we picked one of the
cul-de-sacs. There are ten houses on this
cul-de-sac. And after I finished the
conversation, I found out that five of the tenh original owners had died of cancer. Now, you
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you would have 2 -- maybe 2.2. But here you
have a ratio of five out of possibly ten, which to
me is a Idt more. I'm not a doctor.

LG-15 The house that I live in, person died of cancer The comment is noted.
who was a long-term resident. And I just found
that out. I guess -- I guess overall I'm just
concerned because I have two children, and all
of us have children and grandchildren who
come and stay with us and live with us.

LG-16 And I'm concerned about living where I'm living See response to comment DM-255.
because I wasn't told when I bought my home
that ther~ was this danger. Because that
definitely would have been something of
importance to me in making that decision as to
whether C!r not I would have bought my
property. And now I'm told that if I were to sell
my house, I would have to tell the prospective
purchaser that they are living in an area that is
potentially a danger to their health.

Ms. SUSAN MORAN
SM-1 I'm Susan Moran. I teach at Los Robles right See response to comment DM-200.

down the,lstreet. I want to know, how do we
know tha~ this is an exhaustive representation?
How do we know this is an exhaustive
research representation of the communities? I
work at Los Robles right down the street. I live
about a mile from here. I didn't receive
anything .in the mail about this. I have
neighborS that live farther, and they received it
so -- so I want to know how we know that
everybody is being contacted?

SM-2 And I find it interesting that we've done -- that See response to comment DM-200.
this research and this information has come
out when the kids are not in school, when
information cannot go home through the
children to the parents, and when a lot of our
families are on vacation.

SM-3 One of the other questions I had is if this See response to comment DM-207.
information is not acceptable to the community,
what recourse do we have?

SM-4 How do lIVe stop the process? Because I think See response to comment DM-208.
I heard emough people speak that this is what
we want fo do. We've had enough. There are
enough things that Hacienda Heights has to
deal with.

SM-5 There ar$ enough things that Hacienda The comment is noted.
HeiQhts has to deal with.

SM-6 I just want to share with you for a minute. I'm a The comment is noted.
kindergar;ten teacher. I have taught for
20 years. The last seven have been at Los

12
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Robles. There is an increasing number of
students who have learning disabilities, speech
disorders; hyperactivity, attention deficits,
reading disorders. And there are so many that
our district cannot service all of those children.

SM-7 Now, you: know, as a teacher and a resident of The comment is noted.
this community, it's my responsibility to help
those children not only in teaching them, but in
every way that I can. And if their health is not
what it s~,.ould be, then their learning is not
what it should be. And I just think this is really ,

unfair
SM-8 I think -- we already have the dump to contend The comment is noted.

with and the freeway. And I see this constantly
in the chil.dren that come in.

SM-9 One other thing is I want to know who from the Quemetco's public hearing was held by The Department of Toxic
Environmental Protection Agency and when Substances Control (DTSC) on August 14, 2001 and public
will they meet with the community in an open meeting was held on November 1, 2001. The hearing was held to
forum to tell us, in layman terms, what the accept comments from the public while the subsequent meeting
assessm13nt report says. included direct discussion and responses to some questions. The

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is not directly
involved at the Facility.

SM-10 I'm a stat~ employee. I'm required to share my The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) policy is to
understaMding -- my level of understanding and provide presentation in layman's terms as much as possible.
my knowiedge with my students at their level of
understai<lding. I'm an educated person with a
Master's.;' I do not understand what information
you have been sharing with me. I need to
know it in layman terms, just as I provide for
my students. And I think we deserve that.

Ms. TERRY MOLINA
TM-1 First, I would like to say that I consider all of my The comment is noted.

children one in a million. And since I have five
of them, I have a qreat concern here.

TM-2 I live les~ than a half a mile from Quemetco. See response to comment DM-200.
I'm a neigjhbor of Ms. Avery, and most of my
information comes from her. And I thank her
for that.
If this has been a 50-day public comment, why
has all the information come in the last week?

TM-3 And I alsp want to thank Quemetco. They The comment is noted.
were kind enough to mail me the information.
Of course, I got it last night when I got home
from work. We now have ten days to go and
review the documents and respond.

TM-4 Like a lotof you, I work full time, and I have Although a portion of meeting time was spent discussing the
children that have other things to do. permitting process, a majority of the meeting time was spent on
I've spent my time here up until public risk assessment and environmental issues together with
comments started. I felt like I wasted my acceptance of questions like this.
evening., I came here tonight for the DTSC to
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give us information on how this is going to
affect us and how this is going to affect our
children. I don't want to know how to file a
permit because I'm not going to open a
hazardous waste dump in your area. I live here
with you., I'm a neiqhbor.

TM-5 When the presentation was over, I felt like you The comment is noted. '
could have dropped the powerpoint
presentation in the mail to my house, and I
would haye understood it more. However,
again, thanks to the people who spoke
because :1 feel like I know a lot more now.

TM-6 Lastly, I would like to say that I will not make it DTSC extended the original public comment period, and held
over ther!? to review the documents because I another public meeting on November 1, 2001.
don't have time to do so. But I will send a letter
to the Department requesting that they give us
another 60 days and another 60 days and
another 6.0 days until we have adequate time
to get thEir information to Susan's school and
every other school in this area. And I
encourag,e everyone to do the same.

Ms. YOLANDA HIRSCHT
YH-1 My name is Yolanda Hirscht. I live by Seventh The data from the previous and existing groundwater monitoring

and Clark. We've lived there for 72 years -- wells does not support the statement that there has been major
since 1972. Excuse me. My comment impact. See responses to comments DM-20, DM-21, DM-22,
pertains to the major groundwater problem DM-23, and DM-24.
which I don't think has really been addressed
too much'~ But I understand this has a major,
siqnificant impact.

YH-2 Can it ber'estimated as to the measure of the DTSC has not made a determination that there is a major
degree of the problem? We haven't been told groundwater problem. There is no relationship between the
much of this major groundwater problem. length of the Permit and groundwater issues. See responses to
DTSC has decided to extend the permit for five comments DM-20, DM-21, DM-22, DM-23, and DM-24.
years ins~ead of ten because of the major
water problem.

YH-3 We haven't been told much of this major See responses to comments DM-20, DM-21, DM-22, DM-23, and
groundwater problem. DTSC has decided to DM-24.
extend th'e permit for five years instead of ten
because.of the major water problem.

YH-4 We have to think about our children drinking See responses to comments DM-20, DM-21, DM-22, DM-23, and
the water. Most of our kids do not drink from DM-24.
the purifiEld water; they drink from the faucet or
wherever. We have to think about this.

YH-5 All of my concerns were addressed already. DTSC has not made a determination that there is a major
And I thapk Lillian, she covered everything very groundwater problem. The existing data do not support that type
well. We 'ao have to think of the major of conclusion. See responses to comments DM-20, DM-21 , DM-
groundwater problem. I'm sure most of us 22, DM-23, and DM-24.
probably have seen the movie "Erin
Brokovich," and they have to think about those
thinqs.

14
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10.. MH-1 My name is Michael Hughes, and I'm a The comment is noted. See also response to comment TM-3.
resident of Hacienda Heights. First, I'd like to
thank Lillian Avery for taking the lead for our

~
I . . community in finding out the facts and telling

us the facts a lot more than we found out. The
first half 9f this presentation was filled with
information on processes, mechanisms, but

O nothing specific about Quemetco. I was very
I : disappointed that we didn't find out anything at

all about what they had found, merely the
mechani$m by which they were finding it.

MH-4

Mr. MICHAEL BRYDGES

See response to comment DM-314.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has not
received any data or information from the City of Industry
Planning Department and cannot confirm statements made by
commenter relative to the soil testing at a Seventh street rail
underpass project.

I think what we're hearing tonight is Quemetco See response to comment DM-314.
does not belong in a bedroom community. It
doesn't belong in Hacienda Heights. It doesn't
belong in West Covina.
We neediithese types of operations, what
they're doing is very important. I'm sure there
are thousands of acres somewhere out in the
desert that would be an appropriate place. If a
truck tips ,over, spills its contents, it doesn't
pose a threat to the community. The trucks, as
they go down the street, stir up the dust. They
don't pose a threat to our community.
There is 0ne thing that was not mentioned in
the EIR draft when it goes to the final EIR. It
was two years ago a rail underpass was put in
at Seventh street. At that time the HHIA
requested that the soil samples be tested at
depth to see if there was any contamination at
depth and any contamination in the dust being
raised through that process of putting in the
railing un'derpass. The results of those tests, to
the best of my knowledge, no one has ever
seen. A~d I think that they should be included
in the final EIR in case they have something of
importan~e to this community. .

MH-2

PMH-3

o
P

MB-1 My name is Michael Brydges. I've been a The comment is noted.
resident of Hacienda Heights for 30 years and
a part-time resident for 11 years. My mom
passed away around six years ago, along right
before her Penny Kent (phonetic), Yoka
NaukamQra (phonetic), and several others. I
know tha:t many of you out there also know
people. It's all within a one-mile radius of
where you live that you know people that are
passing away. And it's just amazing to know
that that's occurring so quickly and is so
commonplace where we live.
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MB-2 There is some concerns that I have as I was The EIR report and other documents on the project are available
listening to the gentleman present the at the local library:
information. One, on the EIR report or the
review that is located in Glendale, why can't we Hacienda Heights Public Library
make that available at the Hacienda Heights R~ference Desk
library if somebody would like to review that to La Monde Street
make it a:ssessable to have? 'Hacienda HeiQhts, CA 91745

MB-3 So in addition to that, my other concern was The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
when Mike Schum came up to speak about the comments.
concerns':about the levels in terms of that
perhaps Quemetco is being within guidelines
for being done. We're hearing a repeat in terms
of the freeway that's located here and also the
concerns.with the land dump. And my question
is, when these tests are done to determine
whether the levels associated with toxicity for a
group of people, does that include an
accumulated account of not only the plan itself,
but also qf the off ramp that comes from the
freeways';and also the dump that is nearby?
You would have to be inclusive of that as well.

MB-4 There is within a one-mile radius a day care The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
center that's located on Park Avenue that, I comments. .
believe, i§ still in operation. So those are some
of the concerns I have. It seems to me if there
has been some type of concern within the
public and if we're looking out to that, we would
be able t~ take that into account.

MB-5 Lastly, I think most importantly, I think the Some of the questions or comments were responded to during
forum in ferms of answering questions or the public meeting and some of them are responded to in writing
listening to questions that are being done is here. See responses to comments DM-20, DM-21, DM-22, DM-
very inad~quate. I cannot believe that every 23, and DM-24.
time we have a hearing like this we are patient
enough to listen to one hour of people's
presentations, and yet we never get any of our
question$ answered. It's extremely unfair for
that. And there is a real concern that if you are
not hiding things, then why aren't you
answerinq the questions that we have?

Mr. TOM ERICKSON
TE-1 Hello. My name is Tom Erickson. I'm a The comment is noted.

long-time resident of the area, 30 years. And I
don't have anything new to add other than I'm
also frustrated by the process we've heard
toniQht.

TE-2 A lot of questions have been asked. We Quemetco's public hearing was held by The Department of Toxic
haven't h'ad any answers as to what's going on Substances Control (DTSC) on August 14, 2001 and public
with Quemetco. meeting was held on November 1, 2001. The hearing was held to

accept comments from the public while the subsequent meeting
included direct discussion and responses to some questions.
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See responses to comments DM-20, DM-21, DM-22, DM-23, and
DM-24.
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The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
comments.

See response to comment TE-5.
To the Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC)
knowledge, there haven't been any long-term studies of
environmental effects on children conducted by the Los Angeles
Countv Department of Health Services.

The previous discharges to San Jose Creek were addressed
through enforcement actions taken by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board. No similar occurrences have been observed since
that time. The Porter-Cologne Act is primarily enforced by the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB)
which makes determinations on how to implement the relevant
water quality requirements. Should any Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) be adopted for the Facility in the future by
the LARWQCB, DTSC would include those by reference in the
Permit. No similar occurrences have been observed since that
time. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is
requiring in Part IV of the final Permit, that the Permittee begin to
monitor surface water, under California Code of Regulations, title
22, division 4.5, chapter 14, article 6 to address these issues.
Also see responses to comments DM-28, DM-31, and DM-123 to
DM-130.

DTSC must be consistent in applying the applicable and
regulatory criteria in making its decision on any given permit
application to ensure that the environment and public health are
adequately protected.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) assumes
that in reference to the Il0callandfill", the commenter means the
Puente Hills Landfill in Whittier, California. By law, Quemetco is
not permitted to send any toxic or hazardous waste to the Puente
Hills Landfill. The Puente Hills Landfill is a Class III sanitary
landfill and will not accept hazardous waste. All of Quemetco's
hazardous waste is sent to a Class I waste management unit
located at a landfill specially designed to accept hazardous and
toxic waste for disposal into particular waste management cells.
Two landfills that Quemetco routinely uses are the Kettlemen Hills
Landfill in Kern County and the U.S. Ecology Landfill in Beatty,
Nevada. Quemetco is required by law to provide the DTSC with a
copy of the manifest documenting the delivery of all hazardous
waste sent from the City of Industry facility to a Class I landfill.

There is kllot of questions we don't -- has there
been a long-term study of children in this area
as far as :environmental effects? We really
don't know.
We've had to deal with the dump, which has
expandea and is going to continue to expand.
We have. had to deal with Quemetco, which
has not been a good neighbor to Hacienda
Heights or the 14, 000 residents in the mill
area. We've had to deal with increasing traffic
and congestion on the freeways. We've had a
lot of serious environmental things that are

It seems like instead of them asking how can
we expan'd Quemetco, we should be asking
how can we limit their operation and shut it
down and relocate it.

Into the woundwater?

Can the landfill deal with toxic wastes?

What abQut how much toxic waste is going to
go into the local landfill?

I know a lot of local people are concerned
about the groundwater, but we've -- I've been
reading i~ the paper about Federal Park -­
Federal River Reserve that Congressman Solis
is doing with the Federal Government. San
Jose Creek is right next door to Quemetco.
How much of the toxic waste from water runoff
rain goes into San Jose Creek?
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happening in this area, but we don't seem to
get any answers.
I'm just frustrated again by the process. We The comment is noted.
don't seelil to be getting answers.
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We recommend that construction and project
related truck trips on State highways be limited
to off-pe<;lk commute periods.

LETTERS

Mr. STEPHEN BUSWELL
Department of Transportation
Office of Regional Planning
District 7, IGR'CEQA 1-10C

120 S. Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

[August 3, 20011

And I req~est or plead to all the people in this See response to comment DM-200.
area to write -- start writing letters. Start asking
questions.
Again, to reiterate, I'm frustrated that we only
got notice of this just a couple of days ago, and
there is only ten more days to go. I have to
ask myself, why is that?

TE-11

Mr. LOUIE M. HERNANDEZ
13932 Porto Rico Drive

Avocado Hts., California 91746
[Au~ust 17,2001]

DOT-1 Thank you for including the California Your letter has been forwarded to the Facility.
Department of Transportation in the
environrri~ntal review process for the above­
mentioned project. Based on the information
received, we have the following comments:

IMH-1 I have been a nearby resident of Quemetco for The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
16 years and have a 6 and 13 year old And I'm comments.
very concerned about the Health HazardS they
produce in my neighborhood. I also belong to
the neighborhood homeowner association, and
we have been trying to get Quemetco to give a
environmental impact report but can't get them
to finalize it. They have not been a good
neighbor'to us by polluting out air and ground
(which we get our drinkinq water from). We
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dealt with this for too many years, please let
them leave, after they clean up what they have
polluted. Don't give them another permit.
Thank you.

Ms. LILIAN AVERY
Hedgepath Avenue

Hacienda Heights, California
[Au ~ust 17, 20011

My name is Lillian Avery. I have lived on The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1
Hedgepath Avenue in Hacienda Heights for 45 [hearing].
years, since 1956

In 1959, Western Lead Products was permitted
by the City of Industry to operate a lead
smelting plant at 720 So. i h Ave., in property
zone M, an industrial zone. Permitted uses
include metal fabrication, battery
manufacturing and recycling and storage of
chemicals. In 1970, Quemetco took over the
operation of Western Lead.
Hacienda Heights, an unincorporated See response to comment LA-1 [hearing] and DM-25.
community beginning 500 feet from the
Quemetco facility, has a community plan
developed by Los Angeles County in 1978,
which establishes a land used policy that
prohibits '~he expansion of the industrial area
within the community.
The land'iuse element of the City of Industry See response to comment LA-1 [hearing] and DM-12
establish,es its primary goal as creating and
maintaining a setting for manufacturing,
distribution and industrial facilities within the
City but that creating a setting that is
complim~ntary to its neighbors is equally
important.
There appears to be a conflict with applicable See responses to comments DM-12.
land use plans since Quemetco and its
operations seriously impact the community of
Hacienda Heights with the generation and daily
delivery 0f over 50 truck loads of used lead
batteries .and hazardous material; introduction
of hazardous waste and materials on site
which would could result in injury; fire,
accidental release of air toxic emissions or
acutely hazardous materials posing a threat to
public health and safety; emissions or air toxic
contaminants, and pollutants including lead,
1.3 butadiene and carcinogens.
It is approximately 500 feet from the Quemetco See responses to comments DM-25.
facility 1oih and Clark. There are 104 homes·
and 504 mobile homes located immediately
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west of t r Avenue. There are 220 homes
located east of i h to Turnball Canyon Road,
and south to Gale.

LA-6 The area of the isopleth is not confined to See response to LA-9 [hearing].
[letter these homes. However, the isopleth extends
1] to past Stimson Avenue on the east, and to

about Oranqe Grove Avenue to the south.
LA-7 On April .24, 1996, I spoke at your public See response to LA-10 [hearing].
[letter scoping meeting. My concern then was the 24
1] hours per day a week, year in and year out of

emissions of toxic contaminants, including
lead, arsenic, 1.3 butadiene and other air
pollutants and carcinogens emitted into the
ambient ~ir over Hacienda Heights without
ceasing, pnd requiring periodic proposition 65
warninq and notification.

LA-8 These emissions of toxic particles and See response to LA-11 [hearing].
[letter contaminants into the ambient air over
1] HaciendCi Heights have continued without

ceasing, .day in and day out for over 31 years
from 197.0 when Quemetco took over from
Western Lead.

LA-9 These chemicals, metals and contaminants are The human health risk assessment (HRA) prepared for the
[letter not just d'ispersed in the air. Like the dew, they Quemetco facility evaluated the potential risks from those types of
1] settle on 'the houses and grounds, on emissions which have a potential to deposit onto the ground and

vegetation and produce growing in gardens, onto homegrown produce (chemicals emitted as or attached to
and on clothing. They are inhaled and particles). The HRA also evaluated potential risks from chemicals
ingested, and they are absorbed into the skin. emitted as gases which we assume are only a potential risk by

the inhalation exposure pathway. The lifetime excess cancer risk
from potential exposure to contaminants deposited on soil and
produce was estimated to be less than three in one million. The
total risk from all exposure pathways (inhalation, ingestion,
dermal contact, ingestion of homegrown produce, and ingestion
of mother's milk) was estimated not to exceed 2.4 in one hundred
thousand at the nearest actual resident with the highest annual
average ground level air concentration. Risks at other residences
will be less than those predicted for the maximum exposed
individual resident (MEIR). Inhalation accounts for 88% of the
total estimated cancer risk.

LA-1O There are strong odors of sulfur and metals. See response to LA-14[hearing].
[letter The cons,tant barrage of emissions cause acrid
1] metallic 1'aste, sore throats, headaches,

nausea, coughing, and inhalation and
respiratory problems.

The draft EIIR says nothing about eliminating
and/or mitigating the emissions of chemicals,
pollutants and contaminants into the air.

LA-11 What is the estimate of probability that an The total cancer risk (probability) is proportional to the chemical
I f1etter individuci.l will develop cancer as a result of concentration, daily exposure level and total length of exposure
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1] exposure to carcinogen emissions? (e.g. the total time spent living in close proximity to the facility).
See also response to comment LA-11 [letter].

LA-12 What is tl;le estimate of daily exposure levels Different chemicals have different thresholds of exposure which
[letter that caus's deleterious effects to individuals the USEPA refers to as an RfD (Reference Dose) or RfC
1] exposed 'over a lifetime? (Reference Concentration for inhalation) which is the amount of

chemical per unit body mass per day that humans can be
exposed to without deleterious health effects. The HRA
compared these scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria to
estimates of daily exposure from measured emissions from the
Quemetco facility and concluded that these potential daily
exposure levels did not exceed any of the threshold criteria for
any of the chemicals. For chemicals which have a potential to
cause cancer we do not assume that there is a "daily exposure
level" that may be deleterious. We assume that any exposure
may increase the probability of contracting cancer over the course
of one's life. The total cancer risk (probability) is proportional to
the chemical concentration, daily exposure level and total length
of exposure (e.g. the total time spent living in close proximity to
the facility).

LA-13 What is tlile cumulative effect of inhalation and See response to comment DM-165.
[letter ingestioniiof continuous toxic emissions over 30
1] to 40 years, or chemicals, metals, and

carcinogens such as chromium, lead
manganese, sulfur, arsenic 1.3 butadiene, and
other pollutants?

LA-14 I have reason to be concerned. MY husband The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
[letter died in 1992 after suffering for three years from primary agency with the appropriate scientific or medical staff to
1] mouth arid throat cancer. investigate public health complaints. We rely on the results of the

Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to determine if emissions from a
facility may have the potential to cause harmful health effects,
including cancer, and regulate a facility so that emissions do not
pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons who may be
experiencing health problems should always consult their
personal physician to determine the cause of their health
problems. Community-wide issues such as a perceived cancer
cluster, increased reporting of respiratory problems, etc. should
be referred to the county and/or State health authorities. DTSC
has requested the assistance of the Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services, Toxics Epidemiology Program
(LACDHS) and they have conducted additional blood lead level
testing in the area and determined that blood lead levels are not
elevated in the community around Quemetco. LACDHS has also
requested the assistance of the University of Southern California
Cancer Surveillance Program which maintains the LA County
cancer registry program. Their analysis, comparing the incidence
of specific cancer types which may be associated with lead
smelter emissions in the census tracts around the Quemetco
facility to LA County as a whole, reported that although there was
some excess risk of cancer in specific strata of the population
(throat cancer was not included in their comparison), there was
no elevated increase in cancer that they believed could
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soecificallv be attributable to emissions from Quemetco.
LA-15 Quemetco is not a nimby - not in my backyard As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
[letter - concern for Hacienda Heights. Quemetco is (HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
1] not only in our backyards, but in our front yards (Kleinfelder, Inc., an environmental consulting firm with

too. Its toxic emissions penetrate our soil, considerable experience in preparing complex health risk
hover in the air over our homes, churches, and assessments (HRAs) for companies). The Department of Toxic
schools and remains in the very air we inhale Substances Control (DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they
and breathe. are accurate and complete and conform to State and Federal risk

assessment guidelines before they are used for regulatory
purposes. The HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those
chemicals which have actually been measured in the emissions
source testing required by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions
from uncontrolled sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or
wind erosion. The SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and
measuring any types of emissions, including reported obnoxious
odors, from the facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a
risk assessment, we rely on comparison of estimated human
exposures to scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria
developed based on observed responses (dose-response
relationships). For chemicals that may have the potential to
cause cancer in humans, we assume that any exposure will
increase the probability that an individual may have an increased
risk of developing cancer during the course of their lifetime as a
result of that exposure. Whether or not this risk is acceptable is a
risk management decision that DTSC considers in all aspects of a
permit decision. We agree that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
HRA, which uses the actual emission rates of all chemical known
to be emitted from the facility, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described its Operation Plan. DTSC
considers the HRA estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in
one hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30

Ivears to be acceotable.
LA-16 The City of Industry erred in permitting a lead The comment is noted. See also response to comment DM-314.
[letter processing and recycling facility to close to
1] existing homes.

LA-17 The application for operation of a hazardous The comment is noted.
[letter waste facility includes a closure permit. The
1] closure pl,an includes the steps necessary to

completely close the facility. Estimated date for
complete~closure is August 15, 2021, 20 years
from now,]

LA-18 We ask the California Department of Toxic See response to comment 324.
[letter Substances Control (DTSC) to seriously and
1] carefully consider the real concerns of

residents of Hacienda Heights, in establishing
a closing date that will mitiqate or eliminate the
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See responses to comments DM-36 and DM-39.

23

See responses to comments DM-136, DM-194 to 198.

See responses to comments DM-7 to 9, DM-20, DM-21, DM-23,
DM-24, DM-27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-77, DM-119 to 121, DM-123
to 132.

Blood lead sampling done by Los Angeles County Department of
Health Services (LACDHS) in 2001 included 75 adults. One adult
who reported occupational exposure to lead appeared to have an
elevated blood lead-level. None of the other adults showed an
elevated blood lead-level.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and
technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on
the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) to determine if
emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
health effects, including cancer, and regulate a facility so that
emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons
who may be experiencing health problems should always consult
their personal physician to determine the cause of their health
problems. Community-wide issues such as a perceived cancer
cluster, increased reporting of respiratory problems, etc. should
be referred .to the county and/or State health authorities. DTSC
has requested the assistance of the Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services (LACDHS), Toxics Epidemiology
Program and they have conducted additional blood lead level
testinQ in the area and determined that blood lead levels are not

MS. HILDEGARD WECK, SHIRLEY AND RICHARD LEE
1339 S. 7'h Ave. /1339 S. Ridley Ave.

Hacienda Hts., California 91745
[Au;:]ust 21,2001]

In regard to the August 14, 2001 hearing at Los See response to comment DM-200
Altos High School in Hacienda Heights re:
Quemetco, Inc. hazardous waste facility I
would like to express the following:

Information given by several residents at the
hearing r~garding increase of cancer deaths of
people who had lived in the vicinity of the plant
should be investigated and publicly discussed.

effects of Quemetco on this community in the
next few Years.

I object ttiiat various members of the EPA
group dw~lIed on the process of draft permits ­
but practically nothing was said about the
possible hazards having a lead smelter so
close to our residential area.

Air testing during peak process hours should
be performed and results made public.

Results obtained in 1994 by testing a group of
little children does not necessarily mean that
ADULT5 who lived in the vicinity of the plant
since before the lead recovery was started in·
1970 are: not adversely affected by the
hazardol.Js waste facility.

It seems unconscionable to set an August 28
deadline to grant a permit when most of the
inhabitants of Hacienda Heights had not even
HEARD of this meeting All residents in a
certain distance from the plant SHOULD HAVE
BEEN TIMELY INFORMED ABOUT THE
HEARING!

Thorough evaluation of water (surface, San
Jose creek and ground waters) should be done
prior to even thinking of giving a final permit.
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Daniel E. Donohoue, Chief
Air Resources Board

1001 I Street
Sacramento, California 95812

August23,2001

HW-7

HW-8

ARB-1

I think it Would be better to have Quemetco
facility displaced into Le., a desert area, than to
possibly expose local residents to health risks
now or in,the future!
As a longtime resident of Hacienda Heights we
strongly urge Not to give a final permit to this
project.

"We have reviewed the Air Quality and Human
Health and Safety Sections of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
HazardOl,ls Waste Management Operation and
Post Clo~ure Permit for Quemetco, Inc.,
submitted to the Department of Toxic
Substan¢es Control Division (DTSC). The
informati9n in the Human Health and Safety
Section of the DEIR was extracted from the
"Human Health Risk Assessment in Support of
the Resource Conservation Recovery Act
(RCRA) Part B Permit for Quemetco, Inc., City
of Industry' document developed by Kleinfelder
consultants. This document provides an
assessment of the potential cancer and chronic
noncancer health risks due to toxics emitted as
part of the facility operations. To enable an
adequate analysis of the potential health risks,
we recommend that the Air Quality and the
Human Health and Safety Sections of the
DEIR contain the following information:
Criteria Air Pollutant Evaluation
Table 3.4-2 does not include the Federal 8­
hour ozone standard and the Federal and
State PM 2.5 standard. These standards
should be a part of the table showing Federal

elevated in the community around Quemetco. LACDHS has also
requested the assistance of the University of Southern California
Cancer Surveillance Program which maintains the LA County
cancer registry program. Their analysis, comparing the incidence
of specific cancer types which may be associated with lead
smelter emissions in the census tracts around the Quemetco
facility to Los Angeles County as a whole, reported that although
there was some excess risk of cancer in specific strata of the
population, there was no elevated increase in cancer that they
believed could specifically be attributable to emissions from
Quemetco.
See responses to comments DM-12, DM-107 and DM-329.

See response to comment TV-4.

The health risk assessment (HRA) evaluates those hazardous
chemicals released from the facility as measured in source testing
required by and monitored by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). We recognize that the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the local Air Quality
Management Districts are required by law to enforce the
prOVisions of the Clean Air Act as they apply to Priority Pollutants.
Emissions of ozone and PM 2.5 from the Quemetco pollution
control systems are therefore regulated by the CARB and the
SCAQMD so as to be protective of human health. A key part of
the Permit is to require compliance with all applicable regulations
enforced by the air districts. As long as Quemetco is in
compliance with all State and Federal air quality regulations, the
emissions of ozone and PM 2.5 are not expected to produce
adverse health effects.
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and State criteria pollutant ambient air quality
standards. "

ARB-2 "Air Toxic Dispersion Modeling The draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) only included the
summary information from the health risk assessment (HRA).

Although the report refers to the dispersion The complete air dispersion modeling results are included as an
modeling;used to estimate health risks, no Appendix B in the HRA. The full HRA is available in the public
dispersion modeling results were included with document repository. The Department of Toxic Substances
the report. To provide a comprehensive Control (DTSC) did, in fact, utilize the dispersion modeling results
analysis of the report and the dispersiQn in its analysis of health risks and the complete HRA was available
modelinglresults, this information would need at several locations as noticed in the public review notice,
to be provided." including the local libraries, the DTSC, and at the Facility.

Additionally, the HRA was available by request during the public
review period.

ARB-3 Neurodevelopmental Health Risks Due to It is the Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC) policy
Elevated Blood Lead Levels to use the LEADSPREAD model to evaluate exposures to lead for

both the State Hazardous Waste Management Program and the
Maximum blood lead levels were estimated State Site Mitigation Program .. We are aware that the Air
using theDTSC LEADSPREAD model. Resources Board prefers the U.S. Environmental Protection
Maximum blood lead levels due to emissions of Agency's (U.S. EPA) IEUBK model and recommend its use to
lead from the facility were estimated to be less local air districts. Both models give similar results and we believe
than 10 Lig/d L, the "level of concern" identified either one will provide suitable estimates of blood lead levels for
by the C~nters for Disease Control and risk management purposes.
Prevention. Although the LEADSPREAD
model was recommended for DTSC's analysis
of health ,impacts, the Air Resources Board and
the Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) feel that it would be
more appropriate to use the aggregate blood
lead/air I$ad slope values published as part of
the technical support document for the
identification of lead as a toxic air contaminant
of the lnt~grated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic
(IEUBK) model developed by the United States
Environ~ental Protection Agency. This
analysis to predict blood lead levels should
follow the protocol given in the ARB Lead Risk
Managerpent Guidelines. The Guidelines are
available;.on the ARB website at
htto:/lwWw.arb.ca.aov/toxicsllead/lead/htm.

ARB- "Cancer imd Noncancer Health Risks Due to The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is aware
4a Toxic Air Contaminants that the Air Toxics Hot Spots program (AB 2588) specifically

requires evaluation of short term, acute inhalation exposures.
The document addresses chronic cancer and The Facility has prepared a separate AB 2588 Hot Spots risk
noncancer risks, but acute noncancer effects assessment submitted to the South Coast Air Quality
were not addressed, and the report does not Management District (SCAQMD) pursuant to the AB 2588
indicate the reason for this omission. The regulations. DTSC does not review or approve AB 2588 risk
reason for the omission should be made assessments; that authority belongs to the Air Resource Board
clear." (ARB). At our request, the facility did supply the relevant sections

of the Hot Spots risk assessment (prepared by Justice &
Associates for Quemetco dated December 13, 2000). No acute
non-cancer health effects were expected based on their analysis.
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ELT-1 "These are my comments on the Draft EIR for See responses to comments DM-116, LG-3, DLB-17 and JT-4.
the permit to operate the battery Recycling
facility by Quemetco.
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General

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) had
an opportunity to review and comment on the draft Environmental
Impact Report (dEIR), and they responded to public comments
related to the issues within their jurisdiction.

The draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) only included the
summary information from the health risk assessment (HRA). The
complete HRA was available at several locations as noticed in the
public review notice including the local libraries, the Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regional office in Glendale
and at the Facility.

The draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) only included the
summary information from the health risk assessment (HRA).
The full HRA, including all exposure factors and their sources, is
available in the public document repository. The HRA prepared
for the dEIR uses exposure factors recommended by U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) risk assessment guidelines
which may differ from those adopted by the ARB for AB 2588 risk
assessment purposes.
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The project for which the draft Environmental Impact Report
(dEIR) was prepared is the approval of a permit for the continued

As a resident of Hacienda Heights, my concern
is the health of the children, Residents and
workers in this area. Based on information
provided by Quemetco and articles in the SGV
Tribune, children in schools have been tested
for lead im their System. It is my understanding
the leveli of lead in the children had not risen.
If that infbrmation is accurate, issuing a permit
to operate the facility for ten years seems
reasonable. This assumes that Federal and
State laws regulation, etc. are met. "
I. Pg 1-2; 1.4 Project Objectives
This section does not cover reconstruction of

Earl L. Thomas
14647 Palm Ave.

Hacienda Hts., California 91745-1943
[Au ::)ust 24, 20011

We would also like to point out that the local air
pollution control district may have jurisdiction
over air impacts of any proposed project and
should hC!ve the opportunity to comment on
material contained in the DEIR. In the case of
this propqsed facility, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District should have an
opportunity to comment.

"General Health Risk Assessment Comment

The report shows chronic cancer and
noncancer health effects for hypothetical and
actual resident child and adult receptors. The
report does not show the differences in
breathing rates and body weights used in this
risk assessment for the child and adult
receptors. The child and adult breathing rates
and body weights used in this assessment as
well as the source of these values should be
provided to complete an analysis of the risk
assessment results.

Only the Executive Summary plates and tables
from the Kleinfelder report were included in the
Appendix, plates and tables for the remainder
of the report were not included. These plates
and tables are needed to complete an analysis
of the results of the air health risk assessment."

ELT-2

ARB­
4b

ARB-5

ARB-6
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Troy, Maral and Hasmig Veilleux
1506 Ameluzen Ave.

Hacienda Hts., California 91745
fAuqust 27, 2001]
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The Facility has informed the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) that it offers free blood lead testing to anyone at
any time.

See response to comments DM-12, DM-1 07, DM-116 to 118, and
DM-329.

See response to comments ELT-2 and ELT-3.
The DTSC has noted the comment. The commenter does not
raise specific issues of adequacy relative to the DEIR. Pursuant
to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126, in assessing the impacts
of a proposed project, the Lead Agency should limit its
examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the
affected area as they exist at the time the NOP is published. The
Que'metco operations were in existence at the time the NOP was
published, and the continuation of those operations were
examined in the CEQA documentation.
The human health risk assessment (HRA) estimated the annual
ground level concentrations and evaluated risks for a 13 square
kilometer area surrounding the Facility. Estimated concentrations
were based on measured source emission rates from the facility
and a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA) and
California Environmental (CaIEPA) regulatory-approved air
dispersion model which uses hourly wind speed and directions
based on one year (1981) of data collected at the Air Resources
(ARB) Pico Rivera monitoring station. As such the estimated
concentrations reflect not only daily but hourly changes in wind
conditions. The 1981 data set was recommended for use by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) as
representative of worst-case meteorological conditions
(conditions which will lead to the highest possible predicted air
concentrations). The HRA uses "worst case" wind conditions
(Le., low or no wind that would result in pollutants not dispersing
in the atmosphere. .

operation of an existing facility with no modifications or
expansions to the existing facility operations and no construction
or expansion to the existing physical facility. Therefore, the final
EIR would not cover or address the implementation of new
technology or the "expansion" of operations at the facility.
However, if future modification or expansion is proposed for the
Quemetco facility, the project would be subject to a separate
CEQA evaluation! determination.

Does the :Region of exposure include all wind
conditions? It should."

On the issue of who was here first, check with
LA County. Around 1960, One of the products
at that time was brake-shoes for railroad cars."

the operating system, say because of new
technology, or the expansion of the operation
on the eXisting property.

ELT-3 "Due to the proximity of Palm Elem and
Hudson schools, the EI Encanto Sanitarium
and the day-care center on Clark Ave., neither
of these cases shall be allowed under this
permit. If they plan for either one, they should
have to rE!locate."

ELT-4 "Please cover these cases in the Final EIR."

ELT-7 Test the school children for lead in their system
at least eyery five years AND WHEN there is a
malfunctibn that allows a significant amount of
hazardous Material to escape or be
discharged.

ELT-5 "Pg 2-1; 2.2 Facility History

ELT-6 "Summary
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TMHV
-1

TMHV
-2

TMHV
-3

TMHV
-4

TMHV
-5

"On August 14 ,2001, I attended the public
hearing at Los Altos High School in Hacienda
Heights, California. I went to hear what was
going on 'regarding the Quemetco hazardous
waste storage and treatment facility (which I
learned i!) also a hazardous waste generator).
While I and the residents I spoke to after the
hearing C\ppreciated the time you and the other
members of the DTSC took to meet with us, we
were disappointed that we weren't given the
opportuni,ty to ask you and the other DTSC
folks specific questions about the Quemetco
facility af)d its operations. Besides that, we
were disappointed that the majority of time
spent by the DTSC was spent providing us with
the permi,t process that explained how the
Quemetco permit would be approved. We
were all left with the feeling that the decision to
grant that permit regardless of our legitimate
concerns: had already been made."
"As I stat~d during my opportunity to speak at
the hearililg, I am very disappointed that we the
citizens of Hacienda Heights (H.H.) Are having
to bear y$t another burden for the County of
Los Angeles. As if it weren't enough to have
the large$t landfill (the Puente Hills Landfill) in
North America located directly in front of my
house, w,hich is also going for a 10 year
extensiof) to its operations, I and my young
family ha1l/e to deal with the combined effects
of this fa¢ility. That leads to some of my
questions that are questions that were asked
by other H.H. citizens who were at this
hearing."

Have any studies been performed to examine
the impact on air quality from the combined
operations of the La Puente Hills Landfill, the
Quemetco Facility and the 60 freeway?

Why is it that several of the senior people at
the hearil1lg that have lived in H.H. for 25 or
more years within the immediate vicinity of the
Quemetc,o facility don't know a single child who
was supposedly tested for elevated levels of
lead in th,eir blood?
Also, at least two citizens stated having survey
ALL of the surrounding schools and day care
centers and finding no one that was aware that
testinq hcid ever been done.

The comment is noted. The Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) needed to explain the permit process, especially
the part that involves public participation, because it can be
confusing. It was carefully explained that DTSC was proposing a
decision but had not made it and that the various public
comments and concerns would be taken into account in the
process.

The comment is noted.

Since the La Puente Hills Landfill and Quemetco are both existing
facilities they are included within the existing ambient air
emissions inventory. The draft Environmental Impact Report
(dEIR) presents existing ambient conditions in the existing
conditions section of air quality.
The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-90, DM­
116, DM-169, and LA-29.

See response to comment TMHV-4.
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TMHV "I was very alarmed to learn that Quemetco is
-6 already affecting our local environment

adversely by allowing waste such as iron,
sulfate, and selenium in excess of groundwater
quality standards."

TMHV "And my understanding is that Quemetco is
-7 responsible for monitoring the groundwater. If

that is true, I would expect them to be reporting
doctored pata that is probably doctored to
make things look better than they are, still
looks bad! And if Quemetco can't contain
waste in 9 solid or liquid form, which I would
expect to"be the easiest to control, then how
can they be keeping waste in the form of gases
within the: limits of clean air standards? I
suspect that they are probably "policing" ( read
policing to be monitoring) this themselves too.
Isn't this monitoring policy equivalent to giving
an alcoholic a bottle of alcohol and asking
him/her not to drink it?"

TMHV "I am sure that you and the group of DTSC
-8 employe~s who met with us know what is really

the impa¢t of Quemetco to all of us living here
in H.H. '(Iou know what Quemetco isn't
reporting; you know what they aren't doing to
keep us ~afe, you know that a facility built in
1959 can't possibly meet environmental health
standards for those 1400 + people living
immediately around the facility."

See responses to comments DM-7 to 9, DM-20, DM-21, DM-23,
DM-24, DM-27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-77, DM-11 0 to 113, DM-123
to 132.

See responses to comments DM-7 to 9, DM-20, DM-21, DM-23,
DM-24, DM-27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-77, DM-11 0 to 113, DM-123
to 132.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is
required by law to monitor all emissions from the air pollution
control systems required as part of their permit from the
SCAQMD. As part of the permit process, a human health risk
assessment (HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by
Quemetco (Kleinfelder, Inc., an environmental consulting firm with
considerable experience in preparing complex HRAs for
companies). The HRA used the regulatory required source testing
emission rate estimates to estimate ground level concentrations
to evaluate potential chronic, long term health effects. The
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the
HRA to insure that it is accurate and complete and conforms to
State and Federal risk assessment guidelines before it can be
used for regulatory purposes. The HRA submitted by Quemetco
evaluated those chemicals which have actually been measured in
the emissions source testing required by SCAQMD, as well as
fugitive emissions from uncontrolled sources such as dust from
vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The SCAQMD is responsible for
identifying and measuring any types of emissions, including
reported obnoxious odors, from the facility. To evaluate potential
health effects in a risk assessment, we rely on comparison of
estimated human exposures to scientifically peer-reviewed
toxicity criteria developed based on observed responses (dose­
response relationships). For chemicals that may have the
potential to cause cancer in humans, we assume that any
exposure will increase the probability that an individual may have
an increased risk of developing cancer during the course of their
lifetime as a result of that exposure. Whether or not this risk is
acceptable is a risk management decision that DTSC considers in
all aspects of a permit decision. We agree that most industrial
chemicals may be hazardous. to your health if not properly
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managed. Based on the HRA, which uses the actual emission
rates of all chemical known to be emitted from the facility, we do
not believe there will be any adverse non-cancer health effects
associated with routine operation of the Facility as described in its
Operation Plan. DTSC considers the HRA estimated upperbound
excess lifetime cancer risk at the maximum exposed individual
resident MEIR) of 2.4 in one hundred thousand based on an
exposure duration of 30 years to be acceptable.

Ms. Kathy Brown
14630 Mountain Spring St.

Hacienda Hts., California 91745
[Au ;:Just 29, 2001]

TMHV
-9

TMHVo-10

TMHV
-11

KB-1

"I'm sure Quemetco is promising to be a very
responsible company, but what have they done
to improve their operational impact on our
environm~nt without first being mandated to do
so by theDTSC or the U.S. EPA?"

"In closing, I beg you and the other DTSC
people involved in granting or denying the
permit to Quemetco to consider Quemetco's
impact to our environment and to the lives of
us and our children. Please put yourselves in
our shoes for just a few moments and think if
you would grant this permit if you lived with
your families here in Hacienda Heights. Would
you vote for the granting of this permit if you
already Had a mammoth landfill to deal with?
Would yqu vote to continue allowing a facility to
excessively pollute your local ground water?
Would you vote to continue having the risk of
your children developing high levels of lead in
their blood? Of course you wouldn't. Who
would ever vote to put their loved ones in any
kind of risk? PLEASE do not vote to put us at
risk."
"Please t~ke what I have written seriously.
Please be considerate and help us in our
attempt to stop Quemetco by voting "No" and
urging your colleagues to do the same. Please
help us as you have the power to do so."

"I am a Io.cal resident concerned about the
toxic poisoning.

Please krnow that there are many children in
this area ,who would not want to be tortured by
the raveging effects of cancer and numerous
other illnesses we all know are caused by toxic
substances. "

The facility has had requirements imposed on it by regulatory
agencies in the past to control and to clean up contaminated soil
and ground water. The issuance of this Permit through the
current process will establish requirements on the facility that will
further regulate its operations and monitor its environmental
impacts.
See responses to comments DM-35, DM-116 and DM-177.

See response to comment TV-4

As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
(HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
(Kleinfelder, Inc., an environmental consulting firm with
considerable experience in preparing complex HRAs for
companies). The Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they are accurate and
complete and conform to State and Federal risk assessment
guidelines before they are used for regulatory purposes. The
HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those chemicals which
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MR. DAVID LEE BLAGG
14039 Lomita Ave.

Avocado Heights, California 91746
rAu~ust 29,2001]

DLB-1 "This letter is to register our opposition to the The comment is noted. A proposed decision was noticed to the
proposed permit that your department is in the public to allow public input to the process. See also responses to
process.iof approving for Quemetco battery comments DM-35, DM-116 and DM-177.
recycling facility located at 720 S. i h Ave., in
the City of Industry, California.
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The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-7 to 9,
DM-20, DM-21, DM-23, DM-24, DM-27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-77,
DM-110 to 113, DM-123 to 132.

The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-35, DM­
116 and DM-179

but they have actually discharged liquid waste
containing lead, arsenic and other toxic .
substances directly into the San Jose Creek,
which is a source of recreation, habitat for
many plant and animal species and an
importabt source for ground and drinking

As yourdepartment is well aware Quemetco
and the previous owners have not been the
good neighbor that they and your department
proclaim that they have been, since the facility
opened in 1959 from that time until present
they have not only spewed toxic substances
into the air that we breath;

have actually been measured in the emissions source testing
required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled
sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The
SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and measuring any types
of emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the
facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a risk assessment
we rely on comparison of estimated human exposures to
scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed based on
observed responses (dose-response relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in humans
we assume that any exposure will increase the probability that an
individual may have an increased risk of developing cancer during
the course of their lifetime as a result of that exposure. Whether
or not this risk is acceptable is a risk management decision that
DTSC considers in all aspects of a permit decision. We agree
that most industrial chemicals may be hazardous to your health if
not properly managed. Based on the HRA, which uses the actual
emission rates of all chemical known to be emitted from the
facility, we do not believe there will be any adverse noncancer
health effects associated with routine operation of the facility as
described in its Operation Plan. DTSC considers the HRA
estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer risk at the
maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in one
hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30 years to
be acceptable.

DLB-3

DLB-2
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water.
DLB-4 Below are just a portion of the numerous The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is

reasons that the permit should be denied and the regulatory agency responsible for evaluating odor complaints
Quemetco should be mandated by your and identifying sources and is responsible for identifying and
department to cease spewing known toxic measuring any types of emissions, including reported obnoxious
substances into the air that we currently odors, from the facility. They are well aware of the complaints
breath. received about these odors. However, until such time as they can
Quemetco regularly discharges into the air a positively identify the source of these odors, it is not possible to
toxic plume (sulfurous, plastic smell) that characterize them for risk assessment purposes. A key
literally causes me to gag and occasionally component of the permit is to require compliance with all
vomit when a westerly (offshore) breeze applicable SCAQMD regulations and requirements
carries the fumes to our home approximately
1 mile as the crow flies from Quemetco's
stacks. This toxic plume enters and lingers in
the house.

DLB-5 Your toxi,cologist, Mike Shum, actually had the As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment·
nerve to tell me that the levels emitted by (HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
Quemetco on a daily basis were not (Kleinfelder, Inc., an environmental consulting firm with
dangerous to my children, my family, considerable experience in preparing complex HRAs for
neighborrs and myself. companies). The Department of Toxic Substances Control

(DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they are accurate and
complete and conform to State and Federal risk assessment
guidelines before they are used for regulatory purposes. The
HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those chemicals which
have actually been measured in the emissions source testing
required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled
sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The
SCAQMD is resp(;msible for identifying and measuring any types
of emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the
facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a risk assessment,
we rely on comparison of estimated human exposures to
scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed based on
observed responses (dose-response relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in
humans, we assume that any exposure will increase the
probability that an individual may have an increased risk of
developing cancer during the course of their lifetime as a result of
that exposure. Whether or not this risk is acceptable is a risk
management decision that DTSC considers in all aspects of a
permit decision. We agree that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
HRA, which uses the actual emission rates of all chemical known
to be emitted from the facility, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described in its Operation Plan. DTSC
considers the HRA estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed individual resident (MEIR) of 2.4 in
one hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30
years to be acceptable.
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DLB-6 Are the levels that I described the effects of See response to comment DLB-5.
above, dangerous when breathed over a 20-

! year period?
DLB-7 I personally believe that Quemetco uses a The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) did

strategy fof release to avoid detection such as surveillance including morning and evening times on the following
late night or early Saturday morning releases dates in 2002: January 22 through 31; February 1, 5, 6, 8; May
when AQMD inspectors are less likely to be 15; June 18, 19, 20, 21; August 5; November 19, 20, 23, 24;
working. 7:30 AM: Saturday and Sunday December 7, 8. Generally little or no odor has been detected.
mornings as well as nights and evenings are SCAQMD staff has seen no evidence that Quemetco alters its
typical times that my neighbors and I smell the process to dispose of solid waste or release emissions to the air.
toxic plume on a regular basis. Being a RECLAIM source, Quemetco is also required to maintain

continuous emission monitors on the stacks of the rotary dryer
and the reverbatory furnace for emissions of sulfur dioxides and
nitrogen oxides.

DLB-8 Therefo~e Quemetco violates the portion of The comment is noted
statute that states that they must be
"complementary with their neiqhbors."

DLB-9 I personally feel that the data and the As explained in response to comment DLB-7, etc., the South
collection and supervision of the sampling is Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) believes that
erroneous and demand that additional the source tests conducted by certified independent contractors
accurate testing under the supervision of are valid once the test data are reviewed and approved by the
unbiased persons independent from SCAQMD. The SCAQMD occasionally conducts tests using its
Quemetto and DTSC personal be carried out. own staff either in parallel or separately from a contractor to

further verify the results. The SCAQMD is evaluating the
feasibility to conduct these types of tests at Quemetco in the near
future.

DLB-10 The factthat the same two people (philip B. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
Chandler and Mike Shum) are in charge of primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and
Quemeteo's permitting process with no technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on
indepenpent oversight and that they have the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) to determine if
repeatealy erroneously assured us that the emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
toxins emitted by Quemetco pose no health health effects, including cancer, and regulate a facility so that
threat to us is appalling. emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons

who may be experiencing health problems should always consult
their personal physician to determine the cause of their health
problems. Community-wide issues such as a perceived cancer
cluster, increased reporting of respiratory problems, etc. should
be referred to the county and/or State health authorities. DTSC
has requested the assistance of the Los Angeles County
Department of Health Services, Toxics Epidemiology Program
(LACDHS) and they have conducted additional blood lead level
testing in the area and determined that blood lead levels are not
elevated in the community around Quemetco. LACDHS has also
requested the assistance of the University of Southern California
Cancer Surveillance Program which maintains the LA County
cancer registry program. Their analysis, comparing the incidence
of specific cancer types which may be associated with lead
smelter emissions in the census tracts around the Quemetco
facility to LA County as a whole, reported that although there was
some excess risk of cancer in specific strata of the population,
there was no elevated increase in cancer that they believed could
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specifically be attributable to emissions from Quemetco.
DLB-11 Common sense tells us that they are See responses to comments DLB-5, DLB-9 and DLB-10.

providing false assurances and protection this
vile opefation at the expense of thousands of
residents in the afflicted area.

DLB-12 At the A0gust 14lr meeting I personally See responses to comments DLB-5, DLB-9 and DLB-10.
witnessed Mr. Chandler reading and Mr.
Shum smirking as one Hacienda Heights
woman, while crying displayed a list of and
told how 10 or so people in a 2 square block
area in her neighborhood had died in recent

I years of cancer
DLB-13 In the past three years in a 1 square block See responses to comments DLB-5, DLB-9 and DLB-10.

area directly surrounding our home three
deaths from cancer and two recently
diagnoses cases have resulted. This far
exceeds·'the 1 in 3 average mentioned by Mr.
Shum aM warrants further investiqation.

DLB-14 No testing of longtime residents who have The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-89, DM-
been exposed to Quemetco's toxins has ever 116, DM-169, and LA-29.
been dohe and no data has ever been
compiled that would prove or disprove the
theory that long term exposure to the toxins
emitted by Quemetco has adverse health
effects.'

DLB-15 Records from a multitude of local hospitals The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-89, DM-
and doctors would need to be examined to 116, DM-169, and LA-29.
prove or, disprove this theory.

DLB-16 The DTSC representatives totally dismissed The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not
any link Without looking at any of the evidence have the regulatory authority or scientific and medical staff to

conduct medical investigations in a community. We rely on a
well-established scientific process called a health risk assessment
to evaluate the potential for adverse health effects. The authority
to conduct public health investigations is vested in the local
county environmental health departments and in the State Dept.
of Health Services, Environmental Investigations Branch. Los
Angeles County Department of Health Services (LACDHS) has
conducted a childhood blood lead level surveillance investigation,
as well as a review of the cancer tumor registry and determined
that: 1) blood lead levels are not elevated over similar
communities, and 2) there is no conclusive evidence that
Quemetco is contributing to overall cancer incidence in the area.
See also responses to comments DM-18, DM-73, DM-91, DM-
135, DM-173 and DM-230.

DLB-17 Testing on blood lead levels in local children It is unclear as to whether the commenter is referring to the blood
was not accurate and needs to be redone lead study conducted in the early 1990's or the free lead testing
using a truthful sampling of children who have that was offered in March 2002. However, if parents are
lived in the area and been exposed to these concerned about their child's blood lead level, they can request a
toxic compounds for an extended period of blood lead test from their child's pediatrician. For those families
time. who do not have health insurance, the Child Health and Disability
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This was not done and in order to get
accurate results these tests must be carefully
redone
The fact that Quemetco has in the past and
undoubtedly will continue to violate the law by
illegal emissions and illegal dumping of toxic
waste is inexcusable and we demand that
they cease operations immediately.

Quemetco has on numerous occasions
violated the law at the health expense of
thousands of people where fines have
become a minor business expense (cost of
doing business) to them.

Prevention (CHDP) Program will provide a blood lead test as part
of a free examination. Interested parents can call Janet Scully at
the Los Angeles County Health Department at (213) 240-7785 for
more information.
It is unclear what the commenter is referring to. See also
responses to comments DM-18, DM-73, DM-91, DM-135, DM­
173, DM-230, and DLB-17.
In April 1998, and April and May of 2000, and April of 2001,
Quemetco violated South Coast Air Quality Management District .
(SCAQMD) Rule 1420 by exceeding the ambient average
monthly lead concentration limit of 1.5 microgram per cubic
meter. The SCAQMD issued notices of violation for these
exceedances and subsequently reached settlements involving
payments of fines and, for the 2000 and 2001 violations,
requirements of additional monitoring and emission reduction
actions by Quemetco. These additional monitoring and mitigation
measures will be incorporated in an updated Rule 1420
Compliance Plan to further ensure long term compliance.
See also responses to comments DLB-9 and DLB-10.
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is
required by law to monitor all emissions from the air pollution
control systems reqUired as part of their permit from the
SCAQMD. The health risk assessment (HRA) used the
regulatory required source testing emission rate estimates to
estimate ground level concentrations to evaluate potential
chronic, long term health effects. The HRA was prepared using
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA)
recommended guidance for preparation of risk assessments that
DTSC considers in all aspects of a permit decision. The HRA
concluded that noncancer health effects would not be expected to
occur as long the facility emissions are controlled as required by
the SCAQMD. The Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) considers the HRA estimated upperbound excess lifetime
cancer risk at the maximum exposed actual resident of 2.4 in one
hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30 years at
the nearest actual resident with the highest annual average
ground level air concentration to be acceptable.

The DTSC tOXicologist (Dr. Michael Schum) did not conduct the
human health risk assessment. The HRA was prepared by a
consultant hired by Quemetco (Kleinfelder, Inc). DTSC reviews
these HRAs to insure they are accurate and complete and
conform to State and Federal risk assessment guidelines before
they are used for regulatory purposes. The HRA submitted by
Quemetco evaluates only those chemicals which have actually
been measured in the emissions source testing required by the
SCAQMD as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled sources
such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The SCAQMD
is responsible for identifying and measuring any types of
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emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the facility.
See also response to comment DLB-550

DLB-21 The fact that residents, including myself, were See response to comment DM-200.
not given adequate notification of proceedings
in this convoluted permitting process should
be illegal if it is not already and should be
grounds for at minimum a delay in the
process. I was notified by mail at 4:00 PM.
August 11, of the impending meeting August
the 14. This strategy eliminated and hindered
local residents from participatinq.

DLB-22 The entire permitting process is inherently See response to comment DLB-16.
flawed and in no way accurately reflects the
actual health risk to local residents and people
exposed to Quemetco's toxic emissions.

DLB-23 The convoluted process by which the See response to comment DLB-16.
toxicologist has used to determine that no
health risk exists in no way reflects the actual
measurements and toxic substance levels that
Quemetco is releasing on the surrounding
residents and employees of companies in the
area.

DLB-24 There are numerous schools (Los Robles, As noted above, the Department of Toxic Substances Control
Palm, Los Altos, Hill Grove, Orange Grove, (DTSC) is not the primary agency with the appropriate scientific,
Don Julian, La Puente, Edgewood, Dibble, medical and technical staff to investigate public health complaints.
Willow, North adult schools in the area We rely on the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) to
engulfed by Quemetco's toxic Plume determine if emissions from a facility may have the potential to

cause harmful health effects and regulate a facility so that
emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. The HRA
evaluates exposures which may occur from direct inhalation of
airborne contaminants from Quemetco during routine (South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulated
emissions) as well as indirect exposures from deposition of
particulate-bound contaminants onto residential soils and
homegrown produce. As discussed in responses to comments
DM-135, etc., implementation of Quemetco's risk reduction plan
under Rule 1402 will benefit the schools in the area.

DLB-25 No comprehensive sampling, testing or Because current emissions from Quemetco are within AQMD
studies have ever been done to determine if limits, we don't believe there is an increased risk for adverse
Quemetco's toxic emissions are adversely health effects and therefore additional studies are not warranted
affecting the health of the children and adults at this time.
that attend and work at these schools.
Theses studies need to be done by
responsible people with no vested interested
in Quemetco's ability to operate!

DLB-26 Several bakeries, food processing and food The commercial food processing industry is regUlated separately
manufacturing businesses (Golden State by local, state and federal agencies responsible for food safety
Foods, EI Mexicano, La Victoria, Pachinos protection. See responses to comments DM-13 through DM-19,
and others) are located within a 1/4 mile and DLB-24.
radius of this lead smelting facility where
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fumes and fallout from Quemetco's toxic
emissions inevitably enter the food supplv.

DLB-27 Have any studies as to at what levels these The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not
toxic substances emitted by Quemetco occur aware of any such studies and has no regulatory authority to
in the food products produced by these conduct these types of food quality or safety investigations.
companies been undertaken? There are Federal. State, and in some cases local laws, that

regulate the amounts of non-food chemicals that can be sold to
the public. For specific information on these requirements the
commenter should contact the Los Angeles County Department
of Health Services.

DLB-28 No Department of Health Services, AQMD, In addition to the well-designed blood lead study conducted in
EPA or other public agencies entrusted to the early 1990's, the Los Angeles County Department of Health
protect the public health personal were at the Services (LACDHS)conducted free blood lead testing to anyone
meetings and to the best of my knowledge interested on March 14, 16, and 21, 2002. We also had the USC
have conducted tests other than the flawed Cancer Surveillance Program analyze the cancer rates in the
blood-lead level test in the early 1990's. two census tracks closest to Quemetco. It is unclear what

meetings the commenter is referring to, but LACDHS did attend
the November 2001 community meeting and proposes to
continue to attend any meetinqs that it is invited to..

DLB-29 Is DTSC aware of the pollution problems and The comment is noted. The problems cited by the commenter
the negative health effects caused by similar are not related to this facility. See responses to comments DM-7
lead smelting facilities in Texas, owned by to 9, DM-20, DM-21, DM-23, DM-24, DM-27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-
Quemetco's parent company RSR? 77, DM-110 to 113, and DM-123 to 132.

DLB-30 DTSC should immediately look at the data See response to comment DLB-30
from these now closed facilities so that they
can avoid a similar catastrophe in this case.

DLB-31 Therefore we demand that DTSC stop See response to comment TV-4.
protecting and defending Quemetco, step up
the plate and do the right thing by rejecting
Quemetco's application for a permanent
operating permit and protect the welfare of the
people in the area.

DLB-32 In addition we respectfully request that The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-7 to 9,
Quemetco's temporary status by which they DM-20, DM-21 , DM-23, DM-24, DM-27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-77,
have been allowed by your department to DM-110 to 113, DM-123 to 132, and TV-4.
continue to poison local residents and
neighborhoods be immediately revoked and
that the inevitable cleanup process of this site
commence.

Mr. Duncan McKee
738 S. 3rd Avenue

Avocado Hts., California 91746
fAu:lust 29,20011

DM(2)- "Due to our decades long concern for our The comment is noted. See response to comment TV-4.
1 family's health and the health of our neighbors

and friends we stand in complete opposition to
Quemetco's proposed Hazardous Waste
Facility Operation and Post-Closure permit."
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DM(2)- "We also oppose Quemetco's current See response to comment TV-4
2 temporary operating permit and do herby

O request that any and all such permission to
operate be revoked immediately."

See responses to comments DM-10 and LA-1O (hearing).

See responses to comments DM-313 and MDH-9.
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The comment is noted.

The comment is noted. See responses to more specific
comments.

The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-13
through DM-19.

The comment is noted.The population of this area is predominately

This provision, coupled with goals of the land
use plan of the City of Industry for, "creating a
setting that is complimentary to its
(Industry's)neighbors," would certainly call into
question the sitting next to a residential
community of a facility which releases
dangerous chemicals in quantities sufficient to
generate Proposition 65 notices to a large
number of our residents.
The Quemetco plant is approximately 600 feet
from the intersection of Clark and Seventh
Avenues. The community immediately west of
this intersection contains 104 homes and 504
mobile homes, while 220 single family homes
are located to the immediate east of Seventh
Avenue between Clark and Gale Avenues.

Mr. Michael D. Hughes, President
Hacienda Heights Improvement Association, Inc.

P.O. Box 5235
Hacienda Heights, California 91745

[Au ~ust 29, 2001]

This most of the potential impacts of operating
this plant, which releases lead, antimony and
other dangerous chemicals are directly borne
by our residents.
Hacienda Heights is an unincorporated
community covered by a community general
plan established in 1978 by Los Angeles
County with substantial input from a citizens
group from the community. Although this
general plan does not cover the nearby
Quemetco site, it clearly establishes the desire
to keep Hacienda Heights as a
residential/commercial area by restricting
industrial facilities within the area

"The Hacienda Heights Improvement
Association has reviewed the Environmental
Impact Report prepared for continued
operation of the Quemetco Battery Recycling
Facility in the City of Industry. This plant
operates within 600 feet of residences in
Hacienda Heights which pre-date its operation,
and the area of coverage for Proposition 65
warnings for Quemetco blanket a very large
percentaqe of the homes in Hacienda Heiqhts."

MDH-
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6 Latino, with a mixture of white, Asian and black
making up the remaining residents. Many
seniors live in the area, and income levels are
classified as low to middle income ranqe.

MDH- We recognize that this facility has existed for a The comment is noted.
7 long time at this site, expanding significantly

since 1970 when it was purchased by
Quemetco.

MDH- "However, we also understand that this EIR See response to comment DM-10.
8 reflects the first time this operation is being

reviewed formally through the CEQA process.
We request that DTSC address the
appropriateness of this use adjacent to a
largely residential neighborhood in the same
context as it would a formal site review for a
new facility."

MDH- "We believe potential safety concerns Whether or not a facility is "safe" encompasses a number of
9 associated with this facility are of such different areas including adequate worker protection, controls and

importance that previous operation should not management practices to reduce or eliminate accidental chemical
be a factor in determining the absolute level of releases, fires, etc, and overall protection of human health and
risk to its neighbors." environment. With respect to protection of human health, the

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) believes that
the results of the human health risk assessment, which relies on
source testing of actual emissions required by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), shows the facility is
safe to operate as described in the draft Permit and that
emissions from the facility are not likely to cause adverse health
effects.

MDH- "In addition, those risks should include the The HRA only evaluates the potential human health risk
11 cumulative impacts of the expanded Puente associated with the regulated releases from the Quemetco facility

Hills Landfill immediately adjacent to this same and fugitive dust from wind and vehicle traffic. The HRA does
area on the west and the substantial increase consider cumulative health effects of all chemicals known to be
in diesel truck traffic on the Pomona Freeway." released from facility and cumulative exposures from all potential

exoosure oathwavs.
MDH- "In addition to operation of the facility, it The comment is noted. See responses to more specific
12 generates more than 50 truckloads per day of comments.

used lead batteries and other hazardous
materials, which travel through these
neighborhoods on Seventh Avenue."

MDH- "Operation at Quemetco, which occurs 24 The comment is noted. See responses to more specific
13 hours per day, seven days per week, results in comments.

emissions of lead, antimony, arsenic, 1,3,
butadiene, and other carcinoqenic materials."

MDH- "Hazardous materials are stored on site which The Facility has included emergency response protocols in its
14 could result in fires, iniuries, or toxic releases." Ooeration Plan.
MDH- "Operation of this facility has occurred around The comment is noted. See responses to more specific
15 the clock for the last 31 years, producing comments.

emissions that travel beyond the perimeter
monitoring system to settle in the gardens, and
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. . surfaces in the homes."

. .

MDH- "Air-borne materials are inhaled, ingested and
16 even adsorbed through the skin."

10

The human health risk assessment (HRA) prepared for the
Quemetco facility evaluated the potential risks from those types of
emissions which have a potential to deposit onto the ground and
onto homegrown produce (chemicals emitted as or attached to
particles). The HRA also evaluated potential risks from chemicals
emitted as gases which we assume are only a potential risk by
the inhalation exposure pathway. The lifetime excess cancer risk
from potential exposure to contaminants deposited on soil and
produce was estimated to be less than three in one million. The
total risk from all exposure pathways (inhalation, ingestion,
dermal contact, ingestion of homegrown produce, and ingestion
of mother's milk) was estimated not to exceed 2.4 in one hundred
thousand at the nearest actual resident with the highest annual
average ground level air concentration. Risks at other residences
will be less than those predicted for the maximum exposed
individual resident (MEIR). Inhalation accounts for 88% of the
total estimated cancer risk.

MDH- "The draft EIR does not discuss eliminating or
17 mitigating these emissions."

Sore throats, coughing and respiratory problems may be due in
part to air pollution. Air pollution is known to have adverse health
effects. The South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) is the local government agency responsible for
reducing air pollution. Reductions in air emissions will reduce
health impacts from air pollution. While air quality in southern
California has continually improved despite an enormous increase
in population and cars, some regional and localized problems
have not been solved. The SCAQMD is committed to focusing its
efforts in dealing with this complex issue and will continue to work
with the local communities in searching for solutions. See also
response to comment PL-10.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
determined that mitigation was not necessary. See responses to
more specific comments.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and
technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on
the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) to determine if
emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
health effects, including cancer, and regulate a facility so that
emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons
who may be experiencing health problems around a facility such
as Quemetco should always consult their personal physician to
determine the cause of their health problems. Community-wide
issues such as a perceived cancer cluster, increased reporting of
respiratory problems, etc. should be referred to the county and/or
State health authorities. DTSC has requested the assistance of
the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services, Toxics
Epidemiology Program (LACDHS) and they have conducted
additional blood lead level testing in the area and determined that
blood lead levels are not elevated in the community around
Quemetco. LACDHS has also requested the assistance of the
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"These concerns should be thoroughly
evaluated by State or County health agencies
before a final permit is issued to this facility,
particularly to evaluate long term health
impacts of inhaling and ingesting these
pollutants over a long-term period of residency
in the area."

"Residents who live near the Quemetco facility
report strong odors of sulfur and metals, and
experience metallic tastes, sore throats,
nausea, coughing, and respiratory problems."

MDH­
19
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D
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University of Southern California Cancer Surveillance Program
which maintains the LA County cancer registry program. Their
analysis, comparing the incidence of specific cancer types which
may be associated with lead smelter emissions in the census
tracts around the Quemetco facility to LA County as a whole,
reported that although there was some excess risk of cancer in
specific strata of the population, there was no elevated increase
in cancer that they believed could specifically be attributable to
emissions from Quemetco.

MDH- "Daily exposure levels and cumulative As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
20 exposures and their effects should be (HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco

assessed and health impacts determined." (Kleinfelder, Inc.) The Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they are accurate and
complete and conform to State and Federal risk assessment
guidelines before they are used for regulatory purposes. The
HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those chemicals which
have actually been measured in the emissions source testing
required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled
sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The
SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and measuring any types
of emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the
facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a risk assessment
we rely on comparison of estimated human exposures to
scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed based on
observed responses (dose-response relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in humans
we assume that any exposure will increase the probability that an
individual may have an increased risk of developing cancer during
the course of their lifetime as a result of that exposure. Whether
or not this risk is acceptable is a risk management decision that
DTSC considers in all aspects of a permit decision. We agree
that most industrial chemicals may be hazardous to your health if
not properly managed. Based on the HRA, which uses the actual
emission rates of all chemical known to be emitted from the
facility, we do not believe there will be any adverse noncancer
health effects associated with routine operation of the facility as
described in the draft RCRA permit. The DTSC Hazardous
Waste Management Division considers the HRA estimated
upperbound excess lifetime cancer risk at the maximum exposed
individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in one hundred thousand based
on an exposure duration of 30 vears to be acceptable.

MDH- "We believe the original permit issued by the The com ment is noted.
21 City of Industry to Western Lead, Quemetco's

predecessor, did not adequately address these
concerns, and probably should not have been
issued."

MDH- "We request that DTSC seriously and carefully See responses to comments DM-12, DM-35, DM-36, DM-107 and
22 weigh alli;of these impacts and establish DM-329.

conditions that will eliminate the effects of
emissions from Quemetco on our community,
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MDH- "Enclosed is a list of detailed EIR comments The comment is noted. See also the responses to comments LA-
23 prepared Iby Ms. Lillian Avery, former HHIA 1 to LA- 32.

EnvironrTfental Chair and neighbor to the
Quemetco facility."

Attachment to
MR. MICHAEL 0 HUGHES

Prepared by MS. LILLIAN AVERY
Auqust29,2005

See responses to comments LA-1O rhearinQl, DLB-4, MDH-18,

42

See responses to comments LA-11 [hearing], LA-14 [hearing],
MDH-17, DM-10, and DM-39.

See responses to comments DM-7 to 9, DM-20, DM-21 , DM-23,
DM-24, DM~27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-77, DM-119 to 121, DM-123
to 132.

See response to comment LA-1.

"The EIR,dismissed the reported experiences

"Table 1.5.1: Environmental Impacts: Air
Quality; Human Health and Safety. The EIR.
states no significant impacts to Air Quality and
to Human Health and Safety were identified,
and that no mitiqation measures are required."

"Table 1.5: Significant environmental impacts
include Water Resources and Water Quality.
Non-compliance with established water quality
standard~ for ground water is a significant
impact, requiring corrective action and
continued monitoring of water quality. The EIR
states the impacts are significant and
unavoidable, and that no mitigation is
available" Why is there no mitigation actions,
beyond those already implemented, available?"

"1.3 Proposed Project: DTSC is considering
Quemetco's Part B application to continue
operatio~s involving treatment, storage, and
transfer of hazardous materials and wastes.
These operations and processes have been
operating and permitted for over 30 years with
little change and/or mitigation. They seriously
impact the community. of Hacienda Heights
with the generation and daily delivery of over
50 truckloads of used lead batteries and
hazardoL!s materials; the introduction of lead
products 'and/or hazardous wastes, and the
continuous release of air toxic emissions."

"1.2 Project Setting: Repeatedly, the EIR cites See responses to comments LA-1 [hearing], LA-8 [hearing], and
the distarice to Hacienda Heights, an DM-25.
unincorporated residential community of Los
Angeles County, as 1/4 mile (1320 feet). The
boundary of Hacienda Heights at the corner of
Seventh Avenue and Clark is about 500 feet
from the Quemetco facility."

or define a near-term closure date that will
eliminate ithe effects of emissions from
Quemetco on our community, or define a near­
term closure date that will require this facility to
relocate to a site further removed from
residences."
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LA-5 and complaints of residents of Hacienda MDH-19, DM-10 and DM-39.
Heights and neighboring communities of
Wildwood Mobile Home Park and Avocado
Heights cpncerning air quality and continuous
air toxic e.missions of pollutants, contaminants
and carcinogens, including lead, hexavalent
chromium, manganese, 1,3 Butadiene, sulfur,
arsenic, and others. These impacts to air
quality and human health and safety are
significant and residual. Mitigation measures
are requir.ed."

MDH/ "1.6 Areas of Controversy. Elevated areas of See response to comment DM-77,
LA-6 lead toxicity have been found in Hacienda

Heiqhts."
MDH/ "1.7. Alternatives to Proposed Project. Three Denial of the permit would result in closure of the facility, and the
LA-7 alternatives are discussed. need to transfer the battery recycling operations to other facilities.

This transfer of Quemetco operations to other facilities would be
No Project Alternative consists of denial of the the only option, as protection of the environment from pollution by
RCRA P9rt B Permit by DTSC resulting in the lead acid batteries is covered in the Health and Safety Code
closure o~ Quemetco and the transferring of Section 25215.2 which prohibits the disposal or attempted
battery recycling activities to other facilities. disposal of lead acid batteries at solid waste facilities, or on any

lands, surface waters, watercourses, or marine waters.

Since Ha¢ienda Heights and neighboring
The only other battery recycler in the region is EXide, located incommunities have borne the impacts of the 30-

year operation of Quemetco, the time it would the city of Vernon, County of Los Angeles. However, Exide, like

take to transfer battery recycling operations, Quemetco already operates at maximum capacity and would only

and transfer lead batteries and hazardous be able to accept additional materials through a long,

wastes under strict control to facilities away cumbersome expansion process, subject to new permitting and

from residential areas would constitute an CEQA certification. Thus construction and installation of new

acceptable alternative to the continued operating units to make up for closure of Quemetco is highly

operation of Quemetco for years to come unlikely.

Onsite Alt,ernative. There are significant
Given this analysis, denial of the permit (No Project Alternative)
would result in increased impacts associated with long distance

unmitigated and residual impacts to air quality transport, the uncertainly and potential for impacts at out of state
and Hum~n Health and Safety. A revised facilities due to the stockpiling of batteries, and the economic
application and limitations on operations and implications that could induce illegal dumping posing additional
life of the facility could reduce the capacity and hazards to the local environment. Thus permit denial has the
impact ofthe facility. potential to be more impacting than the proposed project.

Offsite Alternatives: Significant and continuous
The analysis of offsite alternatives to the Proposed Project under
CEQA typically involves consideration of the feasibility of locating

environmental impacts on air quality and
the Proposed Project at one or more alternative locations, where

human h~alth and safety in Hacienda Heights the potential significant affects would be reduced or avoided.
and neighboring communities have existed for This is typically addressed for new development projects and
over 30 y~ars. The implications of a complete relocating the Quemetco facility is infeasible and was rejected as
relocation and/or closure of Quemetco is an alternative as discussed further. Under CEQA, only feasible
basically considered by the EIR only in terms offsite alternatives capable of reducing or avoiding the significant
of economic implications for environmental impacts of the Proposed Project need to be
Quemetco and the battery recycling industry analyzed. Thus, a complete relocation of the proposed project to

an alternative site is not considered a feasible alternative since
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itself Pro~imity to residences, air quality, the economic implications of such an action could not be justified
human health and safety, public services, and against the avoidance of environmental impacts. That is, the
traffic anQ transportation, are critical and Lead Agency must consider in its Statement of Findings and
significant considerations that override Overriding Considerations as part of the CEQA process, the
justificati0n for the continuation of existing balance of the environmental impacts of a project against the
conditions." economic, technical and social implications of a project. Because

this project is the continuation of existing conditions, and not a
new facility, justification of relocation of the facility is infeasible,
and was rejected from further consideration.

MDH/ "Figure 2.1: Regional Location Map Boundaries There are no boundaries of the City of Hacienda Heights shown
LA-8 of Hacienda Heights are not correctly on this map. Only the general location of the city is noted.

identified/'
MDH/ "Figure 2.2: Project Vicinity Map. Misleading. The map is a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map.
LA-9 Identifies Hacienda Heights as starting south of Normally, these are older maps with the general location of the

the Pomona (60) Freeway." cities shown. No specific city boundary is shown. No changes
were made to this USGS map. The comment on identification of
Hacienda Heights is noted.

MDH/ "2.4.2 .Air Toxics Hot Spots The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is aware
LA-10 Information/Assessment Act of 1987: The act that the Air Toxics Hot Spots program (AB 2588) specifically

requires that Pollution Control Districts requires evaluation of short term, acute inhalation exposures.
prioritize and categorize pollutant emitting The Facility has prepared a separate AB 2588 Hot Spots risk
facilities ~s either a "high", "intermediat4e", or assessment submitted to the South Coast Air Quality
"low" priority, for health risk assessment Management District (SCAQMD) pursuant to the AB 2588
(HRA). In what category has Quemetco been regulations. DTSC does not review or approve AB 2588 risk
placed? I's Quemetco "currently embarking on assessments; that authority belongs to the Air Resource Board
a series of source tests to update its HRA?" (ARB). SCAQMD staff continues to review source test data and
Has its pollutant emitting facilities been will conduct additional tests using its own staff to further evaluate
categorized as the validity of tests by independent contractors. See also
"high" priority?" response to comment DM-135.

MDH/ "Land Use and Planning. The Community of See responses to comments LA-1 [hearing] and LA-8 [hearing].
LA-11 Hacienda Heights. is 500 feet from Quemetco.

It is not as far away as ~ mile (1320) feet from
the facility."

MDH/ "Table 3.1.1 Consistency Analysis of City of See response to comment LA-1 [hearing], DM-12, DM-25, and
LA-12 Industry General Plan Objectives: Six DM-314.

objectives are named. The first objective is to
"Maintai~ and further develop an employment
base in the San Gabriel Valley and Los
Angeles Metropolitan Area." The proposed
project s4Pports this objective. However, the
proposed project does not support and/or is not
directly related to the five remaining general
plan obiectives."

MDH/ "3.1.3 Environmental Impact: The battery See response to comment LA-1 [hearing] and DM-25.
LA-13 recycling! facility has been at its present

location since 1959.. Contrary to statements in
the EIR, it is not surrounded on all sides by
industriali,and manufacturing uses, but is
located next to a residential community that
was in existence before the City of Industry
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was incorporated, and before battery recycling
operations were permitted."

MDH/ "3.3.1.2 Groundwater. In February, 2000 , See responses to comments DM7, DM-8, DM-9, DM-20, DM-21,
LA-14 groundwater samples from 12 wells exceeded DM-22, DM-23, DM-24, DM-40, DM-94, DM-95, DM-96, DM-97,

maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). Types of DM-98, DM-11 0, DM-111, DM-112, and DM-113.
exceedaf1lce included iron manganese, nitrates,
selenium and sulfates. Water quality protection
standards (WQPS) should be met Continuation
of current operations at the facility would result
in violations of groundwater quality standards
and would constitute a significant impact.
Correctiv~ action is required."

MDH/ "3.7.1.2 Environment Setting; Exposure The comment is noted. The information in Section 3.7.1.2 came
LA-15 Assessment: Correction. Hacienda Heights is from the Kleinfelder HRA

located to the south, east, and west of
QuemetGo."

MDH/ "In the public scooping meeting on the Notice See response to comment LA-14 [hearing]
LA-16 of Prepanation of an EIR for Quemetco, held

4/24/96 in Hacienda Heights, residents
described their experiences with and reactions
to toxic air emissions, the odors, the acrid
metallic tastes, sore throats, nausea, coughing
allergies, and inhalation and respiratory
problems. The EIR does not respond to these
concerns."

MDH/ "What is the cumulative effect of this constant See responses to comments LA-15 [hearing], LA-16 [hearing],
LA-17 barrage 9f toxic emissions and pollutants on ARB-3, ARB-4a, ARB-4b, and TMHV-8

the cardiovascular or blood system; nervous
system; kidney and gastrointestinal system-
reproductive system; respiratory system? For
Children? For Adults?"

MDH/ "What is 'the cumulative effect of these years- See responses to comments LA-15 [hearing], LA-16 [hearing],
LA-18 long chehlical emissions into the ambient air, RA-9, RA-10, ARB-3, ARB-4a, ARB-4b, TMHV-3, MDH-11, and

when coupled with the emissions over MDH-20.
Hacienda Heights from the La Puente Landfill
on its citizens, children and adults?"

MDH/ "Given that these problems with Special See responses to comments LA-28 [hearing], RA-9, KB-1, DLB-
LA-19 Education students were reported to you n 16, and MDH-19

1996 and again in 2001, by qualified
individuals, why has not the Los Angeles Dept
of Health, the EPA, the AQMD, and the DTSC
consulted with each other over this condition,
and carri.ed out an investigation or research
study to determine whether Special Education
students living in the vicinity of Quemetco are
lead poisoninq victims."

MDH/ "Why rely on a mathematical model for See responses to comments LA-18 [hearing], RA-10, LG-3, LG-
LA-20 estimating cancer risk Given the reports by 11, LG-12, DLB-16, and DM-177.

residents of Hacienda Heights of apparent
increased incidences of cancer, why has not
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the Los Angeles County Dept of Health, the
EPA, the DTSC, and the AQMD consulted with
each other concerning these reports and
conducted, or considered conducting a survey
of residerits living west of 7th Avenue including
the Wildw.ood Mobile Home Park and
residences east of i h to Turnbull Canyon Road
and sout~ to Palm Avenue, to determine, using
factual data, if there are an unusual number of
cancers or cancer-related deaths over the past
20 years."

MDH/ "The EIR is deficient because: See responses to comments LA-10 [hearing] and LA-11 [hearing].
LA-21

1) It dismisses complaints concerning
emissions of toxic air contaminants, including
lead chromium, arsenic, 1,3 Butadiene, and
other polh:.Jtants and carcinogens emitted into
the air over Hacienda Heights, for the past 30
years, and requiring periodic Proposition 55
warninq a'nd notification."

MDH/ [The EIR:,s deficient because:] See responses to comments LA-1 [hearing], ARB-5, and DM-10.
LA-22

"2) It does not address the impact on the
community of Hacienda Heights with the
generation and daily delivery of over 50
truckload~ of used lead batteries and
hazardou? waste materials, and the daily
transport of 25 truckloads of lead products and
hazardous wastes from the facility. Trucks
travel 7th Avenue, Clark Avenue, Turnbull
Canyon Road, and Gale Avenue."

MDH/ [The EIR.ls deficient because:] See responses to comments LA-11 [hearing], LA-11 [hearing],
LA-23 DM-10, and DM- 349.

"3) It does not adequately address the impacts
on Hacienda Heights homes beginning 500
feet from the facility."

MDHI [The EIR',s deficient because:] See responses to comments TE-1, DM-7 to 9, DM-20, DM-21,
LA-24 DM-23, DM-24, DM-27, DM-29, DM-39, DM-77, DM-119to 121,

"4) It does not adequately address the DM-123 to 132.
groundw~ter treatment, monitoring, sampling
and the safeguards to monitor San Jose
Creek."

MDHI [The EIRis deficient because:] See responses to comments LA-1 [hearing] and DM-5.
LA-25

"5) It does not explain why Quemetco has been
permitted since 1970 to conduct a hazardous
waste facility operation."

MDHI [The EIR:ts deficient because:] See response to comment LA-1 [hearing] and DM-10.
LA-25

"5) It does not explain why Quemetco is
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permitted to operate a lead battery recycling
facility op'eration just 500 feet from residents in
Haciend~ Heights."

MDH/ [The EIR is deficient because:] See response to comment DM-10.
LA-27

"6) It dismisses alternatives that could reduce
impacts on Hacienda Heiqhts."

MDH/ [The EIR is deficient because:] Whether or not a facility is "safe" encompasses a number of
LA-28 different areas including adequate worker protection, controls and

"7) It dismisses the environment and issues of management practices to reduce or eliminate accidental chemical
public heplth and safety." releases, fires, etc, and overall protection of human health and

environment. With respect to protection of human health, DTSC
believes that the results of the human health risk assessment
which relies on source testing of actual emissions required by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) show
the Facility is safe to operate as described in the permit and that
emissions from the Facility are not likely to cause adverse health
effects.

MDH/ [The EIR:,is deficient because:] See response to comment LA-1 [hearing], JTe-3, and DM-349.
LA-29

"8) It does not consider that Hacienda Heights
is unfairly affected."

MDH/ "The EIR; provides estimated date of August Post-closure care may extend for at least 30 years beyond
LA-30 15, 2021 to completely close the Quemetco c1osLire.

facility, at:ld a post-closure date of August
2051."

MDH/ Quemetcp now owns the property immediately The property cited by the commenter is not part of the project.
LA-31 adjoiningi:its original eastern b9undary on Salt The project for which the draft Environmental Impact Report

Lake Avenue, thus increasing the amount of its (dEIR) was prepared is the approval of a permit for the continued
original property acreage. This additional operation of an existing facility with no modifications or
property is now used for storage, maintenance, expansions to the existing facility operations and no construction
and employee training programs." or expansion to the existing physical facility. However, if future

modification or expansion is proposed for the Quemetco facility,
the project would be subject to a separate CEQA evaluation/
determination.

MDH/ "The EIR'does not restrict plant expansion by See responses to comments MDH/LA-31, DM-2, DM-3, and DM-
LA-32 Quemetco, and it does not address the 5.

Iikelihooq of plant expansion."
MDH/ "Given th.e fact that Quemetco has seriously During the public meeting on November 1,2001, the Department
LA-33 impacted! Hacienda Heights and of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) provided permit and CEQA

neighboring communities for over 30 years, a flow charts.which describe the decision process for approval or
near-term closing date that will denial of a permit. The California Code of Regulations, title 22,
require this facility to relocate to a site further section 66270.29, specifies the language for denying a permit.
removed from residences is requested." Public comments and concerns have been considered during the

decision-makinq process
Dave & Linda Samarin

14502 Cabinda Drive
Hacienda Heights, California

[Auqust 30,20011
DLS-1 "My family has lived in Hacienda for fifteen See response to comment MDH-17.
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See response to comment DM-12.

As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment

As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
(HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
(Kleinfelder, Inc.) The Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they are accurate and
complete and conform to State and Federal risk assessment
guidelines before they are used for regulatory purposes. The
HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those chemicals which
have actually been measured in the emissions source testing
required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled
sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The
SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and measuring any types
of emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the
facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a risk assessment
we rely on comparison of estimated human exposures to
scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed based on
observed responses (dose-response relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in
humans, we assume that any exposure will increase the
probability that an individual may have an increased risk of
developing cancer during the course of their lifetime as a result of
that exposure. Whether or not this risk is acceptable is a risk
management decision that DTSC considers in all aspects of a
permit decision. We agree that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
HRA, which uses the actual emission rates of all chemical known
to be emitted from the facility, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described in its Operation Plan. DTSC
considers the HRA estil1!ated upper bound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in
one hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30
years to be acceptable.
The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
comments.

Milagros Navarrete
14039 Trailside Dr,

Avocado Heights, California 91746
[October 23,2001]

"It surely is a Health Hazard."

"Since I'm unable to attend the Nov. 1S1

Hearing, I'm writing this as an opportunity to
voice my opinion and 'concern about the
operation of Quemetco close to residential
areas."

"We also oppose Quemetco's current
temporary operating permit and do herby
request that any and all such permission to
operate be revoked immediately,"

MN-2

MN-1

O· DLS-2 "It's been a long time concern for our family's
.. ' health and the health of our neighbors and

friends we stand in complete opposition to

O Quemetco's proposed Hazardous Waste
. ' Facility Operation and Post-Closure permit."
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years, weekly we smell strong odor coming
from Quemetco's factory."
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(HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
(Kleinfelder, Inc.) The Department of Toxic Substances Control (
DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they are accurate and
complete and conform to State and Federal risk assessment
gUidelines before they are used for regulatory purposes. The
HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those chemicals which
have actually been measured in the emissions source testing
required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled
sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The
SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and measuring any types
of emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the
facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a risk assessment,
we rely on comparison of estimated human exposures to
scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed based on
observed responses (dose-respon$e relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in humans
we assume that any exposure will increase the probability that an
individual may have an increased risk of developing cancer during
the course of their lifetime as a result of that exposure. Whether
or not this risk is acceptable is a risk management decision that
DTSC considers in all aspects of a permit decision. We agree
that most industrial chemicals may be hazardous to your health if
not properly managed. Based on the HRA, which uses the actual
emission rates of all chemical known to be emitted from the
facility, we do not believe there will be any adverse noncancer
health effects associated with routine operation of the facility as
described in its Operation Plan. DTSC considers the HRA
estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer risk at the
maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in one
hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30 years to
be acceptable.

MN-3 "20 years of temporary permit is too long See response to comment MN-2.
already."

MN-4 "Every time I pass through t n Ave. I could see One of Quemetco's stacks frequently releases a steam plume
that high thick smoke and kept me wondering which may resemble smoke. A steam plume, which is not air
why this is being allowed." pollution, may appear white or grey, but will "cut off' or disappear

rapidly at a certain distance from the stack depending on the
, humidity in the atmosphere. A smoke or particulate plume will

"trail off' for a longer distance. South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) inspectors have not obs.erved
smoke from Quemetco that exceeds the rule limits since 1986. If
the onlooker observes smoke from Quemetco, he or she should
call the SCAQMD complaint line as soon as possible.

MN-5 "We already suffered environmentally and See response to comment MN-2
allowing this to work around here will
jeopardize our health for one and worsen all
those who are already sick and suffering."

MN-6 You need to relocate Quemetco to a more See responses to comments DM-12, DM-1 07 and DM-329.
distant unpopulated location for fairness to all
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the residents in the vicinity.
MN-7 The Department of Toxic Substances Control The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific

should not let Quemetco continue to operate comments.
here anymore.

MN-8 Money talks like the tobacco industry but I for The comment is noted.
one has great confidence in the Government
Personnel honest opinion and decisions and
thank you for a favorable one.

MS. LILLIAN AVERY
1015 Hedgepath Ave.

Hacienda Hts., California 91745
[LEDER 2]

[November 1, 2001]
LA-1 "I am concerned that his experience' as DTSC is responsible under state law to make the decision to
[Ietter- consultant to Quemetco, along with his firm's approve or disapprove of Quemetco's permit application. Since
2] continued service as consultant to Quemetco, Mr. Wayne Nastri is not involved in this decision making process,

and his new position as Administrator of the any possible connection between Quemetco and Mr. Nastri is not
federal government agency over the California relevant, nor is it an issue concerning conflict of interest in this
Environmental Protection Agency and the case. See also responses to comments DM-297 to DM-302.
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control, raises
serious questions of conflict of interest,
particularly with respect" to decisions regarding
approval of the proposed Hazardous Waste
Facility Operation and Post-Closure Permit,
and draft EIR for Quemetco."

MS. LILLIAN AVERY
1015 Hedgepath Ave.

Hacienda Hts., California 91745
[LETTER 3]

[November 20,20011
LA-1 "On June 29, 2001, the California The comment is noted.
[Ietter- Environmental Protection Agency, Dept. of
3] Toxic Substances Control, issued a proposed

hazardous waste facility operation and post
closure permit and draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for Quemetco Inc., a lead battery
recycling facility located at 720 So. i h Avenue,
City of Industry, California."

LA-2 "Quemetco operations within 500 feet of Current zoning/land use compliance is the factor on which CEQA
[Ietter- residences in Hacienda Heights. These is based. See also response to comment LA-1 [hearing].
3] residences not only predate the operation of

Quemetco, but also the incorporation of the
City of Industry (1957) which initially permitted
the operation of a lead smelter at that location
in 1959."

LA-4 "The impact of operating Quemetco, which Since the passage of Proposition 65, the Facility has issued
[Ietter- releases a wide variety of chemicals and warnings and notifications. This is Quemetco's response to
3] pollutants, such as antimony, arsenic, requirements of the Office of Environmental Health Hazard

hexavalent chromium, 1.3 Butadiene, and lead Assessment. See responses to other more specific comments.
into the ambient air, 24 hours a day, 7 days a
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week, 365 days a year, is directly borne by
residents of Hacienda Heights and requires
periodic Proposition 65 warnings. The area of
coverage for Proposition 65 warnings blanket a
very large percentage of residences, schools,
churches, and facilities in Hacienda Heiqhts."

LA-4 "The Quemetco Facility is approximately 500 The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1 [hearing].
[Ietter- feet from the intersection of i h Avenue and
3] Clark. The community west of this intersection

contains 104 homes and 504 mobile homes.
The population is predominately Latino, with a
mixture of white, Asian, and black residents
making up the remainder. There are a large
number of children, ages 1-19, as well as a
large number of senior living in the area.
Income levels are classified as low to middle
income."

LA-5 "This area includes a disabled children's' care The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-1 [hearing].
[Ietter- facility; two public schools, a church school on
3] Gale Avenue, a Catholic church and a Mormon

church, both of which serve large
congregations with daily religious services and
education classes, and a variety of ministry
and orqanization functions."

LA-6 "There is a real concern when considering how The comment is noted. In accordance with the California
[Ietter- this Hacienda Heights residential community Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 25236, in
3] and Quemetco, a toxic polluter, came to inhabit assessing impacts from a project, the existing or baseline setting

the same neighbourhood. It appears that is defined as the setting at the time of preparation of the Notice of
Western Lead, which preceded Quemetco, Preparation. However, the Department of Toxic Substances
with encouragement and permitting by the City Control (DTSC) does take into consideration the history of facility
of Industry, located the lead recycling plant· operating conditions as part of the permitting process.
where residents of the nearby unincorporated
community have little political clout and were
either dismissed by the City of Industry or were
not heard."

LA-7 "Over the years, little has been done by AQMD A key portion of the permit is to require compliance with all
[Ietter- to identify and correct toxic air emissions and applicable regulations enforced by the air districts. See response
3] environmental hazards generated by the 24 to comment ARB-1, and other comments regarding South Coast

hours per day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) actions. See also
operation of Quemetco, which responses to comments THMV-8, DM-149, DM-151, DM-194,
disproportionately affects the Hacienda Heights DM-195, and DM-196.
community"

LA-8 "The impact on the community of Hacienda The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) will
[Ietter- Heights is further exacerbated by the exercise its authority to ensure that Quemetco complies with
3] generation and daily delivery of over 50 applicable state law requirements and will recommend that the

truckloads of used lead batteries and South Cost Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) address
hazardous waste materials, and the daily the toxic hotspot issue. The SCAQMD Multiple Air Toxics
transport of over 25 truckloads of lead products Exposure Study (MATES-II) published in March 2000, estimated
and hazardous wastes from the facility. These that diesel particulate contributed about 71 % of the basin-wide

51



o
o
D
o
o

o
o

o

J

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

diesel trucks travel through the Hacienda cancer risk. For the Pico Rivera MATES-II Fixed Site, the site
Heights community on Hacienda Boulevard, closest to the area around Quemetco, that risk is slightly higher
Gale Avenue, Turnbull Canyon Road, Clark from diesel fumes, estimated at 77%. Other toxic compounds
Avenue, and 7'h Avenue." significantly contributing to the local area's risk are 1,3-butadiene

(7%), benzene (5%), and carbonyl (3%), all attributable to mobile
sources. See also response to comment DM 135.

LA-9 "Two trips, to and from the facility for each See responses to comments ARB-1, ARB-6, DM-157, and DM-
[Ietter- incoming and outgoing truckload, results in an 165.
3] estimated 150 diesel truck trips per day.

What steps have been taken by Quemetco, the
California Air Resources Board, the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority, and the
AQMD to replace these diesel vehicles or use
cleaner alternatives?"

LA-10 "The EIR does not address the issue of See responses to comments ARB-1, DM-157, and DM-165.
[Ietter- replacement of diesel vehicles that daily
3] transport used lead batteries, hazardous waste

materials and lead products to and from
Quemetco, or the use of cleaner alternatives. "

LA-11 "It is requested that DTSC approach approval The project for which the draft Environmental Impact Report
[Ietter- of this permit on the basis of a proposal for a (dEIR) was prepared is the approval of a permit for the continued
3] new lead recycling facility at 720 South t h operation of an existing facility with no modifications or

Avenue, City of Industry, California." expansions to the existing facility operations and no construction
or expansion to the existinq physical facility.

LA-12 "Although this lead recycling facility started See response to comment LA-1 [hearing] and DM-25.
[Ietter- operation as Western Lead Products in 1959,
3] and was expanded to its current size by

Quemetco who purchased it in 1970, it has
never had a state permit."

LA-13 "A formal CEQA review for the Quemetco The draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) was prepared for
[Ietter- facility has never been conducted. There have the proposed approval of a permit for the continued operation of
3] been inadequate environmental reviews and an existing facility. Adequate environmental review has been

inadequate dissemination of information to the performed for this project. A fact sheet was disseminated and
community." information made available to the public at repositories.

Quemetco's public hearing was held by The Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) on August 14, 2001 and public
meeting was held on November 1, 2001. The hearing was held to
accept comments from the public while the subsequent meeting
included direct discussion and responses to some questions. See
also response to comment DM-200.

LA-14 "Approval by the California State Department See responses to comments LA-11 [hearing], LA-14 [hearing],
[Ietter- of Toxic Substances Control to issue a LA-9 [letter], LA-11 [letter-1], LA-12 [letter-1], LA-14 [letter-1], LA-
3] Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post 15 [letter-1], KB-1, and DM-165.

Closure Permit at this time exposes residents
of a vulnerable community to continuous and
uncontrolled toxic air pollution and
environmental hazards."

LA-15 "The proposal to operate a hazardous waste The siting and permitting of a hazardous waste facility is
[Ietter- facility should be evaluated solely on the issue governed by federal and state environmental statutes, and
3] of environmental justice, on issues that implementing requlations. These statutes and regulations take
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disproportionately affect the community of into account the constitutional due process and equal protection

Hacienda Heights." principles and the requirement of public participation, while
ensuring adequate protection of the environment and public
health. Federal and state environmental regulatory agencies are
responsible to administer and enforce the statutes and
reQulations.

LA-16 "Those issues and risks should include the See responses to comments LA-1O [hearing], LA-11 [hearing],

[Ietter- cumulative effects of the continuous exposure LA-15 [hearing], LA -16 [hearing], LA-9 [letter 1], LA-15 [letter-1],

3] of Hacienda Heights residents to toxic air TE-8, KB-1, MDH-20, DM-89, and DM-116.
emissions and chemical pollutants n the
cardiovascular or blood systems, the nervous
system, ga·strointestinal system, reproductive
system, and respiratory system. In addition,
serious consideration and study should be
given to the serious problems of children living
in the vicinity near Quemetco, who have
learning difficulties, cognitive impairment, and
other health problems. These problems have
been brought to the attention of DTSC and
Quemetco on several occasions, and are
highlighted in the written response to the
proposal and EIR dated AUQust 27,2001."

LA-17 "Significant and continuous environmental See responses to comments LA-11 [hearing], LA-15 [hearing],

[Ietter- impacts on air quality and human health and LA-18 [hearing], and LA- 9 [letter 1].

3] safety in hacienda heights and neighboring
communities have existed without mitigation for
over 30 years. The implication of a complete
relocation and/or closure of Quemetco is
considered in the EIR only in terms of
economic implications for Quemetco and the
battery recyclinq industry itself."

LA-18 "Environmental justice involving issues of See responses to comments LA-15 [letter-3].
[Ietter- proximity to residents, air quality, human health
3] and safety, public services, and traffic and

transportation are critical, important, and
significant considerations that over-ride
economic justification for the continuation of
existinQ conditions."

LA-19 "It is requested that the proposed Hazardous During the public meeting on November 1,2001, the Department
[Ietter- Waste Facility Operation and Post Closure of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) provided permit and CEQA
3] Permit and draft Environmental Impact Report flow charts which describe the decision process for approval or

(EIR) be denied, and that a near-term closure denial of a permit. The California Code of Regulations, title 22,
date that will require the Quemetco facility to section 66270.29, specifies the language for denying a permit.
relocate to a site further removed from Public comments and concerns have been considered during the
residences be defined." decision-makinQ process.

Jo Terhume
164 S. Ramada Ave.

La Puente, California 91746-1803
fNovember 14, 20011

JTe-1 "I'm writinQ this letter in reference to the The comment is noted. See re&ponses to other more specific
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Quemetco Inc. Battery Recycling Center on comments.
720 So. i h Ave., City of Industry. I could not
make the meetings do to my very busy
schedule, but like to express my concerns on
this subject. These people have had a
TEMPORARY permit for too long, and I think
somebody in the County has let them continue
like this for too lonq."

JTe-2 During this time they have violated number of See response to comment OCC-3.
air quality restrictions.

JTe-3 This is about our neighborhoods children, As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
which will have the long-term effects of this (HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
pollution from this business. (Kleinfelder, Inc.) The Department of Toxic Substances Control

(DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they are accurate and
complete and conform to State and Federal risk assessment
guidelines before they are used for regulatory purposes. The
HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those chemicals which
have actually been measured in the emissions source testing
required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled
sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The
SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and measuring any types
of emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the
facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a risk assessment
we rely on comparison of estimated human exposures to
scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed based on
observed responses (dose-response relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in humans
we assume that any exposure will increase the probability that an
individual may have an increased risk of developing cancer during
the course of their lifetime as a result of that exposure. Whether
or not this risk is acceptable is a risk management decision that
DTSC considers in all aspects of a permit decision. We agree
that most industrial chemicals may be hazardous to your health if
not properly managed. Based on the HRA, which uses the actual
emission rates of all chemical known to be emitted from the
facility, we do not believe there will be any adverse noncancer
health effects associated with routine operation of the facility as
described in its Operation Plan. DTSC considers the HRA
estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer risk at the
maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in one
hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30 years to
be acceptable.

JTe-4 This business has not been neighbor friendly, The comment is noted. However, public meetings are open, by
and by the way they bring their Attorneys to the definition, to everyone, including the Facility and its lawyers.
meetings, they want to intimidate residents not
to fiqht this issue.

JTe-5 I belong to the local neighborhood The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
homeowners association and it doesn't look comments..
good for us little people. Please do not allow
this business to harm our air, water, and
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ground with this lead. Please put yourself in
our place.

Mrs. Margery Windle
13712 Benbrook Drive

LaPuente, California 91746
[November 19, 2001]

MW-1 "I am writing this letter in regards to the The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
hazardous waste facility, Quemetco, Inc. at primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and
720 S. ylh Ave., in the City of Industry. As you technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on
can see, our residence is only blocks away the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) to determine if
from this facility. I was out of town and unable emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
to attend the meeting that was held on health effects, including cancer, and regulate a facility so that
November 1. emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons

who may be experiencing health problems around a facility such
My husband and I have lived at the above as Quemetco should always consult their personal physician to
address for almost 28 years. New neighbors determine the cause of their health problems. Community-wide
have moved into the homes on our street. issues such as a perceived cancer cluster, increased reporting of
What concerns me is that a very high respiratory problems, etc. should be referred to the county and/or
percentage of our original neighbors have died State health authorities. DTSC has requested the assistance of
of cancer." the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services, Toxics

Epidemiology Program (LACDHS) and they have conducted
additional blood level testing in the area and determined that
blood lead levels are not elevated in the community around
Quemetco. LACDHS has also requested the assistance of the
University of Southern California Cancer Surveillance Program
which maintains the LA County cancer registry program. Their
analysis, comparing the incidence of specific cancer types which
may be associated with lead smelter emissions in the census
tracts around the Quemetco facility to LA County as a whole,
reported that although there was some excess risk of cancer in
specific strata of the population, there was no elevated increase
in cancer that they believed could specifically be attributable to
emissions from Quemetco.

MW-2 "On our street there are only 11 homes. See responses to comments LG-12 and MW-1.
Across the street from our house, Mr. And Mrs.
Ryan both died of cancer as did Mr. Sandoval
who lived next door to them. My next door
neighbor, Ella Franco, died of cancer recently
as did Cora Shields who lives two doors down
from me. The neighbor next door to her was
diagnosed with breast cancer. I understand
that there is a high rate of cancer in our whole
area, but I can speak only for my street."

MW-3 "When I received the toxic substances report It is unclear what "toxic substances report" is being referred to
from Quemetco, I called them and they told me here, but based on the response the commenter received from
that they can emit toxic waste as long as they Quemetco, it may be a State-mandated Proposition 65
tell us about it. I realize that life style and Notification. Facilities which emit chemicals known or suspected
heredity playa part in cancer, but I would like by the State to cause cancer must notify potentially impacted
you to look into this matter before Quemetco is persons of a possible risk (see for example the Prop.65
allowed to continue to pollute our air." notification posted at all gasoline filling stations). It is important to
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Ms. Lillian M. Avery
1015 Hedgepath Ave.

Hacienda Hts., California 91745
rNovember 20, 2001]

J
MW-4

LA-1
(letter)

"I find myself in a bad situation. I can move,
but do I sell to people with young children who
may be damaged or will the new owners have
a greater risk of getting cancer? I need to
know these answers as does the
Environmental Protection Agency."

"On November 1, 2001, Ms. Maya Akula,
Public Participation Specialist, So. California
Regional Office, organized a workshop in
Hacienda Heights to provide residents with an
opportunity to express concerns about the
proposed permitting of a hazardous waste
facility at Quemetco, Inc., and to obtain
answers to their questions.

Ms. Akula arranged for critical agencies, such

bear in mind that this notification does not mean you have
actually been exposed to these chemicals or if you are likely to
contract cancer if you have been exposed.
As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
(HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
(Kleinfelder, Inc.) The Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) reviews these HRAs to insure they are accurate and
complete and conform to State and Federal risk assessment
guidelines before they are used for regulatory purposes. The
HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those chemicals which
have actually been measured in the emissions source testing
required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled
sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion. The
SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and measuring any types
of emissions, including reported obnoxious odors, from the
facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a risk assessment,
we rely on comparison of estimated human exposures to
scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed based on
observed responses (dose-response relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in
humans, we assume that any exposure will increase the
probability that an individual may have an increased risk of
developing canc~r during the course of their lifetime as a result of
that exposure. Whether or not this risk is acceptable is a risk
management decision that DTSC considers in all aspects of a
permit decision. We agree that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
HRA, which uses the actual emission rates of all chemical known
to be emitted from the facility, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described in the Operation Plan. DTSC
considers the HRA estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in
one hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30

Iyears to be acceptable.

The comment is noted. See responses to more specific
comments.
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as SCAQMD, Los Angeles Dept. of Health
Services, Los Angeles Sanitation District, and
DTSC to participate and provide information
about their activities, and to respond to
concerns of residents regarding the
environmental impact of Quemetco on
Hacienda Heights and surrounding
communities Corporate representatives of
Quemetco were also present.
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RW-2 "We have suffered for over 30 years from the See response to comment RW-3.
effects of Quemetco's operatinq practices."

RW-1 "The Workman Mill Association is strongly The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
against granting a permit to continue operating comments.
in our area."

"I wish to express my sincere appreciation to The comment is noted.
your agency for the time and effort spent by
Ms. Akula in setting up and arranging this
workshop. The time and effort of participating
agencies is also appreciated.

Ms. Ruth Wash
Workman Mill Assoc., Inc.

P.O. Box 214.6
La Puente, California 91746

rNovember 26,20011

"I have been active in Hacienda Heights for The comment is noted.
many years, and represent the Hacienda
Heights Improvement Association (HHIA) with
respect to its concerns about Quemetco.
The public workshop of November 1,2001,
organized by Ms. Akula is the first workshop of
its kind, providing residents with the
opportunity to get information and answers
directly from critical involved agencies that I
have experienced. Although public attendance
was less than expected, those attending were
certainly able to express their concerns and get
answers or explanations."

Significant and continuous environmental
impacts by Quemetco on air quality and human
health and safety in Hacienda Heights have
existed without mitiqation for over 30 years."
The impact of operating Quemetco is directly See response to Comment LA-10.
borne by residents of Hacienda Heights and
surrounding communities, and requires
periodic Proposition 65 warnings.

RW-3 "Many of us as long time residents are sick and The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
dying of cancer, which we believe is a direct primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and
result of Quemetco's discharging carcinogens technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on
into the air, into the wash and into the ground." the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) to determine if

LA-4
(letter)

LA-3
(letter)

LA-2
(letter)
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emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
health effects, including cancer, and regulate a facility so that
emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons
who may be experiencing health problems around a facility such
as Quemetco should always consult their personal physician to
determine the cause of their health problems. Community-wide
issues such as a perceived cancer cluster, increased reporting of
respiratory problems, etc. should be referred to the county and/or
State health authorities. DTSC has requested the assistance of
the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services, Toxics
Epidemiology Program (LACDHS) and they have conducted
additional blood level testing in the area and determined that
blood lead levels are not elevated in the community around
Quemetco. LACDHS has also requested the assistance of the
University of Southern California Cancer Surveillance Program
which maintains the LA County cancer registry program. Their
analysis, comparing the incidence of specific cancer types which
may be associated with lead smelter emissions in the census
tracts around the Quemetco facility to LA County as a whole,
reported that although there was some excess risk of cancer in
specific strata of the population, there was no elevated increase
in cancer that they believed could specifically be attributable to
emissions from Quemetco.

As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
(HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
(Kleinfelder, Inc., an environmental consulting firm with
considerable experience in preparing complex HRAs for
companies). DTSC reviews these HRAs to insure they are
accurate and complete and conform to State and Federal risk
assessment guidelines before they are used for regulatory
purposes. The HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those
chemicals which have actually been measured in the emissions
source testing required by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions
from uncontrolled sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or
wind erosion. The SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and
measuring any types of emissions, including reported obnoxious
odors, from the facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a
risk assessment we rely on comparison of estimated human
exposures to scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria
developed based on observed responses (dose-response
relationships). For chemicals that may have the potential to
cause cancer in humans we assume that any exposure will
increase the probability that an individual may have an increased
risk of developing cancer during the course of their lifetime as a
result of that exposure. Whether or not this risk is acceptable is a·
risk management decision that DTSC considers in all aspects of a
permit decision. We agree that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
HRA, which uses the actual emission rates of all chemical known
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to be emitted from the facility, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described in the Operation Plan. DTSC
considers the HRA estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in
one hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30

I years to be acceptable.
RW-4 "Quemetco has been found in violation if illegal Quemetco has been cited for minor and serious hazardous waste

and unsafe disposal of its hazardous waste by- violations, and have been issued enhancement orders with
products numerous times over the past three penalties and compliance requirements to correct the violations.
decades and DTSC still allows them to
operate."

RW-5 "It is difficult to understand why DTSC shows See response to comment RW-3.
no concern for the health of thousands of
residents."

RW-6 "You are well aware of the serious health See response to comment RW-3.
problems we, in Quemetco's sphere of
influence, continue to battle to no avail."

RW-7 "Please consider our plight and close down The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
Quemetco." comments.

Mr. David Joel McKee
738 S. 3rd Ave.

La Puente, California 91746
rNovember 28, 20011

DJM-1 "The purpose of this letter is to inform you of See responses to other more specific comments.
my absolute opposition to the issuance of any
operating permit to Quemetco, now or in the
future."

DJM-2 "Quemetco has a documented history dating The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
from the late 1950's to the present time of comments.
polluting the air, water table, soil and nearby
San Jose Creek with lead, arsenic and other
toxic substances."

DJM-3 "Anyone who lives downwind of this company See response to comment MDH-17.
in the Bassett, La Puente, North Whittier or
Hacienda Heights areas can attest to the foul
odors which emit from Quemetco on a weekly
and sometimes daily basis."

DJM-4 "A toxic substance recycler such as Quemetco See response to comment DM-12.
has no place in a residential community so
close to schools, residences and food

Iprocessinq factories, "
DJM-5 "all of which depend on well water which has See response to comment DM-22.

been subject to Quemetco's toxic contaminants
for about 45 years now."

DJM-6 "I strongly urge you to do your civic duty and The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
shut Quemetco down for good as soon as comments.
possible."
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Mrs. Priscilla Lohff
Workman Mill Homeowners Assn.

508 S. 4th Avenue
La Puente, California 91746

[November 28, 20011
PL-1 "We all know Quemetco pollutes the air, water Comment noted. See responses to other more specific

and soil." comments.
PL-2 The question, apparently, is by how much. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the

When a little bit gets into our air, our food, our primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and
water and our ground, it's no longer a "little bit". technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on

the results of the health risk assessment (HRA) to determine if
emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
health effects, including cancer, and regulate a facility so that
emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons
who may be experiencing health problems around a facility such
as Quemetco should always consult their personal physician to
determine the cause of their health problems. Community-wide
issues such as a perceived cancer cluster, increased reporting of
respiratory problems, etc. should be referred to the county and/or
State health authorities. DTSC has requested the assistance of
the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services, Toxics
Epidemiology Program (LACDHS) and they have conducted
additional blood level testing in the area and determined that
blood lead levels are not elevated in the community around
Quemetco. LACDHS has also requested the assistance of the
University of Southern California Cancer Surveillance Program

, which maintains the LA County cancer registry program. Their
analysis, comparing the incidence of specific cancer types which
may be associated with lead smelter emissions in the census
tracts around the Quemetco facility to LA County as a whole,
reported that although there was some excess risk of cancer in
specific strata of the population, there was no elevated increase
in cancer that they believed could specifically be attributable to
emissions from Quemetco.

As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
(HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quemetco
(Kleinfelder, Inc:, an environmental consulting firm with
considerable experience in preparing complex HRAs for
companies). DTSC reviews these HRAs to insure they are
accurate and complete and conform to State and Federal risk
assessment guidelines before they are used for regulatory
purposes. The HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those
chemicals which have actually been measured in the emissions
source testing required by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emissions
from uncontrolled sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or
wind erosion. The SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and
measuring any types of emissions, including reported obnoxious
odors, from the facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a
risk assessment we rely on comparison of estimated human
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exposures to scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria
developed based on observed responses (dose-response
relationships). For chemicals that may have the potential to
cause cancer in humans we assume that any exposure will
increase the probability that an individual may have an increased
risk of developing cancer during the course of their lifetime as a
result of that exposure. Whether or not this risk is acceptable is a
risk management decision that DTSC considers in all aspects of a
permit decision. We agree that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
HRA, which uses the actual emission rates of all chemical known
to be emitted from the facility, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described in the Operation Plan. DTSC
considers the HRA estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in
one hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30

I years to be acceptable.
PL-3 "It seems we and our children are being used See response to comment PL-2.

as medical guinea pigs to see just how much
toxin, over how long a period, the human body
can tolerate."

PL-4 "In the past Quemetco and its' parent, RSR The comment is noted.
Corp., have incurred jail terms and millions of
dollars in fines for violations of clean air and
water laws."

PL-5 "Infractions in April and May of 2000 are not It is unclear as to what infractions are being referred to. DTSC
considered violations because the notices are does not have any pending enforcement actions against
still being processed by the Prosecutors office!" Quemetco that arose from any violations in 2000.

PL-6 "Asthma, Cancer, emphasema, leukemia... See response.to comment PL-2.
maybe we can't prove Quemetco is causing
them, but can Quemetco prove it is not?"

PL-7 "Besides human consequences, shouldn't the See response to comment DM-28.
EIR consider effects on local flora and fauna?"

PL-8 "The U. S. Wildlife Service and the California See responses to comments DM-10 and DM-28.
Department of Fish and Game, for instance,
should be asked to consider the results of
Quemetco effluent on the endangered Coastal
Live Oaks in the area and the small wild
animals and reptiles."

PL-9 "For instance, doesn't 1,3 Butadiene cause The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) agrees that
excessive leukemia and tumors in rats and long term exposure to 1,3-butadiene has been associated with a
mice and also have adverse reproductive and variety of harmful health effects. 1,3-butadiene is considered by
developmental effects?" the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U. S. EPA) to be a

probable human carcinogen (Class B2). The U. S. EPA does not
consider the epidemiological evidence to warrant a classification
as a known human carcinogen (Category A). The CalEPA Office
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has
identified butadiene as a "Toxic Air Contaminant" (TAC) with an
estimated cancer unit risk factor (URF) of 0.00017 per microgram
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per cubic meter of air (ug/m'\ The URF is an upperbound
estimate of the probability of contracting cancer for persons
continuously exposed for a 70-year lifetime. The risk assessment
conducted for the Quemetco facility estimated the excess lifetime
cancer risk from exposure to measured emissions of butadiene to
be 5.1 in one million at the maximum exposed individual resident
(MEIR) at the nearest actual residential receptor with the highest
estimated annual average ground level concentration (0.06
ug/m3

) assuming a 30 year exposure duration. Estimated cancer
risks at all other residences will be less.

Butadiene is a common, ubiquitous ambient air pollutant emitted
in significant quantities in vehicle exhaust as well as tobacco
smoke. Ambient air levels of butadiene in the South Coast Air
Basin range from 0.15 to 0.34 ug/m3 (California Air Resources
Board Air Quality Data Year 2000).

OEHHA has also evaluated the noncancer health effects of
butadiene for the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program and have
promulgated a chronic inhalation Reference Exposure Level
(REL) of 20 ug/m3

. The HRA predicted a maximum annual
average ground level concentration based on measured
emissions from the stacks to be 0.07 ug/m3 which is less than the
REL, and as such, no long term adverse noncancer health effects
are expected to occur. (The maximum GLC of 0.07 ug/m3 is the
plume point of maximum impact just north of the facility in a
nonresidential area). See also responses to comments DM-10
and DM-28.

PL-10 "Southern California has been charged with The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is
cleaning up the smog-filled air." the air pollution control agency for the four-county region

including Orange County and parts of Los Angeles, Riverside and
San Bernardino counties. This area of 12,000 square miles is
home to more than 14 million people - about half the population
of the State of California. SC AQMD is charged with the
responsibility for controlling emissions from stationary sources of
air pollution. These can include anything from large power plants
and refineries to the corner drycleaner. There are about 31,000
such businesses operating under SCAQMD permits. About 40%
of this area~s air pollution comes from stationary sources, both
businesses and residences. The other 60% of air pollution comes
from mobile sources - mainly cars, trucks and buses, but also
including construction equipment and trains and airplanes.
Emission standards for mobile sources are established and
directly regulated by state or federal agencies, such as the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the U.S.

) Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), rather than by local
agencies such as the SCAQMD.

PL-11 "DTSC can easily clean up this area. After 40 See responses to comments JTi-5 and OM-g.
years of "temporary" polluting "enough is too
much".
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"First of all, thank you for extending the public The comment is noted. See also response to JTi-3.
comment period as I was on a business trip
and was not able to comment on this matter
regarding Quemetco. Inc., Battery Recycling
Facility. This is a very serious issue as it
affects the community as a whole and its
members' health. Hacienda Heights and its
surrounding area are rapidly developing
communities with thousands of people living
and working here and calling this area their
home."

The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
comments.

The comment is noted. See also response to JTi-3.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and
technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on
the results of the health risk assessment (HRA )to determine if
emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
health effects, including cancer, and regulate a facility so that
emissions do not pose an unacceptable health threat. Persons
who may be experiencing health problems around a facility such
as Quemetco should always consult their personal physician to
determine the cause of their health problems. Community-wide
issues such as a perceived cancer cluster, increased reporting of
respiratory problems, etc. should be referred to the county and/or
State health authorities. DTSC has requested the assistance of
the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services, Toxics
Epidemiology Program (LACDHS) and they have conducted
additional blood level testing in the area and determined that
blood lead levels are not elevated in the community around
Quemetco. LACDHS has also requested the assistance of the
University of Southern California Cancer Surveillance Program
which maintains the LA County cancer registry program. Their
analysis, comparing the incidence of specific cancer types which
may be associated with lead smelter emissions in the census
tracts around the Quemetco facility to LA County as a whole,
reported that although there was some excess risk of cancer in
specific strata of the population, there was no elevated increase
in cancer that they believed could specifically be attributable to
emissions from Quemetco.
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As part of the permit process, a human health risk assessment
I (HRA) was prepared by a consultant hired by Quernetco

"This could potentially lead to higher
incidences of cancer, congenitally malformed
babies, or other medical conditions."

"With these many people residing here, we
cannot afford to have an industrial facility that
will be emitting toxic fumes into the air in such
close proximity to our residential community."

PL-12 "Please shut down or relocate Quemetco."

JTi-1

JTi-3

JTi-2
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(Kleinfelder, Inc., an environmental consulting firm with
considerable experience in preparing complex HRAs for
companies). DTSC reviews these HRAs to insure they are
accurate and complete and conform to State and Federal risk
assessment gUidelines before they are used for regulatory
purposes. The HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluated those
chemicals which have actually been measured in the emissions
source testing required by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), as well as fugitive emis~ions

from uncontrolled sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or
wind erosion. The SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and
measuring any types of emissions, including reported obnoxious
odors, from the facility. To evaluate potential health effects in a
risk assessment, we rely on comparison of estimated human
exposures to scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria
developed based on observed responses (dose-response
relationships). For chemicals that may have the potential to
cause cancer in humans, we assume that any exposure will
increase the probability that an individual may have an increased
risk of developing cancer during the course of their lifetime as a
result of that exposure. Whether or not this risk is acceptable is a
risk management decision that DTSC considers in all aspects of a
permit decision. We agree that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
HRA, which uses the actual emission rates of all chemical known
to be emitted from the facility, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described in its Operation Plan. DTSC
considers the HRA estimated upperbound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed individual resident MEIR) of 2.4 in
one hundred thousand based on an exposure duration of 30
years to be acceptable."

JTi-4 "Quemetco is good at testing children around There is no record that Quemetco has directly conducted any
this area to monitor to toxic level in their blood. testing of children. It is the Department of Toxic Substances
However, we cannot say for sure the test being Control's (DTSC) understanding Quemetco has provided some
conducted by Quemetco are conclusive and funding to provide free lead testing, but the Los Angeles County
impartial." Department of Health Services (LADHS) organized the efforts.

LADHS is the only agency that received the lab results and they
remain confidential. The results were tabulated and a summary
sheet was developed for those interested. There were 75 adults
and 169 children tested. Of those tested there was only one adult
identified with a slightly elevated blood lead level. This person
reported risks of lead exposure in the workplace.

JTi-5 "The most the test can prove is that at present Emission limits for specific chemicals have been established to
time, no toxic level has been detected in these protect human health. There are regulatory agencies, such as the
children. With no long term study, who is South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), which
confident enough to say that in 10 or 15 years monitor Quemetco and other industrial facilities to make sure the
down the line, everybody who lives in this emissions froin the sites are within the allowable limits. This
vicinity of the babies from whom used to live in Permit also imposes compliance schedule and monitoring
this area will not be affected by this toxic fume. requirements on the Facility.
Nobody knows, only time will telL"
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JTi-6 "But if we wait until then to take action, it is too See response to comment JTi-5.
late."

JTi-7 "The bottom line is that the data that we have See response to comment JTi-3.
right now does not guarantee anything in the
future and breathing toxic fume will potentially
lead to severely harmful effect."

JTi-8 "Nobody would love to play, work, or even live See response to comment JTi-3.
here if they knew that the air they breathe
every minute is contaminated with some toxic
substance."

JTi-9 "It is with this great concern, I urge you to deny The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
the permit for Quemetco." comments.

JTi-10 "Another comment that I would like to bring to Surveys, demographics and community interviews identified that
your attention is that majority of the people who only translations in Spanish were required.
live in Hacienda Heights are also Chinese-
speaking. Some of them do not read English
and, therefore, would not know what the
purpose of this issue. They may not or cannot
comment with the existence of their language
barrier, but this does not mean that they are
not concern at all at this matter."

JTi-11 Please also take this into consideration. The comment is noted. See responses to other more specific
comments.

Duncan McKee
738 South Third Avenue

La Puente, CA 91746
[December 5, 2001 (revised)]

DM-1 "This letter is to voice our input on The comments are noted. See responses to other more specific
Quemetco's permit and E.I.R. and to ask for comments.
the help from all public agencies involved in
the process. Our family has lived in the
Avocado Heights area since 1947. Our family
has protected and maintained habitat for most
of the species that I have mentioned in this
response. Quemetco claims that they have
"grand fathered" in the "right" to operate and
pollute the local area 'but; the fact is, that local
residents have opposed this operation for
nearly 40 years. Many of us feel that we have
grand fathered in the right to not be assaulted
in our own homes by the toxic emissions that
regularly bombard us from this facility."

DM-2 "The facts are that this facility has Quemetco's production capacity has increased over the years, but
increased in size and volume of material that it operates within the permitted throughput limits of its current
processed and is many times what it was Title V permit issued by South Coast Air Quality Management
when Quemetco acquired this site. To District (SCAQMD) and the storage limits under Interim Status
apply the grandfather principal in this case requirements previously issued by the Department of Toxic
would be like acquiring an existing single Substances Control (DTSC). In Quemetco's most recent revision
family dwelling, bUilding an apartment of its Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B
complex and disco tech, and c1aiminQ that it application, a revised RCRA Part A application was included.
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was legal to operate because the original Quemetco states that it listed its "maximum name plate" capacity
structure existed previously. I am concerned and not its present production levels. Quemetco claims that DTSC
to see that they are requesting in the permit does not regulate throughput capacity and has argued against its
application to be permitted to "Modify inclusion in the final Permit. Despite this, DTSC has included the
manufacturing processes to increase maximum throughput capacity in the Permit's unit descriptions. If
productivity." in the future, Quemetco seeks to increase its throughput, it must

submit an application to DTSC for a permit modification. It should
be noted that if Quemetco were to seek an increase in throughput,
it would also be required to seek a modification of its Title V permit
from the SCAQMD.

DM-3 "Will this increase emissions and discharges Quemetco's permit application does not involve a request to
from this facility?" increase emissions beyond the current emissions limits.

DM-4 "Will increases in the volume or scope of See response to comment DM- 2.
Quemetco's operation occur in the future?"

DM-5 "Will this involve new activities that were not The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) did not
operational at the point of acquisition by regulate the Quemetco facility when it commenced operations in
Quemetco of this facility?" the City of Industry in the late 1950s. Quemetco came under

DTSC's jurisdiction in the mid-1980's as a result of California's
obtaining interim authorization from the U.S. EPA to administer the
State program in lieu of the federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) program. Quemetco was required to file a
"RCRA Part A" application and, was subsequently granted "interim
status" to operate the subject hazardous waste management units.
Since the initial granting of interim status, Quemetco sought and
received specific permission to install production equipment such
as the slag reduction furnace (replacing an older electric arc
furnace) and environmental control equipment such as the
containment building which now houses raw material before
processing. The. revised Part B permit application did not request
permission to install new production or environmental control
equipment that seeks to operate those processes and control
functions which are currently operatinq under "interim status".

DM-6 "I am formally requesting that the permitting The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) must be
review process for this facility take into consistent in applying the applicable statutory and regulatory
consideration Quemetco and their criteria in making its decision on any given permit application to
predecessor's performance record from 1959 ensure that the environment and public he.alth are adequately
until present and not the last 5 years as has protected.
been suggested. It would be gross negligence
and incompetence by the Lead Agency if this
occurs in this case."

DM-7 "I have taken the liberty to include a copy This report is a public record and available to any member of the
(hard and digital) of a report called the public. However, its admissibility in an administrative or legal
Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring proceeding is subject to the applicable rules of evidence.
Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR
Corporation, City of Industry, California EPA
ID No. CAD066233966, March 8,1996. This
is DTSC's own well-written account of the
state of affairs surroundinq this operation. I
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DM-8

DM-9

am formally requesting that this document in
its entirety be admissible in any and all
present and future proceedings (including
court) concerning this facility. Special thanks
to Ruth and Jamshid for providing us with this
information and encouragement to participate
in the public input phase."
"I encourage all DTSC inspectors and those
involved in the permitting process to read it
carefully so they will have an idea as to the
extent of the problems with this facility and its
continued operations. In this report are
literally hundreds of violations, failures to
comply or evidences of hazardous soil and
water concentrations as well as
documentation of verbal agreements, special
permissions and questionable deals on
serious issues concerning permits to
discharge dangerous substances."

"I strongly encourage DTSC to be meticulous
in their scrutiny of all the serious issues
discussed in this report and to act swiftly to
insure that the contamination that exists at this
site is immediately addressed to prevent
further pollution of ground water in the area."

The Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC)
compliance file for Quemetco shows that there is a past history of
violations. Inspectors for the Statewide Compliance Branch review
these files on a routine basis. The 1996 Comprehensive
Monitoring Evaluation (CME) to which the commenter refers
resulted from on!3 such inspection by DTSC geologists to
determine whether Quemetco was satisfying the California Code
of Regulations, title 22, division 4.5, chapter 14, article 6,
groundwater monitoring requirements. It is inaccurate to state that
the CME report included special permissions or questionable
deals. DTSC recognizes that there is soil and evidence of historic
ground water contamination at the Facility and will require
Quemetco to determine the nature and extent of releases through
the corrective action process. The final Permit references, in Part
VI, the corrective action orders under which this work is being
required. Moreover, the final Permit has requirements for
enhanced environmental monitoring in Part IV.
The Department of Toxic Suo.stances Control (DTSC) recognizes
that there is soil and groundwater contamination at the facility and
will require the Permittee to determine the nature and extent of
these releases through the corrective action process. The Permit
references, in Part VI, the corrective action orders under which this
work is being required. Clean-up has already been accomplished
at portions of the Facility. For example, the former waste piles
have been remediated by having thousands of cubic yards of lead­
contaminated soil removed and replaced by clean backfill as a
corrective action Interim Measure. Similarly, the former waste
water impoundment was remediated through removal of
thousands of cubic yards of lead-contaminated soils. Cleanup
levels for both remediation activities were set by the U.S.
Emiironmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). The corrective
action orders cited in Part VI of the final Permit require the
Permittee to continue the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) to
determine the nature and extent of site-derived contamination.
This work will include off-site investigation with respect to soils and
ground water. DTSC has approved an RFI work plan submitted
by Quemetco to continue this work. If determined to be necessary
by DTSC, additional Interim Measures will be required of the
Quemetco even while the RFI work progresses. At such time as
DTSC determines that sufficient investigation has been
accomplished to evaluate potential remedies for the various
environmental media which may be affected, Quemetco will be
required to perform a Corrective Measures Study (CMS). DTSC
will evaluate the CMS and select appropriate remedies for the
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DM-10 "The Draft E.1. R. presented by Quemetco has
many shortcomings, over simplifications,
omissions, false statements, misleading
interpretations of data and erroneous
conclusions."

various environmental media which may be affected. DTSC plans
to provide periodic fact sheets throughout the corrective action
process in addition to soliciting public input during the remedy
selection component of that process.
The draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) was prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the State CEQA Guidelines, including analysis of project
impacts upon environmental resources identified during the Notice
of Preparation (NOP) scoping process, public hearings and
community outreach efforts. The environmental resources that the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) identified as .
being potentially significantly impacted by the project were
identified as follows:

• Land Use
• Earth Resources
• Water Quality
• Air Quality
• Noise
• Human Health
• Risk of Upset! Waste Management
• Transportation
• Public Services/ Utilities

During the NOP review period, no comments were received from
the public or affected agencies suggesting that the scope of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be expanded to include other
environmental resource areas or issues.

For clarification, DTSC found that certain environmental resources
would not be significantly impacted by the proposed project and
would not be included within the scope of analysis in the EIR.
These resources and the reasons they were not considered to be
significantly impacted by the project are as follows:

Plant Life
The facility is located in an existing industrial area, void of
substantive plant life. The project site is fully developed and
operational. Portions of the property have been landscaped with
non-native plants and cover material. A search of the California
Department of Fis.h and Game Natural Diversity Data Base was
performed to ascertain if any threatened or endangered plant
species were located at or in the vicinity of the facility. The data
base search was conducted for the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) quadrangle in which the facility is located (EI Monte 7 Y2
minute). This data search revealed that no threatened or
endangered plant species are located at or in the vicinity of the
facility. The project consists of approval to continue current
operations wi.th no construction, excavation or grading proposed.
Therefore, impacts to plant life are not expected.

Animal Life
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The facility is located in an existing industrial area, void of any
substantive animal life. The project site is fully developed and
operational. A search of the California Department of Fish and
Game Natural Diversity Data Base was performed to ascertain if
any threatened or endangered animal species were located at or
in the vicinity of the facility. The data base search was conducted
for the USGS quadrangle in which the facility is located (EI Monte
7 Y2 minute). This data search revealed that no threatened or
endangered plant species are located at or in the vicinity of the
facility. The project consists of approval to continue current
operations with no construction, excavation or grading proposed.
Therefore, impacts to animal life are not expected.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare
The facility is located in an industrial area, replete with existing
street and facility lighting to allow for operation on a 24-hour basis.
The project site is fully developed and operational. No new
lighting or construction is proposed as part of this project.
Continued operation of the facility is consistent with existing
aesthetic and lighting characteristics of the area. Therefore,
impacts to aesthetic or light! glare characteristics of the area are
not expected.

Cultural/ Archaeological/Paleontological Resources
The project site is fully developed and operational. The project
consists of approval to continue current operations with no
construction, excavation or grading proposed. Therefore, the
impacts to cultural, archeological or paleontological resources are
not expected.

Population/Housing/Recreation
The project site is fully developed and operational. The project
consists ofapproval to continue current operations with no
construction, excavation or grading proposed. There will be no
additional employees added to the employment base of the
existing facility. Therefore, impacts to the existing population,
housing or recreation resource base are not expected.

The comments do not provide sufficient information to suggest a
chanqe in the findinqs or conclusions contained in the draft EIR.

DM-11 "In addition, lack of data and questions See response to comment DM-1 O.
concerning questionable comparative study
test procedures and test results leave much
room for improvement."

DM-12 "For example, on page 1-2 it states "No Section 3.0 of the draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR)
significant adverse land use impacts were provides a complete analysis of the potential impacts to Land Use
identified. No mitigation measures are and Planning. The comments do not provide sufficient information
required." The truth is that significant adverse to suggest a change in the findings or conclusions contained in the
land use issues do exist but the Chambers dEIR.
Group in this grossly inept EIR did not identify
them."

69



\

o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

DM-13 "The E.I.R. states that "The project site is While not specifically named, the companies identified by the
located within an urbanized area in the City Of commenter were included by reference to the City of Industry
Industry that supports industrial and General Plan Land Use Map on pg. 3.1-3 of the draft
manufacturing facilities. The project is not Environmental Impact Report (dEIR). The comments do not
located within a Habitat Conservation Plan or provide sufficient information to suggest a change in the findings
Natural Community Conservation Plan Area." or conclusions contained in the dEIR. See also response to
This is n'ot true. comment DM-12.
"The fact: is that numerous, large food
manufacturing and food processing
companies (Golden State Foods, EI
Mexicano, La Victoria, Pachinos and several
others are all located within blocks of
Quemetc'o. Fresh Start Bakeries who I was
told bake the buns for McDonalds is located
just across the street from the facility within
several h,undred feet of Quemetco's stacks."

DM-14 "Where Glre these food-producing companies Food manufacturing is included under the Zone "M" classification.
(except Golden State Foods) mentioned in the Thus, the food manufacturing facilities mentioned in the comment
E.I.R.?" are included by reference in this zoning classification (see Section

17.16 of the City of Industry's zoning code. See also response to
comment DM-13.

DM-15 "The FOO'd and Drug Administration has The comment is noted. The specific food manufacturing entities
guideline:s that dictate how much of certain would need be in compliance with any applicable Food and Drug
substanc'es specific food products can contain Administration (FDA) protocol or guideline, however, this is not
including,1,3 Butadiene, Arsenic, Chromium 6 within the Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC)
and MerCfury. What levels do these hamburger purview. See also response to comment DM-1 O.
buns contain of each of the toxic substances
released :by Quemetco?"

DM-16 "What about the cheese produced at EI See response to comment DM-15.
Mexicano?"

DM-17 "What sp:ecial measures has Quemetco See response to comment DM-15.
provided :to safeguard the food products
produceq at these facilities from
contamination by stack and dust emissions
from this facility?"

DM-18 "What about short bursts when the pollutants In the Toxic Hot Spots health risk assessment (HRA) process the
might exceed safe exposure limits?" average annual emissions of the facility are used to calculate the

cancer risk and the chronic hazard index. Maximum hourly
emission rates are used to calculate the acute hazard index.
Health risks associated with non-inhalation pathways such as
ingestion from contaminated food are accounted for by using the
multi-pathway exposure models developed by the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) and Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). See response to DM-135, etc. for
background on the Toxic Hot Spots HRA. See also response to
comment DM-15.

DM-19 "Do hepa filters contain VOCs and other In responding to this question, it is assumed that the word
hazardous chemicals such as 1, 3 "contain" means "control". High Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA)
Butadien:e?" filters are designed to control particulates, not organic vapors. So,

1, 3-butadiene and other similar organic vapors are not controlled
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While it is true that contaminants have been released to the
aquifer system, the degree of "damage" is not established. There
are several methods for cleaning up ground water that can be
applied at the Facility should it be determined that cleanup for
specific constituents are ultimately necessary. Quemetco is going
to be required, as part of its RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI)
work, to determine the full nature and extent of site-derived

by the use of a HEPA filtration system. HEPA filters do, however,
control hazardous compounds that are in particulate form.
It is correct that the City of Industry Water Works System has a
reservoir located about 3 blocks from the Facility on Lomitas
between 3rd and 4th Avenue. However, the reservoir is not currently
a source for drinking water to the community. The three extraction
wells located about 6 blocks east of the 605 Freeway and about 5
blocks south of Valley Blvd, were previously shut down due to the
presence of contaminants in the aquifer. The City obtains water
from three private water agencies: Walnut Valley Water, Roland
Water, and Suburban Water. In addition, the City of Industry Water
Works System obtains water from the San Gabriel Water
Company. A portion of this water is also supplied to portions of the
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County.
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The three water purveyor extraction wells located about 6 blocks
east of the 605 Freeway and about 5 blocks south of Valley Blvd.
were shut down due to the presence of contaminants in the
aquifer. The groundwater quality, flow direction and groundwater
flow rate at the Quemetco Facility are measured and reported
quarterly in submissions to the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC). The levels of contaminants currently detected in
Quemetco ground water wells are such that the public drinking
water supply wells are unlikely to be affected at levels approaching
the maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) or action levels (ALs) for
the reported constituents at this facility. DTSC will continue to
evaluate these on-going submissions for such factors as
fluctuations in water level, flow direction, flow rate and
groundwater contamination which might indicate that existing soil
contamination is having renewed impact on ground water. The
final Permit contains conditions which require additional
groundwater and vadose zone monitoring to be performed by
Quemetco. Vadose zone monitoring provides an early warning for
renewed mobilization of soil contaminants. DTSC will consider
such threats in its evaluation of the corrective action remedy(ies)
for the various affected media at the Facility. Moreover, the local
water districts periodically analyze drinking water to assure that
the water meets the state-required standards for protection of
public health and report these results directly to their customers.
Drinking water is obtained for the area from three private water
agencies: Walnut Valley Water, Roland Water, and Suburban
Water. The City of Industry Water Works System obtains water
from the San Gabriel Water Company. A portion of this water is
also supplied to portions of the unincorporated area of Los
Angeles County.

"The E.I.R. states that the facility is not
located near any drinking water reservoirs.
This is not true. In fact City Of Industry Water
Works System has a reservoir located just
over 3 bl~cks from the Quemetco facility on
Lomitas between 4th and 3rd Avenue. This
reservoir serves the drinking water needs of
the entire area including much of City of
Industry."

"It is likely that contamination from the area
surrounding this facility has already done
irreparable damage to the underground
aquifer system in the area surrounding the site
and may be migrating at an unknown rate."

"The well~ themselves are located 3 blocks
North towards Valley Boulevard and around
10 blocks West toward the 605 Freeway, near
the duck farm, which may soon be preserved
as part of a bigger Natural Community
Conservation Plan. It is conceivable because
of the dendritic nature of subterranean
watercourses and the variability in direction of
transmis$ion due to fluctuations in ground and
soil-water conditions, that contamination of
ground water that exists on the site today
could contaminate those wells in the future."
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DM-23

DM-24

"Keep in mind that ground water
contamination quite possibly means that
under certain conditions ground water under
the facility could enter the surface water in the
San Jose Creek through the valves located at
500 foot intervals in the channel. Why has the
Porter-Cologne Act not been enforced in this
case?"

"Existing downgradient wells (MW-2 and MW­
3) were not at the limit of the regulated unit
(surface impoundment). These wells were 600
feet from'the impoundment, making it possible
for subsurface releases from the
impoundment to be undetected. Lead,
selenium', barium, chromium, cadmium,
copper, iron, and mercury concentrations in
groundwater samples exceeded Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs)."

It is the Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC)
responsibility to assure that Quemetco determines the nature and
extent of these releases and to select remedies during the
corrective action process. The public will be notified once the
extent of these releases has been determined and public input will
be solicited in the selection of the remedy for the contamination.
The groundwater quality, flow direction and groundwater flow rate
are measured and analyzed quarterly in submissions to DTSC.
The local water districts are required to periodically analyze
drinking water to assure that the water meets the state required
standards for protection of public health. The fluctuations in water
level, flow direction, flow rate and groundwater contamination will
continue to be monitored by DTSC and the water districts to
assure that the water from drinking water wells meets state
maximum contaminant levels. See also response to comment DM­
9.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has raised
this very issue in its 1996 Comprehensive Monitoring Evaluation
(CME). Clearly, large groundwater elevation increases could
cause potentially contaminated ground water to discharge into San
Jose Creek. DTSC is requiring in Part IV of the final Permit that
Quemetco begin to monitor surface water, under California Code
of Regulations,. title 22, division 4.5, chapter 14, article 6 to
address these issues. The Porter-Cologne Act is primarily
enforced by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (LARWQCB) which makes determinations on how to
implement the relevant water quality requirements. Should any
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) be adopted for the
Facility in the future by the LARWQCB, DTSC would include those
by reference in the Permit. In the meantime, DTSC has specified
monitoring points, etc. for surface water related to releases from
the former surface impoundment and waste piles.
Groundwater flow direction has changed over the history of the
facility. Groundwater monitoring wells MW-2 and MW-3 are
generally not downgradient of the regulated unit. The California
Code of Regulations, title 22, sections 66264.95 and 66265.98
require groundwater monitoring wells, known as point of
compliance (POC) wells, to be downgradient in the uppermost
aquifer at the boundary of the regulated unit (the former surface
impoundment). MW-2 and MW-3 are not designated as POC
wells. They are not required to be at the downgradient boundary
of the regulated unit. DTSC has required, in Part IV of the final
Permit, changes and additions to the groundwater monitoring
network which will improve the ability of the network to detect
further subsurface releases and to evaluate the extent of past
releases. Contaminants above maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) and action levels (ALs) have been detected in
groundwater over the history of the facility. In more recent times,
samples which have been analyzed from some of the existing
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See response to comment DM-28.

See response to comment DM-28. Coastal Live Oaks in the
surrounding area are within the County's and local jurisdictions
various programs for replacement if any trees are
removed/affected by construction or other activities. While these
programs do require examination of the trees for any adverse
health effects, there is no way to determine based on existing
information whether Quemetco or any other facilities in the area
have any adverse health effects or contribute to adverse health
effects on this species. If any Oaks were immediately adjacent to
Quemetco, and soil contamination or other factors could be

During the NOP review period, no comments were received from
the public or affected agencies suggesting that potential impacts to
Plant & Animal Resources were significant and should be included
within the scope of the EIR. Consequently, such an evaluation was
not included in the EIR. The comment does not provide detailed
information or data to suggest that activities associated with the
proposed project would result in significant impacts to Plant &
Animal Resources. Also see Response to Comment DM-10.

The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-10 and
DM-28.

The comment is noted. See response to comment DM-25.

network do not exceed the MCLs or ALs for lead and other metals.
More of concern, past analyses have shown exceedances of these
regulatory levels in wells not currently being sampled. Conditions
in Part IV of the final Permit address this concern and require
revisions to the groundwater monitoring and response plan
(GWMRP).
The comment is noted. The draft Environmental Impact Report
(dEIR) estimate of the nearest residence was an approximation.
The following language is inserted as clarification to the land uses
near the facility: "Residents occupy homes 1 block west of the
site on 6th Avenue. There is a Latin American Bible Institute
located between 5th and 6th Avenues and residences are located
on the west side of 5th Street. An equestrian facility and park are
located on Don Julian, a few blocks west of Quemetco. Due to the
nature of the layout of the industrial facilities in the area, city
streets are laid out further distant than that of a normal urban city
street system. As SUCh, the nearest receptors are on the order of
600 feet from the facility to the south in the Hillqrove area."

"Complete failure to identify and document the
fact that several nesting pairs of threatened or
endangered owls (with babies) are located 4
blocks from Quemetco in the 700 block of 3rd
Ave. dire,ctly west from Quemetco. This is
documented."

Environmental Impact

"Serious ,consideration of real and important
existing environmental issues is missing from
the Draft EIR and must be included in the
Final EIR." "Below are iust some of them."

"In addition the equestrian facility and park are
on Don Julian, just several blocks west of
Quemetco. This needs to be corrected."

"The E.I.R. states that the nearest residence
to the west is 0 mile from the site.
Not true. Residents occupy homes 1 block

west from the site on 6th Ave and the Latin
American Bible Institute has an apartment
complex (high density) between 6th & 5th
Avenues,while the west side of 5th Ave. is
lined with homes. So there may be several
hundred r,esidents within a few blocks of the
facility."
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DM-29 "In addition threatened hawks that play an
important role in the stability of the ecosystem
inhabit the area surrounding Quemetco (3 or
more species) again within 4 blocks of
Quemetco."

DM-30 "What is the effect of the multitude of
pollutants emitted by Quemetco on the native
species such as Quercus agrifolia (Coast
Live Oak) which exist throughout the
surrounding area, are on a Protected Species
List and some of which are hundreds of years
old?"

DM-28

DM-27

DM-26
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directly correlated, the cause and effect might be postulated.
However, that is not the case for this facility. See response to
comment DM-28.

DM-31 "According to testimony at the 1996 scoping The discharge to San Jose Creek was addressed through
session and included in the Draft enforcement actions taken by the LARWQCB. No similar
Environmental Impact Report, Quemetco and occurrences have been observed since that time. Also see
their predecessors discharged lead waste as response to comment DM-28.
well as numerous other toxins and poisons
directly and indirectly into the San Jose Creek
until 1975. This undoubtedly may have
caused damage to the fragile riparian
ecosystem that is now part of the San Gabriel
River Conservancy."

DM-32 "Are the authors of the E.I.R. not aware of the See response to comment DM-28.
bill introduced by Senator Solis and co-
authored:by Assembly members Calderon,
Ackerman, Romero and Gallegos that creates
the San Gabriel River and Mountain
Conservancy? According to the bill; "the
legislature hereby finds and declares that the
San Gabriel and it's tributaries and watershed,
and the San Gabriel Mountains, Puente Hills
and San Jose Hills constitute a unique and
important open-space, environmental,
anthropoiogical, cultural, scientific,
educational, recreational, scenic, and wildlife
resource that should be held in trust for the
enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present
and futurl'l generations". According to
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project
would normally have a significant adverse
impact related to land use and planning if it
would: conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan". According to Quemetco's
proposition 65 notification their toxic plume
potentially adversely affects all of these areas
except for the San Gabriel Mountains."

DM-33 According to the bill; "the legislature hereby See response to comment DM-28.
finds and declares that the San Gabriel and
it's tributaries and watershed, and the San
Gabriel Mountains, Puente Hills and San Jose
Hills constitute a unique and important open-
space, environmental, anthropological,
cultural, scientific, educational, recreational,
scenic, and wildlife resource that should be
held in trust for the enjoyment of, and
appreciation by, present and future
generations".

According to Appendix G of the CEQA
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Guidelines, a project would normally have a
significant adverse impact related to land use
and planning if it would: conflict with any
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan". According to
Quemeteo's proposition 65 notification their
toxic plume potentially adversely affects all of
these areas except for the San Gabriel
Mountains.

DM-34 "I am forl')lally requesting that input from each See responses to comments DM-10 and DM-28.
one of the authors and co-authors of this bill
and the ¢onservancy; be incorporated into the
final draft in the form of letters of approval
stating how Quemetco's continued operations
fits into the long term plan for this valuable
resource'."

DM-35 "How dOf;lS Quemetco's release of massive See response to comment DM-28.
quantities of various serious toxic substances
(Chromium 6, Mercury, Lead, Arsenic, 1,3
Butadiene, Dioxin, etc.) into the environment,
benefit and not conflict with the already
endanqered ecosystem?"

DM-36 "Is continued discharge (over the next 20+ The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
years) of these above named and other established controls for the facility in the form of permit conditions
substanCes into the local environment that will control the releases of toxics/ hazardous compounds into
complil'T,lentary to the long-term plan for this the environment for future Quemetco operations. In addition, the
area?" facility is located and allowed to operate in an area zoned for

industrial operations by the City of Industry, is included in the
existing Air Basin Plan approved by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District. As such, it was concluded that the proposed
project is consistent with the long-term plan for the area as
established by these entities. See also response to comment DM-
35.

DM-37 "Thousands of native frogs inhabited the area See response to comment DM-28.
and toxicity may well be responsible for their
demise."

DM-38 "The estimated quantities of toxic and See response to other more specific comments.
hazardous compounds released directly and
or indirectly into the environment could easily
be calculated by taking production records
from 1959 to present and comparing them to
the quantities that are removed through
treatment processes and estimates that are
available.. This will give an estimated amou.nt
that they may have discharged into the
environment."

DM-39 "What enyironmental mitigation measures has The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
Quemetco proposed to attempt to mitigate the established permit conditions for Quemetco that will control the
inevitable damage to the ecosystem that releases of toxics/hazardous compounds into the environment for
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these elements and compounds undeniably future facility operations. These permit conditions are enforceable
cause?" by DTSC pursuant to the Health and Safety Code and its

implementing regulations contained in the California Code of
ReQulations, title 22, division 4.5.

DM-40 "Quemetco must include a detailed realistic Quemetco is required to submit a detailed plan to address any
plan as to how they are going to remove all releases of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents as
of these potentially damaging substances part of the on-going corrective action required at the Facility. Also
from the.ienvironment, in the upgraded see responses to comment DM-39.
version of their E.I.R.

DM-41 "Quemet¢o must also include a detailed See response to comment DM-40.
realistic plan that outlines their future plan of
how they are going to stop discharging
poisonous substances into the air,
ecosystem and waters."

DM-42 "Has input from the recently created San See responses to comments DM-10, DM-28, DM-32, and DM-33.
Gabriel River Conservancy been incorporated
into the EIR?"

DM-43 "There is talk of incorporating the San Gabriel The National Park Service boundary is not near the project site. It
River and all of its tributaries (San Jose is not realistic to assume that the National Park Service would
Creek) into the National Park system. Has the incorporate this industrial area into its system. See also responses
National Park Service been consulted in this to comments DM-10 and DM-28.
matter? liihis must be done prior to this project
movinq forward."

DM-44 "The E. I.R. fails to mention the critical Wild The commenter does not indicate what wildlife corridor, or under
Life Cori.idor that allows numerous species whose jurisdiction that this corridor may be within. It is assumed to
such as tile endangered mountain lion to be a reference to a corridor at Whittier Narrows, or in the San
range fro[n Whittier Narrows to the Cleveland Gabriel Forest areas. There are no mountain lions in the City of
National Forest and maintain genetic Industry.
diversity."

DM-45 "This very important issue needs to be See responses to comment DM-28 and DM-44.
addressed and feedback from the
conservancy that facilitates this must be in the
final draft:'

DM-46 "1,3 Butadiene appears to be extremely See response to comment DM-28.
damaging to life forms in small amounts for
short durations. What effect will this substance
have on native flora and fauna in the
surrounding area, in particular the several
mentione,d above?"

DM-47 "At what concentration levels have any of the See response to comment DM-28.
agencies :entrusted to protect public health
and the ecosystem measured this
compound?"

DM-48 "No mention of the potential effects on the See response to comment DM-28.
multitude':of microorganisms that are an
integral component and the backbone of
most ecosystems."

DM-49 "Has any::data been compiled in regards to See response to comment DM-28.
this proiect as to the potential for this type of

76



o
o
o
o
o

o

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

damage? "
DM-50 "This needs to be addressed in detail in the See response to comment DM-28.

E.I.R incl~ding research as to the potential
adverse (and/or beneficial) effects that
Hexavalent Chromium, Arsenic, Barium,
Cadmium, Lead, 1,3-Butadiene, Mercury and
all other known and unknown potentially
hazardous substances that escape beyond
Quemetco's perimeter have on
microorq$nisms."

DM-51 "What is the effect of these hazardous See response to comment DM-28.
substances on mycorrhizae and their
symbiotic relationships with native plants in
the area?"

DM-52 "Hackaylo (1972) has suggested that without See response to comment DM-28.
mycorrihi~al associations most plants would
not be able to survive in the competitive
communities found in natural soil habitats." A
completei.study must be incorporated that
details the deleterious effect that any and all
of these chemicals, in their combined
capacity, are known to have on these types
of organisms

DM-53 "How do Quemetco's toxic discharges fit in See response to comment DM-28.
with current long term plans to restore native
plant material to the region?"

DM-54 "The EIR:did not identify the Museums, A review of land use information supplied by the City of Industry
Historical Structures, Plant Conservatories or indicated that there are no Museums, Historical Structures, Plant
Botanical Gardens that exist in the area and Conservatories or Botanical Gardens located within the immediate
this must be included in the Final Draft. How area of the project. In addition, the Health Risk Assessment
will noxious air emissions from Quemetco identified sensitive receptors in the vicinity in accordance with HRA
affect the senior citizen groups and school guidelines in terms of risk to children and senior who may inhabit
children that visit these facilities?" such facilities as school, day care centers, hospitals, etc. The HRA

guidelines do not require that such sensitive facilities include
Museums, Historical Structures, Plant Conservatories or Botanical
Gardens. See also response to comment D-10.

DM-55 "None of the above mentioned issues were See response to comment DM"54.
considered in the EIR and no reference of
long overdue environmental mitigation
measure!:) are even suqqested." ,

DM-56 "I have included a photo taken in November See responses to comments DM-10 and DM-28.
2001 less than 4 blocks from Quemetco that
shows a mating pair of what appear to be
"turkey buzzards." These are an important
component of the local, already fragile, \

ecosystem. What species is this in scientific
terms and why were these not documented
along with possible negative (or positive)
impacts on them, in the E.I.R.?"

DM-57 "Species of miqratory waterfowl (qeese, duck, DTSC concurs.
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etc) frequent the San Jose Creek and come
under the'jurisdiction of the United States
Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game.

OM-58 "Have these agencies been consulted and See response to comment OM-10 and OM-28.
informed of the research that indicates
potential damage that may occur, due to
exposure;to the known and possibly unknown,
toxins and substances discharged by
Quemetco into the air and water?"

OM-59 "Who bears the responsibility of obtaining See response to comment OM-57.
input from these agencies? Have these
species been identified and documented in
the E.!. R!?"

OM-50 "In addition skunk, raccoon, opossum, weasel, See response to comment OM-28.
mole, bats, deer, reptiles (gopher snake, king
snake, rattlesnake, alligator lizard, blue belly
lizard, etc.), hundreds of bird species, and
numerous species of insects and other wildlife
are indigenous to the local area surrounding
Quemetco. "

OM-51 "What measures has Quemetco implemented See responses to comments OM-28 and OM-39.
to insure their welfare?"

OM-52 "What research does the E.!.R. rely on to draw See response to comment 0-28.
a conclus,ion that these pollutants are not
adversely. affecting the threatened local
inhabitants? "

OM-53 "This is especially important since many of the See response to comment OM-28.
numerous pollutants are ~aseous in nature."

OM-54 "The Wildlife and Nature Center as well as a See response to comment 0-28.
Bird Sanctuary and Wetlands are located just
downstre!ilm and downwind from Quemetco."

OM-55 "I believe ,that the consulting firm that See response to comment OM-28.
Quemetco hired to prepare the E.I.R. may
have inadvertently overlooked this fact

OM-55 "Will a complete research be forthcoming and See response to comment OM-28
included in the final draft, prior to O.T.S.C.
approval Of a permanent-operating permit?"

OM-57 "Will O.T.S.C. use available animal research See response to comment OM-28.
such as that included with this response to
determine a risk assessment for the above
mentioned life forms?"]

OM-58 "Future plans include restoring populations of The comment is noted.
steelheaq trout that once spawned in the San
Gabriel River and likely its tributaries.

DM-59 "How will:Quemetco waste discharges to the See responses to comments OM-28 and OM-39.
Los Angeles County Sanitation District and
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their ultimate discharge into surface waters
leading into Whittier Narrows affect this
project, tl;le steelhead trout specifically?"

DM-70 "Has the Audubon Society, Ducks Unlimited, See responses to comments DM-10 and DM-28.
Green Peace, Sierra Club or any other
environm'~ntal group been consulted as to
how harmful these toxins mayor may not be
and what"effect they may have on the
environment? If they have, will you please
include their opinion in the final draft?"

DM-71 "If they have, will you please include their See responses to comments DM-10 and DM-28.
opinion in the final draft?"

DM-72 "1,3 Butadiene is not adequately addressed in The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
the EIR and may be the most dangerous The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) adequately addressed 1, 3
chemical Quemetco releases." butadiene. See also response to comment DM-73.

DM-73 "1,3 Butapiene is not adequately addressed in DTSC agrees that long term exposure to 1,3-butadiene has been
the EIR and may be the most dangerous associated with a variety of harmful health effects and that
chemical Quemetco releases. Small amounts exposure to relatively high concentrations for short periods of time
for short duration have shown "clear evidence" may have acute effects. However, the terms "small amounts",
to cause severe health problems." "short duration" and "clear evidence" are vague and unclear. 1,3-

butadiene (hereafter referred to simply as butadiene) is currently
considered by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.
EPA) to be a probable human carcinogen (Class B2), although this
classification is currently being re-evaluated by the U.S. EPA. The
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has identified
butadiene as a "Toxic Air Contaminant" (TAC) with an estimated
cancer unit risk factor (URF) of 0.00017 per microgram per cubic
meter of air (ug/m\ which is the toxicity value DTSC uses for
regulatory purposes in California. The URF is an upperbound
estimate of the probability of contracting cancer for persons
continuously exposed for a 70-year lifetime. The risk assessment
conducted for the Quemetco facility estimated the excess lifetime
cancer risk from exposure to measured emissions of butadiene to
be 5.1 in one million at the maximum exposed individual resident
(MEIR) at the nearest actual residential receptor with the highest
estimated annual average ground level concentration (0.06 ug/m 3

)

assuming a 30-year exposure duration. Estimated cancer risks at
all other residences will be less.

Butadiene is a common, ubiquitous ambient air pollutant emitted in
significant quantities in vehicle exhaust as well as tobacco smoke.
Ambient air levels of butadiene in the South Coast Air Basin range
from 0.15 to 0.34 ug/m3 (California Air Resources Board Air
Quality Data Year 2000 ).

OEHHA has also evaluated the non-cancer health effects of
butadiene for the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program and has
promulgated a chronic inhalation Reference Exposure Level (REL)
of 20 ug/m3

. The HRA predicted a maximum annual average
ground level concentration based on measured emissions from the
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stacks to be 0.07 ug/m" which is less than the REL, and as such,
no long term adverse non-cancer health effects are expected to
occur. (The maximum GLC of 0.07 ug/m3 is the plume point of
maximum impact just north of the Facility in a non-residential
area.)

Although the health risk assessment (HRA) prepared for the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this project did not evaluate
potential acute exposures « 24 hours), the Facility has previously
prepared a separate HRA specifically for the Air Toxics Hot Spots
Program administered by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). That HRA (referred to as an
AB2588 HRA) included maximum estimated one hour
concentrations as required by the Hot Spots risk assessment
guidelines. The Hot Spots risk assessment guidelines differ in
many aspects from the U.S. EPA and DTSC risk assessment
guidelines used to prepare the HRA submitted to DTSC. Based on
the Air Resources Board/SCAQMD risk assessment guidelines, a
maximum one-hour concentration of 1.05 ug/m3 was predicted for
butadiene. Other than OSHA worker protection industrial hygiene
standards, there are no generally accepted regulatory approved
acute toxicity reference values for 1,3-butadiene. The OSHA
Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) is 2200 mg/m3 for worker
protection. In rodent studies, the acute inhalation toxicity of 1,3-
butadiene is relatively low (Calabrese & Kenyon, Air Toxics and
Risk Assessment, Lewis Publishers, 1991).

DM-74 "This risk assessment of 1,3-butadiene, a gas The information quoted in this comment is taken directly from an
used commercially in the production of various Abstract for a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
resins arid plastics, concludes that 1,3- Office of Research and Development document titled "Health Risk
butadien'e is a known human carcinogen, Assessment of 1,3-Butadiene, External Review Draft, February
based on three types of evidence: 1) excess 1998. EPA/600/P-98/001A". This document is currently
leukemia's in workers occupationally exposed undergoing the required formal public external and scientific peer
to 1,3-bLitadiene (by inhalation), 2) occurrence review process (the external public review comment period ended
of a variety of tumors in mice and rats by April 17, 1998). The document is clearly labeled "Draft - Do Not
inhalation, and 3) evidence in animals and Cite or Quote." To date, the U.S. EPA has not formally approved
humans that 1,3-butadiene is metabolized into this document. Until such time as the peer review process is
genotoxip metabolites". completed, including any and all revisions, and the document is

approved by the U.S. EPA, Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) is not required to consider the information in its
permit decision for the Quemetco facility. We do note however
that the proposed cancer unit risk factor in the draft document is
nearly two orders of magnitude lower than the California
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) value used in
the Quemetco health risk assessment. Applying the proposed unit
risk factor (URF) would reduce the predicted cancer risk at off-site
residences to well below one in one million.

DTSC agrees that butadiene may have potential genotoxic (non-
cancer) health effects, based on results seen in laboratory
animals. Non-cancer health effects are not expected to occur
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DM-75 "The best estimate of human lifetime extra
cancer risk from chronic exposure to 1,3­
butadiene is 9 X 10-3 per ppm based on a
linear extrapolation of the increased leukemia
risks obs!3rved in occupationally exposed
workers. The corresponding estimate of the
chronic exposure level of 1,3-butadiene
resulting .in an extra cancer risk of 10-6 (i.e.,
one in a million) is 0.1 ppb".

DM-76 "1,3-Butadiene also causes a variety of
reproductive and developmental effects in
mice and! rats; no human data on these effects
are available. There are insufficient data from
which to draw any conclusions on potentially
sensitive subpopulations".

DM-77 "Soil sample test data may not accurately
reflect the actual concentrations of lead and
other toxic substances contained in and on
surfaces where exposure and uptake are most
likely to occur."

DM-78 "For example, lead concentrations in soil tend
to be gre!3ter in the upper most layer
(approxirhately 00) where runoff and fallout
from stack emissions as well as dust and
particulafe matter settle (accumulate)".

DM-79 "As lead is highly immobile in a system such
as soil, one would expect to find the highest
concentration from industrial sources to be
found in {he uppermost portion and samples
should be collected accordinQly."

DM-80 "Accordirig to the EIR, "composite" soil
samples were used in the testing that
Quemetco is basing their conclusion that soil
lead levels are not elevated in either Haciendah Heights qr La Puente in their soil lead

r~~

unless a threshold of exposure (e.g. average daily intake) is
reached. Based on the predicted annual average ground level
concentrations, non-cancer (including genotoxic) health effects are
not expected to occur.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) uses the
cancer potency factors (unit risk factors and cancer potency
slopes) developed by the California Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal EPA) , Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) for risk assessment purposes. The CalEPA
cancer unit risk factor is 0.00017 per ug/m3

; the CalEPA
corresponding estimate of the lifetime (70 years), chronic eXfosure
level of 1,3-butadiene resultin~ in an extra cancer risk of 10' (i.e.,
one in a million) is 0.006 uQ/m .
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) agrees that
butadiene may cause a variety of reproductive and/or
developmental effects in laboratory animals (non-cancer threshold
type effects requiring a certain minimum level of daily exposure).
A reliable summary of the known effects of butadiene in laboratory
animals and man can be obtained from the Center for Disease
Control Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) Toxicological Profiles (www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxpro2.html).
Depending on which "subpopulation" is being referenced, the
available data mayor may not be sufficient to evaluate all potential
health effects.
There is soil contamination at the Facility. The Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) will be evaluating all existing
data as part of the corrective action process. Additional soil
samples will be required if it is determined that the existing soil
data is not sufficient to evaluate potential exposure of human or
ecological receptors or threat to ground a'nd surface water. It is
DTSC's responsibility to ascertain the nature and extent of these
releases and to select remedies for them during the corrective
action process. The public will be notified once the extent of
these releases has been determined and public input will be
solicited in the selection of the remedy for the contamination.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) concurs.
See also responses to comments DM-77 and DM-84.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) concurs.
See also responses to comments DM-77and DM-84.

Algebraically this would be the expected concentration.
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DM-82

DM-83

DM-84

comparative study. Hypothetically speaking if
one were to obtain a 1000 gram soil sample
and the portion closest to the surface
(1/40mo$t likely to give an accurate picture of
lead deposits) weighed 10 grams and
contained 10,000 ppm lead and the remaining
990 grams contained a ppm. When the
various layers are blended and tested the
concentration theoretically should be
somewhe:re around 100 ppm. Is this true?"
"If this were correct, by definition, composite
soil samples would not be an appropriate
protocol 1'0 use when collecting samples for
research iused to determine a risk factor. "

"Can youitguarantee that the research that
Quemetcb has based their assertion that soil
lead levels in the areas surrounding the site
are not efevated, gives an accurate depiction
of possible lead concentrations in surrounding
soils?"
"It is my opinion that to obtain a factual
representation of actual soil lead
concentr<;ltions used to calculate an accurate
Health Ri;sk Assessment, samples need to be
taken from areas that would be most likely to
contain the highest concentrations and not,
"watered ,down"(diluted) prior to analysis.
D.T.S.C. expert, Mr. Chandler, indicated in his
Novemb~r 1, 2001 testimony that he agreed
when presented with a similar scenario. He
said, "I won't run through the math with you,
but I will tell you that if you take a hot sample,
you take 10,000 parts per million and mix it
down, essentially, by taking the other samples
of considerably lesser than your average
value for that composite sample, it would be
low". "This is one of the reasons why,
typically, When we're doing both closure work
that we db and the corrective action work
trying to clean up sites, we typically don't
like to ta~e or allow the facility's
consulta:l1t to take composite samples".
"Has the D.T.S.C contacted Los Angeles
County D'epartment of Health Services and

Sampling requires consideration of how the resultant data will be
used. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
describes this as evaluation of data quality objectives (DQOs).
With respect to inhalation of re-suspended contaminants and
contact issues from airborne deposited contaminants, it is most
appropriate to sample from a narrow band of soil which would first
be most likely to have impacted by deposition and secondly be
most susceptible to re-suspension and contact opportunities.
Samples need to be obtained at multiple depths to represent
different exposure and migration scenarios. See also response to
comment DM-84.
Sampling results are always subject to the context of the protocols
that were used to obtain those results.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) concurs.
Samples which will be obtained as part of future RCRA Facility
Investigation (RFI) phases will not be composited unless, in rare
instances, it is appropriate for specific carefully constrained
technical purposes. Any such composited samples would be
carefully identified to prevent any confusion with discrete samples.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is aware of
potential flaws in soil samplinq protocols previously utilized durinq
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DM-86 "In addition, extraction protocols that are used See responses to comments DM-77, DM-78, DM-79,
can significantly impact the concentration of DM-80, DM-81 , DM-82, DM-83, DM-84 and DM-85.
substances that are detected in test results
using the same analytical equipment. To
obtain accurate test results to be used in a
Human Health Risk Assessment; protocols
that are most likely to produce an accurate
depiction of actual concentrations of toxins in
soil musfbe utilized. We must be certain that
toxins th~t are free, absorbed or adhered to
parent material, clay and organic-matter
components of the soil are contained in the
test solution."

The characterization and remedy for the soil contamination at the
Facility will take into account that ground water is a sensitive
receptor. The solubility and leaching potential of contaminants will
be taken into account during the RCRA facility investigation (RFI)
and remedy selection.

83

The blood lead study conducted by Los Angeles Department of
Health Services (LADHS) in the early 1990's was a well-designed
cross-sectional study. West Covina was chosen as the control
community because it is a town without a large stationary lead
source and has similar housing stock, demographic

soil sampling at the Facility, and will be requiring Quemetco to
perform additional RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) phases which
will address the issue of representative sampling. Additional off­
site sampling is expected to be included in future RFI work. Such
protocols have been evaluated as part of the review of RFI work
plans that Quemetco has submitted to DTSC. See also response
to comment DM-9.
The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) does not use measured soil
concentrations to evaluate risks so the effect of using or not using
composite samples is irrelevant. The HRA evaluated potential
risks from chemicals emitted from the Facility in particulate form
using a regulatory recommended fate and transport model that
assumes particles emitted from the facility are deposited onto the
ground and vegetation based on their settling velocity and
accumulate over time in soil and edible produce. The predicted
concentrations of these particulate-bound chemicals of concern
(primarily metals) are those that would be expected to occur over
and above concentrations that occur form other natural and man­
made sources and represent the incremental risk associated with
routine process-controlled emissions and fugitive dust emissions
from wind and vehicle traffic from the Quemetco facility. The risk
assessment is not intended to evaluate cumulative risks from all
sources of pollutants in a neighborhood. It only evaluates the
potential health risks attributable to Quemetco.

"In addition to the protocols used to obtain
samples ,and extracts, the locations chosen for
the comparative studies are questionable.
West Covina is bisected by the San
Bernardil';lo Freeway, which precludes by

communicated to them this potential inherent
flaw in the soil-lead study that Quemetco is
basing t~eir assertion that soil lead levels are
not elevated?"

DM-89

DM-85 "How does this substantially change the
Human Health Risk Assessment
calculations?"

DM-88 "Do these protocols insure that substances
are made available in solution, for detection
when tested?"
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many ye<;irs the more recent Pomona characteristics and vehicular traffic patterns to Hacienda Heights.
Freeway, This could potentially raise the lead The fact that the San Bernardino Freeway bisects West Covina
concentrations from leaded gas emissions in does not change the appropriateness of the comparison.
West Covina soils thus reducing the likelihood
of accuracy in any comparative study."

DM-90 "This would include a blood lead concentration See response to comment DM-89.
study as well. According to Dr. Simon of
LACODHS, Dthere was a situation in Bell
Gardens at an elementary school next to a
similar type of industryO that had a lead
pollution problem of their own. If this is
correct, Bell Gardens would not be a viable
candidate for a comparative blood or soil lead
concentr$tion study either."

DM-91 "Data on ;soil concentrations of other toxic The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) used regulatory approved
substances such arsenic, chromium 6, models to estimate dry deposition of particulate-bound emissions
cadmium, barium, mercury and all others is from the Quemetco facility and subsequent accumulation in soil.
conspicu0usly absent from the E.I.R. and The predicted soil concentrations of the metals noted are shown
must be ihcluded to accurately depict a risk on the computer model output in Appendix C of the HRA.
assessm!=!nt."

DM-92 "Has this:;research been done?" These constituents will be included in the further RCRA Facility
Investigation (RFI) work to be performed by Quemetco. See
responses to comments DM-9 and
DM-91.

DM-93 "Were "composite" soil samples used in these The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) did not
tests?" perform this work. It is not clear from the information the DTSC

has available what soil samplinq protocols were utilized.
DM-94 "If my memory serves me correctly Groundwater elevation during the most recent groundwater

contamination in soil and water exist at depths monitoring was between 49 and 55 feet below ground surface
of at least 68 feet at the Quemetco facility." (bgs). Ground water elevations vary through time. Lead

concentrations have been reported at groundwater elevations of
less than 30 feet bgs (19 ug/I) to 60 feet bgs (10 ug/I). Elevated
lead concentrations, as high as 1,800 mg/kg, have been reported
from soils to depths of at least 69.5 feet below ground surface
(bgs) when groundwater monitoring well MW-10 was installed in
1991.

DM-95 "This must be arrested and cleaned up before The potential fate and transport of contamination found in soils and
it migrates a greater distance than it already ground water will be taken into consideration when the Department
has and ¢ontinues to do irreparable damage of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) selects a remedy for the soil
to the ground water system." and groundwater contamination at the facility. See also response

to comments DM-9 and DM-22.
DM-96 "How does Quemetco propose to dig down 68 This will be addressed in the remedy selection process. Further

feet, pump and treat all the contaminated excavation and "pump and treat" are certainly techniques that
water, remove and replace all of the might be proposed by Quemetco in the future. However, the
contaminated soil and remove the toxins nature and extent of contamination at the Facility remain to be
before they migrate and do additional adequately determined. Note also, that levels of contamination
damage?" are relatively low, even though lead, for example, has been

reported at concentrations mildly exceeding the maximum
contaminant level (MCl). See also response to comment DM-9.

DM-97 "In the words of D.T.S.C themselves: OThere The objectives of additional phases of RCRA Facility InvestiQation
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is no point in proposing a different (RFI) will define the hydrostratigraphy and potential
hydrostratigraphic model just because the site interconnection with deeper aquifer units. See also response to
is being regulated under RCRA. Uppermost comment DM-9.
saturated horizons in the San Gabriel/Puente
Basins mostly connect to each other and to
underlyimg saturated units."

DM-98 "Do Quernetco's releases exceed California's It is unclear as to what "standard for inhalation of Chromium" is
new standard for inhalation of Chromium 6? " being cited by commenter. The California Environmental

Protection Agency (CaIEPA)/Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has adopted a chronic inhalation
Reference Exposure Level (REL) for the Air Toxics Hot Spots Risk
Assessment Guidelines of 20 ug/m3 for hexavalent chromium.
Below this concentration, no non-cancer adverse health effects are
expected to occur for a person continuously exposed to
hexavalent chromium. The Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
predicted a maximum annual ground level concentration of 0.07
uq/m3 which is well below the REL.

DM-99 " What is California's new standard for On November 9, 2001, the California Environmental Protection
Chromium 6 in potable water?" Agency (CalEPA), Office of Environmental Health Hazard

Assessment (OEHHA) withdrew the proposed Public Health Goal
(PHG) for chromium. This goal was based on the supposed oral
carcinogenicity of hexavalent chromium, relying on a single
experiment conducted in mice. A scientific panel convened by the
University of California at OEHHA's request issued a report in
September 2001 that concluded the study's data was flawed and
should not be used as the basis for health risk assessments.
Therefore, this PHG was withdrawn. Presently there is no specific
standard for hexavalent chromium in water, just a total chromium
standard of 50 mg/!.

DM- "Do Quemetco airborne emissions or water There are no state or South Coast Air Quality Management District
100 contamination levels exceed this limit? " (SCAQMD) source-specific standards for concentrations of

chrome coming from secondary lead smelter stacks or for ambient
air levels. Hexavalent chrome emissions are taken into account in
new source review under SCAQMD Rule 1401. Hexavalent
chrome emissions measured from the stacks at Quemetco are
very small, but have been accounted for in the Toxic Hot Spots
health risk assessment (HRA). See also response to comment
DM-135.

DM- "The facts indicate that there has been gross The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
101 incompetence at every point in the history of Quemetco has been operating under Interim Status Document

this facility." (ISD) since 1982 and has been overseen and regulated by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), California
Department of Health Services (DTSC's predecessor agency), and
DTSC. Moreover, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts and City of Industry have either
routinely or on an unscheduled basis inspected the Facility to
ensure that it was complying with applicable statutes and
regulations of the respective aqencies.

DM- "The closure of this facility should have In order to comply with Clean Water Act, Quemetco was required
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102 occurred in 1972 or shortly after the to cease discharge of cooling water, plant wash-down water, and
enactme"ht of the Clean Water Act." direct surface water run-off from the former impoundment into San

Jose Creek. Quemetco constructed a waste water treatment
system and is connected to the Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts sewer system.

DM- "The record shows the history of this facility is There were violations discovered during the inspections by the
103 dubious !:it best and production practices have Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and other

been sloppy." agencies. However, Quemetco has corrected those practices that
led to the citations or enforcement actions.

DM- "The record illustrates practices that in my The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
104 opinion a.mount to environmental genocide There is nothing in the record to indicate that problems have been

that have been "paved over" and to this day "paved over".
not addressed."

DM- "I am puzzled by DTSC's failure to act on On August 17, 1987, the California Department of Health Services
105 documerited evidence of a nature so gross (the predecessor agency to DTSC) and U.S. Environmental

that the only environmentally responsible Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) issued a Remediation Order and
action in this matter requires Consent Decree respectively. Both enforcement actions required
interdepartmental cooperation and assistance Quemetco to submit a remedial investigation plan, groundwater
by Federal Prosecutors." monitoring plan, surface impoundment closure plan, and corrective

measure plan. This Permit imposes additional corrective action
requirements and other conditions to ensure adequate protection
of the environment and public health.

DM- "It appears in DTSC's own reports that they The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees
106 are intimidated by the prospect of a lengthy with the comment. The Facility must be operated pursuant to state

court battle involving regulatory agencies and law and regulations and it has both the obligations and rights
the attorneys from this company. In my provided thereunder.
opinion the method by which this company
has oper?ted is a misuse of the RCRA status
that they attempt to hide behind."

DM- "The fact's are that the act was designed to Every year, California generates millions of spent batteries.
107 reduce cpntamination of the environment and Quemetco treats and recycles these spend batteries to prevent

not to disperse the contamination from those batteries being disposed of in the landfill or spread into the
millions of batteries in low concentrations over environment by illegal dumping, either of which could create
a wide spread area." health hazards.

DM- "Quemetbo practices dilution and Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees. See
108 disbursement rather than collection and response to comment DM-1 07.

concentration as the act was originally
intended."

DM- In order to meet this criteria for "clean closure" See response to comment DM-110.
109 there has to be a determination that no

releases that have affected ground water have
occurred':or are continuing to occur and that
the Facility once "closed" will not be a threat
to ground water. Such a determination is
unlikely, based on the following facts and
previous determinations to the contrary.

DM- "The closure plan did not satisfactorily Section 4.6, Groundwater Quality Assessment and Monitoring
110 consider that ground water beneath the Program and Section 9.2, Post-Closure Monitoring and

Facility h:as already been determined to be Maintenance Activities in the approved Closure Plan, dated May
contaminated by lead, cadmium, mercury, and 21, 1993, required Quemetco to implement groundwater
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] DM-
111

DM­
112

DM­
113

chromium as supported by groundwater
monitoring analytical data from 1982-1987
(monitorilJg wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-3 and
MW-4)."

"These data indicate that lead and other
metals hejd, at that time, contaminated ground
water across the entire boundaries."

"The fact ,of the matter is that it would be
irrespons!,ble to not immediately institute
cleanup of the toxicity that exists beneath this
site. It wo'uld be careless to overlook this
problem.','; .

"In the D1SC Report it indicates that lower
contaminant concentrations that Quemetco
claims, are likely a result of contamination
moving offsite and into the local aquifers when
ground water fluctuations occur."

monitoring requirements but did not require any groundwater
cleanup. The Corrective Measures Plan in the Remedial Action
Order requires Quemetco to take remedial measures to eliminate
or control afIY groundwater contamination. Although on June 28,
1995, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
notified Quemetco that the soil medium portion of the surface
impoundment unit met the closure performance standards as
specified in the approved Closure Plan, it also informed Quemetco
that DTSC had determined that the ground water medium was
deemed to have been affected. The ground water underlying the
unit had exhibited contamination with lead and other metals.
DTSC determined that Quemetco had not provided data or
information which could conclusively demonstrate that
groundwater contamination could not have been derived from the
surface impoundment unit and that post-closure care would
therefore be required. The groundwater monitoring assessment
must be continued at the site and the site is subjected to post­
closure requirements. The final Permit contains conditions which
address ground water through the mechanism of post-closure
care.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
Although DTSC determined that the ground water medium had
been affected, it was not shown that ground water was
contaminated "across the entire boundaries."
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
The groundwater issues at Quemetco are not being overlooked.
The groundwater contamination that has been covered in the
quarterly and annual groundwater monitoring reports, while of
concern, has not yet been determined to rise to the level that
requires immediate cleanup. The Permittee is going to be required,
as part of its RFI work, to determine the full nature and extent of
site-derived contamination See also responses to comments DM­
9, DM-22, DM-23, DM-24, DM-110, and DM-113.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
determined that a release of contaminants from the surface
impoundment caused groundwater contamination. The final
Permit is a combined post-closure care and operating permit which
requires continued groundwater monitoring to evaluate the past
release(s) and to monitor for potential future releases. DTSC is
responsible for assuring that Quemetco completes the RCRA
Facility Investigations (RFI), which also must include evaluation of
groundwater contamination. DTSC believes that there is
contamination released by the Facility, and does not intend to
overlook these problems. However, a long term remedy can only
be selected after the RFI phases are completed. In order to
remedy the situation, DTSC must know where the contamination is
concentrated, and where it is not and to what degree. Before
selecting a remedy, the Facility will perform additional RFI work
under the corrective action process. The objectives of these
investigations are to define the hydrostratigraphy and potential
interconnection with deeper aquifer units. The investigations will
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The corrective action process is on-going. See response to
comment DM-40.

88

No. As part of the on-going corrective action under the existing
orders and agreements, a future remedy to be selected may allow
some contamination to remain but at levels which are protective of
human health and the environment. Similarly. the closure process
will proceed to either meet closure performance standards, or the
Facility will be subject to further post-closure care requirements.

See response to comment DM-114.

That is correct. However, all blood lead levels between 0-9
micrograms/deciliter are considered to be within normal limits.
Which means all but a few children tested had blood lead levels
within the acceptable range.

All of these children had blood lead levels within the normal range.

also evaluate long term migration and historical groundwater
elevation fluctuations in a fate and transport analysis. DTSC is
tasked with determining the nature and extent of these releases
and selecting the appropriate remedies during the corrective action
process. The public will be notified once the extent of these
releases has been determined and public input will be solicited in
the selection of the remedy for the contamination.

The L.A. County Department of Health Services (LACDHS) has no
reason to disguise the results of the blood lead study especially
since the overall Los Angeles County blood lead levels are above
the national average. Ultimately, LACDHS looked for elevated
blood lead levels, which is defined by the Centers for Disease
Control as 10 micrograms per deciliter or higher. There were 122
children tested in each, the study site and control site As indicated
in Table 2 there was one child with an elevated blood lead level in
the study site (Hacienda Heights) and two children with elevated
levels in the control site (West Covina).

DTSC is responsible under state law to make the decision to
approve or disapprove of Quemetco's permit application. Since Mr.
Wayne Nastri is not involved in this decision making process, any
possible connection between Quemetco and Mr. Nastri is not
relevant, nor is it an issue concerning conflict of interest in this
case.

"Why is <il proposal for a remedy to this
critically Important issue, not in the E.I.R.? Is
this not far more important than acquiring a
permit to continue with environmentally
irresponsible practices for the next 20+ years?
"

"Did Quemetco submit a proposal in their Post
Closure Plan that would insure that there
would be no contamination left on the property
after thei'r abandonment of that property?"

"In addition the same tables show in the 5-9
ug/dl group La Puente had 37 compared to 27
in Bell Gardens and Hacienda Heights had 45
compared to 28 in West Covina. The
numbers'"speak for themselves."

"The dat<;l in Table 2 and Table 20 clearly
shows ar;ld Dr. Simon finally admitted that
West Covina and Bell Gardens had a greater
number of people tested that had low
«5ug/dl) blood lead levels than Hacienda
Heiqhts ~nd La Puente respectively."

"In addition the paving over of the surface
impound'ment and the arrangements to do so
by the consulting firm that Wayne Nastri was
affiliated with means that he may have
intimate knowledge as to the true state of
affairs cqncerning this facility."
"I am requesting that he, in his new capacity
as EPA Chief of Western Region 9, exercise
his authority and initiate closure and cleanup
of this site."
"Both Quemetco in their literature and
LACODHS personnel in their interaction with
the publiC have disguised the results of the
compara'tive blood-lead level testing by

"compari~g them to a national average."

DM­
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DM­
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DM- "Will those research results be forthcoming in
125 the final draft of the E.I.R?"

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has no plan
for separate research into the volume of previous discharge of
waste waters into San Jose Creek that was regulated by the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. See also
response to comment DM-124.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does
not have the volume totals discharged to San Jose Creek,
since this activity was regulated by the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board.

89

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is aware
that some surface water run-off from areas not directly used for
lead storage or processing is being discharged to street(s) that
may drain into San Jose Creek during rain periods. San Jose
Creek received industrial waste discharges from Quemetco until
1975 when the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) ordered the practice terminated because the
discharge exceeded effluent limitations on several occasions. The
industrial waste had caused etching of the creek's lined wall at the
point of discharge. At that time, wastes were discharged into a
storm drain which subsequently fed into the San Jose Creek at
Channel Station 158. Early records indicate that the creek was
originally unlined. A subdrain structure underlies the existing
concrete channel. Surface flow in San Jose Creek is westerly to a
juncture with the San Gabriel River. Beneficial uses of the San
Jose Creek and San Gabriel River include: industrial, agricultural,
groundwater recharge, freshwater habitat, non-water contact
recreation, and water contact recreation. The final Permit contains
requirements for the Facility to have a plan to sample and control
any surface water run-off

Excavation is only one of several remediation alternatives that
could be applied to soil contamination at Quemetco. The
appropriate remedies to be considered will be determined in the
Corrective Measures Study. The Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) is responsible for assuring that the facility
determines the nature and extent of these releases and selecting
the appropriate remedies during the corrective action process.
The public will be notified once the extent of these releases has
been determined and public input will be solicited in the selection
of the remedy for the contamination.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is aware of
the soil contamination associated with solid waste management
units (SWMUs). DTSC is requiring Quemetco to conduct further
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) which includes evaluation of all
the SWMUs. For example, on September 21, 2004, Quemetco
commenced RFI work at the Waste Water Treatment System.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has no plan
for separate research into the quantity of "identified substances" in
previous discharqe of waste waters into San Jose Creek that was

"Previous boring logs indicate that the
soils around this "background" monitoring
well are'reported to be contaminated to
depths of up to 68 feet bgs with up to 1800
mg/kg of lead."

DM- "What quantity (in tons) of each of the
126 identifieo substances has Quemetco

discharged into the environment, since this

DM- "What quantity in billions of gallons has
124 entered the San Jose Creek through

discharge, overflow from the surface
impoundment and runoff from this facility
since 1959? "

DM-12. "Will this,plan include removing any and all
toxic substances down to the depths that they
have be$n detected?"

DM- "Above is a photo taken recently that shows
123 the north: perimeter of the Quemetco facility.

Accordin'g to the E.I.R. no significant runoff
occurs. Rrom this photo it is clear that this is
not true;"

DM­
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See response to comment DM-128.
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facility began operations in 1959?" regulated by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control

O
Board. However, the corrective action process may yield data
and information on the nature and extent of contamination deriving
from the Facility throuQh and in various media.

DM- "A full res.earch must be included in the Final It is unclear as to what the commenter means by full research.

O127 Draft for each known, suspected and unknown The dEIR and associated health risk assessment clearly identified
potential pollutant and chemical associated hazardous waste and hazardous waste constituents that are
with this facility." associated with the Facility. The final Permit contains conditions

O
that require Quemetco to monitor ground and surface water as

.. well as soil-pore water for all constituents-of-concern.
DM- "When was the last time that personnel from DTSC has not collected any surface water run-off samples from
128 D.T,S,C'I) or any public agency collected Quemetco facility.

O samples of runoff and tested them for the long
. list of toxic substances associated with this

facility, immediately following the onset of a

O
rainstorm subsequent a period of non
precipitation?"

o
DM­
131

DM­
132

"What corrective measures will be required to
stop runoff from entering the San Jose
Creek?"

"Is testing for Volatile Organic Compounds
done? If not, why not?"

"Quemetyo representatives state that all water
and rainwater on the Facility goes through the
treatment unit before being released into the
sewer sy~tem. They stated that composite
samples !are taken every six days and sent to
a private iab for testing. Quemetco
representatives informed DTSC staff that the
effluent levels presently met all standards and
that there' were no problems with their
wastewater process." "The facts are that all
rainwater is not captured and treated. I draw
your attention to the statement that composite
samples iilre used in the testing to determine if
discharg~s into the sewer meet standards.
The sam~ principle applies here where
samples bf lessor concentrations may be

On August 17,1987, Department of Health Services (predecessor
agency to the Department of Toxic Substances Control) issued a
Remedial Action Order (RAO) to Quemetco. On January 4,1988,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and Quemetco
entered into a Consent Decree which required it to build a berm
along the property line parallel to San Jose Creek, preventing run­
off from the battery storage and the former surface impoundment
areas. Quemetco is required to comply with the conditions of its
General Storm Water Permit issued by the State Water Resources
Control Board and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board. .
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has required
that the Facility analyze soil and groundwater samples for volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) in the course of the RCRA Facility
Investiqation (RFI).
Any discharge to the sewer system is regulated by the Los
Angeles County Sanitation Districts. Sampling protocols for
compliance with such discharge requirements are that local
agency's responsibility, and are not subject to the final Permit.
See also response to comment DM-134.
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mixed with samples with high concentrations
to dilute the sample to allowable
concentrations. In this case we are relying on
Quemetco to collect and analyze the
samples:'

DM- "Is a composite sample an appropriate See responses to comments DM-132 and DM-134.
133 protocol to use in this case?"
DM- "Could tme use of a composite water sample Discharges to the sewer are regulated by the of Los Angeles
134 have the effect of masking potential high County Sanitation Districts (LACSD). It is DTSC's understanding

contaminant concentrations if one of the that LACSD also conducts independent analysis of sewer
componemts had a high contaminate discharge water. The Department of Toxic Substances Control
concentration and the others had a very low (DTSC) is aware that surface water run-off is being discharged to
concentration of contaminants?" San Jose Creek during rainy periods. This surface water is

reportedly derived from non-process areas of the Facility The final
Permit contains requirements for the Facility to develop a plan to
perform regular sampling and provide control of surface-water run-
off as a response if sampling indicates that it is necessary.
Compositing of water samples for metals collected at the same
place and point in time is not as significant a concern as
compositing of soil samples. Contaminants held in water have a
tendency to distribute themselves by means of natural processes
such as diffusion and mechanical dispersion. The groundwater
contamination tends to be more homogenous than soil
contamination.

DM- "Prior to this project proceeding, the matter of The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is
135 identifyir19, analyzing the contents of and the regulatory agency responsible for evaluating odor complaints

compiling data as to the health effects of the and identifying sources. The SCAQMD is responsible for
to this point elusive, noxious plastic-like identifying and measuring any types of emissions, including
smelling plume that engulfs our reported obnoxious odors, from the facility. They are well aware of
neighborhoods and our homes must be the complaints received about these odors. However, until such
accomplished." time as they can positively identify the source of these odors, it is

not possible to characterize them for risk assessment purposes. A
key component of the permit is that the, Facility must comply with
all applicable SCAQMD regulations and requirements.

A year 2000 "modified" Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for
Quemetco, Inc., prepared pursuant the Air Toxic "Hot Spots'"
Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588), by the SCAQMD
.determined that the facility poses a maximum individual cancer
risk of 33.4 in one million (primarily from arsenic, chlorinated
dioxins and dibenzofurans, 1,3-butadiene, and cadmium) at a
residential receptor located over 300 meters southwest of the
southwest property corner. The maximum chronic hazard index is
1.41 for the cardiovascular system (primarily from lead and
arsenic) at an industrial receptor located about 100 meters east of
the northeast property corner. The maximum acute hazard index
is 0.181 for the reproductive system (from arsenic) at the same
industrial receptor. The maximum individual cancer risk of 33.4 in
one million will be reduced to less than 25 in one million pursuant
to SCAQMD Rule 1402.

DM- "This has been reported to Air Pollution See response to comment DM 135.
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136 Control Oistrict as far back as the 1970s."
DM- "Both AQMD and D.T.S.C. were informed of See response to comment OM 135.
137 this fact in 1996 at the scoping session and to ,

this day it has not been adequately
address~,d."

DM- "My colleagues and I have come up with two Quemetco has reported that not all of the plastic and rubber can
138 theories-/rhe first one is that plastic is be separated after the battery crushing process. As a result, the

adhering 'to lead in the crushing process, is feed materials to the lead smelting process contain some rubber
dropping'out in the float tanks and is burned and/or plastic material. Based on certain testing performed at
off in the furnace. An even more likely source Quemetco, South Coast Air Quality Management District
of the plastic-like smell is when synthetic (SCAQMD) has estimated that approximately 10% of the organic
rubber casing material is fed into the furnace materials (plastic/rubber) cannot be separated out. The SCAQMD
for disposal into the atmosphere through stack is skeptical that the plastic like smell is from rubber/plastic burning
emis~ions." in the reverberatory furnace. The temperatures in the furnace are

high and would most likely completely combust any organic
material into non-odorous combustion products such as carbon
dioxide and water vapor. There are other processes and/or
sources that may contribute to the odor concerns of the
surroundinq community.

DM- "It appea~s that "May 28, 1992" "A letter by The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has
139 Quemetcb was sent intending to confirm a copy of the letter on file. It was addressed to Roy Yeaman and

II
Allan Plaza of Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).DTSC verbal approval by phone to allow the

processing of hard rubber case batteries if The final Permit contains conditions that prohibit the introduction of
SCAQMD would approve the air permit. A any, except for non-separable rubber and plastic, to the furnaces.

I

description of the polypropylene plastic See the attached redline/strikeout version of the final Permit.
recovery 'system and flow diagram was also
sent to thl3 DTSC."

DM- "How many years was synthetic rubber To the best of the South Coast Air Quality Management District's
140 disposed:of in the furnaces prior to this date (SCAQMD) knowledge, rubber, plastic, and other organic

without a'permit?" materials have always been present in the feed material and most
likely have been present from the very beginning. Even though a
process is in place to separate out the organics, the process is not
100% efficient and the final feed consists of approximately 10%
organic materials which cannot be separated out.

In 1992, SCAQMD required Quemetco to run source tests. After
evaluating the results for compliance pursuant to the version of
Rule 1401 then in effect (New Source Review for Toxic Air
Contaminants), the SCAQMD issued a permit that specifically
imposed a limit on the amount of additional plastic and rubber that
could be burned in the reverberatory furnace. This, along with
other restrictions on the types of materials that could be charged to
the furnace, was imposed to establish a baseline under Rule 1401,
rather than allowing Quemetco to expand their operations.

It should be noted that SCAQMD regulations rarely prohibit
specific processes from being performed. In other words, the
regulations do not say that one cannot chrome plate, paint cars,
operate a diesel engine, or even burn plastic or hazardous wastes.
However, the regulations do say that if one is to perform certain
activities, specific air emission standards must be complied with. In
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short, it is not'the process that is being regulated or prohibited,
rather, it is the effect on air emissions in relation to the governing
regulations at the time. Specific process parameters and
characteristics do, however, assist SCAQMD in anticipating certain
types of air emissions. Other agencies, however, may have
regulations that prohibit certain processes and industrial practices.
See also response to DM-139.

DM- "Did this facility feed synthetic rubber into any See response to comment DM 140.
141 of their furnaces between May 28, 1992 and

the date that they obtained a permit from
SCAQMD and D.T.S.C. to do so?"

DM- "What year did this practice begin?" See response to comment DM 140.
142
DM- "According to the Draft E.I.R. "Hard rubber Based on a 1992 audit, the battery crusher material is reported as
143 case batteries are fed to the battery wrecker containing approximately 14% organics (plastic and rubber). The

with regular lead acid batteries, but the rubber rubber percentage is thought by Quemetco to continually
cases arE;! not separated as with plastic cases. decrease, as batteries with rubber casings are not manufactured in
The hard:rubber comprises a very small significant quantities as in the past and plastic (polypropylene)
amount Of the total feed volume, typically, one battery casings and parts are the norm. The organic materials are
to three p,ercent. Based on this amount, separated by the use of gravitational float tanks. The lighter
Quemetcb calculates how much is fed to the organic materials float to the top and the heavier (metallic)
reverberatory furnace each day in components sink to the bottom. The separation process is not
conformCince with its SCAQMD operating 100% efficient and the heavier components that sink to the bottom
requirements." drag down organic materials. It is estimated by Quemetco that 4%

of the 14% organic material in the battery crusher material is
separated out and the balance 10% remains in the feed. The 4%
that was separated out is practically all polypropylene plastic and
is sent out for recycling (some rubber may be separated out by
gravitational float tanks from this plastic and fed to the furnace).
The feed material to the furnace appears to contain approximately
10% organics (mostly plastic and some rubber). See also
responses to comments DM-144, DM-145, DM-146 and DM-147.

DM- "How is tre plastic separated from the Quemetco operates a "battery wrecker" process in which batteries
144 rubber?" are crushed. The crushed battery parts are delivered to a sink/float

cell in which the lead-bearing portion of the crushed battery "sinks"
and the vast majority of the plastic parts "float." The float section of
the battery breaking system separates the battery-casing plastic,
rubber, and polyvinyl chloride (PVC) from the plates, posts, and
sludge. Quemetco estimates that approximately 99.8% of all the
batteries it processes in a year are polypropylene (plastic) cased
batteries. This only leaves about 0.2% that may be rubber-cased
batteries. Quemetco states that they recover approximately 91.5%
of all the polypropylene plastic from the polypropylene cased
batteries,. The recovered plastic is shipped off-site to a plastic
recycler. About 8.5% of the plastic is not separate from the lead-
bearing material, and is processed in the furnaces together with
the lead-bearing parts. Rubber from the approximately 0.2% of
the total batteries recycled per year has not been not recovered,
but has been processed in the furnaces as a reducing agent. The
carbon content in the rubber has been used as a substitute for the
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carbon content in coke which assists in the chemical reduction of
lead sulfate to elemental lead, Quemetco's end product. See also
response to comment DM 143.

DM- "Does plastic get fed into the furnace along Quemetco states that its battery wrecker process separates all but
145 with lead?" approximately 8.5% of the polypropylene from the plastic cased

batteries. This approximately 8.5% unseparated plastic is
processed with the feed material and smelted in the reverberatory
furnace. See response to comments DM-143 and DM 144.

DM- "What qli'antity (in pounds) of plastic is burned Quemetco's allowable feed throughput limit on their South Coast
146 off in the"furnace in a typical year of Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) permit is 1,200,000

operations? " pounds per day of material (feed) to the furnace, of which 34,080
pounds can be carbon coke and separable plastic and rubber.
Quemetco is required by SCAQMD to demonstrate compliance
with these limits on a daily basis. A quarterly audit is also required
to ensure that the amount of rubber charged is well within the
factors used in the daily compliance calculations. Quemetco
states that its records indicate that it is operating at feed levels well
below these allowable limits. Year 2002 production data
reportedly shows that 91.5% of the available plastic in the battery
crusher material was recovered and sold while the balance of
8.5% remains in the feed and was fed to the furnace. Quemetco
has reported that while most of the plastic is sold for recycling,
approximately 5,000 Ibs/day of polypropylene plastic is not
separated during the battery crushing process and is processed
through the furnace. Quemetco reports data from the fourth
quarter of year 2002 that only 0.134% of the recycled batteries
were rubber-cased. Quemetco estimates approximately 300 to 400
pounds per day of rubber were being fed to the furnace per day.
Calcined coke being fed to the furnace was reported at below 20,
000 pounds per day.

DM- "What quantity (in pounds) of synthetic rubber Quemetco reports that the number of rubber-cased batteries
147 is dispos~d of into the furnace in a typical year available for recycling has declined in recent years. They indicated

of operations?" that on the average approximately 300 Ibs of rubber per day is fed
to the furnace because it cannot be separated during the battery
crushinQ phase. See response to comment DM-146.

DM- "Is this legal?" It is only legal to use the furnace to process any plastic or rubber
148 material that is not separable from the metal battery comoonents.
DM- "What cqncentrations do the long list of toxins There have been numerous source tests conducted at Quemetco
149 emerge from Quemetco's stacks during the over the years. The source tests are normally performed by a

peak operating periods?" certified, independent contractor who must conduct the tests
conforming to South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) approved protocols. District engineers often witness
the actual testing to ensure the protocols are followed and the
proper testing methods and procedures are used. The complete
test reports, including all quality assurance/quality control (QAlQC)
records, are submitted to the SCAQMD, and staff reviews and
scrutinizes these results for accuracy and final acceptance.

Within the last two years, source testing was performed on various
processes and stacks with an extensive speciation of various
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organic air contaminants. Copies of the complete results of these
recent source tests can be obtained by any interested party or
individual through a Public Records Act request to the SCAQMD.

DM- "Specifically when they are disposing of large Quemetco is not allowed by the Department of Toxic Substances
150 quantities of synthetic rubber into the Control (DTSC) to dispose of large quantities of synthetic rubber

atmosphere through incineration." through atmospheric incineration. This issue is addressed in the
final Permit.

DM- 'This is a very serious issue that must be The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
151 addressed and rectified immediately." recognizes the significance of the issues at Quemetco and has

been diligent in addressing them. The SCAQMD staff has
conducted several meetings with company representatives to
investigate potential causes and possible resolutions to the. concerns raised. The staff has also met with members of the
public as well gathering further input. SCAQMD staff continues to
respond to public complaints, conducts unannounced facility
inspections, and has kept the facility under periods of surveillance.
SCAQMD staff continues to review source test data and will
conduct additional tests using its own staff to further evaluate the
validity of tests by independent contractors. The SCAQMD is also
in contact with other agencies as necessary including DTSC and
local water quality agencies.

DM- "This matter should receive the immediate See response to comment DM-151.
152 attention of all the agencies involved prior to

approval"of this permit."
DM- "Synthetic rubber and certain plastics are All organic chemicals emitted by Quemetco have been identified in
153 known to. contain not only 1,3 Butadiene and the source emissions testing for the health risk assessment and

other rec:ognized carcinogens but according to evaluated for potential risks.
recent researches it's byproducts, when
incinerated, have shown even greater
potential for harmful effects."

DM- "In addition according to information that I The toxicity criteria used to evaluate the non-cancer health effects
154 have included with this response metabolites of butadiene are based on effects seen after exposure to

of 1,3 Butadiene have shown genotoxic butadiene and as such include the health effects end points of its
properties" . metabolites. We do not evaluate effects of individual metabolites;

only the overall effects of the parent compound and its
metabolites. The Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC)
does not develop toxicity criteria. You may contact the California
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) or the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) if you feel they have
not considered all the scientific evidence in the toxicity criteria they
have developed for regulatory purposes.

DM- "I have included the abstract with this The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not
155 response and I hope that the toxicologist in develop toxicity criteria. The California Environmental Protection

charge of this project and all of his colleagues Agency (Cal EPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard
will take it seriously." Assessment (OEHHA) develops regulatory criteria as directed by.

the State Legislature. DTSC is required to use the criteria
developed by OEHHA for risk assessment purposes. If CalEPA
criteria are not available, DTSC must use the criteria developed by
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). If
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this abstract is from a peer-reviewed scientific journal and OEHHA
has not considered the evidence in its peer-review criteria
development, you may request that OEHHA reconsider the
criteria. The OEHHA web site contains details on the process the
public must follow to request a review of new scientific evidence.
Toxicity criteria developed (or reevaluated) by OEHHA are
required by law to undergo a rigorous scientific peer review and a
public comment period before the criteria are adopted or revised.
Typically this process takes several years. See also response to
comment DM-154.

DM- "In addition the LACODHS must be made The Los Angeles County Department of Health Services is aware
156 aware of this potential problem with the safety of the health issues at this Facility. See response to comment

of this facility." DM-89 for example.
DM- "I am alsc> requesting that DTSC exercise their The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) will exercise
157 authority as Lead Agency and require SCAMD its authority to ensure that Quemetco complies with applicable

I

to investigate and report as to the possibility state law requirements and will recommend that the South Cost Air
that the Avocado Heights and surrounding Quality Management District (SCAQMD) address the toxic hotspot
communities are in a "Toxic Hot Spot" zone." issue. The SCAQMD Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES-

II) published in March 2000, estimated that diesel particulate
contributed about 71 % of the basin wide cancer risk. For the Pico
Rivera MATES-II Fixed Site, the site closest to the area around
Quemetco, that risk is slightly higher from diesel fumes, estimated
at 77%. Other toxic compounds significantly contributing to the
local area's risk are 1,3-butadiene (7%), benzene (5%), and
carbonyl (3%), all attributable to mobile sources. See also
response to comment DM 135.

DM- "The local topography creates a semi-closed See response to comment DM 157.
158 basin that when inundated with diesel fumes

from hunoreds of trucks waiting in line at the
Puente Hills Landfill, thousands of
automobiles on the Pomona Freeway and
Quemetco operating at full capacity, the air is
barely breathable. On overcast days and
during our frequent foggy weather the air is so
laden wit/;1 contaminants that it is clear that
during these times the air quality is
unhealthful."

DM- "This immediate area is a likely candidate for See response to comment DM 157.
159 this designation due to its unique microclimate

and I urge that this is investigated and all the
factors that affect the quality of the air that we
breathe are considered. Not just a single
sourcel"

DM- "It addition, it should be noted that the wind The comment is noted.
160 blows through the trough created by the

Puente Hills and the hilly Avocado Heights
area in both offshore (towards the west) and
onshore (towards the east) directions, often in
the same day".
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"According to recent research 1,3 Butadiene
evaporates quickly from soil, air and water;
however, on cool, overcast and foggy days
only 0 evaporates each day leaving lingering
contaminant loads in the system that may not
be taken into consideration in Health Risk
Assessment models."

"If Quemetco releases 5 Ibs. per day and that
translates to.04mg/cm3 what would the
concentration be after 2 weeks of consecutive
cool foggy days?"

"What would that change the current 4 in 1
million lifetime extra cancer risk for 1,3
Butadiene only to?"

"Using the answer from question 2, what
would the probability be of a person
developing rare carcinoid tumors that normally
occur at a rate of 1 in one hundred thousand
with this as yet uncalculated additional 1,3
Butadiene load? Please be specific."
"What is the sum of the answer to question 3
when combined with the cancer risk load from

It appears that you may be confusing 1,3-butadiene with
hexachlorobutadiene (CAS Registry Number 87-68-3 with
synonyms hexachloro-1 ,3-butadiene and 1,3­
hexachlorobutadiene). Hexachlorobutadiene is a liquid at room
temperature. 1,3-butadiene (CAS Registry Number 106-99-0) is a
gas at room temperature and atmospheric pressure and is nearly
insoluble in water. As such the predicted air concentrations from
Quemecto's emissions would not be expected to be affected by
cool or foggy days. 1,3-butadiene is emitted as a gas from
process units with Air Pollution Control Systems regulated by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
Required source testing of these units by the SCAQMD indicates
the facility currently releases an annual average of 5.17 lbs/day of
1,3-butadiene. Using a regulatory approved air dispersion model
which uses hourly data on wind speed, direction and atmospheric
stability, the maximum annual ground level concentration (GLC) of
1,3-butadiene is estimated to be 0.07 ug/m 3 (not mg/cm3 as noted)
at the point of maximum plume impact and 0.06 ug/m3 at the
maximum exposed nearest actual resident.
The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) uses a standard regulatory air
dispersion model (ISCST3 - Industrial Source Complex Short Term
vs. 3) to estimate hour by hour ground level air concentrations at
thousands of individual receptor points in a grid surrounding the
facility. The model uses hourly wind speed, direction and stability
class from the Pico Rivera monitoring station to calculate hourly,
24 hour average and annual average ground-level concentrations.
The HRA prepared for the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) uses the annual average to estimate risks. The
effect of "cool, cloudy days" is already factored into the calculation
of the annual average. The Air Toxics Hot Spots risk assessment
prepared for the South Coast Air Quality Management District
((SCAQMD), which uses the same air dispersion methodology,
additionally evaluates risks from short term exposures (1 hour). If
the "cool, cloudy day" conditions were the maximum one hour
concentration, the Hot Spots risk assessment would use that data
to calculate risks. See response to comment DM-135, prepared
by the SGAQMD, regarding the Hot Spots risk assessment results.
See also response to comment DM-159.
The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) estimated the upperbound
excess lifetime cancer risk from exposure to an annual average
ground level concentration (GLC) of 0.07 ug/m3 butadiene at the
point of maximum impact to be 6 in one million for an assumed
exposure duration of 30 years.
There is no "uncalculated additional load".

There is no "uncalculated additional load". The Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) does not estimate the cumulative cancer risk
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all of the other substances emitted into the air from all chemicals a person might be exposed to from all sources,
by Quemetco and the contaminant load it is only used to estimate the excess cancer risk associated with
already contained in local air?" the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

regulated emissions from the Quemetco facility as well as fugitive
emissions from uncontrolled sources such as dust from vehicle
traffic or wind erosion.

DM- "Were all these factors taken into account in The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is confident
166 the Human Health Risk Assessment that the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) has appropriately

calculations?" evaluated health risks from all known emissions from the
Quemetco facility using a regulatory approved multichemical,
multipathway risk assessment process.

DM- "When a permit such as the one issued by As noted in the response to comment DM-74, there are no
167 SCAMD to burn off synthetic rubber and regulatory-approved short-term (acute) toxicity criteria for 1,3-

plastic is based on average air emissions over butadiene applicable to the general population for exposures to
a set time period such as 24 hours. Is it person outside the Facility boundary. [Protection of Quemetco
possible that toxic substance concentration workers is regulated separately under Occupational Safety and
levels can exceed "safe levels" during peak Health Administration (OSHA) worker protection standards]. In
production periods and still not exceed the the Toxics Hot Spots Health Risk Assessment (HRA) process, the
average maximum levels required to meet the average annual emissions of the facility are used to calculate the
permit conditions over the set time period?" cancer risk and the chronic hazard index. Maximum hourly

emission rates are used to calculate the acute hazard index. See
also response to comment DM-135.

DM- "This could explain the noxious plume and The comment is noted. As discussed in several of the previous
168 adverse health effects that residents, responses, both the Department of Toxic Substances Control

employees and owners of local businesses (DTSC) and the South Coast Air Quality Management District
and school teachers from North Whittier, (SCAQMD) have evaluated potential health risks from potential
Hacienda Heights, City of Industry and short term (1 hour) exposures, and determined that emissions
Avocado Heights have reported over the last from the Quemetco facility are not expected to produce adverse
40 years." health effects.

DM- "On what research does Quemetco rely upon The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not
169 to determine that the lead that they are conduct public health evaluations. This question involves whether

releasing, is not causing the high number of or not there is a high number of birth defects and learning
birth defects and learning disabilities in local disabilities in local children and residents and teachers. This is not
children that local residents and teachers an area of South Coast Air Quality Management District's
have repeatedly reported (since at least 1996) (SCAQMD) authority or expertise. These are the responsibility of
to D.T.S.C., LACODHS, Quemetco other agencies such as the Los Angeles County Department of
representatives and other agencies involved Health Services (LACDHS).
in the permitting process?"

LACDHS has stated that one way to determine if lead is potentially
causing developmental delays is to test children for elevated blood
lead levels. An elevated blood lead level is defined as 10
microqrams per deciliter or higher.

DM- "Dr. Simon pediatrician from LACODHS said, The comment is noted.
170 "I would say that lead is sort of causing

elevated rates of learning disabilities among
children here."

DM- "What research concerning health effects on The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSG) does not
171 humans does Quemetco rely on to claim that conduct research on health effects of chemicals. The Health Risk

no adverse health effects are occurring in Assessment (HRA) uses toxicity criteria (e.g. cancer potency

98



DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

local areas from 1,3 Butadiene and it's factors and non-cancer inhalation RELs) developed from the
byproducts when incinerated?" available scientific literature by the United States Environmental

Agency (U.S.EPA) and California Environmental Protection
Agency (CalEPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA). These criteria undergo an extensive
external scientific review process before they are adopted for
regulatory use.

DM- "What about chromium 6?" See response to comment DM-171.
172
DM- "Has the toxicologist and anyone else involved The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) toxicologist
173 in the Human Health Risk Assessment taken (Dr. Michael Schum) did not conduct the human health risk

into consideration, in their calculations, that assessment. The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared
unknown concentrations (never measured) of by a consultant hired by Quemetco, Kleinfelder, Inc., an
a noxious, plastic-like smelling plume (never environmental consulting firm. DTSC reviews these HRAs to
identified) is hitting local residents right in the insure they are accurate and complete and conform to State and
face for periods ranging from 10-15 minutes to Federal risk assessment guidelines before they are used for
several solid hours." regulatory purposes. The HRA submitted by Quemetco evaluates

only those chemicals which have actually been measured in the
emissions source testing required by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) as well as fugitive emissions
from uncontrolled sources such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind
erosion. The SCAQMD is responsible for identifying and
measuring any types of emissions, including reported obnoxious
odors, from the facility. They are well aware of the complaints
received about these odors. However, until such time as they can
positively identify the source of these odors, it is not possible to
characterize them for risk assessment purposes. A key
component of the final Permit is to require compliance with all
applicable SCAQMD requlations and requirements.

DM- "The intensity is of choking proportions and is The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is not the
174 followed by headaches and nausea. This primary agency with the appropriate scientific, medical and

plume enters and lingers in our homes and technical staff to investigate public health complaints. We rely on
despite repeated assurances from D.T.S.C. the results of the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to determine if
and AQMD personnel that it is not harmful to emissions from a facility may have the potential to cause harmful
our families and our children we firmly health effects and regulate a facility so that emissions do not pose
believe that this is not true!" an unacceptable health threat. Persons who may be experiencing

health problems around a facility such as Quemetco should always
consult their personal physician to determine the cause of their
health problems. Community-wide issues such as a perceived
cancer cluster, increased reporting of respiratory problems, etc.
should be referred to the local county health authorities. DTSC has
-requested the assistance of the Los Angeles County Department
of Health and Services (LACDHS) and they have conducted
additional blood level testing in the area and determined that blood
lead levels are not elevated in the community around Quemetco.
LACDHS has also requested the assistance of the University of
Southern California Cancer Surveillance Program which maintains
the Los Angeles County Cancer Registry Program. Their analysis,
comparing the incidence of specific cancer types which may be
associated with lead smelter emissions in the census tracts around
the Quemetco faCility to LA County as a whole, reported that
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although there was some excess risk of cancer in specific strata of
the population, there was no elevated increase in cancer that they
believed could specifically be attributable to emissions from
Quemetco. The South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) is still actively investigating complaints related to odor.
See also response to comment DM-173.

DM- "Are the one hundred or so combustion In theory, combustion of 1,3-butadiene may result in hundreds of
175 products from 1, 3 Butadiene documented and chemicals including aromatic hydrocarbons such as benzene as

has Quemetco's greatest discharge of them well as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). As shown in the
been tested for concentrate levels?" attached sample test results, these compounds have been tested

for and some were actually detected at concentrations above their
minimum detection limits. The health risks associated with these
compounds are included in the Toxics Hot Spots Health Risk
Assessment (HRA).

DM- "Has LACDHS been notified that this situation The Los Angeles County Department of Health Services is aware
176 exists?" of health issues at this Facility. See response to comment DM-89

for example.
DM- "Dr. Simon of Los Angeles County The University of Southern California (USC) Cancer Surveillance
177 Department of Health Services has promised Program staff assessed cancer rates among persons residing in

a complete data base search to determine the census tract where Quemetco is located and in an adjacent
the existence of clusters of rare cancers in census tract with a large resident population. The numbers of
the area. He also gave his word that he cancer cases (all cancer types combined) were examined for the
would report those findings both to us and to period 1972-1999 for the total population in the two census tracts
DTSC within four weeks." and were also broken out by gender, race/ethnicity, and

socioeconomic status. Numbers of reported cases were
compared with the numbers that would be expected based on
cancer rates measured in the rest of the county. Separate
analyses were also done for respiratory tract cancers and
gastrointestinal cancers. Results were not provided for a given
group if the number of cancers was too small (less than 10 cases)
to provide reliable estimates.

Overall, the number of reported cancer cases among men and
women in the two census tracts was in the expected range based
on cancer rates reported countyWide. The number of cancer
cases was slightly elevated among lower income white males and
lower income white and Hispanic females. The numbers of
cancers of the gastrointestinal tract was also slightly elevated in
the total population and was attributable to a slightly higher than
expected number of cases among lower income white males and
females. The number of respiratory tract cancers was in the
expected range for all groups.

The USC researchers concluded that the results do not provide
evidence of a causal link between cancer and residential proximity
to the Quemetco facility. The slightly elevated number of cancers
found in some groups in the population studied is not likely to be
associated with Quemetco for the following reasons. First, a
common environmental exposure would be expected to cause an
increase in cancer among all those exposed, not an increase
localized only to some groups as was found in this analysis.
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The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
operates a 24-hour complaint line, 1-800-CUT-SMOG. Alleging
Quemetco as the source, for 1999, the SCAQMD received
approximately one odor complaint; for 2000, approximately five
odor complaints and one visible emission complaint; for 2001,
approximately 20 odor complaints and four visible emission
complaints; and for 2002, approximately 97 odor complaints and
two visible emission complaints. Odor is regulated through
enforcement of California Health and Safety Code 41700 and
SCAQMD Rule 402, both of which are nuisance codes. Pursuant
to case law, the SCAQMD requires verification of complaints from
six to ten households to establish a public nuisance based on
odors that will result in a notice of violation to th.e facility. The
SCAQMD has not been able to establish such a violation to date.

See responses to other more specific comments.

See responses to comments DM-169, DM-171, DM-173, DM-174
and DM-181.

See responses to other more specific comments.

Second, slight excesses in cancer numbers as was found in this
analysis are often found in populations as a result of clustering that
occurs by chance alone. Third, mild elevations in cancer numbers
found in populations are most often related to known risk factors
(such as smoking, alcohol use, and diet) that exert a much
stronger effect than potential exposures that would have occurred
from the Quemetco facilitv.
The comment is noted. See response to comment DM-177.

"Then, pull out past reports concerning
emissions from this facility to see that the
record indicates this is a persistent problem
that has continued to plague this and
surrounding neighborhoods for nearly 40
years."

"In addition we request that Quemetco
demonstrate that this practice is safe, not a
public nuisance and not a violation of local
peoples constitutional right (civil liberties) to
be free from this type of potentially harmful
intrusion."

"We respectfully request that the permit
issued by SCAQMD for this practice of
burning off synthetic rubber and plastic, be
immediately suspended until such time that
the source and content can be identified and
documented."

"This needs to be in the final draft as reports
from local residents as to their existence are
disturbing."

"AQMD, D.T.S.C. experts, Quemetco
representatives and everyone present heard
reports of this same complaint from numerous
people at the November 1, 2001 public
meeting. Similar complaints to DTSC and
Quemetco are documented in the minutes
from the 1996 scoping session. They range
from local residents to shop stewards from the
Volkswagen facility that is adjacent to the site.
One woman described her child vomiting up
his or her breakfast while another man from
the Avocado Heights area described a
noxious plume so great in intensity that he
was forced to seal his windows to avoid his
families exposure to it. Read the transcripts of

Iyour own meetinqs datinq back to 1996."
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"Records or correspondence concerning this
matter date back to the 1960's and I am
requesting that this be admissible in future
proceedings concerninQ this facility."

"Is this a new process?"

The comment is noted. However, whether these records are
admissible in any administrative or legal proceeding depends on
the applicable rules of evidence.

See response to comment DM 140.
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"When did this practice begin?"

"What specifically is the SCAQMD permit 10
number for this burning off of synthetic rubber
and/or plastic and are they permitted to carry
on this practice under the authority of any
agency other than SCAQMD?"

"I have included on the following page recent
information concerning the effects of this on
human bronchial epithelial cells. The human
health effects on local residents by
Quemetco's practice of disposing of synthetic
rubber and plastic by feeding it into their
furnaces; must be immediately and seriously
investigated."

"While this is being done, I am requesting
that the permits that authorize this practice
to occur be immediately revoked until such
time that the combustion products of 1,3
Butadiene and other poisonous substances
associated with this practice be proven safe
to inhale."

"I also request that Quemetco submit a plan of
corrective action that includes separating out
any and all synthetic rubber and plastic from
their furnace feeds and shipping it off site for
proper disposal or recycling in a responsible
manner."]
"If you take the time to read the abstract of the
research provided below you will see that
"Hundreds of aromatic hydrocarbons and
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons with
molecular mass as high as 1,000 atomic
mass units were detected, including
known and suspected human
carcinogens."
"I have included several other research
abstracts and I request that they and the
researches in their entirety be included as part
of this response and admissible in any and all
proceedings concerning this facility hereafter.
suggest that all interested parties read them
carefully as they contain not only health effect
studies but procedure involved with the

See response to comment OM 140.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
Title V permit number for Quemetco is 332549. The reverberatory
furnace is Device NO.8 (08) on the permit. It is only legal to use
the furnace to process any plastic or rubber material that is not
separable from the metal battery components. DTSC's final Permit
does not allow Quemetco to dispose of large quantities of
synthetic rubber through incineration. See also responses to
comments DM-135, DM-DM-138, DM-139, DM-140, DM-141, DM­
143, DM-144, DM-145, DM-146, DM-147, DM-148, DM-149, DM­
150, DM-151, and DM-152.

See responses to comments DM-169, DM-171, DM-173 and DM­
174.

The final Permit has addressed these concerns. See the response
to comment DM-179. See also the attached redline/strikeout
version of the final Permit.

Part V.B.1.c of the final Permit requires that the Permittee
demonstrate best efforts to separate out rubber and plastic. See
also theattached red line/strikeout version of the final Permit.

All organic chemicals emitted from Quemetco that are regulated by
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) have
been identified and characterized as required by the SCAQMD
and the results have been used in the Health Risk Assessment
(HRA) to evaluate risks.

See response to comment DM-183.
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permitting of facilities that discharge them."

DM- "I would like to request that you extend the See response to comment DM-10.
192 public input period for this permitting process

so that Quemetco can resubmit a realistic
EIR."

DM- "Then all of the people from the agencies See response to comment DM-1 O.
193 involved in the permitting process and the

public input process can review it and
have ample opportunity and a sufficient
time period, to participate."

DM- "The fact that AQMD, Department of Health The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is
194 Services and some DTSC personnel gave the the local government agency for air quality regulation: The

appearance of acting in the capacity of a SCAQMD enforces the air quality regulations passed by the
public relations firm contracted by Quemetco SCAQMD Board pursuant to various state and federal air quality
is inappropriate and misleading to the average laws. The SCAQMD seeks the cooperation of regulated sources
participant in these proceedings". in achieving compliance but does not act as a spokesperson or as

a consultant for the industry it requlates.
DM- "The inspector that is responsible for The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
195 Quemetco's alleged "clean record" states that its inspector did not misrepresent the truth. If the

misrepresented the truth when she stated that commenter is referring to the enforcement order issued to
no substantial violations exist in regard to this Quemetco after the public meeting, the enforcement order was
facility. confidential until issuance.

In April 1998, and April and May of 2000, and April of 2001,
Quemetco violated SCAQMD Rule 1420 by exceeding the ambient
average monthly lead concentration limit of 1.5 microgram per
cubic meter. The SCAQMD issued Notices of Violation for these
exceedances and subsequently reached settlements involving
payments of fines and, for the 2000 and 2001 violations,
requirements of additional monitoring and emission reduction
actions by Quemetco. SCAQMD indicates that these additional
monitoring and mitigation measures will be incorporated in an
updated Rule 1420 Compliance Plan to further ensure long term
compliance.

DM- "The record shows a continual pattern of The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)'s
196 understatement of the potential negative' ability in assessing the negative air impacts for Quemetco is

impacts of this proposed permit by all of the governed primarily by its rules and regulations that are applicable
agencies officials." to Quemetco. This includes Regulation XIII - New Source

Review, Regulation XX --: Regional Clean Air Incentives Market
(RECLAIM), and Rules, 1401 - New Source Review for Toxic Air
Contaminants, 1402 - Control of Toxics from Existing Sources,
1407 - Control of Emissions of Arsenic, Cadmium, and Nickel from
Non-ferrous Metal Melting Operations, and 1420 - Emission
Standards for Lead and the Toxics Hot Spots procedures.
SCAQMD believes that the methods used to determine
compliance with these rules have been correctly performed.

DM- "Why was the March 8, 1996 DTSC Report The referenced Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
197 that I have included with this response not report was the Compliance Monitoring Evaluation (CME) which is

revealed at the scoping meeting 4-24-19967" a compliance or enforcement report and had been only submitted
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internally to DTSC's branch in charge of enforcement [now known
as Statewide Compliance Branch]. At the time of the scoping
meeting, April 24, 1996, the document was a confidential
enforcement document. Even so, we believe that the report was
cited at the meeting to assure the public that groundwater issues
were being addressed.

DM- "The record reflects numerous "key misprints" DTSC believes that members of the public were not inhibited or
198 in various public input literature that had the prevented from acquiring information or having access to

effect ofinhibiting acquisition of information information or from providing input to DTSC.
and public input in this matter."

DM- "Quemetco's own distorted Prop. 65- The comment is noted. However, OTSC is not responsible for the
199 notification map shows boundaries from Prop-65 notification maps.

Ramona Blvd. in Baldwin Park to Durfee Ave.
in South EI Monte. The easterly boundary
appears to be near Azusa Ave. and up to
nearly West Covina to the north."

DM- "I would estimate that this affected area might The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) scheduled
200 be inhabited by up to 100,000 people yet only a 60-day public review and comment period, which ran from June

13,000 notices were mailed out. Please 29 to August 28, 2001 to allow the community to review the draft
explain why only around 13% of the affected Permit and draft EIR and to comment on the permitting process:
local residents were notified of the upcoming • A fact sheeUcommunity survey was mailed on June 29, 2001,
very important meeting?" which provided background information on the draft Permit

and draft EIR and also announced the public comment period

and the time and location of the public hearing. By DTSC

policy, the fact sheet was mailed to all addresses within 1/4

mile of Quemetco and to key contacts throughout the state,

i.e. 757 addresses

• Based on requests/input from the community (during

community interviews), the mailing radius was expanded to Y2

mile of Quemetco; the additional fact sheets were mailed on

August 9, 2001 to 2,538 addresses

• A radio announcement was aired on KFWB (audience

approx. 38,400) in English on July 13, 2001 and on

KBUE/KBUA (audience approx. 68,000) in Spanish on July

16, 2001 to notify the community of the public comment

period and public hearing.

• Public notices were placed in the Los Angeles Times, San

Gabriel Valley Tribune (circulation approx. 53,000) and in La

Opinion (circulation approx. 112,000) newspapers on July 29,

2001 to inform the community of the public comment period
and public hearing.

• DTSC conducted a public hearing on August 14, 2001 at Los
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Altos High School. Approximately 70 community members

attended the public hearing and several community members

provided public comments. Because many community

members remarked on the lack of notice about the hearing

and the short timeframe to provide written comments. DTSC

extended the public comment period for 90 days, from August

28, 2001 through November 27. 2001. DTSC also scheduled

a community meeting for November 1, 2001.

• A radio announcement of the public comment period

extension and the November 1, 2001 community meeting was

aired in English (KFWB) on September 14. 2001 and in

Spanish (KBUE/KBUA) on Sept. 18, 2001.

• Public notices of the public comment period extension and the

November 1, 2001 community meeting were published in the

San Gabriel Valley Tribune on September 21, 2001 and La

Opinion on September 22, 2001. Due to inadvertent mistake.

in the Sept. 22 notice, the correct public notice was published

in the October 13, 2001 edition of La Opinion.

• Public notices of the public comment period extension and the

November 1, 2001 community meeting were mailed to over

12,521 addresses. The mailing list included residents and

businesses in the area roughly bounded by the 605 freeway

. to the west, Valley Boulevard to the north, Hacienda

Boulevard to the east, and the boundary of La Habra Heights

to the south. In addition, the mailing list also included key

statewide and local contacts, as well as several schools

located north of Valley Blvd. to Amar Road, and east of

Hacienda Blvd. to Azusa Ave.

• 750 copies of public notices announcing the extension of
public comment period and meeting were given to the

Workman Mill Association to be included in their mid or late
October newsletter.

• DTSC Public Participation Specialist attended the Hacienda

Heights Improvement Association monthly meeting at the

Hacienda/La Puente District Office on September 17, 2001

and provided information on the extension of public comment
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period and the community meeting.

DM- "In addition notifications that did not give local See response to comment DM-200.
201 residents sufficient time to be involved in this

process are prevalent throuqhout this case."
DM- "Around 70% of the local population were As a matter of capability and economic resources DTSC does not
202 overlooked when no Spanish translation of the provide translations of such large technical documents as the draft

EIR and reports are provided in Spanish." Environmental Impact Report (dEIR). The Public Participation Unit
arranges to translate only the Public Notices and Fact Sheets.

DM- "Why is our significant local Asian population Surveys, demographics and community interviews indicated that
203 ignored in this process?" only translations of notification and fact sheet documents in

Spanish were required.

DM- "No online or digital formats were available The following are available on the DTSC web site:
204 again hindering the public input on this 1) Fact Sheet

matter." 2) Public Notices
3) Consent Order

DM- "The transcript of the 1996 meeting shows See response to comment DM-200.
205 that DTSC promised that a copy of the Draft

EIR would be available for public review
within a year. Five years later DTSC notifies
me on a Saturday evening two days prior a
meeting with the deadline for public input
looming around the corner. This kind of
underhanded maneuvering is unacceptable!"

DM- "How will DTSC notify the general public that The public repositories will contain the Record of the Decision and
206 a decision has been rendered in this matter?" everyone who provided comments will be individually notified of

the decision.
DM- "How will DTSC safeguard that local residents Within thirty (30) days after final permit decision under California
207 will have ample time in which to file a Petition Code of Regulations, Title 22, section 66271.14, any person who

for Review (section 307 (b) (1) in this matter?" filed comments on that draft permit or participated in the public
hearing may petition the Department of Toxic Substances Control
to review any conditions of the permit decision. Any person who
failed to file comments or failed to participate in the public hearing
on the draft permit may petition for administrative review only to
the extent of the changes from the draft to the final permit
decision.

DM- "A map that truthfully identifies all of the The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) provided mapping of the
208 public and private schools, all of the areas of potential impact that included schools, daycare facilities,

preschools as well as adult schools, daycare and hospitals. This HRA was included by reference in the draft
facilities and hospitals in the impacted area Environmental Impact Report (dEIR).
must be included in the revised EIR
submitted by Quemetco. Maps that have
been circulated to this point are misleading."

DM- "All of the questions were not answered at The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
209 the November 1, 2001 public meeting as the Staff who participated in the public meeting did not mislead the

quantity of questions outweighed the public or mistate the facts.
allotment of time. In my opinion the
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transcrip'~s from the 1996, and both meetings
in 2001 ~Iearly show that many of the so-
called e~pert panel speakers were either
incapabl~e of answering the question asked of
them or the answers given were misleading
or misstatement of fact."

DM- "Expertsiifrom Los Angeles County Sanitation The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) invited
210 District ~'nd State and County Water Quality representatives from City of Industry Planning Department and

Control Authorities were not present and other responsible agencies. Representative from City of Industry
therefor~ local residents were unable to did not attend the meeting, however, representatives from Los
obtain answers to important questions." Angeles County Department of Health Services (LACDHS), and

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) did
attend the meeting. The permit being discussed at the public
meeting was a DTSC permit. Other permits issued by other

., aqencies need to be discussed in their venue.
DM- "Representatives from Los Angeles See response to comment DM-210.
211 Departni~nt of Regional Planning made

themsel~es unavailable so that local
residents could not obtain answers to serious
question's regarding the legality of the
conditiodal use permits and variances that
permitteg this facility to establish in 1959 and
continue~,operations to this dav."

DM- "Why w~:s normal procedure circumvented to The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
212 provide $afe haven for this facilitv?" No normal procedure was circumvented.
DM- "Why w~s public input not a part of the use The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
213 permit ard variance issuance process?" Public input has clearly been a part of this process which includes

~:
the Notice of Preparation and the associated public meeting and

,; the public notice of the draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR)

, and the draft Permit and the associated public meeting and
I' hearinq

DM- "In additi,on representatives from the Los The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees.
214 AngelesilCounty Board of Supervisors and The public meeting and hearing were held by DTSC for its

the issue,rs of the conditional use permit must proposed Permit. The County of Los Angeles was given the
be pres~nt to defend their actions or non- opportunity to participate through notification of the proposed
actions i'h this matter." Permit and draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR). There is no

state statute or regulation requiring them to participate at the
public meeting or hearing. See also response to comment DM-
210.

DM- "The published reports and verbal The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) believes that
215 conformation of the case involving the illegal Mr. McKee is referring to the Alco Pacific Case. Quemetco and

dumping around 31,000,000 Ibs. of other lead smelters sent their spent slag to Alco Pacific for
hazardoGs waste in Mexico is particularly disposal. Alco Pacific illegally dumped the slag at a site in Mexico.
disturbi~g. Thirty-one million pounds would Quemetco and the other parties who sent their slag to Alco Pacific,
be arouMd 775 truckloads at 40,000 Ibs. per . as well as Alco Pacific themselves, were fined millions of dollars
truck". and are paying for site clean-up. Not all 775 truckloads and thirty-

one million pounds cited came from Quemetco.
DM- "Would you please explain how this See response to comment DM-215.
216 hazardo:us waste was stored without

detectio~ by agencies in charge of
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inspections and their overseers?"

DM­
218

"Can you please describe how these trucks
were loaded, left the facility and entered
Mexico without detection by the Lead
Agency?"
"Was any of this waste from the notorious
surface impoundment?"

See response to comment DM-215.

The liner materials and contaminated soils from the surface
impoundment excavation were disposed of at the U.S. Ecology
facility in Beatty, Nevada.
The comment is noted. See also response to comment DM-114.

See response to comment DM-1 O.
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"AQMD is derelict in their duty to protect us
from this onslaught. Monday November 19,
2001 Quemetco unleashed a particularly
potent plume."
"When my neighbors and I called the AQMD
number to report it we were greeted by an
answer phone stating that the offices were
closed qn Mondays and no mechanism such
as the a~ility to leave a message so we could
be contacted was available. The time prior to
that I reported the plastic-like noxious plume
an investigator contacted me and stated he
would Dbe there in 30 minutesD. Around one
hour later he showed up at our home around
15 minutes after a subsequent burst. He
stated th,at he had been driving around the
neighborhood with his windows down and did
not smell a thing. This is typical of the
incompetence that local residents have
experienced from this agency."
"Kimberly Bolander told me at the November
1, 2001 meeting that often they telephone
Quemet,co when there has been a complaint.
She confirmed this in our November 20, 2001
phone conversation."
"What written policy states that this is an
appropriate investiqative technique? Please

Regarding the date of November 19, 2001 when the commenter
indicates that "Quemetco unleashed a particularly potent plume,"
the SCAQMD does not have a record of a complaint regarding
Quemetco being received on that date. Responding to a separate
complaint from an anonymous complainant alleging "very strong
odors" from Quemetco, inspector Kim Bolander performed
surveillance around Quemetco on 11/20/01 and 11/21/01 and
reported that no odors were detected at Quemetco but a slight
plastic odor was noted near Mercury Plastics. The SCAQMD has
no record of Inspector Stu Muller investigating any Quemetco
complaints on or around this date. Inspector Muller did inspect a
complaint received on September 22, 2001. His report states, "On
September 22, 2001 at 0845, I was called out by Supervisor
Katsumi Keeler. At 0920, I arrived in the area of the complaint.
The wind was from the East at 0-2 mph. No odors detected. From
0930 to 0950, I was at the complainant. No odors were detected.
He [Le. the complainant] stated the odors started at 0830 and was
very strong for about 10 min. The odors were like burnt plastic.
From 0955 to 1020, I was at Quemetco. There was not wind.
Their steam plume was straight up. I was escorted by Assist Plant
Mgr. Bernardo Buines. We inspected the perimeter of the plant
and around the production area and detected no similar odors. I
detected a acid type odor around the scrubber." See also
responses to comments DM-10, DM-181 and DM-183.
See response to comment DM 221.

See response to comment DM 221.

See response to comment DM 221.

See response to comment DM 221.
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provide me with a copy."

DM- "She also confirmed what I suspected; that See response to comment DM 149.
'226 AQMD has never measured the stack

emissions for the most potentially damaging
chemicals released by Quemetco".

DM- "Why has this not been accomplished?" See response to comment DM 149.
227
DM- "Why was this not done prior to approval of a See response to comment DM 149.
228 permit to dispose of synthetic rubber into their

furnace?"
DM- "Why are these measurements not a factor in See response to comment DM-190.
229 the Human Health Risk Calculation?"
DM- "Why is the combined capacity of all the The Health Risk Assessment (HRA) evaluated the cumulative risk
230 chemicals discharged by Quemetco under from all chemicals measured by the South Coast Air Quality

real tim~ conditions not a factor in Human Management District (SCAQMD) from Quemetco routine
Health Risk Calculation?" operations as well as fugitive emissions from uncontrolled sources

such as dust from vehicle traffic or wind erosion.
DM- "Why did Stu Muller not drive straight to See response to comment DM 221.
231 Quemetco where he would likely have caught

them in the act of disposing of large
quantities of synthetic rubber and/or plastic in
their furnace?"

DM- "What measures has AQMD taken to identify See response to comment DM 221.
232 the contents of and remedy this problem that

has been repeatedly reported to them and
their predecessors since the 1970s."

DM- "Why has AQMD not taken action in this See response to comment DM 181.
233 decades old problem?"
DM- "What steps has AQMD taken since 1996 to See response to comment DM 181.
234 insure that this problem is solved?"
DM- Other iss~es that must be addressed are: The comment is noted. Quemetco did not report to the.
235 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) that any of its

1. The area is within a seismically active structures were "jolted" from the foundations. DTSC required
zone. The Whittier Narrows Earthquake did Quemetco to address issue of seismicity in the permit application
serious damage in Whittier and surrounding in accordance with the California Code of Regulations, title 22. It·
areas. Many structures were jolted from their has also included specific conditions in the final Permit concerning
foundations". seismicity.

DM- "Are all of the tanks that total nearly 2 million It should be noted that these tanks did survive the Whittier
236 gallons of hazardous and/or contaminated earthquake. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)

water er:1gineered to withstand serious has required Quemetco to perform additional geotechnical
seismic events such as or greater than the investigation to evaluate the structures, foundation, and seismic
magnitude of the Whittier Narrows hazards in the final Permit.
earthquake?"

DM- "Was this non-existent seismic engineering Seismic evaluation was performed previously to 1998. See also
237 completed prior to or after the discovery of response to comment DM-236.

the Puente Basin Fault System that was not
identified until 1998?"

DM- "What investigation has been done to The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) understands
238 determine the probability of a potentially that the area is within a seismically active zone. However, building

disastrous incident happening in event of the I permits for the buildings and structures are regulated by the City of
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The approximate surface area of that portion of the wastewater
treatment plant held within secondary containment is reportedly
20,179 square feet. The approximate overall area of the entire
actiye wastewater treatment plant is reportedly 35,180 square feet.

Industry. The City of Industry was responsible for requiring the
structures to be built in compliance with the Uniform Building Code
in force at the time of their construction and now with the California
Building Code. These certifications must be signed by a
registered professional engineer. These certifications include
evaluations and calculations for the connections, stability of the
tanks for seismic events, seismic loading due to earthquake
accelerations, sufficient secondary containment in case of
leakage, leak detection, corrosion protection, and inspections for
other criteria to assure safety.

All tanks in Quemetco's wastewater treatment area are situated a
minimum of 135 feet from the closest wall of San Jose Creek. The
total liquid capacity of the nine tanks located within the northern
containment walls of the treatment plant is reportedly 1,150,297
gallons. Hypothetically, if all these tanks were filled to capacity with
water, the total weight contained within the tanks would be
approximately 9,593,477 pounds. However, Quemetco indicates
that based on the engineering and functional controls in operation
at the Facility, the operational volume of these tanks is limited to
capacities below the maximum noted above.

Seismic response and structural review of the construction of San
Jose Creek channel walls are not included in the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) nor are they part of the final Permit. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Flood Control Division have oversight
in these matters. Moreover, the City of Industry granted the
building permits for all structures in the wastewater treatment
system, which is referenced in this comment, at the Quemetco
facility.

111

See response to comment DM-241.

DTSC has examined excerpts from a seismic engineering
strengthening report for the Quemetco Facility. Based on the
report, Quemetco performed a seismic retrofitting of its warehouse
building (approximately 50,000 square feet), maintenance building
(approximately 14,000 square feet), and the structure contained on
an adjacent property, which is not subject to the Hazardous Waste
Facility Operating Permit. The seismic retrofit report was
conducted in compliance with Chapter 95 of the Los Angeles
County Building Code. Quemetco provided to DTSC copies of
excerpts of a seismic engineering strengthening report, receipts for
the building permits from the County of Los Angeles, and "signed­
off' copies of the building inspection cards for the completed
projects.

"I did not see a proposal for in the EIR or
recollect the construction of seismic and
structural reinforcement of the south wall of
the San Jose Creek. Will the complete details
of this be a requirement in the final draft prior
to permit approval?"

"What were the findings of that investigation?
Keep in mind that after a heavy rain these

"What isthe force in pounds per square inch
that the total combined weight of all of
Quemetco's water treatment system exerts
on the surface and is directly adjacent the
San Jose Creek? Keep in mjnd that just the
weight of the liquid can be around 16 million
Ibs. In addition the tanks and the concrete
slabs constitute a considerable mass. What
is the totfll mass of the water treatment
system including concrete slabs when
operatinq at full capacity?"

"What is the approximate surface area of the
water treatment area?"

next local earthquake taking place after
several days of steady rain when soils are at
field capacity (saturated) and soil
liquefaction occurred?"
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tanks would likely be filled with runoff water
waiting t'O be treated and discharaed."

DM- "What corrective measures will be required In addition, On August 17, 1987, the Department of Health
243 and completed prior to final approval of their Services (DHS), (predecessor to the Department of Toxic

permit tHat will guarantee that no Substances Control) issued to Quemeteo a Remedial Action Order
contami~ation will enter surface or ground (RAO) to Quemetco. On January 4, 1988, U.S. Environmental
water w~en an event such as this occurs?" Protection Agency (U.S. EPAO and Quemetco entered into a,

Consent Decree. Both enforcement orders required Quemetco to
provide berms to prevent run-off to San Jose Creek from the
battery storaae and former surface imooundment areas.

DM- "Why has Quemetco's ISO not been See response to comment DM-242.
244 suspended because of this lack of proper

seismic engineerina?"
DM- "Why wa$ Quemetco granted permission to Quemetco has been at its location since 1959. The Department of
245 construct,these facilities given the proximity to Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) was not involved in granting

the San ~ose Creek?" permission for construction of the Facility. The City of Industry has

"
responsibility over sitina and construction of the Facility.

DM- "Why has this serious situation not been The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has required
246 correcte:d as a condition to retention of the Quemetco to meet the applicable regulatory standards for

present temporary (nearly 20-year) status?" secondary containment related to a variety of potential upset
occurrences. These include risk of seismic induced upset. See

"
also responses to comments DM-238 and 241.

DM- "Are thete any cracks in foundations, drains During a 2001 inspection by the Department of Toxic Substances
247 or chanr)els, asphalt or any other structures Control (DTSC), cracks were found in the base of the secondary

in and around the water treatment facility" containment in the tank area in the wastewater treatment system.
The Facility signed a consent order to investigate and take
remedial action with respect to any geotechnical or environmental
issues. The investigative work has been completed and on June
28, 2005, DTSC conditionally approved a technical report
submitted on January 2, 2005. The report demonstrated that waste
solutions containing lead spilled in the secondary containment
penetrated cracks in the containment and contaminated the
underlying soils. Quemetco will be required to take actions to
address the findings of the report.

DM- "Are thete any cracks in foundations, drains As a part of the consent order the Facility has sampled and
248 or chanr;1els under the tanks themselves? analyzed the underlying soil in the wastewater treatment system

This is a, very important issue as the area. See also response to comment DM-247
expansive soils at this site are notorious for
crackina concrete structures."

DM- "Are there any cracks, fissures, or porous Cracks fissures or porous areas in the area covering the surface
249 areas iniand around the surface impoundment have not been observed during inspections by the

impoundment? Please exolain." Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
DM- "What qu;antities of potentially harmful The approved Closure Plan for the surface impoundment
250 substances are entering the underlying soil?" contained a clean-up or closure performance standard for lead at a

concentration less than 150 mg/kg and for arsenic at background
levels. The uppermost soils in the surface impoundment area were
excavated to approximately 20 feet below the ground surface and
removed and the excavation backfilled with clean material. The
final confirmation sampling yielded lead concentrations below 25

" ma/ka. A mutiole-Iaver of 40 mil of HOPE was installed
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-,
underneath. This was topped with 6-inch thick concrete cap. The
post-closure care part of the final Permit requires Quemetco to
perform weekly inspection of the surface impoundment area,
repair any cracks observed, and provide groundwater monitoring.
There is no evidence that any contamination is entering the
underlyinq backfill throuqh the HDPE and concrete.

DM- "What qciantities of potentially harmful Since there has been no requirement for vadose zone monitoring
251 substances are entering the underlying of pore-liquid, migration of any residual lead is unknown. Recent

groundwater and/or water table?" groundwater data suggest that harmful quantities of contaminants
are not impacting ground water. However, additional monitoring
and monitoring points are needed to confirm the existing data.

-, See also response to comment 250.
DM- "At whati;rate is this occurring?" See responses to comments DM-250 and DM-251.
252
DM- "What measures will be taken to insure that The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
253 this doe$ not occur?" determined that releases of contaminants from the surface

impoundment previously caused groundwater contamination
above maximum contaminant levels. The post-closure care
component of the final Permit requires continued groundwater
monitoring to evaluate the past releases and to monitor for
potential future releases.

DM- "I intervi~wed several local real-estate agents The comment is speculative and does not provide enough
254 who informed me that they were required information or data to suggest that activities associated with the

under full disclosure laws to reveal the fact proposed project would result in significant impacts. Also see
that the property was within a zone that was response to comment DM-10.
affected by Quemetco's toxic plume."

..
DM- "What p~rcentage less have property values An examination of property values is not within the scope of this
255 increased in the last ten years in relation to "project". Also see response to comment DM-10.

comparable properties in an area not affected
by Que~etco's plume?"

DM- "What is'!the estimated cost in lost revenue to See response to comment DM-255.
256 real-est~te agents when they lose a sale

becaus~ the potential buyer decides to not
subject his or her family to the risk presented
by Quernetco's toxic emissions?"

DM- "What isthe incidental cost to taxpayers that See response to comment DM-255.
257 are direqtly related to Quemetco? This must

be in th~ EIR."
DM- "Dilution is the Solution to Pollution There is a monitoring well network currently operating which is in
258 place to determine any further subsurface releases. The

The above phrase is a low-key joke told Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has required
among Qig time polluters and refers to their changes and additions to the groundwater monitoring network
ability td: manipulate the various agencies which will improve the ability of the network to detect further
entruste;~ to regulate them. By strategically subsurface releases and to monitor the extent of past releases.
manipulating the concentrations of Contaminants above maximum contaminant levels have been
"hazardous substances" through dilution detected in groundwater over the history of the FaCility. The DTSC
process~s they are often able to lower the requirements for the Facility for collecting groundwater samples
concentration to conform to "allowable limits". are designed to minimize dilution during the collection and analysis
For exainple, I was informed by several of my of samples, It is DTSC's responsibility to assure the determination
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colleagues that if I take 10 ml of a solution of the nature and extent of these releases and to select applicable
that tests at 1000 ppm (mg/L) mercury, 1000 remedies during the corrective action process.
ppm (mg'/L) lead and 1000 ppm (mg/L)
chromium 6 and add 990 ml of water the

"

sample Will test for each of these substances
at arounq 10 ppm (mg/L) + whatever
backgroynd levels of each of these
substan¢es, is already in the 990 ml of
water."

DM- "Do the experts at D.T.S.C. agree with this It is not clear to what principle the commenter is referring.
259 principle~"

DM- "This prinpipal would apply regardless of the The public will be notified once the extent of releases to
260 quantity,i,n gallons, of liquid waste. One way ground water have been determined and public input will be solicite

of looking at the above hypothetical situation for the selection of the remedy for the contamination. The groundw
is that y06 are taking 990 ml of "good water" direction and groundwater flow rate is measured and analyzed quar
and polluting it so it is a volume of 1,000 ml to the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The local
with a cOQcentration of 10 ppm (mg/L) for required to periodically analyze drinking water to assure that the wa
each sUb~tance, mercury, lead and chromium required standards for protection of public health. The fluctuations i
6." direction, flow rate and groundwater contamination will continue to I

DTSC and the water districts to assure that the water from drinking
state maximum contaminant levels. DTSC has the authority to reqL
take immediate interim corrective measures if the contamination prE
immediate threat to public health or the environment. See also res~

"
DM-259.

DM- "Does Quemetco add potable or reclaimed No. All liquid wastes are treated at Quemetco's wastewater
261 water to ,dilute the liquid waste to permitted treatment plant to meet Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts

concentii'ltions, prior to discharge into the discharge requirements.
sewer system?"

DM- "Has the::Los Angeles County Sanitation Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts inspect the Quemetco
262 District i6 their permit process for this facility, facility several times a year. At this time, there is no reported

documented whether this practice does or violation.
does not'occur with reqards to this project?"

DM- "If yes pl,ease provide me with a copy". See response to comment DM-262.
263
DM- "If this pr:actice occurs, it may be legal at this See response to comment DM-261.
264 time; however the fact is that the same

quantitybf toxic substances are ultimately
being di~charged into the system and on into
the envir,bnment and this 'practice should be
conside~ed unethical, not environmentally
sound aM unacceptable."

DM- "Is this c:~mpany permitted to take potable The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not
265 water (i~ the range of 45 million gallons per regulate discharge through the sewer system. All liquid hazardous

year), ad,d liquid hazardous waste (scrubber wastes (including scrubber water) are treated at wastewater
water) to: it and discharge it into the sewer treatment plant before discharge in the sewer system. All liquid
system fo be piped just downstream to be re- wastes must meet Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts'
discharg'ed into the surface waters of the San discharge requirements.
Jose Creek?"

DM- "From here it flows on to the San Gabriel See responses to comments DM-64 through DM-67.
266 River wh'ere it recharqes ground water in
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spreadiri'g grounds, supplies the Bird
sanctua~ and Wildlife Reserve (wetlands)
and the accompanying lakes that make up
the Whit1ier Narrows flood plain as well as
flowing <;Iownstream to replenish the
ecosystem."

DM- "Is it a good idea to contaminate the The draft permit proposed by the Department of Toxic Substances
267 ecosystem with these known toxic Control (DTSC) contains requirements for the Facility to have a

substan¢es?" plan to sample and control surface water. Large groundwater
elevation increases could cause potentially contaminated
groundwater to flow into San Jose Creek. However, it is the
responsibility of DTSC and the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) to monitor such potential
releases and implement remedies to prevent contamination which
might harm public health and the environment. See also

., responses to comments DM-64 throuqh DM-67.
DM- "In my opinion this form of disposal of See response to comment DM 140.
268 hazardous waste should not be tolerated by

any of th,e governmental agencies that have
allowed :~his practice to continue for so many
years. It':s outrageous that this is
occurrir,lg. I can smell Quemetco's Toxic
Plume as I am writing this!"

DM- "In additi1on, water companies from Whittier The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) agrees that
269 Narrow~ to the Pacific Ocean rely on this the San Gabriel Valley and Puente Basins are valuable and

valuable' resource for drinking water supplies. important resources which must be protected. The post-closure
It is in fact a matter of not only National care component of the final Permit requires continued groundwater
Security'!but for the security of the Greater monitoring to evaluate the past release and to monitor for potential
Los Angeles Region to protect this imperative future releases.
resourc~. The majority of all potable water in
the San pabriel Valley is from groundwater.
In event,ithat MWD water supplies were
interrup(~d these supplies become extremely
important."

DM- "Do Co~rty and State Water Quality See responses to comments DM-132, DM-134, DM-261, and DM-
270 authorities or LACOSD allow Quemetco to 262.

dispose,pf hazardous waste by discharging
into the sewer after it is diluted with potable
and/or r~c1aimed water to conform to so

"called al.lowable limits?"
DM- "Is this "~reatment" practice legal?" See responses to comments DM-132, DM-134, DM-261, and DM-
'271 262.
DM- "Has any agency conducted inspections Not to the knowledge of the Department of Toxic Substances
272 during t~e construction phase to insure that Control (DTSC). Construction permits at the site are granted and

no old or alternate routes into the sewer' overseen by the City of Industry, not DTSC.
system or San Jose Creek exist?"

DM- "What Were the results of those inspections?" See response to comment DM-272.
273 "

DM- "Is this dqcumented?" See response to comment DM-272.
274

115



DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

I

P

DM­
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DM­
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DM­
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DM­
278

DM­
279

DM­
280

DM­
281

DM­
282

"Why is runoff into the San Jose Creek and lor
the contamination that exists in at least 40
locations::at this site not a violation of the
Clean Water Act?"

"Why runoff into the San Jose Creek and lor
the cont~mination that exists in at least 40
locations at this site not a violation of the
Porter Cblogne Act?"

"Is scruQber water mixed with potable or
reclaime9 water prior to discharge to the
Sanitation District?"
"Is runoff into the San Jose Creek and lor the
contamioation that exists in at least 40
location$ at this site a violation of any
Federal,i:State or Local laws, guidelines,
master plans or ordinances?"
"Is the gr.ound water contamination at this site
a violation of any Federal, State or Local
laws, gUidelines, master plans or
ordinan¢:es?"

"What remedy has Quemetco proposed to
clean up 'the ground water contamination that

,I

exists at this site?"

"What corrective action measure is
Quemetco presently in the process of that will
clean up the soil contamination that exists at
this site?"

"Why is the cleanup of ground water
contamin!i:ltion not a condition of retention of

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is aware
that surface water run-off from the facility may be discharged to
San Jose Creek during rainy periods. However, it has not been
demonstrated that surface water run-off into San Jose Creek is
occurring in such a fashion as to discharge site-derived
contaminants. The Facility is subject to a General Industrial
Activities Storm Water Permit (General Permit) adopted by and
overseen by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
which contains monitoring and reporting requirements that satisfy
the requirements for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Permit (NPDES) under the Clean Water Act.
The Porter-Cologne Act includes the state requirements for the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES).
Violations are addressed by the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (LARWQCB). See also response to comment DM-275.
See responses to comments DM-262 and DM-265.

See response to comment DM-275.

See responses to comments DM-22, DM-23, and DM-24.

No remedy for the soil or groundwater contamination has been
proposed or selected yet. There are several methods to mitigate
the discharge andlor migration of contaminants in soils and
groundwater. However, a long-term remedy can only be selected
after the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Facility Investigation (RFI) is completed. In order to remedy the
situation, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
must know where the contamination is concentrated and where it
is not and to what degree. Before selecting a remedy, DTSC will
require the Facility to perform the RFI under the corrective action
process. DTSC is tasked with determining the nature and extent
of these releases and selecting the appropriate remedies during
the corrective action process. The public will be notified once the
extent of these releases is determined and public input will be
solicited in the selection of the remedy for the contamination.
The Facility will be required to perform additional Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigations
under the corrective action process. The nature and extent of
these releases must be determined before selecting the
appropriate remedies durinq the corrective action process.
For the last 20 years, Quemetco has been required to conduct
corrective action to address hazardous waste releases while it
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their temporary operating permit (ISD)?" continued to operate under Interim Status. The final Permit
requires Quemetco to continue its corrective action process under
DTSC's oversight pursuant to Health and Safety Code section
25200.10.

DM- "Who autl;lorized Quemetco to not be required No one has done so. In fact, contaminated soil has been removed

283 to remov~, any and all contamination at this from the Facility. Quemetco is required by the final Permit to take
site? Is this documented?" all necessary steps to investigate and clean-up any contamination

i
found at the site.

DM- "Why have EPA, Cal EPA or State Water See the response to comment DM-282.
284 Quality Authorities not required Quemetco to

remove the contaminated soil from this site?"
DM- "Why dicj;the Los Angeles County Regional In the Facility's early years, Quemetco discharged cooling tower

285 Water Q~ality Board issue a permit to build bleed-off, plant washdown, and rainfall run-off adjacent to San
the surface impoundment given the proximity Jose Creek under the General Industrial Activities Storm Water
to the S~'n Jose Creek?" Permit (General Permit) adopted by State Water Resources

Control Board (SWRCB). In 1963 the facility wastewater system
was connected to the county sewer system, and the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES)
discharge to San Jose Creek ceased in 1974. Quemetco
constructed the surface impoundment in 1975 for collecting
process wastewater and storm run-off with subsequent treatment
and discharae into the countv sewer svstem.

DM- "Why ha~ the Los Angeles County Regional The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the lead
286 Water Q~ality Board not required ground agency under SB1082 rather than the Los Angeles Regional

water c1~,an up at this site?" Water Quality Control Board because the Facility was subject to
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the
state hazardous waste manaaement law.

DM- "To prot~ct future ground water See response to comment DM-286.
287 contamination should this be done? When?"
DM- "Potential Civil Rights Violations and Criminal The siting and permitting of a hazardous waste facility is governed
288 Convictions by federal and state environmental statutes, and implementing

regulations. These statutes and regulations take into account the
1. Many of the people affected by constitutional due process and equal protection principles and the
Quemetco's toxic emissions believe that this requirement of public participation, while ensuring adequate

'i

is an infringement on constitutionally protection of the environment and public health. Federal and state·
guarante;ed rights and a violation of our civil environmental regulatory agencies are responsible to administer
liberties." and enforce the statutes and reaulations.

DM- "I am requesting that consultation with the See response to comment DM-288.
289 U.S. De'partment of Justice and The

American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) be
'conducted as to whether this has any merit
based 01") full disclosure of any and all known
and nevJ,lv discovered facts in this case."

DM- "The Final Draft E.I.R. must include opinions See response to comment DM-288.
290 from bot~; of these consultants in this matter."
DM- "Normally in cases where an organization Any concern regarding potential violations of the RICO act should
291 repeated,ly commits criminal activities be brought directly to the attention of the U.S. Attorney's office. It

associat~d with the operation of that is not within the Department of Toxic Substances Control's
orQanization it is labeled a OContinuinQ iurisdiction to enforce this statute.
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CriminailiEnterpriseD and prosecutions are
based olil the RICO Act. The U.S. Attorney
will normally launch an'investigation, often
with the :~id of State and Local agencies. If
enough evidence is present to meet the
burden of proof they will usually convene a
Grand J0ry and indictments are handed
down. Has D.T.S.C., Cal EPA and U.S. EPA

i'

consulte,~ with the Department of Justice and
the U.S. Attorney to see if this is applicable in
the case' of Quemetco, RSR, all of it's
subsidiaries and the private owners of these
companies?"

DM- "Who is r¢sponsible for permitting interstate The regulations governing transportation of hazardous waste are
292 transportation of hazardous waste in the case in California Code of Regulations, Title, 22 and the Health and

of materi~1 imported from out of state for Safety Code. Transporters of hazardous waste on the roads and
processirJ,gT highways in the State of California are required to obtain

registrations from the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC).

DM- "This needs to be accomplished and the This is notrequired by state statute or regulations governing the
293 opinions!'from all the law enforcement permitting process for a hazardous waste facility. The Department

agencies consulted along with an opinion of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is following all the applicable
from D.lT,.S.C. legal department must be statutory and regulatory requirements and criteria in its evaluation
included in the Final Draft that clears of Quemetco's permit application to ensure that the environment
Quemetco's good name in this matter of past and public health are adequately protected.
criminal :activities in the operation of it's
facilities;"

DM- "We need to be certain that no criminal See response to comment DM-293.
294 activitie~: are involved in a matter as serious

as the p~oposal that a permit be granted to
discharge thousands of pounds of toxic

,I

material; over the next twenty years, in
residential areas, recreational areas, around
schools,;iday-care centers, convalescent
hospitals, places of employment and in a
protecteg Conservancy with Wildlife Centers
and Bird]'Sanctuaries."

DM- "Is the prysent operation and future operation It is a good idea to provide hazardous waste treatment and
295 of this faqility a good idea?" recycling facilities in California as long as the facilities, including

.' Quemetco, comply with the applicable laws and regulations .
DM- "In additi,on I am concerned about reports of See response to comment DM-293.
296 criminal convictions involving Quemetco/RSR

employees in the operation of their business.
I have inCluded several with this response
and call your attention to not only Violation
of the Clean Water Act but equally
disturbing a conviction concerning submitting
a False ~ertification.This is crucial as all
the permitting agencies in the case of this
facility r'E!ly on Quemetco and their
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contractors for data."

DM- "In addition, this little matter of the EPA The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is
297 Regional'Administrator, Wayne Nastri, and his responsible under the state law to make the decision to approve or

" disapprove Quemetco's permit application. Since Mr. Waynepossible connection to Quemetco and/or their
contract~rs that Mrs. Avery pointed out in the Nastri is not involved in this decision-making process, any possible
Novemb~r 1, 2001 meeting, must be cleared connection between Quemetco and Mr. Nastri is not relevant, nor
up. is it an issue concerning a conflict of interest in this case. DTSC

has been authorized by United States Environmental Protection
What pre:cisely is the connection to Quemetco Agency (U.S. EPA) under the federal Resource Conservation and
that Mr. Nastri has and is this an improper Recovery Act (RCRA) to administer the State hazardous waste
relationship or conflict of interest in this case?" management program in lieu of the federal program. DTSC is the

decision-making agency in this permit application process. DTSC
is also the lead regulatory agency overseeing any required
investigation and cleanup of any release of hazardous waste at or
from the Quemetco facility into the environment. U.S. EPA audits
DTSC in connection with the RCRA authorization, but it does not
directly oversee Quemetco's permit application, facility operation
or closure, corrective action for any hazardous waste releases.

DM- "Were permits issued to Quemetco during his Wayne Nastri was a Governor's appointee to the South Coast Air
298 service a~ a board member for SCAMD?" Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Governing Board and

served one year from August of 1997 to August of 1998. The
SCAQMD did not issue any permits to Quemetco during this time
period. In fact, the bulk of Quemetco's current limits were imposed
on permits issued in July of 1997 or earlier, before Mr. Nastri's
service as a board member. Pending permit applications,

., however, may have been on file during his period of service. In
dealing with Quemetco, the SCAQMD's permitting staff has no
knowledge or recollection of Environmental Mediation, Inc. or Mr.
Nastri being involved in, or having any influence on, the agency's
decisions and actions with regards to the issuance of Quemetco's

Ipermits.
DM- "Did Environmental Mediation Inc. or he in his See responses to comments DM-297 and DM-298.
299 capacity:;at that company lobby regulators on

behalf of Quemetco? When and in regards to
what?"

DM- "Did Env'ironmental Mediation Inc. or he in his See responses to comments DM-297 and DM-298.
300 capacity::at that company advise Quemetco

on regul~tions or permit issues? When and in
reqards to what?"

DM- "Does EpA oversee any or all of the agencies See response to comment DM-297.
301 in the Qwemetco case? What is the chain of

jurisdictit!ln?"
DM- "Will his recent appointment as EPAOs Chief See response to comment DM-297.
302 of West~rn Region 9 expedite the long

overdue closure and cleanup of this site that
he is familiar with?"

DM- "Has DT?C provided a copy of the Yes, this 1996 Comprehensive Monitoring Evaluation was
303 Comprehensive Ground Water Report to forwarded to U.S. EPA.

USEPA?"
DM- "What special protection does Quemetco, This is a question that should be directed to the two local
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enjoy by their location in the City of Industry
as oppo~ed to if they were located in an
unincorporated area of Los Anqeles County?"
"Will MrJ'Nastri use his intimate knowledge of
Quemet~oand their contractors to expedite
the inevi.table clean up of this site?"
"When ,,*ill this clean up be completed?"

"What statutory requirement or written policy
"would require DTSC to overlook 30 years of a

question'able record when deciding this case?
Please ~rovide a copy."
"I wouldi!also like you to launch an inquiry that
will disc9unt the rumor circulating among
local res.idents that the head of the Permitting
Department for DTSC (sounds like Murkel?)
and the .inspectors responsible for
Quemet~o's alleged "clean record" over the
last 4 ye'ars might be under the influence of
Quemefco and their contractors."
"It is rumored that DTSC will attempt to base
the permit review on only those 4 years
insteadbf the entire history of this facility.
Please ¢Iear up this false rumor."

"Conclusion

How coyld D.T.S.C. even consider issuing an
operatihg permit based on an E.R.1. that is
suppos$d to report the true impact on it's
surroundings and fails to take into
consideration a multitude of factors that are
real and: of qenuine concern."
"Until su:ch time that Quemetco can
demonsJrate to me that the poisons that they
are distributing into the environment did not
contribu,te to the rare carcinoid tumors that
caused bur Dear Mothers early demise then I
have to ask the following question. What
makes the effects of these chemicals
discharged by Quemetco not hazardous and
ok to release into the environment when the
compellinq body of evidence points to the

agencies.

See response to comment DM-297.

The corrective action process is on-going under the Department of
Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC) oversight. DTSC is
responsible for setting timelines and requiring the Facility to
perform a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Facility Investigation under the corrective action process. DTSC is
tasked with determining the nature and extent of these releases
and selecting the appropriate remedies during the corrective action
process. The public will be notified once the extent of these
releases is determined and public input will be solicited in the
selection of the appropriate remedy for the contamination.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is following
all the applicable statutory and regulatory requirements and criteria
in its evaluation of QiJemetco's permit application to ensure that
the environment and public health are adequately protected.
The rumor is baseless. The Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) does not believe any inquiry is necessary. DTSC
is not under any influence of Quemetco or any of its contractors.

See response to comment DM-307.

See response to comment DM-1 O.

One cannot prove a negative (i.e. prove a chemical did not cause
an observed effect). To evaluate potential health effects in a risk
assessment, we rely on comparison of estimated human
exposures to scientifically peer-reviewed toxicity criteria developed
based on observed responses (dose-response relationships). For
chemicals that may have the potential to cause cancer in humans,
we assume that any exposure will increase the probability that an
individual may have an increased risk of developing cancer during
the course of their lifetime as a result of that exposure. Whether or
not this risk is acceptable is a risk management decision that the

120



DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON

QUEMETCO, INC.
DRAFT HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

PLANT OPERATION, POST-CLOSURE CARE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

contrary,:" Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) considers in all
aspects of a permit decision. We agree that there is a "compelling
body of evidence" that most industrial chemicals may be
hazardous to your health if not properly managed. Based on the
Health Risk Assessment (HRA), which uses the actual emission
rates of all chemical known to be emitted from the facility
submitted by Quemetco, we do not believe there will be any
adverse noncancer health effects associated with routine
operation of the facility as described in its Operation PLan. DTSC
considers the HRA estimated upper-bound excess lifetime cancer
risk at the maximum exposed actual resident of 2.4 in one hundred
thousand based on an exposure duration of 30 years for the

., maximum exposed actual resident to be acceptable.

'DM- "What makes the chemicals released by It is not clear what the commenter means by "different". The HRA
312 Quemetto any different?" uses peer-reviewed chemical-specific toxicity criteria to evaluate

potential health risks. We do not make any distinction between
toxicity of a chemical such as 1,3-butadiene or benzene, both
common urban air contaminants, whether they are released by
Quemetco, vehicle exhaust or tobacco smoke. See also
response to comment DM-311.

DM- "Quemetco's claim that their facility comes The draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) adequately
313 under th's "grand father clause" is analyzed and found that the siting of the Quemetco facility is

prepost~rous! consistent with both zoning and land use designations established
by the City of Industry. The authority to establish zoning and land
uses rests with the City of Industry. authority under California Land
Use Lmv and regulations. No additional analysis under California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is required in the final EIR as it
relates to local land use consistency issues. Also see response to
comment DM-10.

DM- "The facJ of the matter is that in the early The comment is noted.
314 years following the incorporation of the City of

Industry",the founding fathers made an error
in judgment in their exuberance to attract
businesses to the new city."

DM- This facility should never have been See response to comment DM-313.
315 permitteo to establish in such close proximity

to surface waters, ground water aquifers and
residential neighborhoods."

DM- "In additi.on there are serious issues that must See response to comment DM-313.
316 be addr$ssed concerning the use permits

. "and the !?ubsequent variances that bring up a
number <;>f questions that must be answered
prior to this project moving forward."

DM- "What role did City of Industry officials or their The City of Industry and County of Los Angeles are not decision-
317 associat~s play in the initial granting of and makers in the issuance of this Permit.

the retention of permit status? Please be
specific.~i

DM- "Did any:,City of Industry official or affiliate The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not
318 serve on. the Los Angeles County Department know whether any official of the City of Industrv served in any role
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of RegioiJal Planning? Who, and did that
person or persons play any role in the
issuanc~,of permits for this facility from 1957
until pre~ent?"
"Will LosrAngeles Department of Regional
Planning lbe present at the next meeting and
will theY,: be prepared to answer questions
concerning any and all of Quemetco and
Western Lead's Permits? Quemetco cannot
claim e~emption from proper regulation
under th~ grandfather clause if they
cannot prove the validity of Western
Lead's supposed permits."
"Specific~lIywhat alleged permits did
Western 'Lead establish itself with and what
authoriMissued them. Please provide a copy
of any a~d all of these permits and their
variance$ along with copies of any supporting
documentation."

"The City of Industry has blossomed into a
beautiful 'city that I personally am proud to be
neighbon,to. The new cleaner businesses that
have repJaced the old are an excellent
addition to the community. They are well
designed and nicely landscaped. Quemetco's
airborne emissions resulting from continued
operatioQ pose a potential threat to the
products::that are manufactured by these
businesses and the record clearly shows in
the transl~ripts from 1996, that it also poses a
potential:;threat to local residents and the
employees of City of Industry businesses."
"In addition the groundwater contamination
must be ~ddressed and I urge the City of
Industry officials to act swiftly and decisively
in this very serious issue to avoid future
contamin'ation of wells that the City itself
uses to supply City of Industry Waterworks
System.":
"The city:ibears responsibility of safeguarding
Puente Basin water as the above mentioned
supply does not come under the jurisdiction
of the San Gabriel Valley Water Master."

"These w.ater rights were long ago
adjudicated prior to City Of Industry
acquisiti~n of the Cross-Water Company now
known as City of Industry Water Works

with the County of Los Angeles with respect to regional planning.
Neither does DTSC know whether any such person played any
role in the issuance of land-use permits for the Facility. Also see
response to comment DM-313.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not
know whether any representative of the County of Los Angeles
Regional Planning Department will be present at any future
meetings. See also response to comment DM-313.

Quemetco, Inc. has informed the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) that it never owned Western Lead and therefore
does not have copies of any of Western Lead's permits. Quemetco
has also informed DTSC that it had all the required permits to
operate since its acquisition in 1970. To request copies of any
permits or supporting documentation, please contact the City of
Industry. See also response to comment DM-313.
The comment is noted. See also responses to comments DM-311
and DM-312.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is
addressing groundwater contamination. See also response to
comment DM-21.

This ground water under the Quemetco Facility is managed by the
San Gabriel Valley Watermaster. Water purveyors are required to
collect and analyze samples from their drinking water production
wells on a regular basis to assure that the water sent to
consumers does not exceed regulatory thresholds. See also
response to .com·ment DM-322.
See response to comment DM-323.,
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System."

DM- "We mu$t protect these underground See response to comment DM-322.
325 aquifers!"
DM- "I urge City of Industry leaders to take a close This comment should be directed to the City of Industry.
326 look at tfue facts in this case and please use

your inflWence to correct the error in judgment
that allowed this facilities predecessors to
establisn and Quemetco's claim to grand
fathered" riqhts.

DM- "I have rio desire to dig up old bones from the The comment is noted.
327 past and. my only interest is the cessation of

toxic airoorne plums that regularly besiege
our hom~ and family, the local ecosystem
and the water supply."

DM- "I feel it ~ould be a public relations windfall The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) does not
328 for the C!lty and for the good of the community believe there is a "veil of immunity" in this case.

to lift the, veil of immunity that surrounds this
facility and commence with the inevitable
decontamination of this site."

DM- "Please 'remove this thorn from the side of the The project site and the surrounding area are located in zone "M"
329 City of Ihdustry and allow the wounds that (Manufacturing) as designated by the City Zoning Code. A

have festered for so many years to heal." battery recycling facility is a permitted use in zone "M": and is
consistent with other types of uses, normally permitted under the
"Industrial" general plan designation. The Planning Department
of City of Industry approves the zone designation and change of
zoning.

DM- "I am cori'cerned to see that Quemetco is The comment is noted.
330 circulating a letter from City of Industry Mayor

David Pe:rez. I am certain that if he
understood the facts surrounding this facility a
person of his caliber would not lend his good

.1

name to this operation."

DM- "The facts are that this company has gone The comment is noted. DTSC disagrees.
331 virtually Unregulated in early days and during

transitiol)al times when DTSC and SCAQMD
and were assuming regulatory responsibility
from their predecessors."

DM- "In addition this company has not been The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) disagrees
332 regulateq in the same fashion as other known with the commenter.

polluters (PRP) in the San Gabriel Valley."
DM- "At whati1concentrations does testing show Testing of groundwater for post-closure care at the site is not
333 the pres~nce of Volatile Organic Compounds routinely performed for specific volatile organic compounds

and other dangerous substances that are (VOCs). Instead, the Facility typically analyzes for total organic
causing 'the multitude of problems to halogens (TOX) which captures many of the VOCs but does not
producers and consumers of ground water in provide speciation. For example, in the May 2004 quarterly
the San 'Gabriel Valley?" . monitoring, TOX of 37 ppb was reported from monitoring well MW-

10. All of the groundwater monitoring reports are available for
review at DTSC's office in Glendale. The Department of Toxic
Substances Control and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
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Control Board have also required that the Facility analyze soil and
groundwater samples for specific VOCs in the course of various
investigations across the site. For example, soil concentrations of
perchloroethene have been reported as high as 27 micrograms
per liter in gas-phase and 150 micrograms per kilogram in soil
matrix samples.

DM- "In the period between 1972 and possibly into Enforcement actions were taken during this period.
334 the 1999s laws existed on the books that may

not have been adequately enforced."
DM- "The DT$C Ground Water Report documents San Jose Creek received industrial waste discharges from
335 numerous instances of the "surface Quemetco until 1975 when the Los Angeles Regional Water

impoundment" overflowing directly into the Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) ordered the practice
San Jos~ Creek surface waters." terminated because the discharge exceeded effluent limitations

on several occasions. The industrial waste had caused etching of
the creek's lined wall at the point of discharge. At that time,
wastes were discharged into a storm drain which subsequently
fed into the San Jose Creek at Channel Station 158. Early
records indicate that the creek was originally unlined.

DM- "Has DT~C considered the case in Texas The case cited is not relevant to this permit decision.
336 involving Quemetco/RSR facilities of a similar

nature t~at were closed because of the
pollutio~, problems and possible adverse
health effects associated with it?"

DM- "Why haye Federal, State and Local Necessary regulatory and enforcement actions have been taken to
337 authorities not taken action in this case?" ensure that Quemetco is in compliance with applicable

environmental laws and reaulations.
DM- I am requesting that this response in its All comments received during the public comment period and
338 entirety ~Iong with all exhibits, researches DTSC's responses are included in the permit decision package.

and pho~ographs be included so that the
impact of it will not be lost in the haste to
make a decision in this matter

DM- "I am a15'0 requesting that this along with all The admissibility of any document in an administrative or legal
339 responses from participants in this process proceeding is subject to the applicable rules of evidence.

and the transcripts from all of the meetings
concerning this facility be admissible as
evidence in any and all proceedings,
including court, that pertain to the permitting
of this faCility."

DM- "This in~ludes all transcripts from all meetings See responses to comments DM-338 and 339.
340 datinq back to 1959."
DM- "In addition research and enforcement See response to comment DM-293.
341 actions 90ncerning all Quemetco/RSR

facilities throughout the country should be
included and considered when deciding this
case."

DM- "I would also like to request more time be DTSC believes that ample time and opportunity were given to
342 granted to submit admissible pertinent members of the public to provide relevant information to DTSC.

information so subsequent analyses can
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corrobor,ate the preliminary findings of an
ongoingllresearch on soil, water and plant
tissue at one of the local universities."

DM- "Again I 'request that Quemetco and their See response to comment OM-307.
343 predecessor's entire record be considered

prior to this project moving forward".
DM- "This includes all conditional use permits and Quemetco is an existing facility operating under the Interim Status
344 supportiflg documentation. If that is not Document (ISO) and is not permitted as a new facility. Corrective

agreeable with Quemetco the only other action, which involves investigation and cleanup of any
option even considered would for them to contamination, is required in Part VI of the Permit.
clean up existing contamination and submit to
permittirjg as a New Facility."

DM- "The Inspector herself admitted that she had It is unclear as to what report Mr. McKee is referring to, but OTSC
345 not readi:the report that is the history of this inspectors have enough background information to adequately

facility and therefore she does not have the conduct inspectiqns at Quemetco.
backgro~nd information to adequately
conduct 'inspections."

DM- "There is no way to bury the truth of this See responses to comments DM-9 and OM-22.
346 matter ynder a surface impoundment that

should have never been permitted in the
first place any 10nQer

DM- "It is urg~nt to act swiftly in this matter The comment is noted. DTSC is proceeding with corrective action
347 regarding clean up of this site and minimizing activities. See responses to comments OM-9 and DM-22.

addition~1 groundwater contamination. In
addition; it is crucial to stop the toxic airborne
plumes that have been reported many times
since 19:~9 that are victimizing local residents
and many others in the area."

DM- "I am al~'o suggesting that Quemetco be DTSC has required Quemetco to establish and maintain
348 requiredi:to post a bond in an amount equal to assurance of financial responsibility (AFR) for closure of the

the estimated true cost of clean up of this operating units and post-closure of the surface impoundment.
site that,Vvili insure that this enormous task is OTSC has not required AFR for corrective action at this time. At
complet~d." such time as a corrective action remedy is selected, corrective

action AFR will be required.
DM- "Bottom line is that there is insufficient data Whether or not a facility is "safe" encompasses a number of
349 that is of questionable quality and no different areas including adequate worker protection, controls and

accurate, conclusion can be made as to the management practices to reduce or eliminate accidental chemical
safety of this facility." releases, fires, etc, and overall protectidn of human health and

environment. With respect to protection of human health, OTSC
believes that the results of the human health risk assessment
which relies on source testing of actual emissions required by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMO) show the
Facility is safe to operate as described in the permit and that
emissions from the Facility are not likely to cause adverse health
effects.

DM- "It would' be a far stretch in a logical See response to comment OM-107.
350 progress~ion of facts to jump from all that is

known a,boutthis company to it is safe,
beneficial to the community and in the best
interest of the San Gabriel Valley and Puente
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Basin td allow continued operation of this
facility.",

DM- "We mu:st focus first and foremost on DTSC is working with Quemetco to address these concerns. See
351 eliminati,ng any and all toxic air emissions, response to comment DM-9.

cleaning up the soil and groundwater
contamination at this site and preventing
addition,al contamination of San Gabriel
Valley groundwater."

DM- "The gross contamination that exists and has Some of the sources of groundwater contamination at the
352 existed fpr many years at this site must be Quemetco facility have already been mitigated. Any corrective

cleaned up in an attempt to prevent future action necessary to remove contaminants from the soil and ground
damage to the valuable water resources that water will be conducted after final characterization of such
underlie the entire area." contamination is completed and a remedy is chosen. See also

responses to comments YH-1 and DM-251.
DM- "Quemetco themselves admit that "Non- The Permit imposes a groundwater monitoring program for
353 Compliance with established water quality Quemetco which includes additional monitoring wells. See also

standards for groundwater resulting from response to comment DM-352.
continu,~d operations at the Quemetco
Facilityh considered a significant impact.
Impact~ remain significant and
unavoiqable."

DM- "The way, that all agencies should approach Quemetco is currently operating within the allowable limits of the
354 this issue is. South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) rules and

1. Susp,end all air emission permits issued by regulations and within the operating parameters under their
AQMD." , permits. Thus, the SCAQMD has no cause to revoke or suspend

Quemetco's permits. The SCAQMD will continue to monitor,
inspect, and investigate the facility and the issues raised by
community members. See also response to comment DM-353.

DM- "Enforce all applicable legislation such as the See response to comment DM-353.
355 Clean Water Act and the Porter Colo!,:]ne Act."
DM- "Review 'all conditional use permits and See response to comme.nt DM-353.
356 variance$ issued by Los Angeles Department

of Regio~al Planning and the circumstances
surrounding the issuance of those permits."

iI

DM- "Require!!Water Quality Authorities to act to See response to comment DM-353.
357 rectify that agency's history of gross

negligen¢e in its dealings with this facility."
.,

DM- Clean up, all soil and groundwater This ground water under the Quemetco Facility is managed for
358 contamination. purposes of allocation by the San Gabriel Valley Watermaster.

Water purveyors are required to collect and analyze samples from
their drinking water production wells on a regular basis to assure
that the water sent to consumers does not exceed regulatory
thresholds. See also response to comment DM-352.

DM- "Calculate the total quantity of all substances The comment is noted.
359 to be discharged into the environment

(including sub-sea burial) over the next 20
years. And then ask the question. Is this a
good idea?"

~------"'---------
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DM- "When a,nswering each question please be as The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
360 specific as possible and I request that you do responded to the com menter's questions and concerns in a

not use 'the strategy called "grouping" to specific fashion.
obfuscate the issues in this case. This will
help av~rage citizens such as myself to,
understand the facts."

DM- "Below j'~ just a portion of the report that I am The comment is noted.
361 referring to and I have highlighted a small

portion Of pertinent facts. Unfortunately I am
out of tirhe. It appears that VOCs may have
been de,tected and I think it says that there is
no reas~n to believe that they did not .
overflm.~/from the surface impoundment.
Read paige 56, 96 and119 through at least
page130 of the DTSC Ground Water Report.
It is outrl3geous!"

DM- [AnAC:~MENT] The comments are noted, but the appeal must be formally
362 submitted after the permit decision is made pursuant to California

"PETITION TO OTSC Code of Regulations, title 22, section 66271.18.

Re: Opp'osition to Quemetco Inc. IRSR
Corpor*ion - Application for Permanent
Operati~gPermit at 720 s i h Avenue, City
of Indus~ry, California.

We, the ·Lndersigned, petition the Department
of Toxic$ubstances Control (DTSC) to deny
RSRlQu:~metco's application for a permanent
operating permit.

~;

In additi9n, we respectfully request that
Quemetpo's temporary status, by which they
have be!(n allowed by DTSC to emit toxic
compou~ds for more than 20 years, be
revokec!, immediately and that the inevitable
clean up process of this site commence."

Michael McKee
738 South Third::Avenue
La Puente, CA 9.1746
[November 27,2001]
MM-1 Our family has lived at the above address for The comment is noted. See responses to comments LA-11 and

54 years,. only 4 blocks from the smelter. From LA-16.
the outset, this facility has polluted our
neighborhood and, for 40 years, our family and
neighbor~ have been forced to participate in
one publi;t process after another, attempting to

.1
protect ol;lrselves from the poisons which are
pumped Into our environment on a daily basis.

MM-2 We have::documents from the late 1960's The comment is noted. See response to comment LA-14.
showing our opposition to this facility, yet we
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are still faced with lax enforcement by the
governm¢nt departments mandated to protect
us.

MM-3 Hopefully, after reviewing citizen's comments, The comment is noted. See responses to comments DM-352,
you will cpnclude that this company should be DM-353, and LA-16.
shut down and site remediation should
commence. If you grant their permit, it should
be granted on very firm conditions including
substanti,al mitigations. Imagine the cumulative
effect of preathing, drinking, eating and
absorbing the toxins for our entire lives, living
only 4 blocks from this facility.

MM-4 If public ihput is truly desired, why was notice DTSC scheduled a 60-day public review and comment period,
of the m~:eting sent to only 13,000 people which ran from June 29 to August 28, 2001 and allowed the
when mqre than 100,000 people are directly community to review the draft Permit and draft EIR and to
affected by the pollution? comment on the permitting process:

• A fact sheeUcommunity survey was mailed on June 29,

2001, which provided background information on the draft

Permit and draft EIR and also announced the public

comment period and the time and location of the public

hearing. The fact sheet was mailed to all addresses within

1/4 mile (DTSC policy) of Quemetco and to key contacts

throughout the state, i.e. 757 addresses

• Based on requests/input from the community (during

community interviews), the mailing radius was expanded to

1/2 mile of Quemetco; the additional fact sheets were mailed

on August 9,2001 to 2,538 addresses

• A radio announcement was aired on KFWB (audience

approx. 38,400) in English on July 13, 2001 and on

KBUE/KBUA (audience approx. 68,000) in Spanish on July

16, 2001 to notify the community of the public comment

period and public hearing.

• Public notices were placed in the Los Angeles Times, San
Gabriel Valley Tribune (circulation approx. 53,000) and in La

Opinion (circulation approx. 112,000) newspapers on July

29, 2001 to inform the community of the public comment
period and public hearing.

• DTSC conducted a public hearing on August 14, 2001 at Los

Altos High School. Approximately 70 community members
attended the public hearing and several community
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members provided public comments. Because many

community members remarked on the lack of notice about

the hearing and the short timeframe to provide written

comments, DTSC extended the public comment period for

90 days, from August 28, 2001 through November 27, 2001.

DTSC also scheduled a community meeting for November 1,

2001.

• A radio announcement of the public comment period

extension and the November 1, 2001 community meeting

was aired in English (KFWB) on September 14,2001 and in

Spanish (KBUE/KBUA) on Sept. 18, 2001.

• Public notices of the public comment period extension and

the November 1, 2001 community meeting were published in

the San Gabriel Valley Tribune on September 21, 2001 and

La Opinion on September 22, 2001. Due to inadvertent

mistake in the Sept. 22 notice, the correct public notice was

published in the October 13, 2001 edition of La Opinion.

• Public notices of the public comment period extension and

the November 1, 2001 community meeting were mailed to

over 12,521 addresses. The mailing list included residents

and businesses in the area roughly bounded by the 605
II freeway to the west, Valley Boulevard to the north, Hacienda

Boulevard to the east, and the boundary of La Habra Heights

to the south. In addition, the mailing list also included key

statewide and local contacts, as well as several schools

located north of Valley Blvd. to Amar Road, and east of
Hacienda Blvd. to Azusa Ave.

• 750 copies of public notices announcing the extension of

public comment period and meeting were given to the

Workman Mill Association to be included in their mid or late
October newsletter.

• DTSC Public Participation Specialist attended the Hacienda

Heights Improvement Association monthly meeting at the

Hacienda/La Puente District Office on September 17, 2001

and provided information on the extension of public comment
period and the community meeting.
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Fact Sheets, public notices were mailed/faxed to:

July 2001: Contacts were made with the Office of US
Representative Grace Napolitano, fact sheet were faxed.
Unavailable for interview.

July 2001: Contacts were made with the Office of Sen. Gloria
Romero.

130

The following documents are posted on the web-site:
1) Fact Sheet
2) Public Notices

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has to
remain neutral. DTSC's public participation staff already work
with the community.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has no
such funds. At times, the State legislature has provided funds for
citizen advisory groups such as at the Rocketdyne site.

The public did not have short notice. See response to comment
MM-4.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control disagrees. See
response to comment MM-4

Fact Sheets, public notices were mailed/faxed to the elected
officials. The following elected official were contacted, briefed,
interviewed:

July 25, 2001: Mayor David Perez,
City of Industry

July 25, 2001: Dr. Gary Matsumoto,
Deputy Superintendent
Hacienda La Puente Unified School District

July 26, 2001: Chris Carlos, staff of Assemblyman Ed
Chavez

July 26, 2001: Tina Herzog, staff of Supervisor Gloria Molina

As the Quemetco issue involves complex
scientific and legal issues beyond the average
person's ability, is there funding available to
community groups to help defray the cost of
expert assistance?
Could a DTSC employee be assigned as an
advisor for an opposing community group?]

Why did we have such short notice of the
meeting, leaving title time and few resources to
prepare ourselves? Surely, each person
should not be expected to spend a day at the
library reading the multitude of binders
containing highly technical (and often outdated)
information. An executive summary could
have been prepared to give a basic overview of
the issues. Why wasn't this done?

Public attendees numbered approximately the
same as government scientist, Quemetco
experts, Quemetco lawyers and other
government representatives. Do you agree
that the attendance at the public meeting was
inadequate to give the quality of input required
for so complex an issue?

Did you solicit the participation of elected
officials by informing them of the issues? Only
one elected official attended - a congress
woman. Surely, representatives from
surrounding cities should playa substantial
role in this process as it affects each of their
residents.

MM-10 DTSC has an internet site. What information
concerning Quemetco/RSR can be found on
your site? Would this have been an effective
vehicle to qive the public necessary information

MM-9

MM-8

MM-7

MM-6
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to understand the issues and to formulate an After the final permit decision is made, additional information will
effective opposition? be posted.

MM-11 Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc. was given the The following items respond to the specifics of the comment:
responsibility of making a transcript of the 1) Names of Panelist were displayed on a big poster at the
meeting. Why do many of the panel answers entrance.
mask the names of the speakers on the 2) p'anelists had name tags.
transcript by being prefaced with Panel 3) Names of panelist were displayed on the table top sign
Member rather than the speaker's name in the identifying the Department/Agency and their title.
transcript? 4) At the beginning of the meeting, every panel member was

introduced.
5) A point of contact list was provided in the handouts folder
6) Panelists were requested to identify themselves prior to

answering the questions.
7) When contacted by Kennedy Court Reporter, Public

Participation Specialist provided the names of the Panelists.

MM-12 Who made the decision to deviate from the See response to comment MM-11.
standard court reporting format of naming each
speaker prior to the answer?

MM-13 Why wasn't a head table "map" given to the See response to comment MM-11.
participants (and perhaps the court reporter),
giving the names, positions, agencies, contact
information and seating position of the
speakers? This would have made contact
possible.

MM-14 In contract to surrounding businesses, The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is reviewing
Quemetco's premises are amongst the most Quemetco's application for a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In
unsightly in the area. Can they be forced to considering the application, DTSC has no statutory authority to
improve the look of their premises? Even a review or impose any landscaping or other beautification
fresh coat of paint and some landscaping conditions at the Facility.
would go a long way toward improving the
optics. High hedges (neatly trimmed) might
mask their unsightly installation from street
view.

MM-15 What studies have been done in the impact to Numerous studies have been performed to determine the health
surrounding businesses such as the risk to the local businesses and communities associated with
commercial bakery directly across the street, Quemetco's emissions. For example, in the Spring of 2000,
and the numerous food processors within 4 Quemetco submitted through a consulting firm called Kleinfelder,
blocks? Are the huge air intake systems in the Inc., a four-volume health risk assessment (the "Kleinfelder
surrounding businesses specially filtered to HRA.") This assessment was specifically prepared to support
remove all the pollutants pumped into the air, Quemetco's application for a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit.
soil and water by Quemetco? The Kleinfelder HRA is available in the public repositories for

public review, and has been available since the summer of 2001.
In addition, Quemetco prepared another health risk assessment
(the "AB2588 HRA") pursuant to the California Toxic Hot Spots
Information and Assessment Law (also known as AB 2588). The
AB 2588 HRA was approved by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District in October 2002. Because Quemetco's
emissions produce a cancer risk of 33.4 in one million, Quemetco
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to understand the issues and to formulate an After the final permit decision is made, additional information will
effective opposition? be posted.

MM-11 Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc. was given the The following items respond to the specifics of the comment:
responsibility of making a transcript of the 1) Names of Panelist were displayed on a big poster at the
meeting. Why do many of the panel answers entrance.
mask the names of the speakers on the 2) p'anelists had name tags.
transcript by being prefaced with Panel 3) Names of panelist were displayed on the table top sign
Member rather than the speaker's name in the identifying the Department/Agency and their title.
transcript? 4) At the beginning of the meeting, every panel member was

introduced.
5) A point of contact list was provided in the handouts folder
6) Panelists were requested to identify themselves prior to

answering the questions.
7) When contacted by Kennedy Court Reporter, Public

Participation Specialist provided the names of the Panelists.

MM-12 Who made the decision to deviate from the See response to comment MM-11.
standard court reporting format of naming each
speaker prior to the answer?

MM-13 Why wasn't a head table "map" given to the See response to comment MM-11.
participants (and perhaps the court reporter),
giving the names, positions, agencies, contact
information and seating position of the
speakers? This would have made contact
possible.

MM-14 In contract to surrounding businesses, The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is reviewing
Quemetco's premises are amongst the most Quemetco's application for a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In
unsightly in the area. Can they be forced to considering the application, DTSC has no statutory authority to
improve the look of their premises? Even a review or impose any landscaping or other beautification
fresh coat of paint and some landscaping conditions at the Facility.
would go a long way toward improving the
optics. High hedges (neatly trimmed) might
mask their unsightly installation from street
view.

MM-15 What studies have been done in the impact to Numerous studies have been performed to determine the health
surrounding businesses such as the risk to the local businesses and communities associated with
commercial bakery directly across the street, Quemetco's emissions. For example, in the Spring of 2000,
and the numerous food processors within 4 Quemetco submitted through a consulting firm called Kleinfelder,
blocks? Are the huge air intake systems in the Inc., a four-volume health risk assessment (the "Kleinfelder
surrounding businesses specially filtered to HRA.") This assessment was specifically prepared to support
remove all the pollutants pumped into the air, Quemetco's application for a Hazardous Waste Facility Permit.
soil and water by Quemetco? The Kleinfelder HRA is available in the public repositories for

public review, and has been available since the summer of 2001.
In addition, Quemetco prepared another health risk assessment
(the "AB2588 HRA") pursuant to the California Toxic Hot Spots
Information and Assessment Law (also known as AB 2588). The
AB 2588 HRA was approved by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District in October 2002. Because Quemetco's
emissions produce a cancer risk of 33.4 in one million, Quemetco
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must develop a risk reduction plan to bring the risk level to a point
below 25 in one million. A risk reduction plan was filed in 2003.
Finally, it should be noted that Quemetco is required under
California's Proposition 65 to evaluate, each quarter, based on
the most updated and reliable information, whether the emissions
are at a level requiring Quemetco to publish a Proposition 65
notice. The notice is published four times a year (in English and
Spanish) in a regional newspaper. Once a year, Quemetco is
required to send a Proposition 65 Notice to all residents and
businesses in the impacted area. The Proposition 65 Notices
have been published and served since July 1993, for almost ten

I years.
MM-16 Have you notified the surrounding businesses See response to comment MM-15.

of the potential hazards and assisted them in
doing the necessary testinq? If not, why not?

MM-17 What measurements and studies have been The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has not
done by DTSC in the elementary and high conducted studies in the elementary and high schools near
schools only a few blocks away? What are the Quemetco, or any other plant. However, the Los Angeles County
results of those studies? Department of Health Services performed blood lead testing in

March 2002. The testing was available, free of charge for all
elementary school children and their siblings and parents, if they
so chose to participate. A total of 244 people were tested (75
adults and 169 children). Of all adults and children tested, 85%
were below the detection limit. There were no children found with
an elevated blood lead." Only one adult tested had a slightly
elevated blood lead level. However, according to the County's
report, that adult reported that he had been exposed to lead in his
workplace. In addition, in 2002, the USC Cancer Surveillance
Program reviewed the cancer incident rates in the area
surrounding the plant and found no evidence of a causal link
between cancer and proximity to the Quemetco facility.

MM-18 Have the schools been informed of the The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) was
elevated risk of toxins in the air so they can informed that all schools in the vicinity of Quemetco were
take special steps to protect the students? specifically invited to attend a public meeting on January 29,

2003, at Sparks Middle School in La Puente, California to hear a
report on the status of the AS 2588 Health Risk Assessment. This
public meeting lasted over three hours. See also responses to
comments MM-15 and MM-17.

MM19 Most of the speakers at the public meeting The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has
mentioned foul smells including burning plastic primary jurisdiction to enforce regulations prohibiting nuisances
being emitted from Quemetco. We regularly caused by odors (see, for example, SCAQMD Rule 401). The
smell these discharges, especially at times SCAQMD has a 24-hour number with a person who can respond
when government inspectors are not working. to such complaints. The Department of Toxic Substances Control
While we were assured at the meeting that (DTSC) understands that SCAQMD inspectors have been on site
inspectors are available 24 hours per day, our numerous times and have not substantiated the complaints.
last call was met with an answering machine
stating that the office is closed. No alternate
emergency number was given on the machine.

MM-20 What testing has DTSC done regarding the . The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has not
numerous foul odor complaints, and what were done any testing of potential odors from Quemetco, since odor
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the results? When the tests conducted? Who detection and control is not within the DTSC's regulatory
conducted the tests? Please send me a copy if jurisdiction. It is DTSC's understanding that the South Coast Air
such a report has been conducted? Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has conducted

surveillance near Quemetco in the summer of 2002, and did not
detect odors associated with the Facility. See response to
comment MM-19
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MM-21 A possible explanation of the burned plastic
smell is that small pieces of lead are imbedded
into the plastic when the battery is crushed.
When the broken pieces go into the water tank,
the plastic with imbedded lead sinks to the
bottom with the lead and is put into the smelter.
Have you and Quemetco considered this
possible cause? Do you know of any other
cause for the foul odors?

MM-22 Quemetco/RSR has a lengthy record of serious
criminal convictions and multi-million dollar
fines. Has DTSC done a comprehensive
search in the U.S. and Mexico.to uncover and
document all convictions? If yes, please
provide a copy of the report. If not, why not?

MM-23 If you have not done such a search, including
discussions with your counterparts in all other
states in which they operate, how can you say
with certainty that they have an acceptable
compliance record?

MM-24 I understand that DTSC intends to make a
compliance decision based upon only 4 or 5
years of history. Is this correct? If so, what
law or written policy states that you may ignore
25 of the past 30 years of non-compliance
when making your decision?

MM-25 The full criminal and compliance record of
Quemetco/RSR should be researched, not only
for the industry plant, but also for their other
locations. They have a poor record in other
states and we see similar behavior in City of
Industry. The record should weigh heavily in
your decision making process.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) cannot
speculate as to the cause of the alleged odors. See responses to
comments MM-19 and MM-20.

There was a case in 1988 against Quemetco for sending waste to
Alco Pacific. Alco Pacific illegally disposed of lead slag in Mexico.
All parties were fined millions of dollars and are paying for the site
clean-up.

Based on the Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC)
records, Quemetco has had an acceptable compliance record for
the past five years in California.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) looks to
whether the applicant has met the permit requirements. The
comment implies that Quemetco has had 25 years of non­
compliance. The DTSC's records do not reflect such a period of
non-compliance. There have been a few notices of violations
issued to Quemetco by DTSC in the past several years, and
Quemetco corrected all such violations in a timely manner. DTSC
has enforced its rules and regulations and has obtained penalties
from Quemetco in addition to requiring prompt compliance.
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) only has
regulatory jurisdiction of Quemetco's City of Industry Facility.
DTSC is aware that in June 1993, the Los Angeles County District
Attorney's Office filed a misdemeanor complaint against
Quemetco and its parent, RSR Corporation alleging three counts
of unlawful transportation of hazardous waste in violation of
section 25189.5 (c) of the Health & Safety Code. The complaint
alleged that the companies transported lead wastes (slag) having
toxic characteristics to a facility not permitted by DTSC and at an
unauthorized point. The companies pleaded no contest to the
misdemeanor complaint and judgment was entered on June 3,
1993. To resolve the matter, the companies paid a $200,000 fine
to the County, and paid $2.3 million to clean up the facility in
Mexico to which the slag was delivered. To the best of DTSC's
knowledge, the case described above is the only criminal matter
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filed against Quemetco in California and was resolved almost ten
years ago.

MM-26 The following are a few recent convictions and See response to comment MM-2S.
civil actions:

MM-27 These are just few of the legal actions against See response to comment MM-2S.
Quemetco/RSR. Please advise me when you
research their record. I would like a copy of
the report.

MM-28 People or companies with numerous felony See response to comment MM-2S.
convictions should not be relied upon to do
their own testing, nor should they be allowed to
continue the same pattern of misbehavior in
Industry as they had demonstrated across the
country and even Mexico. I am particularly
disturbed by the conviction for submitting a
false certification. Please obtain more details.
Did this involve falsification of test records or a
similar offense?

MM-29 At the public meeting, I asked the panel if Their relationships to Quemetco are unknown to the Department
anyone knows the relationship Quemetco/RSR of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). See also responses to
has with Eby, Bitner, Mobley and Summers. comments MM- 25 and MM-28.
No one from Quemetco would give me an
answer. Are these executives of the
company? Please advise how these people
are associated with Quemetco.

"MM-30 The convictions are of a very serious nature In September 2000, the Department of Toxic Substances Control
and should not be swept under the carpet by (DTSC) discovered some cracks and gaps in the secondary
using a 4 or S year history rather than a lifetime containment system for Quemetco's water treatment system in
record. In any event, the company has a the northeast corner of the Facility. "Secondary containment"
number of newer actions against it. refers to the cement flooring and berm that provide protection in

case there is a leak from one of the water treatment tanks. There
was no evidence of leakage. Nevertheless, the secondary
containment must be free of gaps and cracks so as to prevent a
potential release to the environment. Quemetco settled the
violation with DTSC upon payment of a fine of $17,SOO and
entered into a Consent Order for the repair of the secondary
containment. See also response to comment MM-24.

MM-31 At the public meeting, I asked Ruth Williams- See response to comment MM-30.
Morehead, DTSC Hazardous Substances
Scientist in charge of Quemetco about the
compliance and enforcement record of
Quemetco. She responded, "I've been
inspecting Quemetco for the last four years
since 1997. And to this day, I have not issued
a major enforcement case against them.
They've had minor violations, and they've been
very responsive in correcting those violations.
There have been some major cases against
Quemetco in the past, the late 80's to mid-90's.
In the late 80's, they were still operatinq the
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service empanelment through the efforts of the
DTSC. That service empanelment was closed,
and Quemetco was cited and employ clean-up
actions, which they did. The service
empanelment has been closed, I believe, since
the early 90's. They are continually doing
monitoring of the site. Especially in that area,
they're doing ground water monitoring. In '93,
'94, they were cited again. This time we
assessed fines as high as $2.5 million. They
were transporting hazardous wastes without
manifest.

MM-32 Early in the transcript, Ruth admitted that she See response to comment DM-7.
has not read the CEPAIDTSC Comprehensive
Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report
(EPA ID No. CAD066233966), a 143-page
document, dated March 8, 1996, by Andres
Cano, Hazardous Substances Engineering
Geologist, Geo-technical Services Unit Facility
Management Branch. Ruth stated, "everything
iii this report is not a violation. I really haven't
had a chance to look at it." We have found the
time to read that document. Numerous serious
deficiencies are noted. In addition, a number
of polluted areas have been identified. The
report is far too technical for me to comment
on, but I strongly suggest that it be included as
part of the evidence that you study. Ruth
should read the report immediately as it will
indicate areas of concern of which she is not
aware. As the report is now 5 years old, and
much of the work still has not been done, it
should be acted upon without delay. Perhaps,
Mr. Cano or someone of similar caliber should
do an update to reflect current conditions. The
situation may have worsened due to migration
of lead-laden sol.

MM-33 I also worry when Ruth says," They are Facilities regulated by DTSC conduct the monitoring. DTSC
continually doing monitoring of the site." reviews the monitoring reports generated by the facilities. DTSC,
Shouldn't DTSC scientist be conducting the at times, may collect its own samples. Ms. Ruth Williams does not
testing? recall stating that the site should not be monitored.

MM-34 When was the last comprehensive testing done It is not clear which test the commenter is referring to. See
by DTSC, EPA or South Coast Air Personnel? responses to other more specific comments.
Surely, we are not allowing Quemetco to give
you the test results. Please advise what regine
is in place for testing.

MM-35 Have you read the Survey of Storm Water This is not relevant to the permit decision at this facility.
Discharge from Quemetco, Inc.? This
concerns their operation in Seattle. It is
publication no. 71-e20 and can be ordered on-
line
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http://www.ecy.wa.gov.biblio/forms/program-
order.asp

MM-36 This document should be included in your See response to comment MM-35.
decision-making process. It surveys
Quemetco's recent discharges into Julian
Creek in Washington State. Recent data
shows lead in creek sediment and elsewhere.

MM-37 In 1998, Harvard University discovered the See response to comment DM-238.
cause of the massive Whittier Narrows
earthquake which killed 13, injured 200 and
caused $384,000,000 in property damage. A
new
Fault capable of a magnitude 7 quake has
been discovered in our area. The new fault is
named the Puente Hills Fault. There is no
seismic engineering in the Quemetco facility. If
(when) a major earthquake strikes, the

'.
expansive soil under Quemetco will cause
/iquification. Has a complete seismic study
been completed? This facility was built prior to
the discovery of the Puente Hills Fault.

MM-38 In the event of an earthquake, the same Process liquids properly contained in tanks should have adequate
magnitude as Whittier (m 5.9-6.0), what will freeboard to account for sloshing caused by earthquakes. In
happen to the 1.9 million gallons of toxins addition, secondary containment is provided to prevent potential
stored in Quemetco's tanks? contamination of the environment that may result from leaks or

spills. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
no knowledge of any spills or contamination at the Quemetco
facility as a result of the many earthquakes that occurred in the
area in the recent years.

MM-39 Whittier is only 2 miles away and the Puente The comment is noted.
Hills Fault discovered by Harvard directly
affects the safety of this site.

MM-40 We submit that Quemetco's application should See response to comments DM-6 and DM-343.
be denied and their 30-year "temporary status
revoked. This is the wrong place for such a
facility and the company's record has been
abysmal.

MM-41 The local regulators need to do an extensive The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) conducts
on-site assessment to determine the current annual inspections of the Quemetco facility. In addition to
pollution levels and locations, then make plans extensive on-going environmental monitoring requirements, the
to phase out this operation and commence permit includes a "post closure" permit that requires Quemetco to
detoxification of the land. guarantee the availability of necessary resources to manage

environmental cleanups should the facility close in the future. See
also responses to comments MM-24 and MM-30.
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3.3 ORAL TRANSCRIPT

The transcript from the August 14, 2001 public hearing is provided following this page.
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HACIENDA HEIGHTS, CALIFORNIA, TUESDAY, AUGUST 14, 2001

7:02 P.M.

.7:02 - INTRODUCTION BY MAYA AKULA

7:06 - ANNOUNCEMENT BY JOSE KOU

7:l2 - PERMIT & CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

ACT (CEQA) PROCESS BY PHILIP CHANDLER

7:22 - SITE BACKGROUND BY JAMSHID SHARI

7:32 - CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM BY PHILIP CHANDLER

7:46 - 'HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT BY MICHAEL SCHUM

8:12 ~ PUBLIC PARTICIPATION BY MAYA AKULA

(RECESS)

MS. AKULA: IT IS NOW T.IME TO BEGIN THE "PUBLIC

COMMENT PERIOD. IF YOU NEED A SPEAKER REQUEST CARD,

PLEASE RAISE YOUR HAND, AND WE WILL GET ONE TO YOU.

.WHEN I CALL YOUR NAME, PLEASE APPROACH THE

MICROPHONE. PLEA,SE SPELL YOUR NAME FOR THE 'COuRT REPORTER

BEFORE STARTING.. THE COURT REPORTER WILL THEN RECORD YOUR

FORMAL QUESTION OR COMMENTS.

THE PUBLIC HEARING IS OFFICIALLY OPEN AT8 :31 ON'

AUGUST 14TH, 2001.

LILLIAN· AVERY, PLEASE COME. UP.

MS .. AVERY: MY NAME IS LILLIAN AVERY. I HAVE LIVED

IN HACIENDA HEIGHTS FOR 45' YEARS,. SINCE 1956.

IN 1959 WESTERN LEAD PRODUCTS WAS PERMITTED BY

5
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THE CITY OF INDUSTRY TO OPERATE A LEAD SMELT~NG PLANT AT

720 SOUTH SEVENTH AVENUE IN PROPERTY ZONE M. AN

INDUSTRIAL ZONE PERMITTED USES TO INCLUDE METAL

FABRICATION, BATTERY MANUFACTURING AND RECYCLING, AND

STORAGE OF CHEMICALS. IN 1970 QUEMETCO TOOK OVER THE

OPERATION OF WESTERN LEAD.

HACIENDA HEIGHTS, AN UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY

BEGINNING 500 FEET FROM·THE QUEMETCO FACILITY, HAS A

'COMMUNITY PLAN DEVELOPED BY THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY IN 1978

WHICH ESTABLISHES A LAND-USE POLlCY THAT PROHIBITS

EXPANSION OF THE INDUSTRIAL AREA WITHIN THE COMMUNITY.

THE LAND-USE ELEMENT OF THE CITY OF INDUSTRY

ESTABLISHES ITS PRIMARY GOAL AS CREATING AND MAINTAINING A

SETTING FOR MANUFACTURING, DISTRIBUTION, AND INDUSTRIAL

FACILITIES. WITHIN THE CITY; BUT THAT, AND I QUOTE,

"CREATING A SETTING THAT IS COMPLEMENTARY TO ITS NEIGHBORS

IS·EQUALLY IMPORTANT, "·END OF QUOTE.

THERE APPEARS TO BE A CONFLICT WITH APPLICABLE

LAND-USE PLANS, SINCE QUEMETCO AND ITS OPERATIONS

SERIOUSLY IMPA~T THE COMMUNITY OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS WITH

GENERATION AND DAILY DELIVERY OF OVER 50 TRUCK lJOADS OF

USED LEAD FIBERS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS; WITH THE

INTRODUCTION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE AND MATERIALS ON SITE,. '. .

WHICH COULD RESULT IN INJURY, FIRE, ACCIDENT, 'OR RELEASE

OF AIR TOXIC EMISSIONS OR ACUTELY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

6
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POSING A THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY. IN ADDITION,

. EMISSION OF AIR-TOXIC CONTAMINANTS AND POLLUTANTS

INCLUDING LEAD, 1/3-BUTADIENE AND CARCINOGENS.

IT IS SIMPLY 500 FEET FROM THE QUEMETCO FACILITY

ON SEVENTH AND CLARK/ THERE ARE 100 UNFORMED HOMES AND

.504 MOBILE HOMES LOCATED IMMEDIATELY WEST OF SEVENTH

AVENUE. THERE ARE 220 HOMES LOCATED EAST OF SEVENTH TO

TERMINAL' CANYON ROAD AND SOUTH TO GALE, THE AREA OF

ISOPLETH/ THE CONFIGURATION USED BY QUEMETCO TO IDENTIFY

ITS AREA OF EMISSIONS, THE· ISOPLETH IS NOT CONFINED TO·

THOSE HOMES/' HOWEVER; THE ISOPLETH EXTENDS TO PAST ~IMPSON

AVENUE.ON THE EAST AND ORANGE GROVE AVENUE ON THE SOUTH.

ON APRIL 24/ 1996/ I SPOKE AT A PUBLIC MEETING.

MY CONCERN THEN WAS THE)24 HOURS PER DAY/ 7 DAYS A WEEK/

YEAR IN AND YEAR OUT OF EMISSIONS OF TOXIN CONTAMINANTS/

' .. INCLUDING LEAD/ ARSENIC/ AND BUTADIENE AND OTHER AIR

POLLUTANTS AND CARCINOGENS EMITTED INTO THE AMBIENT AIR

OVER HACIENDA HEIGHTS WITHOUT CEASING AND REQUIRING

PERIODIC PROPOSITION 65 WARNING AND NOTIFICATION.

THESE EMISSIONS OF TOXIC ..PARTICLES AND

. CONTAMINANTS ·INTO THE AMBIENT AIR OVE~ HACIENDA HEIGHTS

. HAVE CONTINUED' WITHOUT CEASING/ DAY IN AND DAY OUT/ FOR

. OVER 31 YEARS/ FROM ·1970 WHEN QUEMETCO TOOK OVER FROM,

WESTERN LEAD . THESE CHEMICALS, METALS/ AND CONTAMINANTS

ARE NOT JUST DISPERSED IN THE AIR. LIKE THE DEW/BUT ·NOT

7
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ABSORBED INTO THE SKIN. THERE ARE STRONG ODORS OF SULFUR

IN 1992 AFTER'· SUFFERING FOR THREE YEARS FROM MOUTH AND

LET ME

ACRID AND OFFALIC TASTES, SORE THROATS, HE~ACHES,

NAUSEA, COUGHING, AND INHALATION AND RESPIRATORY PROBLEMS.

KENNEDY COURT REPORTERS) INC.
. (800) 231-2682

THE GENTLE DEW, THEY SErTLE ON THE HOUSES AND GROUNDS, ON

VEGETATION, IN PRODUCE GROWING .IN GARDENS, AND ON

CLOTHING. THEY ARE INHALED AND INGESTED, AND THEY ARE

THE CUMULATIVE EFFECT THAT INHALATION AND INGESTrONOF

AND METALS. THE CONSTANT BARRAGE OF EMISSIONS CAUSES,

CONTINUOUS TOXIC EMISSIONS OVER 30 TO 40 YEARS OF

I HAVE REASON TO BE CONCERNED. MY HUSBAND DIED

CHEMICALS, METALS, AND CARCINOGENS SUCH AS CHROMIUM, LEAD,

SULFUR, ARSENIC, BUTADIENE AND OTHER POLLUTANTS?

:EFFECTS TO INDIVIDUALS EXPOSED OVER A LIFETIME? WHAT IS

THB DRAFT SAYS NOTHING ABOUT ELIMINATING AND/OR

MITIGATING THE EMISSIONS OF CHEMICALS, POLLUTANTS, AND

CONTAMINANTS INTO THE AIR. WHAT IS THE ESTIMATE OF

'PROBABILITY THAT'AN INDIVIDUAL WILL DEVELOP CANCER AS A

T~ROAT CANCER. WHAT QUEMETCO IS IS NOT ~ NIMBY, NOT IN

MY BACKYARD. CONCERN FOR HACIENDA HEIGHTS

REPEAT THAT. QUEMETCO IS NOT A NIMBY CONCERN FOR HACIENDA

HEIGHTS .. QUEMETCO IS NOT ONLY IN OUR BACKYARDS, BUT IN

RESULT OF EXPOSURE TO CARCINOGEN EMISSIONS? NEAT IS THE

'. ESTIMATE OF DAILY EXPOSURE. LEVELS THAT CAUSE DELETERIOUS
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OUR FRONT YARDS TOO. ITS TOXIC EMISSIONS PENETRATE OUR

SOIL, HOVER IN THE AIR OVER OUR HOMES, CHURCHES,AND

SCHOOLS, AND REMAINS IN THE VERY AIR WE INHALE AND

BREATHE. THE CITY OF INDUSTRY ERRED IN PERMITTING ·A

LEAD-PROCESSING AND RECYCLING FACILITY SO CLOSE TO HOMES,

BECAUSE OUR HOMES WE~E HERE BEFORE WESTERN LEAP WAS THERE

AND CERTAINLY BEFORE QUEMETCO WAS THERE.

THE APPLICATION FOR OPERATION OF THE HAZARDOUS

WASTE FACILITY INCLUDES A CLOSURE PERMIT. THE CLOSURE

PLANNING INCLUDES THE STEP NECESSARY TO. COMPLETELY CLOSE

THE FACILITY. ESTIMATE DATE -~ ESTIMATED DATE FOR

COMPLETE CLOSURE IS AUGUST 15, 2021, 20 YEARS FROM NOW.

WE ASK THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC

SUBSTANCES CONTROL, DTSC, TO SERIOUSLY AND CAREFULLY

CONSIDER. THE REAL CONCERNS OF RESIDENTS OF HACIENDA

HEIGHTS IN ESTABLISH+NG A CLOSING PATE FOR· THE FACILITY

THAT WILL MITIGATE OR·· ELIMINATE THE EFFECTS· OF QUEMETCO ON

THIS COMMUNITY IN. THE NEXT FEW YEARS. THANK YOU.

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, LILLIAN.

B. T-O-R-R-E-S.

MR. TORRES: THANK YOU, MAYA.

LISTEN, 1 1 M CONCERNED ABOUT A NUM~ER OF THINGS.

NUMBER ONE IS THE LATE DATE WE GOT THE 'QUESTIONNAIRE

INFORMATION. THE SECOND ONE IS THE UNDERWATER -­

UNDERWATER· TREATMENT GO!NG ON. AND I CERTAINLY AGREE WITH

9
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I ACTUALLY HEARD FROM MY NEIGHBOR LAST NIGHT

STEVE R-A-M-I-R-E-Z.

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, B.

10

WE'VE
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WHAT'S HER NAME'S COMMENTS -- LILLIAN'S COMMENTS ABOUT

THE CLOSURE ACTUALLY OF THE QUEMETCO -- QUEMETCO. AND I'VE

,BEEN A PAST MEMBER FOR 20 YEARS .OF HACIENDA LA PUENTE

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT· BOARD OF EDUCATION, AND CERTAINLY

I KNOW A LITTLE BIT ABOUT THE CLOSURE AND SO FORTH. SO ~

HEARTTLY AGREE WITH LILLIAN.

AND THANK YOU. AND I I M CONCERNED.·

TROY V-E-I-L-L~E-U-X.

MR. RAMIREZ: IILL PASS FOR NOW.

BECAUSE SHE CAM~ PREPARED AND GAVE SOME FACTS TO US. AND

ALSO HATS OFF TO THE PEOPLE HERE BECAUSE THEY.GAVE US THE

MS. AKULA: LET .THE RECORD SHOW THAT STEVE PASSED

FROM L·ILLIAN TO -- THANK YOU ,TO LILLIAN ONCE AGAIN. I

DIDN'T COME PREPARED LIKE LILLIAN.

THAT THIS MEETING WAS GOING TO OCCUR TONIGHT .. AND IT

.HIGH LEVEL, BUT WE REALLY GOT THE DETAILS. IT SEEMS LIKE

MR. VEILLEuX: . LET ME BEGIN BY SAYING I REALLY DREAD

.THIS·PUBLIC·SPEAKING. ALWAYS MAKEE; ME.EXTREMELY NERVOUS.

BUT FIRST OF ALL, YOU KNOW, HATS OFF TO LILLIAN TO --

: RIGHT NOW.

FULL-TIME JOB. EVERY·NIGHT WE GET A·MEETING FOR

. SEEMS· LIKE LIVING IN HACIENDA HEIGHTS HAS BECOME A
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1 GOT THE LANDFILL I THE.DOUBLE-DECKER FREEWAY. AND YOU

2.KNOW I REALLY UNFORTUNATELY FOR ALL OF US I WE HAVE

6 SQMETHING AS TERRIBLE LIKE A TOXIC WASTE FACILITY. HOW

7 DISAPPOINTING IT IS TO GO TO WORK AND TELL THE PEOPLE YOU

. 8 WORK WITH THAT "I HAVE A ,LANDFILL IN MY BACKYARD I AND I

'9 HAVE A TOXIC WASTE DUMP FACILITY" -- WHATEVER YOU WANT TO

10 CALL. IT. AND YOU REALLY FEEL HELPLESS AFTER A WHILE.

11 YOU COME AND TALK AND HEAR.· EVERYTHING ON THE

12 PRESENTATION TONIGHT I ALL I SAW IN THE PROCESS WAS

13 ,APPROVAL. WELL, WHAT ABOUT THE OP'POSITE OF THAT? WHAT'

19 EVERYBODY TO WRITE LETTERS.

17 . HASN'T WITH THE LANDFILL. IT'S ,BEEN 20 YEARS. AND YOU

18 KNOW j I WANT TO DO MY BEST TO FIGHT THIS.' I ENCOURAGE

p
o
o
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ABOUT VOTING IT DOWN? I DIDN'T SEE,ON THE FORM WHERE IT

SAID THAT THAT'S AN OPTION. ,AND I DON I T BELIEVE IT IS. I
..

PON'T BELIEVE ANYTHING IN THIS TOWN GETS TURNED DOWN. IT

I GREW UP IN A TOWN WITH AN OLD PAPER FACTORY

THAT USED CHLORINE. AND CHLORINE DESTROYED THE FACTORY BY

EATING AWAY AT ITS PIPES. AND THE' ONLY THING 'THE, FACTORY

,DID IS GET FINES. FOR THE SMALL FINES THEY GOT I IT WAS NO

BIG DEAL. THEY CAN,PAY THOSE FINES. I REALLY.DOUBT THAT

QUEMETCO WILL BE 'ANY DIFFERENT. THEY'LL DO,WHAT'THEY,NEED

11
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TO AND NO MORE, BASED ON FINES.

SO THERE IS NO COMPANY' THAT HAS OUR BEST

INTEREST IN MIND. THE COMPANIES YOU WORK FOR, THEIR BEST

INTEREST IS MAKING MONEY. AND IT'S ABOUT MAKING MONEY FOR

THE STOCKHOLDERS AND MAKING MONEY FOR THE OWNERS; BUT YOU

KNOW, WE'RE JUST EMPLOYEES. WE'RE JUST THE LITTLE GUY.

'BUT THAT DOESN'T MEAN WE CAN'T WRITE LETTERS. AND ONCE

AGAIN, 'I ENCOURAGE EVERYBODY TO WRITE LETTERS TO THOSE

GUYS., LET THEM KNOW YOUR CONCERNS. IF YOU JUST FEEL

YOU'RE BEING WALKED OVER, THEN WRITE 'THAT.

I ENCOURAGE YOU TO LOOK AT THE EIR. IFYOU

LOOK AT THE LANDFILL, ONE, IT'S"A MONSTER. I CAN ONLY

IMAGINE WHAT THIS ONE LOOKS LIKE. I'LL LEAVE IT AT THAT.
, .

1 1 M CONCERNED, AND I REALLY DON'T WANT TO SEE THIS PERMIT

OR LICENSE OR WHATEVER GET PUT IN, PLACE. IT'S BEEN --

SOUNDS LIKE ALMOST 2a YEARS THEY I VE HAD A PERMIT. YOU

CAN'T EVEN DRIVE A CAR FOR SIX MONTHS WITH A PERMIT. ,I'M

REALLY SURPRISED. THAT'S IT.

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU,' TROY.

MARY L-O-R-E~N-Z-A-N-A.

MS. LOB.ENZANA: ,THANK YOU,' LILLIAN. YOU SAID

EVERYTHING AND PUT IT IN A GOOD NUTSHELL.

THE ONLY THING IS, I WENT TO THE LIBRARY, AND I

WAS READING. AND I BELIEVE YOU SAID THERE ,WAS A SURVEY

THAT WAS TAKEN TO SEE HOW MUCH -- IN ONE !T HAD TO DO WITH

12
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SO I'M ASSUMING THAT WHEN YOU TOOK THE STUDY OF

RESIDENTIAL .YARDS IN HACIENDA HEIGHTS. IS FROM

LEAD. AND IT HAD TO DO WITH THE CHILDREN ONE TO ~IVE

YEARS OLD OR SOMETHING. THAT YOU TOOK.A SURVEY -- WELL,

ANYWAY, I READ -- THIS IS FROM THE LIBRARY. AND LET ME

READ THIS TO YOU.

THE PARENTS THAT WERE ApPROACHED WERE THOSE

THOSE IN WEST COVINA. ALTHOUGH THE SOIL LEAD

THE BATTERY RECYCLING FACILITY."

LEVELS IN HACIENDA HEIGHTS. WERE HIGHER THAN

CONCENTRATIONS WERE HIGHER IN HACIENDA HEIGHTS

"SOIL LEAD, AIR LEAD, AND DUST LEAD

THAN WEST COVINA, CONCENTRATIONS ARE NOT

UNLIKE SOIL LEAD IN OTHER PLACES. IT IS LIKELY

THAT SOME OF THE LEAD IN THE -SOIL IN

THESE KIDS .FROM ONE TO FIVE -~ I HAD GONE TO THE

NEIGHBQRHOOD, AND T ASKED SOME OF THE PARENTS BECAUSE I
)

NEVER WAS APPROACHED OR ANYTHING. AND'I'VE BEEN THERE FOR

35 YEARS.

OR SOMETHING LIKE THIS. THIS IS VERY HIGH. AND IF 'YOU

20 YEARS. NOW, YOU SAID HQW MANY? ONE IN FOUR GET CANCER

PARENTS THAT JUST MOVED IN ABOUT FIVE YEARS PREVIOUS TO

,THIS .. HERE IS THE LIST IN ABOUT THREE BLOCKS FROM MY

.HOUSE.·I HAVE 13 -- 12 DEATHS LEADING TO SOME TYPE OF

LEAD DISEASE. THESE PEOPLE HAVE HAD LIVED rHERE OVER
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1 WANT, I CAN GIVE YOU THE NAMES WHENEVER YOU WANT, IF YOU

2 WANT TO 'SEE THESE.

3 'THAT'S ALL I HAVE TO SAY, BUT 1 1 M' CONCERNED.

4 EVERY TIME I DRIVE IN THE EVENTNG, I SEE THE BIG SMOKE

5 COMING UP. I HAVEN'T NOTICED THIS MUCH IN YEARS. AND

6 LIKE I SAY, lIVE LIVED HERE OVER 30 YEARS. AND I DON'T

7 KNOW. IT'S LIKE YOU SAID~ WE HAVE THE DUMP. WE HAVE THE

8 FREEWAY. NOW WE HAVE THIS. ,THAT, IS ALL I HAVE TO SAY.

9 ,BUT I JUST WANT ;COU TO BE AWARE OF ALL THESE PEOPLE THAT

10 HAVE DIED WITH SOME TYPE OF LEAD DISEASE. AND THAT'S

11 WITHIN THE FOUR~RADIUS BLOCK IN MY NEIGHBORHOOD.

12 ' MS. 'AKULA: 'THANK YOU, MAR,Y.

13 RUDYA-L-M-E-I-E-A.

14' MR. ALMEI~A:MY NAME IS RUDY ALMEIEA. I'VE BEEN

15 '~ERE 41 YEARS. I LIVE WEST OF SEVENTH AVENUE. THEBE ARE

16 "104 HOMES. AND I MIGHT BE ,REPEATING MYSELF.

17, QUEMETCOHAS BEEN OPERATING SINCE THE LATE 1970S

18 UNDER A TEMPORARY OPERATING PERMIT UNTIL THE EPA COULD DO, ' I

19, A MORE THOROUGH R,EVIEW,OF THE OPER,ATION. DURING THAT TIME

20 OUR, COMMUNITY, HAS SUFFERED ENvIRONMENTALLY AND HEALTHWISE

21 FROM LATE-NIGHT SULFUR~SMELLING EMISS~ONS FROM THEIR

22 $MOKESTACKS, STREAMBED CONTAMINATION, DAMAGE TO THE FLOOD

23 CONTROL CHANNEL, AND WHO KNOWS WHAT ELSE.

24 THE ,EPA HAS IDENTIFIED'MORE THAN 40 YEARS ,OF'

25 CONTAMINATION ON THE PROPERTY~ 'QUEMETCO HAS BEEN

14
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" '

1 ':INSPECTEn NUMEROUS TIMES BY THE DEPARTMENT OF: TOXIC

2,' ' SUBSTANCE CONTROL, COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT, SOUTH COAST

3 AIR QUALITY 'MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, AND PROBABLY,OTHER

4 ' ,REGULATORY AGENCIES; AND HAS HAD NUMEROUS VIOLATIONS AND

5 RECEIVED CITATIONS AND FINES IN ALMOST ALL OF THESE CASES.

6 'IN 1993 QUEMETCO WAS FINED 2.5 MILLION TO HELP CLEAN UP 31

7 MILLION POUNDS OF LEAD WASTE WHICH WAS ILLEGALLY DUMPED

8 NEAR TIJUANA.

9 IN APRIL 1996 THE DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE

10 CONTROL REQUIRED QUEMETCO TO PREPARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL

11 IMPACT REPORT ,INCLUDING HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT, IN ORDER TO

12 GET A PERMIT ',FROM THEIR DEPARTMENT. IT IS NOW 2001 ; AND

, ,13 ,'THIS REPORT STILL HAS NOT BEBN FINALIZED. ,QUEMETCO HAS

NOT, BEEN A 'GOOD NBIGHBOR TO OUR WORKMAN MILL AND HACIENDA

15 HEIGHTS COMMUNITIES, BUT THEY HAVE BEEN ALLOWED TO

,16 ,CONTINUE OPERATION UNDER A TEMPORARY PERMIT FOR OVER

17,20 YEARS.

18 BY NOW, ,WE HAVE ALL READ ,THE WARNING,NOTICES

19 PUBLISBED IN THE PAPER REQUIRED UNDER,PROPOSITION 65 ,FROM

20 QUEMETCO INDICATING THAT THE PLANT EMITS HARMFUL LEAD INTO
/ '

21 'J;'HE.AIR,. THEIR STUDIES SHOW THAT THE BLOOD LEAD IeEVELS IN

22 THE YOUNG CHILDREN IN ,THE, AREA ARE WITHIN NORMAL LIMITS.

23. SINCE LEAD HAS NO LONG-TERM 'CUMULATIVE EFFECT IN THE HUMAN

i
/ I

24 BODY ,WE WONDER WHY PEOP,LE THAT LIVED IN THE AREA SINCE

25 'THE 1970S WEREN',T INCLUDED IN THIS TESTING.

15
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THIS EDITOR IN THE PAST YEAR HAS_UNDERGONE

RADIATION AND CHEMOTHERAPY FOR CANCER AND HAS LOST FOUR

VERY DEAR, LONG-TIME NEIGHBORS DUE TO THE CANCER. WE'RE

SURE .THAT THERE ARE MANY OTHERS ,LIVING IN THE AREA OF

INFLUENCE TO QUEMETCO THAT HAVE CANCER OR DIED FROM

CANCER. IS TH~RE A CORRELATION BETWEEN CANCER AND

QUEMETCO?-

MS. AKIJ:LA: 'THANK YOU, RUDY.

LARRY G-A-R-C-I-A.

;MR. GARCIA: GOOD EVENING. MY NAME IS LARRY GARCIA.

AND LIKE MANY OF YOU/ I RECEIVED A LETTER WHICH INDICATED

THAT WE HAD TO BE NOTIFIED THAT 'WE WERE BEING EXPOSED-TO

SOMETHING. AND SO IN THIS LETTER THERE WA$ A PHONE NUMBER
,

TO GET IN CONTACT WITH AN-INDIVIDUAL IF YOU HAD QUESTIONS

OR CONCERNS/WHICH IS WHAT I DID.

AND I RECEIVED ;:THIS/ (INDICATING) WHICH KIND

OF GAVE ME THE GENERAL OUTLINE OF WHAT WE HEARD FROM THE

- PEOPLE HERE. BUT INCLUDED ~~S ALSO A LETTER. AND I

BASICALLY HAD TWO QUESTIONS THAT I ASKED. AND IN THIS

LETTER NEITHER ONE OF THE TWO QUESTIONS WAS -ADDRESSED.­

AND WHEN I RECEIVE A LETTER THAT DOESN'T ADDRESS MY

QUESTIONS/THAT TO ME IS A RED FLAG.

THE QUESTIONS THAT I HAVE IS THAT THE CHILDREN

WERE TESTED ONLY ONCE IN 1994. YET, QUEMETCO, I'M SURE/

IS MONITORED ON A YEARLY BASIS. WHY IS IT THAT CHILDREN

16
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ARE ONLY TESTED ONCE? AND IF YOU TAKE A LOOK AT THOSE

CHILDREN -- WHICH ONE OF THE QUESTIONS WAS, WHO WERE THESE

CHILDREN AND WHERE WERE THEY LOCATED? WE HAVE A CONCERN

BECAUSE CHILDREN MAY HAVE BEEN IN THE AREA OUTSIDE OF THE

PLUME AREA.

BECAUSE ONE OF THE THINGS THAT I REQUESTED WAS A

SERIES OF MAPS WHXCH THEY GIVE TO US PUBLICLY,. AND I

WANTED TO SEE THE MAPS FOR THE LAST TEN YEARS. THEY

.SHOULD HAVE THEM ON FILE BECAUSE THEY SEND IT TO US' IN THE

MAIL. I RECEIVED NO MAPS. BUT FROM WHAT I RECALL, I

REMEMBER THAT THE PLUME CONCENTRATION WAS BASICALLY I~ THE

AREA OF INDUSTRIAL AREA.

INDUSTRIAL PARK IS ON SIXTH STREET, SEVENTH

STREET. AND IT ALSO ENCOMPASSED AREAS ALONG THE AREA

WHERE THE DUMP IS LOCATED. MANY OF THE RESIDENTIAL AREAS

. WERE EXCLUDED.' THE LAST ONE THAT I RECEIVED I SAW A

SHIFT. AND THE SHIFT WAS NOW IN THE RESIDENTIAL AREA.

THAT'S A RED FLAG.

CHILDREN IN CERTAIN AREAS, THE PARENTS LIVE FOR

A SHORT PERIOD OF TIME IN A SCHOOL AREA, AND THEY MOVE ON
, '

TO ANOTHER AREA. THEY'RE CALLED "TRANSIENTS. II THAT

DOESN I T MEAN THEY LIVE IN THE STREETS. "THAT MEANS

PARENTS MOVE IN, RENT, AND THEY MOVE ON TO ANOTHER. IF

YOU GO TO THE SCHOOLS IN ,THIS AREA, YOU WILL FIND THAT

MANY OF THE STUDENTS ARE'TRANSIENT STUDENTS. THEY'RE

17
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ONE OF THE THINGS THAT BOTHERS ME IS THE

'. WELL, LAST ··NIGHT I WENT TO, ONE OF MY NEIGHBORS

ABOUT. HALF A MILE FROM QUEMETCO; AND I CHECKED WITH THE

CHILD CENTER WHICH MY CHILDREN WENT TO, AND THEY WERE

I·ASKED THE RESIDENTS, THE SCHOOLS IN THE AREA'

NEVER TESTED. I WENT TO DON JULIAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, AND

I ASKED IF THEY HAD EVER BEEN TESTED; AND THE ANSWER wAs

WOULDN'T IT HAVE BEEN WISE TO CHECK A LARGER AREA OF

HERE FOR A YEAR OR TWO, AND THEN THEY GO ON.

AND THE NEIGHBORHOODS THEMSELVES, MANY.,OF THE -- I Wo.ULD

BECAUSE THE FACT IS MANY OF US MOVE INTO NEIGHBO~OODS,

NO. SO WHAT I'M THINKING ABOUT IS -- I'M THINKING,

THE AREA FOR ALL THEIR L~VES?

THAT I LIVE, BECAUSE I L~VE IN EL DORADO HEIGHTS WHICH IS

ANYMORE. THEY HAVE MOVED ON TO OTHER, PLACES. THEY I VE

RETIRED TO OTHER LOCAT~ONS. AND SO IT'S VERY DIFFICULT

FOR SOMEONE LIKE ME TO COME INTO IT, SAY TELL ME ABOUT THE

. NO. I WENT TO ANDREWS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, AND I ASKED IF

ANY OF THE KIDS THERE HAD BEEN TESTED; AND THE· ANSWER WAS

NEIGHBORS HERE THAT HAVE LIVED HERE FOR 10, 20, 30 YEARS.·

.I)IFFICULTY WITH MONITORING PEOPLE WHO HAVE HAD. CANCER.

SCHOOLS OF KIDS THAT ~E IN THE AREA? WOULDN'T IT HAVE.

. BEEN ADVANTAGEOUS TO CHECK ON THE KIDS WHO HAVE LIVED IN

/ SAY ELDERLY OR THE SENIOR MEMBERS, THEY DON'T LIVE THERE
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WHO liAS LIVED HERE FOR 30 YEARS - - OVER 3 a YEARS. AND I

ASKED HER ~- I SAID, I'VE GOT A CURIOSITY ABOUT THESE

NEIGHBORHOODS HERE. YOU'VE BEEN IN CONTACT WITH THEIR

CHILpREN. YOU'VE BEEN IN CONTACT WITH THEIR

GRANDCHILDREN. TELL ME SOMETHING ABOUT. THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

AND WE PICKED ONE OF THE CUL-DE-SACS. THERE ARE

TEN HOUSES ON THIS CUL-DE~SAC. AND AFTER I FINISHED THE

CONVERSATION, I FOUND OUT THAT FIVE OF THE TEN ORIGINAL

. OWNERS HAD DIED OF CANCER. NOW, YOU MENTION ONE IN FOUR.

WELL, IF THAT WAS THE RATE, YOU WOULD HAVE 2·· -- MAYBE 2.2.

BUT HERE YOU HAVE A RATIO OF FIVE OUT OF POSSIBLY TEN,

WHICH·TO ME IS A LOT MORE. I'M NOT A DOCTOR.

THE HOUSE THAT I LIVE IN, PERSON DIED OF CANCER

WHO WAS A'LONG-TERM RESIDENT. AND I JUST FOUND THAT OUT.

I. GUESS - - . I GUESS OVERALL I'M JUST CONCERNED BECAUSE I

HAVE TWO CHILDREN, AND ALL OF US HAVE CHILDREN'AND

GRANDCH~LDREN WHO COME AND STAY WITH US AND LIvE WITH US .

. AND I' MCONCERNED ABOUT LIVING WHERE I'M LIVING

BECAUSE I WASN'T TOLD WHEN I BOUGHT MY HOME THAT THERE WAS

THIS DANGER. BECAUSE THAT DEFINI.TELY WOULD HAVEJ;3EEN

SOMETHING OF IMPORTANCE TO ME IN· .MAKING THAT DECISION AS

TO WHETHER OR NOT I WOULD HAVE BOUGHT MY PROPERTY. AND

NOW I'M TOLD THAT IF I WERE TO SELL MY HOUSE, ·IWOULDHAVE

.. TO TELL THE PROSPECTIVE·. PURCHASER THAT THEY ARE LIVING IN

AN AREA THAT IS POTENTIALLY A DANGER TO ·THEIR·HEALTB.

19
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THANK YOU.

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, LARRY.

I JUST WANT TO SHAREWIT~ YOU FOR A MINUTE. I'M

SUSAN M-O-R-A-N.

I LIVE ABOUT A MILE FROM, HERE. I 'DIDN'T RECEIVE ANYTHING

MS. MORAN: I'M SUSAN MORAN. I TEACH AT LOSROB~ES

INFORMATION IS ,NOT ACCEPTABLE'TO THE COMMUNITY, ,WHAT

ONE OF THE OTHER QUESTIONS I HAD IS IF THIS

RIGHT DOWN THE STREET. I WANT TO KNOW, HOW DO WE KNOW,

. THAT THIS IS AN EXHAUSTIVE .REPRESENTATION? HOW DO WE KNOW

WANT TO DO. WE'VE HAD ENOUGH. THERE ARE ENOUGH 'THINGS

. THIS IS AN EXHAUSTIVE RESEARCH REPRESENTATION OF THE

COMMUN+TIES? I WORK AT LOS ROBLES RIGHT DOWN THE STREET.

THE KIDS ARE NOT IN SCHOOL, :WHEN INFORMATION CANNOT GO"

)10ME THROUGH ':(:'HE CHILDREN ,TO" THE PARENTS, AND WHEN A LOT

A KINDEB-GARTEN TEACHER. I HAVE T,AL;fGHT FOR 20 YElWS. T~E

RECqpRSE PO WE HAVE? HOW DO WE STOP THE:PROCESS? BECAUSE

I THINK.I ,HEARD ENOUGH PEOPLE,SPEAK THAT THIS'IS WHAT WE

'rHAT HACIENDA HEIGHTS HAS .TO DEAL WITH .. '

IN T:E:IEMAIL ABOUT THIS ~ I HAVE NEIGHBORS THAT LIVE

FARTHER, AND THEY RECEIVED IT SO --SO 'I WANT TO KNOW HOW

WE KNOW THAT EVERYBODY IS BEING CONT,ACTEb?

,AND I FIND IT INTERESTING THAT WE'vE DONE

''l'HAT THIS RESEARCH AND THIS INFORMATION HAS COME OUT WHEN

,OF OUR,F,AMILIES ARE ON VACATION.
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MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, ,SUSAN.

INCREASING NUMBER OF STUDENTS WHO HAVE LEARNING

LAST SEVEN HAVE BEEN AT LOS ROBLES. THERE IS AN

I CAN. AND IF ,THEIR HEALTH IS NOT WHAT IT SHOULD BE, THEN

THEIR LEARNING IS NOT WHAT IT SHOULD BE. AND I JUST THINK

THIS ,IS REALLY UNFAIR. I THINK - - WE ALREADY HAVE THE,

DISABILITIES, SPEECH DISORDERS, HYPERACTIVITY, ATTENTION

DEFICITS, READING DISORDERS. AND THERE ARE SO MANY THAT

OUR DISTRICT CANNOT SERVICE ALL OF THOSE CHILDREN.

NOW, YOV KNOW,' AS A TEACHER.AND A RESIDENT OF

THIS 'COMMUNITY, IT I S MY RESPONSIBILITY TO HELP THOSE

CHILDREN NOT ONLY IN TEACHING THEM, BUT IN EVERY WAY THAT, '

ONE OTHER THING IS I WANT TO KNOW WHO FROM THE

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND WHEN WILL THEY MEET

WITH THE'COMMUNITY ,IN AN OPEN FORUM TO TELL US, IN LAYMAN

TERMS, WHAT THE A?SESSMENT REPORT SAYS. I'M A STATE

EMPLOYEE.

AT THEIR LEVEL OF UNDERSTANDING. I'M AN EDUCATED PERSON

DUMP TO CONTEND WITH AND THE FREEWAY. AND I SEE THIS

,CONSTANTLY IN THE CHILDREN THAT ,COME IN.

DESERVE THAT.

HAVE BEEN SHARING WITH ME. I NEED TO KNOW IT,IN LAYMAN

"TERMS ,JUST AS I PROVIDE FOR MY STUDENTS. AND I THINK WE

, LEVEL OF UNDERSTANDING AND MY KNOWLEDGE WITH MY STUDENTS

" ,WITH A MASTER'S. I DO NOT UNDERSTAND WHAT INFORMATIOI1 YOU
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TERRIM-O-L-I-N-A.

MS. MOLINA: HI. I'M TERRI MOLINA.

FIRST, I WOULD LIKE TO SAY THAT I CONSIDER ALL

OF MY CHILDREN ONE IN A MILLION. AND SINCE I HAVE FIVE OF

THEM, I HAVE A GREAT CONCERN HERE.' I LIVE LESS THAN A

HALF A MILE FROM QUEMETCO. I'M A NEIGHBOR OF MS. AVERY,

AND MOST OF MY INFORMATION COMES FROM HER. AND I THANK

HER FOR THAT.

IF THIS HAS BEEN A 60-DAY PUBLIC COMMENT, WHY-

HAS ALL THE INFORMATION COME IN THE LAST WEEK? AND I ALSO

WANT TO THANK QUEMETCO. THEY WERE KIND ENOUGH TO MAIL ME

THE INFORMATION. OF COURSE, I GOT IT LAST NIGHT WHEN I

GOT HOME FROM WORK. WE NOW HAVE TEN DAYS TO GO AND REVIEW

THE. ..DOCUMENTS AND RESPOND. .LIKE A LOT OF YOU, . I WORK. FULL

TIME, AND I HAVE CHILDREN THAT HAVE OTHER THINGS "TO DO.

I'VE SPENT MY TIME HERE UP UNTIL· PUBLIC COMMENTS

STARTED. I·FELT LIKE I WASTED MY EVENING. I CAME HERE

TONIGHT FOR THE DTSC TO GIVE US INFORMATION ON HOW THIS IS

GOING TO AFFECT US AND HOW THIS IS'"GOING TO AFFECT OUR

CHILDREN. ·1 DON'T·WANT TO ~OWHOW TO FILE A PERMIT

BECAUSE I'M NOT GOING TO ,OPEN A HAZARDOUS WASTE DUMP IN

YOUR AREA. I LIVE HERE WITH YOU. I'M A NEIGHBOR.

WHEN THE PRESENTATION WAS OVER, I FE~T LIKE YOU

COULD HAVE DROPPED THE POWERPOINT PRESENTATION'IN THE MAIL

TO MY HOUSE, AND I. WOULD HAVE UNDERSTOOD IT MORE. HOWEVER,
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2

3

.. 4

AGAIN/ THANKS TO THE PEOPLE WHO SPOKE BECAUSE .1 FEEL LIKE

I KNOW A LOT MORE NOW.

LASTLY/ I WOULD LIKE TO SAY THAT I WILL NOT MAKE

IT OVER ~HERE TO REVIEW THE DOCUMENTS BECAUSE I DON'T HAVE

5 TIME TO DO SO. BUT I WILL SEND A LETTER TO THE DEPARTMENT

6 REQUESTING THAT THEY GIVE US ANOTHER 60 DAYS AND ANOTHER

7 60 DAYS AND ANOTHER 60 DAYS UNTIL WE HAVE ADEQUATE TIME TO

8 GET THE INFORMATION TO SUSAN'S SCHOOL AND EVERY OTHER

9 SCHOOL IN THIS AREA. AND I ENCOuRAGE EVERYONE TO DO THE

10 SAME.

11 -THANK YOU.

12 MS. AKULA: THANK YOU/ TERRI~

13 YOLANDA H-I-R-S-C-H-T.

14 MS.HIRSCHT: MY NAME IS YOLANDA HIRSCHT. I LIVE BY

15 SEVENTH AND CLARK. WE'VE LIVED THERE FOR 72 YEARS

16 SINCE 1972. EXCUSE ME ..

_20 IMPACT. CAN IT BE ESTIMA':['ED AS TO THE· MEASURE OF THE·

21 DEGREE OF TH~ PROBLEM? WE HAVENITBEEN- TOLD MUCH OF THIS

22 MAJOR GROUNDWATER PROBLEM. DTSC HAS DECIDED TO EXTEND THE

WE HAVE TO THINK ABOUT OUR CHILDREN DRINKING THE

KENNEDY COURTREPORTERSyINC.
(800) 231-2682
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PERMIT FOR FIVE YEARS INSTEAD OF _TEN BECAUSE OF THE MAJOR

WATER PROBLEM.

17 MY COMMENT -PERTAINS TO THE MAJOR GROUNDWATER

18 PROBLEM WHICH I DON'T THINK HAS REALLY BEEN ADDRESSED TOO

1.9 MUCH. BUT I UNDERSTAND-THIS HAS"A MAJOR/ SIGNIFICANT

23.
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WATER. MOST OF OUR KIDS DO NOT DRINK FROM THE PURIFIED

WATER, THEY DRINK FROM THE FAUCET OR WHEREVER. WE HAVE TO

THINK ABOUT THIS. ALL OF MY CONCERNS WERE ADDRESSED

ALREADY. AND I THANK LILLIAN, SHE COVERED EVERYTHING VERY
. .

•WELL. WE DOHAVE TO THINK OF THE MAJOR GROUNDWATER

.PROBLEM. I'~SURE MOST OF US PROBABLY HAVE SEEN THE MOVIE

•
"ERIN BROCKOVICH," AND THEY HAVE TO THINK ABOUT THOSE

THINGS.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, YOLANDA.

MICHAEL H-U-G-H-E-S.

MR. HUGHES: MY NAME IS MICHAEL HUGHES, AND I'M A

RESIDENT OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS.

FIRST, I'D. LIKE ·TO THANK LILLIAN AVERY FOR

TAKING THE LEAD FOR OUR COMMUNITY IN FINDING OUT THE FACTS

AND TELLING US THE FACTS A LOT MORE THAN WE FOUND OUT.

THE FIRST HALF OF THIS PRESENTATION WAS FILLED WITH

INFORMATION ON PROCESSES, MECHANISMS, BUT NOTHING SPECIFIC

,ABOUT QUEMETCO. I'WAS VERYDISAPPOINTED'THAT WE DIDN'T

FIND OUT ANYTHING AT ALL ABOUT WHAT THEY HAD FOUND, M~RELY

THE MECHANISM BY WHICH THEY WERE FINDING IT.

I THINK WHAT WE'RE HEARING TONIGHT IS QUEMETCO

DOES NOT BELONG IN A ,BEDROOM COMMUNITY. IT DOESN'T BELONG

IN aACIENDA HEIGHTS. IT DOESN'T BELONG IN WEST .COVINA.

WE NEED THESE TYPES OF OPERATIONS " WHAT THEY'RE
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DOING JS VERY IMPORTANT. I'M SURE THERE ARE THOUSANDS OF

ACRES SOMEWHERE OUT IN THE DESERT THAT WOULD BE AN

APPROPRIATE PLACE. IF A TRUCK TIPS OVER, SPILLS ITS

CONTENTS " IT DOESN I T POSE A THREAT TO THE COMMUNITY. ; THE

TRUCKS, AS THEY GO DOWN THE STREET, STIR UP THE DUST.

THEY 'DON~T POSE A THREAT TO OUR COMMUNITY.

THERE IS ONE THING THAT WAS NOT MENTIONED IN THE'

EIR DRAFT WHEN IT GOES TO THE FINAL EIR. IT WAS TWO YEARS

AGO A RAIL UNDERPASS WAS PUT IN AT SEVENTH STREET. AT THAT

TIME THE HHIA REQUESTED THAT THE SOIL SAMPLES ·BE TESTED AT

DEPTH' TO SEE IF THERE WAS ANY CONTAMINATION AT DEPTH AND

'ANY CONTAMINATION IN THE DUST BEING RAISED THROUGH THAT

PROCESS OF PUTTING IN THE RAILING UNDERPASS; THE RESULTS

OF THOSE TESTS, TO THE BEST OF· MY KNOWLEDGE, NO ONE HAS
. .

EVER SEEN. AND I THINK THAT THEY SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN

THE .FINAL EIR IN CASE THEY HAVE SOMETHING OF IMPORTANCE TO

.THIS COMMUNITY.

THANK YOU.

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, MICHAEL.

IS THERE ANYONE ELSE WHO HAS QUESTIONS OR

COMMENTS?

MICHAELB-R-Y-D-G-E-S .

. MR .. BRYDGES: MY NAME IS MICHAEL BRYDGES ~ . I I VE BEEN·

A.RESIDENT.OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS FOR 130 YEARS AND A

,PART-TIME RESIDENT FOR 11 YEARS. MY MOM PASSED AWAY

25·
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AROUND SIX YEARS AGO·I ALONG RIGHT BEFORE HER PENNY KENT

(PHONETIC) I YOKA NAUKAMORA (PHONETIC) I AND SEVERAL OTHERS.

I KNOW THAT MANY OF YOU OUT TH~RE ALSO KNOW PEOPLE. IT'S
.

ALL WITHIN A ONE-MILE RADIUS OF WHERE YOU LIVE THAT YOU

KNOW PEOPLE THAT ARE PASSING AWAY. AND IT'S JUST AMAZING

TO KNOW THAT THAT I S OCCURRING SO OUICKLY AND IS SO

COMMONPLACE WHERE WE LIVE ~

THERE IS SOME CONCERNS THAT I HAVE AS I WAS

LISTENING TO THE GENTLEMAN PRESENT THE INFORMATION. ONE I

. ON THE EIR ~EPORT OR THE REVIEW THAT IS LOCATED· IN

. GLENDALE I WHY CAN' T WE MAKE THAT AVAILABLE AT 'l'HE HACIENDA

HEIGHTS LIBRARY IF· SOMEBODY WOULD LIKE TO REVIEW THAT TO

MAKE IT ASSESSABLE TO HAVE?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:. IT I S TI:IERE.

MR. BRYDGES: ·OKAY.

SO IN ADDITION TO THAT I MY OTHER CONCERN WAS.
,

WHEN MIKE SCHUM CAME UP TO SPEAK ABOUT THE CONCERNS ABOUT

THE LEVELS IN TERMS OF THAT PERHA~S QUEMETCO IS BEING

WITHIN GUIDELINES FOR BEING DONE. WE'RE HEARING A REPEAT

IN TERMS OF THE FREEWAY THAT I S LOCATED HERE AND ALSO THE

CONCERNS WITH THE LAND DUMP.

AND My' QUESTION lSI WHEN THESE TESTS ARE DONE TO

DETERMINE WHETHER THE LEVELS ASSOCIATED WITH TOXICITY FOR

A GROUP OF PEOPLE I DOES THAT INCLUDE AN ACCUMULATED

ACCOUNT OF NOT ONLY THE PLAN ITSELPI BUT ALSO OF THE

26

KENNEDYCOURT REPORTERS, INC.
(800) 231-:2682



1

2

3

4

5

OFFRAMP THAT COMES FROM THE FREEWAYS AND ALSO THE DUMP

THAT IS NEARBY':? YOU WOULD :H;AVE TO BE INCLUSIVE OF THAT AS

WELL.

THERE IS WITHrN A ONE-MILE RADIUS A DAY CARE

CENTER THAT'S LOCATED ON PARK AVENUE THAT, I BELIEVE, IS

6 STILL IN OPERATION. SO THOSE ARE SOME· OF THE CONCERNS I

7 HAVE. IT SEEMS TO ME IF THERE HAS BEEN SOM~ TYPE OF

8 CONCERN WITHIN THE PUBLIC AND IF WE'RE LOOKING OUT.TO

9 . THAT., WE WOULD BE ABLE. TO TAKE THAT INTO ACCOUNT.

10 . LASTLY, I THINK MOST IMPORTANTLY, I THINK THE FORUM IN

11 TERMS OF ANSW~RING'QUESTIONS OR LISTENING TO QUESTIONS.

12 THAT ARE BEING DONE IS VERY I~ADEQUATE. I CANNOT BELIEVE

.13 THAT EVERY TIME WE HAVE A HEARING LIKE' THIS WE ARE PATIENT

18 .. ANSwERING THE QUESTIONS THAT WE HAVE?

14

.15'

16

17

19

20

21

22

23

24

ENOUGH TO LISTEN TO ONE HOUR OF PEOPLE'S PRESENTATIONS,

AND YET WE NEVER GET ANY OF OUR QUESTIONS ANSWERED. IT'S

EXTREMELY UNFAIR FOR THAT. AND THERE IS A REAL CONCERN

THAT IF YOU ARE NOT'HIDING THINGS, THEN .WHY AREN'T YOU
\ .

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, MICHAEL.

TOM E-R-I-C-K-S-O-N.

.MR. ERICKSON: HELLO. MY NAME IS TOM ERICKSON. I'M

ALONG-TIME RESIDENT OF THE AREA, 30 YEARS. AND: I DON'T

HAVE ANYTHING NEW TO ADD OTHER THAN I'M .ALSO FRUSTRATED BY

THE PROCESS' WE'VE HEARD TONIGHT. A LOT OF QUESTIONS HAVE

BEEN ASKED. WE HAVEN'T HAD ANY ANSWERS AS TO WHAT'S GOING
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ON WITH QUEMETCO. 'IT SEEMS LIKE INSTEAD OF THEM ASKING

HOW CAN WE EXPAND QUEMETCO, WE'SHOULD,BE ASKING HOW CAN

WE LIMIT'THEIR OPERATION AND SHUT IT DOWN AND ,RELOCATE, IT.

I KNOW A LOT ,OF LOCAL PEOPLE ARE CONCERNED
..

ABOUT THE GROUNDWATER, BUT WE'VE - - I'VE BEEN READING IN

THE PAPER ABOUT FEDERAL PARK -- FEDERAL RIVER RESERVE THAT

CONGRESSMAN SOLIS IS DOING WITH THE' FEDE~LGOVERNMENT.

SAN JOSE CREEK IS RIGHT NEXT DOOR TO QUEMETCO. HOW MUCH

OF THE TOXIC WASTE FROM WATER RUNOFF RAIN GOES ]NTO SAN

JOSE GREEK? WHAT ABOUT HOW MUCH TOXIC WASTE IS GOING TO

GO INTO THE LOCAL LANOFILL? INTO THE GROUNDWATER? CAN

THE LANDFILL DEAL. WITH TOXIC ~ASTES? .

THERE IS·A LOT'OY QUESTIONS WE DON'T -- HAS
.I

THERE BEEN A .LONG-TERM STUDY OF CHILDREN IN THIS AREA AS

FAR AS E~I~ONMENTAL EFFECTS? WE REALLY DON'T KNOW.

WE'VE HAD.TO DEAL WITH THE DUMP, WHICH HAS EXPANDED AND. IS

,GOING TO CONTINUE TO :EXPAND. WE ~VE HAD TO DEAL WITH

QUEMETCO, WHICH HAS NOT BEEN A GOOD NE'IGHBOR TO ~CIENDA

HEIGHTS OR THE 14,000 R~SIDENTS IN THE ,MILL AREA. WE'VE

HAD TO DEAL WITH INCREASING TRAFFIC AND CONGESTION ON THE

FREEWAYS. WE'VE HAD A LOT OF SERIOUS ENVIRbNMENTAL THINGS

THAT ARE HAPPENING IN THIS AREA,; BUT WE DON'T SEEM TO GET

".,ANY ANSWERS.

I'M JUST FRUSTRATED.AGAIN BY THE PROCESS. WE

DON'T SEEM TO BE GETTING:ANSWERS. AND I REQUEST OR PLEAD

28'

KENNEDY COUETREPORTERS, INC.
(800) 231-2682



2 LETTERS. START ASKING QUESTIONS.

3 AGAIN; TO REITERATE, 1 1 M FRUSTRATED THAT WE ONLY

'- 1 TO, ALL THE PEOPLE IN THIS AREA TO WRITE -- START WRITING

4 GOT,NOTICE OF THIS JUST A COUPLE OF DAYS AGO, AND THERE IS

5 ,ONLY TEN MORE DAYS TO GO. I HAVE TO, ASK MYSELF, WHY IS

6 THAT?

7 AGAIN, THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.

13 GOING TO BE A PROPOSAL -- PROPOSED HAZARDOUS WASTE.

P
I

8

9

10

11 '

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, TOM.

DOES ANYONE ELSE HAVE QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS?

MS. AVERY: liD LIKE, TO ADD.

MS. AKULA: LILLIAN AVERY. "

MS. AVERY: IT'S TRUE. I HAD NO IDEA "THAT THERE WAS

FACILITY AND POST-CLOSURE PERMIT EIR UNTIL JAKE HUGHES

'(PHONETIC), PRESIDENT OF HHIA, MAILED IT TO ME ABOUT THE

MIDDLE, OF JULY. THAT WAS THE FIRST THAT I LEARNED OF THIS

PROPOSAL. MANY OF MY NEIGHBORS AND MANY, MANY, PEOPLE I

TALKED TO IN THE,COMMUNITYHAD NOT HEARD, HAD NO

INDICATION THAT THERE 'WAS' ANYTHING GOING,ONORTHA'l' THIS

PROPOSED TOXIC WASTE FACILITY OPERATION WAS UP FOR A

\
) "

21 HEARING AND FOR A DECISION.

22 I WOULD SUGGEST THAT NOT ONLYDTSC BUT QUEMETCO

23 TAKE IT ON THEMSELVES TO NOTIFY THE PEOPLE IN HACIENDA

24 HEIGHTS ABOUT ,ALL SITUATIONS AND CONCERNS THAT INVOLVE

25 THEM. IT IS JUST NOT ENOUGH TO GET THE PROPOSITION 65
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WARNING AND NOTIFICATION. THAT COMES UP PERIODICALLY

PROBABLY TWO OR THREE TIMES A YEAR r AND IT'S ALSO·

MENTIONED THAT WAS DONE IN 1994 r A DOCTOR r AMY WALL

NOW r WITH RESPECT TO THE BLOOD LEAD STUDY

WIT~ HERr BUT WAS INFORMED BY HER ABOUT THE THINGS THAT

NOT WORKED.ENVIRONMENTAL. SO I WORKED WITH HER AND

PUBLISHED IN THE NEWSPAPER~. BUT NEWS ABOUT SITUATIONS AND

EVENTS THAT ARE PENDING AT QuEMETCO IS IMPORTANT TO US.

(PHONETIC) OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH r

WAS THE CHIEF RESEARCHER ON THAT STUDY. AT THAT TIME. .

ALMOST r I WAS ON THE BOARD OF THE HACIENDA HEIGHTS

IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION r AND MY ACTIVITY WAS

WERE GOING ON IN THIS STUDY.

THE CHILDREN THAT WERE STUDIED wERE CHILDREN

AGES· ONE TO FIVE BECAU$E IT WAS SAID THAT THAT WAS THE'AGE

PERIOD IN WHICH THE BLOOD LEAD LEVELS WOULD APPEAR. THERE

WAS A CONTROL GROUP IN WEST COVINA WHERE THE CHILDREN DID

. NOT LIVE NEAR A BATTERY PLANT SUCH AS OURS HERE. THE FrNAL

RESULT OF THAT STUDY WAS THAT THERE WAS NO SIGNIFICANT·

BLOOD LEAD LEVELS IN THE CHILDREN THAT WERE TESTED. I

QUESTIONED THE STUDY THEN r AND I QUESTION IT NOW.

MY BACKGROUND IS OVER .25 YEARS OF OCCUPATIONAL

ANALYSIS AND·TEST DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH WHERE I HAVE

.·COLLECTED SAMPLES r COLLECTED STUDIES r . ANALYZED DATA r AND

WRITTEN TECHNICAL REPORTS. THAT WAS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
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LABOR.. AND 'rHESE REPORTS ARE PUBLISHED. I QUESTION THIS

STUDY BECAUSE AMY WALL IS A VERY TALENTED AND FINE

RESEARCHER, BUT AT THE TIME SHE WAS NOT ABLE TO CONDUCT

THE STUDY· EVERY DAY. SHE WAS PREGNANT AND HAVING

PROBLEMS. THE RESEARCH WAS TURNED OVER TO AN ASSISTANT

WHO WAS NOT QUITE AS EXPERT. SO I DO QUESTION THE RESULTS

OF THAT STUDY. BUT THE STUDY INFORMATION ABOUT THE

STUDY IS AVAILABLE IN THE HACIENDA HEIGHTS LIBRARY.

MY QUESTION TO YOU FOLKS IS, UNDERTHE

CIRCUMSTANCES WHEN· WE'RE DEALING WITH EMISSIONS AND HEALTH

STUDIES., WHY THERE WASN 'T·A REPRESENTATIVE OF· THE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HERE AND WHY SOMEBODY FROM A.Q.M.B.

WAS NOT HERE? IT WOULD SEEM THAT A PUBLIC HEARING SUCH AS

YOURS IS SO IMPORTANT TO THIS COMMUNITY THAT YOU WOULD

INVITE EVE~Y AGENCY THAT WOULD HAVE SOME RESPONSIBILITY

FOR SOME ASPECT OF THE PROBLEM.

THANK YOU.

MS. AKULA:TBANK YOU, LILLIAN.

IF THERE ARE NO MORE COMMENTS

ANY COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS?

MR. ALMEIEA: I HAVE A COMMENT.

MS. AKULA: RUDY.

ANYBODY HAVE

MR· ALMEIEA: I WENT TO THE LIBRARY AND I LOOKED AT

THE EIR. MADE IT TO THE LIBRARY, SPENT ABOUT FOUR HOURS

LOOKING AT THE EIR. I COULD HAVE SPENT ANOTHER TWO, THREE
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DAYS. AND I FOUND A NOTICE OF PREPARATION DOCUMENT REPORT

. THE QUALTTY ACCUSATION OF ITEM 5, ANY SIGNIFICANT E.FFECT

ON THE ENVIRONMENT? THE ANSWER, DEPARTMENT OF EFFECT

CONTROL· ORGANIZATION SAID THAT THE PROJECT WOULD NOT HAVE

ANY SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT. THE STATEMENT

·IS FALSE.

MS. AKULA: THANK YOU, RUDY.

ANY OTHER COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS? IF THERE ARE.,

NO MORE COMMENTS, LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT THE PUBLIC

HEARINC;; FOR THE DRAFT PERMIT AND THE DRAFT EIR ON THE·

QUEMETCO FACILITY IS CLOSED AT 9:20 ON AUGUST 14TH, 2001.

THIS CONCLUDES OUR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

PORTION OF THE PUBLIC HEARING.

(HEARING CONCLUDED AT 9: 20 .P . M. )

32

KEi'[NEDY COURTREPORTERSJ INC
(800) 231-2682



REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

I, TIFFANY C. KRAFT, CSR NO. 12277, A CERTIFIED

SHORTHAND REPORTER FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY

CERTIFY:

THAT THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS WAS

TAKEN BEFORE ME ON TUESDAY , . AUGUS.T)' 14TH, 2001--'-'-------

AT THE TIME AND PLACE THEREIN SET FORTH, AND WAS TAKEN

DOWN BY ME IN SHORT~, AND THEREAFTER 7RANSCRIBED INTO

TYPEWRITING UNDER MY DIRECTION AND SUPERVISIONj

AND I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT

OF PROCEEDINGS IS A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT TRANSCRIPT OF

MY SHORTHAND NOTES SO TAKEN.

I FURTHER CERTIFY TR~T I AM NEITHER COUNSEL FOR NOR

~ELATED TO ANY PARTY TO SAID ACTION, NOR IN ANYWISE

INTERESTED IN THE OUTCOME THEREOF.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED MY

b
P

NAME THIS 5TH

33
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3.4 COMMENT LEITERS

Comments letters received during the public review period follow this page.



Dear Mr. Shahi:

Sincerely,

GRAY DAVIS, Governor

July 24, 2001

:DE8A'RllVIFNT (1/: 'fr'lVI'," !",wnleRiGEPfucS/O10753
... /j I ~ ... ' ,', .• "\.) t,.,i;l'S'1\\dL

SOlj'iHtfL',j C.~.ti;:OfiNIA~IBr~
City oflndustry

AUG 0 .3 ?rffNardous Waste Management Operation
'''and Post Closure ~ermit for QUEMETCO

:0 IE ~ 'I'" 'I . (J:J.f)"S. i' Ave.
In ;y f ~ VIWiMLA-5/2/l0l/405

SCH # 1996041042

If you have any questions regarding our response, refer to our intemallGRlCEQA Record # cs/Ol0753, and
please do not hesitate to contact me at (213) 897-4429.

>- ~", ~. -~.. ' ------
STEPHEN BUS WELL
IGR/CEQA Program Manager

cc: Mr. Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation in the environmental review process
for the above-mentioned project. Based on the information received, we have the following comments:

Mr. Jamshid Shahi &
Department of Toxic Substanc~ Control ~"""::"''',.
1011 N. Grandview Ave. .
Glendale, CA 9120 I

We recommend that construction and project related truck trips on State highways be limited to
off-peak commute periods.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSfNG AGENCY

DIEPARTMENT Of iIRANSPOR1A1rlION
OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING
DISTRICT 7, IGRlCEQA l-lOC 4:
120 SO. SPRINGST.J·,'
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
TEL: (213) 897-6696 ATSS: 8- 647-6696
FAX: (213) 897-6317
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Dear Jamshid Shahi

I have been a nearby resident of Quemetco for 16 years and have a 6 and 13 year old And 1'm
very concerned about the Health Hazards they produce in my neighborhood. I also belong to the
neighborhood homeowner association, and we have been trying to get Quemetco to give a environmental
impact repol1 but canitget them to finalize it. They have not been a good neighbor to us by polluting our
air and ground (which we get our drinking water from). We dealt with this for too many years, please let /i(l

them leave, after they clean up what they have polluted. Don't' give them anot,~7.~.fe~it. ,~~~n~6u. ~"~'

':1tt;/ (~?,/( l c,-~-::'/ .
r ~oUle Mr. Hernandez

./

13932 Porto Rico Dr. -"
L~

Avocado Hts, Ca.
91746

r
[~i:P;:I,n'ri~;~\;~' IJ: ~~:.(;~: '''''~{:r\~',j·· ~-- ~ ',!iL

:;;.1J:·!!tRi~i t:J,U:~, .. ;i;\\j!\ E~ .. ~ .... :

!~\UG 'i "'[ 2ft i

J:l'i'
"1'
~ :
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DTSC PUBLIC HEARlNG ON PROPOSED HAZARDOUS WASTE FACll.JTY
OPERATION PERMIT AND EIR. TUESDAY, AUGUST 14,2001

MY NAME IS LlLLIAN AVERY. I HAVE LIVED ON HEDGEPATH AVENUE IN
HACIENDA HEIGHTS FOR 45 YEARS, SINCE 1956.

In 1959, WESTERN LEAD PRODUCTS WAS PERMITTED BY THE CITY OF
INDUSTRY TO OPERATE A LEAD SMELTlNGPLANT AT 720 SO. i1-I AVE. lN
PROPERTY ZONE M , AJ\T INDUSTRIAL ZONE. PERWTTED USES INCLUDE
METAL FABRlCATION,BATIERY MANUFACTURlNG AND RECYCLING AND
STORAGE OF CHEMICALS. In 1970 QUEMETCO TOOK OVER THE OPERATION
OF WESTERN LEAD...

HACIENDA HEIGHTS, AN UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY BEGINNING 500
FEET FROM THE QUEMETCO FAClLLITY, HAS A COMMUNITY PLAN
DEVELOPED BY LOS ANGELES COUNTY IN 1978, WIDCH ESTABLISHES A
LAND USE POLICY THAT PROlliBITS THE EXPANSION OF THE INDUSTRIAL
AREA WITHIN THE COMJUNlTY.

THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE CITY OF INDUSTRY ESTABLISHES ITS
PRlMARY GOAL AS CREATING AND MAINTAINING A SETIING FOR
MANUFACTURlNG, DISTRIBUTION AND INDUSTRIAL FAClLITIES WITHIN
THE CITY, BUT THAT ' -CREATING A SETTING THAT IS COMPLIMENTARY
TO ITS NEIGHBORS IS EQUALLY IMPORTANT.'

THERE APPEARS TO BE A CONFLICT WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE PLANS
SINCE QUEMETCO ANDJ!S OPERATIONS SERlOUSLY IMPACT THE
COMMUNITY OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS WITH THE GENERATION AND ,jJt.>..·i Lj
DELIVERY OF OVER 50 TRUCKLOADS OF USED LEAD BATTERIES AND
HAZARDOUS MATERlALS)~Y;INTRODUCTION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE
AND MATERIALS ON SITE WIDCH COULD RESULT IN INJURY; FIRE)
ACCIDENTAL RELEASE OF AIR TOXIC EMISSIONS OR ACUTELY
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. POSING A THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND
SAFETY; EMISSIONS OF AIR TOXIC CONTAMlNENTS, AND POLLUTANTS
INCLUDING LEAD, 1,3 BUTADIENE, AND CARCINOGENS.

IT IS APPROXIMATELY 500 FEET FROM THE QUEMETCO FACILITY TO 71H

AND CLARK. THERE ARE 104 HOMES AND 504 MOBlLE HOMES LOCATED
IMMEDIATELY WEST OF i n

-
I
AVENUE; THERE ARE 220 HOMES LOCATED

EAST OF 7m 'TO TURNBULL CANYON ROAD, AND SOUTH TO GALE..
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THE AREA OF THE ISOPLETH IS NOT CONFINED TO THESE HOMES
HOWEVER. THE ISOPLElH EXTENDS TO .PAST STJMSON AVENUE ON THE
EAST, AND TO ABOUT ORANGE GROVE AVENUE ON THE SOUTH.

ON APRIL 24, 1996,1 SPOKE AT YOUR PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING. MY
CONCERN THEN WAS THE 24 HOURS PER DAY;7 DAYS A WEEK)YEAR IN
AND YEAR OUT; OF EMlSSIONS OF TOXIC CONTAMfNENTS , INCLUDING
LEAD, ARSENIC: 1,3 BUTADIENE AND OTHER AIR POLLUTANTS AND

, ,

CARCINOGENS EMITIED INTO THE AMBIENT AIR OVER HACIENDA
HEIGHTS)rvIlHOUT CEASING, AND REQUIRING PERIODIC PROPOSITION 65
WARNING AND NOTIFICATION.

THESE EMISSIONS OF TOXIC PARTICLES AND CON TAMINENTS INTO THE
AJ.\.1BIENT AIR OVER HACIENDA HEIGHTS ,HAVE CONTINUED WITHOUT
CEASING , DAY IN AND DAY OUTjFOR OVER 31 YEARS FROM 1970 WHEN
QUEMETCO TOOK OVER FROM WESTERN LEAD.

THESE CHEMICALS, METALS AND CONTAMlNENTS ARE NOT JUST
DISPERSED IN THE AIR. LIKE THE DEW, THEY SETILE ON THE,HOUSES
AND GROUNDS, ON VEGETATION AND PRODUCE GROWING IN
GARDENS,AND ON CLOTHING. THEY ARE INHALED AND INGESTED. AND
THEY ARE ABSORBED INTO THE SKIN.

THERE ARE STRONG ODORS OF SULFUR AND METALS. THE CONSTANT
BARRAGE OF EMISSIONS CAUSE ACRID METALLIC TASTES, SORE
THROATS, HEADACHES, NAUSEA, COUGlUNG, AND INHALATION AND
RESPIRATORY PROBLEMS.

THE DRAFT EUR SAYS NOTHING ABOUT ELIMINATING AND/OR
MITIGATING THE EMISSIONS OF CHEMICALS, POLLUTA~NTSAND
CONTAMINENTS INTO THE AIR.

WHAT IS THE ESTIMATE OF PROBABll.JTY THAT AN INDIVIDUAL WILL
DEVELOP CANCER AS A RESULT OF EXPOSURE TO CARCINOGEN

. EMISSIONS( WHAT IS THE ESTIMATE OF DAILY EXPOSURE LEVELS THAT
CAUSE DELETERIOUS EFFECTS TO INDIVIDUALS EXPOSED OVER A
LIFETJME.\

WHAT IS THE, CUM1JLATIVEEFFECT OF INHALATION AND INGESTION OF
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CONTINUOUS TOXIC El\I1lSSIONS OVER 30 TO 40 YEARS, OF CHEMJCALS,
METALS, AND CARCINOGENS SUCH AS CHROMIUM, LEAD MANGANESE, .
SULFUR, ARSENlC 1,3 BUTADIENE, AND OTHER POLLUTANTS:?

I HAVE REASON TO BE CONCERNED. MY HUSBAND DIED IN 1992 AFTER
SUFFERING FOR THREE YEARS FROM MOUTH AND THROAT CANCER.

QUEMETCO IS NOT A NIMBY - 'NOT IN MY BACKYARD' - CONCERNFOR
HACIOENDA HEIGHTS. QUEMETCO IS NOT ONLY IN OUR BACKYARDS, BUT
IN OUR FRONT YARDS TOO. ITS TOXIC El\I1lSSIONS PENETRATE OUR SOil."
HOVER IN THE AIR OVER OUR HOMES, CIillRCHES, AND SCHOOLS AND
REMAINS IN THE VERY AIR WE INHALE AND BREATHE

THE CITY OF INDUS<1J1RY ERRED IN PERl\I1lTTING A LEAD PROCESSING AND
I

RECYCLING FACILIITY SO CLOSE TO EXISTING HOMES.

THE APPLICATION FOR OPERATION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE FACil.,ITY
INCLUDES A CLOSURE PERMlT. THE CLOSURE PLAN INCLUDES THE STEPS
NECESSARY TO COMPLETELY CLOSE THE FACil.,ITY. ESTIMATED DATE
FOR COMPLETE CLOSURE IS AUGUST 15, 2021, 20 YEARS FROM NOW.

WE ASK THE CALJFORNlA DEPT. OF TOXIC SUB STANCES CONTROL (DTSC)
TO SERIOUSLY AND CAREFULLY CONSIDER THE REAL CONCERNS OF
RESIDENTS OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS, IN ESTABLISHING A CLOSING DATE
THAT WilL l\I1lTIGATE OR ELlMINATE THE EFFECTS OF QUEMETCO ON
TIllS COMMUNITY IN THE NEXT FEW YEARS.

**********

8/14/01
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Results obtained in 1994 by testing a group of little children does not necessarily
mean that ADULTS who lived in the vicinity of the plant since before the lead
recovery was started in 1970 are not adversely affected by the hazardous waste
facility

2. I object that various members of the EPA group dwelled on the process of draft per-m
mits- but practically nothing was said about the possible hazards having a lead
smelter so close to our residential area.!

5. Air testing during peak process hours should be performed and results made public.

4. Thorough evaluation of water (surface, SAn Jose creek and ground waters) should
be done prior to even thinking of giving a final permit.

. 3.

nregard to the August 14, 2001 hearing at Los Altos Highschool in HAcienda Heights re
4b,uemetco,INC. hazardous waste facility I would like to express the following:

, , 1\"\'''''';- !,I,(,})f" t. e-~'-lv [ju;p..J/.1, )
I) I -l---.1J- '.2,-

1. It seems unconscionable to set an August 26 deadline/to grant a permit when most
of the inhabitants of Hacienda Heights had not even HEARD of this meeting
ALL residents in a certain distance from the plant SHOULD HAVE BEEN TIMELY
INFORMED ABOUT THE HEARING!
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6. Information given by several residents at the hearing regarding increase of canCI

deaths of people who had lived in the vicinity of the plant should be investigated
and publicly discussed.

othink It would be better to have Quemetco facility displaced into i.e. a desert area, than t
ossibly expose local residents to health risks now or in the future!o '

I v1\L
~ ~ longtime resident of Hacienda Heights~strongly urge NOT to give a final permit to thi:

iUoJect.
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1. Criteria Air Pollutant Evaluation

Gray Davis
Governor

AUG 2 3 .2001

RECEIVED

I

Air Resources Board
Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D.

Chairman .
1001 I Street· P.O. Box 2815' Sacramento, californiaf5812' www:~~~~ '. .

..'tIl~.,

August 20, 2001

Mr. Jamshid Shahi
California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Los Angeles, California 91201

Dear Mr. Shahi:

Table 3.4-2 does not include the Federal 8-hour ozone standard and the Federal
and State PM 2.5 standard. These standards should be a part of the table showing
Federal and State criteria pollutant ambient air quality standards.

Maximum blood lead levels were estimated using the DTSC LEADSPREAD model.
Maximum blood lead levels due to emissions of lead from the facility were estimated
to be less than 10 ~lg/dL, the "level of concern" identified by the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention. Although the LEADSPREAD model was recommended for
DTSC's analysis of health impacts, the Air Resources Board and the Office of

We have reviewed the Air Quality and Human Health and Safety Sections of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation
and Post Closure Permit for Quemetco, Inc., submitted to the Department of Toxic
Substances Control Division (DTSC). The information in the Human Health and Safety
Section of the DEIR was extracted from the "Human Health Risk Assessment in Support
of the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B Permit for Quemetco, Inc.,
City of Industry" document developed by Kleinfelder consultants. This document
provides an assessment of the potential cancer and chronic noncancer health risks due
to toxics emitted as part of the facility operations. To enable an adequate analysis of
the potential health risks, we recommend that the Air Quality and the Human Health and
Safety Sections of the DEIR contain the following information:

Although the report refers to the dispersion modeling used to estimate health risks,
no dispersion modeling results were included with the report. To provide a
comprehensive analysis of this report and the dispersion modeling results, this
information would need to be provided.

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Website: http://www.arb.ca.gov.

2. Air Toxic Dispersion Modeling

3. Neurodevelopmental Health Risks Due to Elevated Blood Lead Levels

.
O'~
.~ ..o

Winston H. HickoxoAgency Secretary
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Printed on Recycled Paper
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Mr. Jamshid Shahi
August 20, 2001

Page 2

: ..

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) feel that it would be more
appropriate to use the aggregate blood lead/air lead slope values published as part
of the technical support document for the identification of lead as a toxic air
contaminant1 or the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic (IEUBK) model
developed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. This analysis to
predict blood lead levels should follow the protocol giveo in the ARB Lead Risk
Management Guidelines2

. The Guidelines are available on the ARB website at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/lead/lead.htm.

4. Cancer and Noncancer Health Risks Due to Toxic Air Contaminants

The document addresses chronic cancer and noncancer risks, but acute noncancer
effects were not addressed, and the report does not indicate the reason for this
omission. The reason for this omission should be made clear.

This report shows chronic cancer and noncancer health effects for hypothetical and
actual resident child and adult receptors. The report does not show the differences
in breathing rates and body weights used in this risk assessment for the child and
adult receptors. The child and adult breathing rates and body weights used in this
assessment as well as the source of these values should be provided to complete
an analysis of the risk assessment results.

5. General Health Risk Assessment Comment

Only the Executive Summary plates and tables from the Kleinfelder report were
included in the Appendix, plates and tables for the remainder of the report were not
included. These plates and tables are needed to complete an analysis of the results
of the air health risk assessment.

We would also like to point out that the local air pollution control district may have
jurisdiction over air impacts of any proposed project and should have the opportunity
to comment on material contained in the DEIR. In the case of this proposed facility,
the South Coast Air Quality Management District should have an opportunity to
comment.

I "Technical Support Document, Propose Identification of Inorganic Lead as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Part B
Health Assessment", Air Resources Board, March 1997

2 "Risk Management Guidelines for New, Modified, and Existing Sources of Lead", Air Resources Board,
March 200 I.
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Mr. Jamshid Shahi
August 20, 2001

Page 3

We hope that a thorough discussion of the items listed in this letter will provide a
better understanding of the potential health risk aspects of the proposed project and
contribute to an effective Environmental Impact Report process. Thank you for the
opportunity to participate in the assessment of this DEIR. If you have any questions
regarding our comments, please contact Mr. Tony Andreoni at (916) 324-6021.

Daniel E. Donohoue, Chief
Emissions Assessment Branch

cc: Mr. Tony Andreoni, Manager
Process Evaluation Section
Air Resources Board

Mr. Bart Ostro, PhD, Chief
Air Pollution Epidemiology Unit
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

Mr. Mohan Nagavedu
Supervising Air Quality Inspector
South Coast Air Quality Management District
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These are my comments on the Draft EIR for th6 permit to.~operate the. battery .
Recycling facility by Quemetco.

:tJ
f 8- -2001
lubj. Draft EIR
State Clearinghouse

1996041042
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Philip Chandler
DTSC Unit Chi~f
Glendale, CA 91201

General
As a resident ofHacienda Heights, my concern is the health ofthe children,

Residents and workers in this area. Based on infoqnation provided by Quemetco
And articles in the SGV Tribune, children in schools have been tested for lead in their
System. It is my understanding the levels of lead in the children had not risen.
If that information is accurate, issuing a permit t9 operate the facility for ten years
Seems reasonable. This assumes that Federal and State laws,regulations,etc. are met.
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DraftEIR

1. Pg 1-2; 1.4 Project Objectives
This section does not cover reconstruction of the operating system, say because:

Ofnew technology, or the expansion of the operation on the existing property. Due to
The proximity of Palm Elem and Hudson schools, the El Eucanto Sanitarium and
The day-care center on Clark Ave., neither of these cases shall be allowed under this
Permit. If they plan for either one, they should have to relocate.

Please cover these cases in the Final ErR.

2. Pg 2-1; 2.2 Facility History
On the issue of who was here first, check with LA County. Around 1960,

One of the products at that time was brake-shoes for railroad cars.

3. Summary

Does the Region ofExposure include all wind conditions? It should.

Test the school children for lead in their system at least every five years
AND WHEN there is a malfunction that allows a significant amount ofhazardous
Material to escape or be discharged
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DATE: 8/22/01

TO: Philip B. Chandler, Unit Chief DTSC

Mr. Chandler,

FR: Troy Veilleux

RE: Quemetc'o Battery Recycling Facility, City ofIndustry, CalifomAUG 2 7 2001

RECEIVED

On August 14til, 2001 I attended the public hearing at L~s Altos High School.ill- Hacienda
Heights, California. I went to hear what was going on regarding the Quemetco hazardous
waste storage and treatment facility (which I learned is also a hazardous waste generator).
While I and the residents I spoke to after the hearing appreciated the time you and the
other members of the DTSC took to meet with us, we were disappointed that we weren't
given the opportunity to ask you and the other DTSC folks specific questions about the
Quemetco facility and its operations. Besides that, we were disappointed that the
majority of time spent by the DTSC was spent providing us with the permit process that
explained how the Quemetco permit would be approved. We were all left with the
feeling that the decision to grant the permit regardless of our legitimate concerns had
already been made.

1) Have any studies been performed to examine the impact on air quality from the
combined operations of the La Puente Hills landfill, the Quemetco Facility and
the 60 freeway?

2) Why is it that several of the senior people at the hearing that have lived in H.R
for 25 or more years within the immediate vicinity of the Quemetco facility don't
know a single child who was supposedly tested for elevated levels of lead in their
blood? Also, at least two citizens stated having survey ALL of the surrounding
schools and day care centers and finding no one that was aware that testing had
ever been done.

As I stated during my opportunity to speak at the hearing, I am very disappointed that we
the citizens of Hacienda Heights (RR) are having to bear yet another burden for the
County of Los Angeles. As if it weren't enough to have the largest landfill (the Puente
Hills Landfill) in North America located directly in front of my house, which is also
going for a 10 year extension to its operations, I and my young family have to deal with
the combined effects of this facility. That leads to some of my questions that are
questions that were asked by other H.H. citizens who were at this hearing.

I was very alarmed to learn that Quemetco is already affecting our local environment
adversely by allowing waste such as iron, sulfate, and selenium in excess of groundwater
quality standards. And my understanding is that Quemetco is responsible for monitoring
the groundwater. If that is true, I would expect them to be reporting doctored data that is
probably doctored to make things look better than they are, which still looks bad! And if
Quemetco can't contaiIfwaste in a solid or liquid form, which I would expect to be the
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easiest to control, then how can they be keeping waste in the fmID of gases within the
limits of clean air standards? I suspect that they are probably "policing" (read policing to
be monitoring) tllls themselves too. Isn't this monitoring policy equivalent to giving an
alcoholic a bottle of alcohol and asking lllmlher not to drink it?

I am sure that you and the group ofDTSC employees who met with us know what is
really the impact of Quemetco to all of us living here in RR You know what Quemetco
isn't reporting, you know what they aren't doing to keep us safe, you know that a facility
built in 1959 can't possibly meet environmental health standards for those 1400+ people
living immediately around the facility. I'm sure Quemetco is promising to be a very
responsible company, but what have they done to improve their operational impact on our
environment without first being mandated to do so by the DTSC or the U.S. EPA?

In closing, I beg you and the other DTSC people involved in granting or denying the
permit to Quemetco to consider Quemetco's impact to our environment and to the lives
of us and our children. Please put yourselves in our shoes for just a few moments and
think if you would grant tllls permit if you lived with your families here in Hacienda
Heights. Would you vote for the gTanting of tllls permit if you already had a mammoth
landfill to deal with? Would you vote to continue allowing a facility to excessively
pollute your local ground water? Would you vote to continue having the risk of your
children developing mgh levels of lead in their blood? Of course you wouldn't. Who
would ever vote to put their loved ones in any kind of risk? PLEASE do not vote to put
us at risk.

Please take what I have written seriously. Please be considerate and help us in our
attempt to stop Quemetco by voting "No" and urging your colleagues to do the same.
Please help us as you have the power to do so.

s,

T 0, ar~ and Hasmig Veilleux
. V,?~~~
15~keluxe~
Ha~bhd~ Heights, CA 91745
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Davnd Lee Blagg
14039 Lomitas Ave.

Avocado Heights, Ca. 91746

8/28/01

Department ofToxic Substances Control
Attn: Jamshid Shahi, Project Manager

1011 North Grandview Ave.
Glendale, Ca. 91201
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This letter is to register our opposition to the proposed permit that your

department is in the process of approving for Quemetco battery recycling facility located

at 720 S. 7th Avenue in the CityofIndustry, California.

As your department is well aware Quemetco and the previous owners have not

been the good neighbor that they and your department proclaim that they have been,

s~ce the facility opened in 1959, From that time until present they have not only spewed

toxic substances into the air that we breath; but they have actually discharged liquid

waste containing lead, arsenic and other toxic substances directly into the San Jose Creek,

which is a source of recreation, habitat for many plant and animal species and an

important source for ground and drinking water.

Below are just a portion of the numerous reasons that the permit should be denied

and Quemetco should be mandated by your department to cease spewing known toxic

substances into the air that we currently breath.

1, Quemetco regularly discharges into the air a toxic plume (sulfurous,

plastic smell) that literally causes me to gag and occasionally vomit when

a westerly (offshore) breeze carries the fumes to our home approximately

1 mile as the crow flies from Quemetco's stacks. This toxic plume enters

and lingers in the house. Your toxicologist, Mike Shum, actually had the

nerve to tell me that the levels emitted by Quemetco on a daily basis were

not dangerous to my children, my family, neighbors and myself Are the

levels that I described the effects ofabove, dangerous when breathed over

a 20-year period? I personally believe that Quemetco uses a strategy of

release to avoid detection such as late night or early Saturday morning

1
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releases when AQMD inspectors are less likely to be working. 7:30 AM:

Saturday and SWlday mornings as well as nights and evenings are typical

times that my neighbors and I smell this toxic plume on a regular basis.

, Therefore Quemetco violates the portion of statute that states that they

must be "complementary with their neighbors."

2. I personally feel that the data and the collection and supervision of the

sampling is erroneous and demand that additional accurate testing Wlder

the supervision of unbiased persons independent from Quemetco and

DTSC personal be carried out. The fact that the same two people (philip

B. Chandler and Mike Shum) are in charge of Quemetco's permitting

process with no independent oversight and that they have repeatedly

erroneously assured us that the toxins emitted by Quemetco pose no health·

threat to us is appalling. Common sense tells us that they are providing

false assurances and protecting this vile operation at the expense of

thousands of residents in the afflicted area. At the August 14 meeting I

personally witnessed IvIr. Chandler reading and Mr. Shum smirking as one

Hacienda Heights woman, while crying, displayed a list ofand told how

10 or so people in a 2 square ---block area in her neighborhood had died in

recent years of cancer. In the past three years in a 1 square block area

directly surrounding our home three deaths fi:om cancer and two recently

diagnosed cases have resulted. This far exceeds the 1 in 3 average

mentioned by Mr. Shum and warrants further investigation.

3. No testing oflongtime residents who have been exposed to Quemetco's

toxins has ever been done and no data has ever been compiled that would

prove or disprove the theory that long-term exposure to the toxins emitted

by Quemetco has adverse health effects. Records from a multitude ofloca!

hospitals and doctors would need to be examined to prove or disprove this

theory. The DTSC representatives totally dismissed any link without

looking at any ofthe evidence.

4. Testing on blood lead levels in local children was not accurate and needs

to be redone using a truthful sampling ofchildren who have lived in the

2
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area and been exposed to these toxic compounds for an extended period of

time. TIlls was not done and in order to get accurate results these tests

must be carefully redone.

5. The fact that Quemetco has in the past and undoubtedly will continue to

violate the law by illegal emissions and illegal dunlping oftoxic waste is

inexcusable and we demand that they cease operations immediately.

Quemetco has on numerous occasions violated the law at the health

expense of thousands of people where fines have become a nllnor business

expense (cost ofdoing business) to them.

6. The fact that residents, including myself, were not given adequate

notification ofproceedings in this convoluted permitting process should be

illegal if it is not already and should be grOlmds for at minimum a delay in

the process. I was notified by mail at 4:00 PM. August 11, of the

impending meeting August the 14. This strategy eliminated and hindered

local residents from participating.

7. The entire permitting process is inherently flawed and in no way

accurately reflects the actual health risk to local residents and people

exposed to Quemetco's toxic emissions.

8. The convoluted process by which the toxicolo~ist has used to deternline

that no health risk exists in no way reflects the actual measurements and

toxic substance levels that Quemetco is releasing on the surrounding

residents and employees ofcompanies in the area.

9. There are numerous schools (Los Robles, Palm, Los Altos, Hill Grove,

Orange Grove, Don Julian, La Puente, Edgewood, Dibble, Willow, North

Whittier etc.) as well as a multitude ofpreschools, day-care centers and

adult schools in the area engulfed by Qumetco's toxic plume. No

comprehensive sampling, testing or studies have ever been done to

determine ifQuemetco's toxic emissions are adversely affecting the health

of the children and adults that attend and work at these schools. These

studies need to be done by responsible people with no vested interested in

Quemetco's ability to operate!



10. Several bakeries, food processing and food manufacturing businesses

(Golden State Foods, EI Mexicano, La Victoria, Pachinos and others) are

, .Iocated within a 1,1., mile radius of this lead smelting facility where fumes

and fallout from Quemetco's toxic emissions inevitably enter the food

supply. Have any studies as to at what levels these tmdc substances

emitted by Quemetco occur in the food products produced by these

companies been undertaken?

11. No Department ofHealth Services, AQMD, EPA or other public agencies

entrusted to protect the public health personal were at the meetings and to

the best ofmy knowledge have conducted tests other than the flawed

blood- lead level test in the early 1990s.

12. Is nTCS aware of the pollution problems and the negative health effects

caused by similar lead smelting facilities in Texas, owned by Quemetco's

parent company RSR? DTSC should immediately look at the data from

these now closed facilities so that they can avoid a similar catastrophe in

this case.

Therefore we demand that nTSC stop protecting and defending Quemetco, step

up to the plate and do the right thing by rejecting Quemetco's application for a permanent

operating permit and protect the welfare of the people in the area. In addition we

respectfully request that Quemetco' s temporary status by which they have been allowed

by your department to continue to poison local residents and neighborhoods be

immediately revoked and that the inevitable cleanup process of this site commence. .

sr:2~
David~e~~-=~

.•....
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David McKee

Sincerely

Duncan McKee
738 S. 3rd Avenue"

Avocado Heights, Ca. 91 74~'

8/28/01

Department clfToxic Substances Control
Attn: Jamshid Sham, Project Manager

1011 North Grandview Ave.
Glendale, Ca. 91201

Dear Jamshid Sham:

Due to our decades long concern for our family's health and the health ofour

neighbors and friends we stand in complete opposition to Quemetco's proposed

Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure permit.

We also oppose Quemetco's current temporary operating permit and do herby

request that any and all such permission to operate be revoked immediately.

o
I
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Duncan McKee



HACIENDA HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC.

POST OFFICE BOX 5235 HACIENDA HEIGHTS, CA 91745,
,

Hacienda Heights is an unincorporated community covered by a community general plan
established in 1978 by Los Angeles County with substantial input from a citizens group
from the community. Although this general plan does not cover the nearby Quemetco
site, it clearly establishes the desire to keep Hacienda Heights as a residentiaVcommercial
area by restricting industrial facilities within the area. This provision, coupled with goals
of the land use plan of the City of Industry for, "creating a setting that is complimentary
to its (Industry's) neighbors," would certainly call into question the siting next to a
residential community of a facility which releases dangerous chemicals in quantities
sufficient to generate Proposition 65 notices to a large number of our residents.

Dear Mr. Shahi,

Department of Toxic Substance Control
Attn: Mr. Jamshid Shahi, Project Manager
1011 N Grandview Ave.
Glendale, CA 91202

The Hacienda Heights Improvement Association has reviewed the Envirorunental Impact
Report prepared for continued operation of the Quemetco Battery Recycling Facility in
the City of Industry. This plant operates within 600 feet of residences in Hacienda
Heights which pre-date its operation, and the area of coverage for Proposition 65
warnings for Quemetco blanket a very large percentage of the homes in Hacienda
Heights. Thus most of the potential impacts of operating this plant, which releases lead,
antimony and other dangerous chemicals are directly borne by our residents.

The Quemetco plant is approximately 600 feet from the intersection of Clark and Seventh
Avenues. The ccmml1ility immediately ',vest of this interse(;ticl1 contuins 104 homes and
504 mobile homes, while 220 single family homes are located to the immediate east of
Seventh Avenue between Clark and Gale Avenues. The population of this area is
predominately Latino, with a mixture of white, Asian, and black making up the remaining
residents. Many seniors live in the area, and income levels are classified as 1m\!- to
middle-income range.

We recognize that this facility has existed for a long time at this site, expanding
significantly since 1970 when it was purchased by Quemetco. However, \ve also
understand that this EIR. reflects the first time this operation is being review'ed formally
through the CEQA process We request that DTSC address the appropriateness of this use
adjacent to a largely residential neighborhood in the same context as it would a formal
site review for a new facility. We believe potential safety concerns associated with this
facility are of such importance that previous operation should not be a factor in
determining the absolute level of risk to its neighbors. In addition, those risks should

include the cumulative impacts of the expanded Puente Hills Landfill immediately
adjacent to this same area on the west and the substantial



Assemblymember Ed Chavez
Ms. Angie Valenzuela

Senator Gloria Romero
Supervisor Don KJlabe
Ms. Lillian Avery

We believe the original pemlit issued by the City ofIndustry to Westem Lead,
Quemetco's predecessor, did not adequately address these concems, and probably should
not have been issued. We request that DTSC seriously and carefully weigh all of these
impacts and establish conditions that will eliminate the effects of emissions from
Quemetco on our community, or define a near-tem1 closure date that will require this
facility to relocate to a site fUliher removed from residences.

Mr. Jamshid Shahi
August 27, 2001
Page Two

increase in diesel truck traffic on the Pomona Freeway. In addition to operation of the
facility, it geiierates more than 50 truckloads per day of used lead batteries and other
hazardous materials, which travel through these neighborhoods on Seventh Avenue.

Operation at Quemetco, which occurs 24 hours per day, seven days per week, results in
emissions of lead, antimony, arsenic, 1,3 butadiene, and other carcinogenic materials.
Hazardous materials are stored on site which could result in fires, injuries, or toxic
releases. Operation of this facility has occulTed around the clock for the last 31 years,
producing emissions that travel beyond the perimeter monitoring system to settle in the
neighborhoods sUlTolll1ding the plant. They are capable of contaminating soil, vegetation,
gardens, and surfaces in the homes. Air-bome materials are inhaled, ingested, and even
absorbed through the skin. The draft EIR does not discuss eliminating or mitigating these
emlSSlOns.

Sincerely yours,

Enclosed is a list of detailed EIR comments prepared by Ms. Lillian Avery, former HHLA
Environmental Chair and neighbor to the Quemetco facility. If you have questions or
need clarification of our concems, please contact our CUlTent Environmental Chair, Mr.
JeffYaJU1, at (626) 968-4572.

Residents who live near the Quemetco facility report strong odors of sulfur and metals,
and experience metallic tastes, sore tlu'oats, nausea, coughing, and respiratory problems.
These concems should be thoroughly evaluated by State or County health agencies before
a final pem1it is issued to this facility, particularly to evaluate long teml health impacts of
inhaling and ingesting these pollutants over a long-tem1 period of residency in the area.
Daily exposure levels and cumulative exposures and their effects should be assessed and
health impacts detemlined.

cc:

~_ .._-

P
I



o
I

Paae 1 of· 7o

Attachment to Letter dated August 27, 2001 Jrom the Hacienda Heights Improvement
Association to the Department of Toxic Substances Control, Attention: Jamshid Shahi,
Project Manager, Re the Quemetco Environmental Impact Report ..

On June 29, 2'001, the California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic
Substances Control, issued a proposed Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post­
Closure Permit, and draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), for Quemetco, Inc., a
battery recycling facility located at 720 So. Seventh Avenue, City ofIndustry,
California.

The EIR is deficient. The Hacienda Heights Improvement Association response to the
EIR and related comments is listed below:

1.2 Project Setting: Repeatedly, the EIR. cites the distance to Hacienda Heights, an
unincorporated residential community of Los Angeles County, as y.. mile (1320 feet).
The boundary of Hacienda Heights at the comer of Seventh Avenue and Clark
is about 500 feet from the Quemetco facility.

1.3: Proposed Project: DTSC is considering Quemetco's Part B application to continue
operations involving treatment, storage, and transfer of hazardous materials and wastes.
These operations and processes have been operating and permitted for over 30 years with
little change and/or mitigation. They seriously impact the community of Hacienda
Heights with the generation and daily delivery of over 50 truckloads of used lead
batteries and hazardous materials; the introduction of hazardous materials and wastes on
site, the daily transport of 25 truckloads of lead products and/or hazardous wastes, and
the continuous release of air toxic emissions.

Table 1. 5: Significant environmental impacts include Water Resources and Water
Quality. Non-compliance with established water quality standards for ground water is a
significant impact, requiring corrective action and continued monitoring of water quality
TheEIR. states the impacts are significant and unavoidable, and that no mitigation is
available. Why are there no mitigation actions, beyond those already implemented,
available?

Table 1.5.1: Environmeritallrnpacts: Air Quality; Human Health and Safen:.. The EIR
states no significant impacts to Air Quality and to Human Health and Safety were
identified, and that no mitigation measures are required..

The EIR dismissed the reported experiences and complaints of residents of Hacienda
Heights and neighboring communities of Wildwood Mobile Home Park and Avocado
Heights concerning air quality and continuous air toxic emissions of pollutants,
contaminants and carcinogens, including lead, hexavalent chromium,' manganese, 1,3
Butadiene, sulfur, arsenic, and others. These impacts to air quality and human health
and safety are significant and residuaL :Nlitigation measures are required.
1.6 Areas of Controversy. Elevated areas of lead toxicity have been found in Hacienda

Heights ..
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1.7. Alternatives to Proposed Project. Three alternatives are discussed.

No Project Alternative consists of denial of the RCRA Part B Permit by DTSC resulting
in the closure of Quemetco and the transferring of battery recycling activities to other
facilities.

Since Hacien'da Heights and neighboring communities have borne the impacts of the 30­
year operation .of Quemetco, the time it would take to transfer battery recycling
operations, and transfer lead batteries and hazardous wastes under strict control to
facilities away from residential areas would constitute an acceptable alternative to the
continued operation of Quemetco for years to come

Onsite Alternative, There are significant unmitigated and residual impacts to air quality
and Human Health and Safety .. A revised application and limitations on operations and
life of the facility could reduce the capacity and impact of the facility.

Offsite Alternatives: Significant and continuous environmental impacts on air quality
and human health and safety in Hacienda Heights and neighboring communities have
existed for over 30 years. The implications of a complete relocation and/or closure of
Quemetco is basically considered by the ErR. only in terms of economic implications for
Quemetco and the battery recycling industry itself Proximity to residences,. air quality,
human health and safety, public services, and traffic and transportation, are critical and
significant considerations that override justification for the continuation of existing
conditions,.

Figure 2.1: Regional Location Map. Boundaries of Hacienda Heights are not correctly'
identified.

Figure 2.2: Project Vicinity Map. l\!Iisleading. Identifies Hacienda Heights as starting
south of the Pomona (60) Freeway.

2.4.2 Air Toxics Hot Spots Information/Assessment Act of 1987: The act requires that
Pollution Control Districts prioritize and categorize pollutant emitting facilities as either
a "high", "intermediat4e", or "low" priority, for health risk assessment (BRA). In what
category has Quemetco been placed? Is Quemetco "currently embarking on a series of
source tests to update its BRA?" Has its pollutant emitting facilities been categorized as
"high" priority?

2, 6. Project Characteristics: The facility operates 24 hours a day, 365 days a year Its
activities involve manufacturing lead battery recycling; treatment-abatement processes,
hazardous materials and wastes storage activities, traffic, trucking and transportation,
shipping and receiving, waste water treatment. Activities continually emit waste water
effluents; fugitive dust emissions; and air toxic contaminants and pollutants.

Land Use and Planning. The Community of Hacienda Heights is 500 feet from
Quemetco. It is not as far away as V4 mile (1320) feet from the facility.
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Development in Hacienda Heights (fonnerly known as North Whittier Heights) had its
beginning in a 1924 real estate development, In 1954, real development began, and by
1956, HD Ii1956, the area bound by SUl Avenue on the west; Turnbull Canyon on the
east, Clark Avenue on the north, and Gale Avenue on the south, was fully developed with
over 324 homes.

The City of Industry was incorporated in 1957, and two years later permitted Western
Lead Products, to operate a lead battery recycling facility under Zone M, an industrial
zone, despite the fact that many residences were located 500 feet from the battery
recycling facility.

The City of Industry Land Use Element specifies that "creating a setting that 1$

complimentary to its neighboring communities is equally important"

The Hacienda Heights Community General Plan, developed in 1978 by the County of
Los Angeles, with input from citizens of Hacienda Heights, establishes a land use policy
that restricts industrial uses in residential areas.. .

Siting and permitting a battery recycling plant, not Y4 mile away, but approximately 500
feet from the nearest residence, raises a land use compatibility issue, and constitutes a
conflict with applicable land use plans.

Table 3.1.1 Consistency Analysis10f City of Industry General Plan Objectives: Six
objectives are named. The first objective is to"Maintain and further develop an
employment base in the San Gabriel Valley and Los Angeles Metropolitan Area. The
proposed project supports this objective. However, the proposed project does not support
andlor is not directly related to the five remaining general plan objectives.

3.1.3 Environmental Impact: The battery recycling facility has been at its present
location since 1959.. Contrary to statements in the ErR., it is not surrounded on
all sides by industrial and manufacturing uses, but is located next to a residential
community that was in existence before the City of Industry was incorporated,
and before battery recycling operations were permitted.

3.3.1.2 Groundwater. In February, 2000 , groundwater samples from 12 wells exceeded
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). Types of exceedance included iron
manganese, nitrates, selenium and sulfates. Water quality protection standards
(WQPS) should be met Continuation of current operations at the facility would
result in violations of groundwater quality standards and would constitute a
significant impact. Corrective action is required.

3.7.1.2 Environment Setting; Exposure Assessment: Correction. Hacienda Heights is
located to the south, east, and west of Quemetco.

3.7.1.2: Exposure Pathways
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3.7.1.2 Exposure Pathways

Residents of Hacienda Heights are directly exposed to airborne pollutants
emined from Quemetco, 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, through three primary
exposure pathways: inhalation, injestion, and dermal absorption.

In the public scooping meeting on the Notice of Preparation of an EIR for
Quemetco, held 4/24/96 in Hacienda Heights, residents described their
experiences with and reactions to toxic air emissions, the odors, the acrid
metallic tastes, sore throats, nausea, coughing allergies, and inhalation and
respiratory problems. The EIR does not respond to these concerns.

At the 8114/01 hearing in Hacienda Heights, on the proposed Hazardous Waste
Operation and Post-Closure Permit, and ErR., several persons, (other than those
reporting earlier on 4/24/96) reported like reactions and their concerns over the
continuous 30-year exposure to a wide variety of over 25 chemicals, including
antimony, arsenic, benzene, cadmium, hexavalent chromium, copper,
manganese, lead, and other carcinogens.

What is the cumulative effect of this constant barrage of toxic emissions and
pollutants on the cardiovascular or blood system; nervous system; kidney and
gastrointestinal system; reproductive system; respiratory system? For Children?
For Adults?

What is the cumulative effect of these years-long chemical emissions into the
ambient air, when coupled with the emissions over Hacienda Heights from the
LaPuente Landfill on its citizens, children and adults?

At the hearing of 4/26/96, and again at the hearing of 8114/01, persons
identifying themselves as Special Education teachers, described increased
numbers of children in their classes who had difficulty learning had health
problems, cognitive impairments, are easily agitated, and live in the vicinity
near Quemetco.

A study entitled "The Influence of Lead Exposure and Toxicity to Children's
Neurological Development and School Performance", by Sarah L. Kenball,
Austin, Texas, March, 1994, states that over 50% of students in Special
Education classes were lead poisoning victims.

The 1993-94 study of blood lead levels in Hacienda Heights children, ages 0 to 5
years, did not address blood lead levels of school age children older than 5
years who had been born and/or raised in Hacienda Heights,
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Given that these problems with Special Education students were reported to you
n 1996 and again in 2001, by qualified individuals, why has not the Los Angeles
Depf of Health, the EPA, the AQIv.ID, and the DTSC consulted with each other
over this condition, and carried out an investigation or research study to
determine whether Special Education students living in Jhe vicinity of Quemetco
are lead poisoning victims.

At both the 4/26/96 and 8/14/01 hearings·it was reported that an unusual number
of cancer cases were found in Hacienda Heights, close to Quemetco...

The probability of developing. cancer as a result of exposure to a single carcinogen
increases with dose, and will also increase if exposure to other carcinogens occurs.
Appendix C of the ErR provides assessment of cancer risk estimated by Kleinfelder 2000
using a mathematical model and assuming the existence of a hypothetical resident child,
and a hypothetical resident adult.

Why rely on a mathematical model for estimating cancer risk Given the reports by
residents of Hacienda Heights of apparent increased incidences of cancer, why has not
the Los Angeles County Dept of Health, the EPA, the DTSC, and theAQMD consulted
with each other concerning these reports and conducted or considered conducting a
survey of residents livin~ west of 7ili Avenue including the Wildwood NIobile Home Park
and residences east of7 to Turnbull Canyon Road and south to Palm Avenue, to
determine, using factual data, if there are an unusual number of cancers or cancer­
related deaths over the past 20 years.

The EIR is deficient because

1) It dismisses complaints concerning emissions of toxic air contaminants, including
lead chromium, arsenic, 1,3 Butadiene, and other pollutants and carcinogens
emitted into the air over Hacienda Heights, for the past 30 years, and requliing
periodic Proposition 65 warning and notification.

2) It does not address the impact on the community of Hacienda Heights with the
generation and daily delivery of over 50 truckloads of used lead batteries and
hazardous waste materials, and the daily tramsport of 25 truckloads of lead
products and hazardous wastes from the facility. Trucks travel 7

1h
Avenue ,Clark

Avenue, Turnbull Canyon Road, andGale Avenue.

3) It does not adequately address the impacts on Hacienda Heights homes beginning
500 feet from the facility.

4) It does not adequately address the groundwater treatment, monitoring, sampling
and the safeguards to monitor San Jo~ Creek.
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5) It does not explain why Quemetco has been permitted since 1970 to conduct a
hazardous waste facility operation

6) It does not explain why Quemetco is permitted to operate a lead battery recycling
facility operation just 500 feet from residents in Hacienda Heights.

6) It dismisses alternatives that could reduce impacts on Hacienda Heights.

7) It dismisses the environment and issues of public health and safety .

. 8) It does not consider that Hacienda Heights is unfairly affected.



********

August 27,2001

The EIR does not restrict plant expansion by Quemetco, and it does not address the
likelihood of plant expansion.

Quemetco is located in California, in a state, regional geographic area, and a city
devoted to increased world trade, primarily with Mexico and the Asian Pacific Rim.

of 71Page

2.6.5: Closure and Post Closure Plans

Given the fact that Quemetco has seriously impacted Hacienda Heights and
neighboring communities for over 30 years, a near-term closing date that will
require this facility to relocate to a site further removed from residences is requested.

The EIR provides estimated date of August 15, 2021 to completely close the
Quemetco facility, and a post-closure date of August 2051.

Quemetco now owns the property immediately adjoining its original eastern
boundary on Salt Lake Avenue, thus increasing the amount of its original property
acreage. This additional property is now used for storage, maintenance, and
employee training programs.

The extended 20 year closure date and the additional usable property, along with
the increased and favorable trade/economic climate, provides Quemetco with the
opportunity for desirable expansion involving increased lead battery recycling

. activities and processes.
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Department of Toxic Substances Control
Attn: Jamshid Shahi, Project Manager

1011 North Grandview Ave.
Glendale, Ca. 91201

Dear Jamshid

My family has lived in hacienda for fifteen years. weekly we smell strong oder

comeing from Quemetcos factorey

Its been a long time concern for our family's health and the health of our

neighbors and friends we stand in complete opposition to Quemetco's proposed

Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and Post-Closure permit.

We also oppose Quemetco's current temporary operating permit and do herby

request that any and all such permission to operate be revoked immediately.

Dave & Linda samarin

home14502 cabinda dr hac hts 6263302606

work 15044 proctor av ind ca 626 369 1616

D~P):d{)"MtNT OF mXlc SUBW,NCF.S r.ONHWi.
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I understand that Mr. Nastri's firm, Environmental Mediation, !nc., continues to serve as
~ .

active consultant to Quemetco.

I understand that Mr. Wayne H. Nastri, President ofEnvironmental Mediation, Inc., 4695
MacArthur Court, Suite 1250, Newport Beach. California 92660, has been appointed by
President Bush as Administrator oftha United States Environmental Agency, Region IX,
75 Hawthorne Street, San Franclsco.

T-386 p.OZ/OZ F-Z43

DEPARTMENT anOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
SOUTHERN CAUFORNIA PERMITTING BRANCH

NOV 0'1 2001

RECEIVED

+818-551-2901

1015 Hedgepath Avenue .
Hacienda Heights, California 91745
November 1, 2001

FROM-DTSC SO CAL PERMITTING GLENDALE

Department ofToxic Substances Control
Attn: Jamshid Sbahi
1011 North Grandview Avenue
Glendale, CA 91201

Dear Mr. Shahi:

I congratulate Mr.Nasm 011 his appoinunent as Administrator of the United States
Environmental Agency, Region IX, However, I am concerned that his experience ~ as
consultant to Quemetco, along with his fum's continued service as consultant to
Quemetco, and his new position as Adminstrator of the federal government agency over
the California Environmental Protection Agency and the Dept. of Toxic Substances
Control, raises serious questions of contliet of interest, particularly with respect 'to
decisions regarding approval of the proposed Hazardous Waste Facility Operation and
Post-Closure Permit, and draft ErR for Quemetco. ~

Mr Nastri and his fum, Environmental Mediation, Inc. have been serving for the past
two years or more as consultant on behalfofQuemetco, Inc. He h~s been i>ersonaHy
inyolved in activities and meetings relating to the proposed Hazardous WaSte Facility
Operation and Post-Closure Permit, and the draft EIR. In the course ofhis work as
cansaitant to Quemetco, he has developed correspondence and strategies design.eq to
overcome criticisms and complaints concerning Quemetco operations. He has alsd
accompanied the DTSC representative conducting interviews with local residep.ts
concerning their experiences in living in the areas affected by Quemetco operations and
emissions.

Sincerely Y0\1f5. "i
adt~ »J/4:

Lillian M. Avery /

cc: Michael D. Hughes, President, HIfiA·
Jc:ffYann, Environmental Chair. HmA

AUG-08-05 16:08
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DTSC PUBLIC WORKSHOP RE PROPOSED HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY
OPERATION PERMIT AND DRAFT EIR FOR QUEMETCO, INC
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 2001

MY NAME JS LILLIAN AVERY. I AM A 45-YEAR RESIDENT OF HAClENDA
HEIGHTS, HAVlNG LIVED HERE SINCE 1956.

ON JUNE 29,2001, THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRON.IVlENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY, DEPT. OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, ISSUED A PROPOSED
HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY OPERATION AND POST CLOSURE PERMIT
A1'ID DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL .IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR QUEMETCO, INC.,
A LEAD BATTERY RECYCLING FACILITY LOCATED AT 720 So. 71J1 AVENUE,
CITY OF INDUSTRY, CALIFORNIA.

QUEMETCO OPERATES WITHIN 500 FEET OF RESIDENCES. ill HAClENDA
HEIGHTS THESE RESIDENCES NOT ONLY PREDATE THE OPERATION OF
QUEMETCO, BUT ALSO THE INCORPORATION OF THE CITY OF INDUSTRY
(1957) WHICH INITIALLY PERMITTED THE OPERATION OF A LEAD SMELTER
PLANT AT THAT LOCATION IN 1959.

THE IMPACT OF OPERATING QUEMETCO, WIllCH RELEASES A WIDE
VARlETY OF CHEMICALS AND POLLUTANTS, SUCH AS ANTIMONY,
ARSENIC, HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM, 1.3 BUTADlENE , AND LEAD INTO THE
AMBlENT AJR" 24 HOURS ADAY" 7 DAYS. A WEEK" 365 DAYS A YEAR IS
DIRECTLY BORNE BY RESIDENTS OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS AND REQUIRES
PERlODICPROPOSITION 65 WARNINGS. THE. AREA OF COVERAGE FOR
PROPOSITION 65 WARNINGS BLANKET A VERY LARGE PERCENTAGE OF
RESIDENCES, SCHOOLS, ClillRCHES, AND FACll.,ITlES illHACIE NDA
HEIGHTS.

THE QUEMETCO FACll.,ITY IS APPROXIMATELY 500 FEET FROM THE
INTERSECTION OF 7TH AVENUE AND CLARK,. THE COMMUNITY WEST OF
TillS INTERSECTION CONTAlNS 104 HOMES AND 504 MOBll.,E HOMES; 220
ADDITIONAL HOMES ARE LOCATED IN THE AREA BOUNDED BY 7TH

AVENUE, CLARK, TURNBULL CANYON ROAD AND GALE AVENUE,. THE
POPULATION IN TillS AREA IS PREDOMINATELY LATINO, WITH A MIXTURE
OF WffiTE, ASIAN AND BLACK RESIDNTS. MAKING UP THE REMAINDER
THERE IS A LARGE NUMBER OF CHJLDREN, AGES a- 18, AS WELL AS A
LARGE NUMBER OF SENIORS LIVING IN THE AREA. INCOME LEVELS ARE
CLASSIFIED AS LOW TO MIDDLE INCOME.

THIS AREA INCLUDES A DISABLED CHILDREN'S CARE FACllJTY; TWO
PUBLIC SCHOOLS, A CHURCH SCHOOL ON GALE AVENUE, A CATHOLIC

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PERMITTING BRAr~CH

~\IOV 0 1 2001

RIECE~VEO
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CHURCH AND A MORMON CHURCH, BOTH OF WHICH SERVE LARGE
CONGREGATIONS WITH DAILY RELIGIOUS SERVICES AND EDUCATION
CLASSES, AND A VARIETY OF MlNISTRY AND ORGANlZATION FUNCTIONS.

THERE IS REAL CONCERN WHEN CONSIDERING HOW TIDS HACIENDA
HEIGHTS RESIDENTAL COMMUNlTY AND QUEMETCO, A TOXIC POLLUTER,
CAME TO INHABIT THE SAME NEIGHBORHOOD. IT APPEARS THAT
WESTERN LEAD, WHICH PRECEDED QUEMETCO, WITH ENCOURAGEMENT
AND PERMITTING BY THE CITY OF lNDUSTRY, LOCATED THE LEAD
RECYCLING PLANT WHERE RESIDENTS OF THE NEARBY
UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY HAVE LITTLE POLITICAL CLOUT AND
WERE EITHER DISMISSED BY THE CITY OF INDUSTRY OR WERE NOT
HEARD.

OVER THE YEARS, LITTLE HAS BEEN DONE BY AQMD TO IDENTIFY AND
CORRECT TOXIC AIR EMISSIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS
GENERATED BY THE 24 HOURS PERDAY, 7 DAYS A WEEK, 365 DAYS A
YEAR OPERATION OF QUEMETCO, WHICH DISPROPORTIONATLY AFFECTS
THE HACIENDA HEIGHTS COMMUNITY.

THE IMPACT ON THE COMMUNlTY OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS IS FURTHER
EXACERBATED BY THE. GENERATION AND DAll,.Y DELIVERY OF OVER 50
TRUCKLOADS OF USED LEAD BATTERIS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE
MATERIALS, AND THE DAILY TRANSPORT OF OVER 25 TRUCKLOADS OF
LEAD PRODUCTS AND HAZARDOUS WASTES FROM THE FACILITY. THESE
DIESEL TRUCKS TRAVEL THROUGH THE. HACIENDA HEIGHTS COMlvillN1TY
ON HACIENDA BOULEVARD, GALE AVENUE, TURNBULL CANYON ROAD,
CLARK AVENUE, AND 7TH AVENUE.

TWO TRIPS, TO AND FRON! THE FACILITY FOR EACH lNCOMJNG AND
OUTGOING TRUCKLOAD, RESULTS IN AN ESTIMATED 150 DIESEL TRUCK
TRIPS. PER.DAY.

WHAT STEPS HAVE BEEN TAKEN BY QUEMETCO, THE CALIFORNIA AIR
RESOURCES BOARD, THE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY,
AND THE AQMD TO REPLACE THESE DIESEL VEIDCLES OR USE CLEANER
ALTERNATIVES?

THE EIR DOES NOT ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF REPLACEMENT OF DJESEL
VEHICLES, THAT DAILY TRANSPORT USED LEAD BATTERlES, HAZARDOUS
WASTE MATERIALS AND LEAD PRODUCTS TOAND FROM QUEMETCO, OR
THE USE OF CLEANER ALTERNATIVES.
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IT IS REQUESTED THAT DTSC APPROACHArHIS PERMIT ON THE BASIS OF A
PROPOSAL FOR A NEW LEAD RECYCLING FACILITY AT 720 SOUTH 7TH

AVENUE, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CALIFORNIA.

ALTHOUGH THIS LEAD RECYCLING FACILITY STARTED OPERATION AS
WESTERN LEAD PRODUCTS IN 1959, AND WAS EXPANDED TO ITS CURRENT
SIZE BY QUEMETCO WHO PURCHASED IT IN 1970, IT HAS NEVER HAD A
STATE PERMIT,

A .FORMAL CEQA REVIEW FOR THE QUEMETCO FACILITY HAS NEVER BEEN
CONDUCTED. THERE HAVE BEEN INADEQUATE ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEWS AND INADEQUATE DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION TO THE
COrvt:MUNITY ,

APPROVAL BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC
SUBSTANCES CONTROL TO ISSUE A HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY
OPERATION AND POST CLOSURE PERMIT AT TIDS TIJ\1E EXPOSES
RESIDENTS OF A VULNERABLE COMMUNITY TO CONTlNUOUS AND
UNCONTROLLED TOXIC AIR POLLUTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS.

THE PROPOSAL TO OPERATE A HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY SHOULD BE
EVALUATED SOLELY ON THE ISSUE OF ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, ON
ISSUES THAT DISPROPORTIONATELY AFFECT THE COMMUNlTY OF
HACIENDA HEIGHTS.

THOSE ISSUES AND RISKS SHOULD INCLUDE THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
OF THE CONTINUOUS OVER 30-YEAR EXPOSURE OF HACIENDA HEIGHTS
RESIDENTS TO TOXIC AIR.EMISSIONS AND CHJEMICAL POLLUTANTS ON
THE CARDIOVASCULAR OR BLOOD SYSTEMS, THE NERVOUS SYSTEM,
GASTROINTESTINAL SYSTEM, REPRODUCTIVE SYTEM, AND RESPIRATORY
SYSTEM. IN ADDITION, SERIOUS CONSIDERATION AND STUDY SHOULD BE
GIVEN TO THE SERIOUS PROBLEMS OF CHILDREN LIVING IN THE VlCIN1TY
NEAR QUEMETCO, WHO HAVB LEARNING DIFFICULTIES, COGNlTIVE
IMPAIRMENT, AND OTHER HEALTH PROBLEMS, THESE PROBLEMS HAVE
BEEN BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF DTSC AND QUEMETCO ON
SEVERAL OCCASIONS,. AND ARE I:llGHLIGHTED IN THE WRITTEN RESPONSE
TO THE PROPOSAL AND EIR DATED AUGUST 27, 2001.

SIGNIFICANT AND CONTINUOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ON AIR
QUALITYAND HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY IN HACIENDA HEIGillS AND
NEIGHBORJNG COMMUNITIES HAVE EXISTED WITHOUT MITIGATION FOR
OVER 30 YEARS. THE IMPLICATION OF A COMPLETE RELOCATION
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AND/OR CLOSURE OF QUEMETCO IS CONSIDERE~Y IN--;:;RMS OF
ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS FOR QUEMETCO AND THE BATTERY
RECYCLING INDUSTRY ITSELF.

ENVIRONlVlENTAL JUSTICE INVOLVING ISSUES OF PROXIMlTY TO
RESIDENTS, AJR QUALITY, HUMAN'HEALTH AND SAFETY, PUBLIC
SERVICES,_ AND TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION ARE CRITICAL,
IMPORTANT, AND SIGNIFICANT CONSIDERATIONS THAT OVER-RIDE
ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION FOR THE CONTINUATION OF EXISTING
CONDITIONS.

I CALL TO THE ATTENTION OF DTSC THE ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMENTS
SUBMITTED BY COlVlMUNITY RESIDENTS AT THE PUBLIC HEARING OF
AUGUST 14, 2001, AND THE FORMAL WRITTEN RESPONSE OF THE
HACIENDA HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION TO THE ErR DATED
AUGUST 27, 2001. THE ORAL AND WRITTEN CUMMENTS OF AUGUST 14,
AND THE COMMENTS IN THE WRITTEN RESPONSE TO THE ErR ARE
REITERATED

IT IS REQUESTED THAT THE PROPOSED HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY
OPERATION AND POST-CLOSURE PERMIT AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
Il.\IIPACT REPORT (ErR) BE DENIED, AND THAT ANEAR-TERM CLOSURE
DATE THAT WILL REQUIRE THE QUEMETCO FACILITY TO RELOCATE TO A
SITE FURTHER REMOVED FROM RESIDENCES BE DEFINED.
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I'm writing this letter in reference to the Quemetco Inc. Battery Recycling Center on 720 So. ill
Ave. City of Industry. I could not make the meetings do to my very busy schedule, but like to express rriy
concerns on this subject. These people have had a TEMPORARY permit for too long, and I think
somebody in the County has let them continue like this for too long. During this time they have violated
number of air quality restrictions. This is about our neighborhoods children, which will have the long-term
effects of this pollution from this business. This business has not been neighbor friendly, and by the way
they bring their Attomeys to the meetings, they want to intimidate residents not t.ofight this issue. I belong
to the local neighborhood homeowners association and it doesn't look good for us little people. Please do
not allow this bUSiness to harm our air, water, and ground with this lead. Please put yourself in our place.

Jo Terhume
164 South Ramada Ave.
La Puente, Ca. 91746-1803
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r~rs. Margery Windle
l.:(3 712 Benbrook Dr.aa Puente, CA 91 746

nT5C Regional Record~ Office
Lfo'~ 1 N. Glendale Ave.
Qlendale, CA 91 201

Attention Mr. Jamshid Shahi·:

Qam writing this letter in regards to the hazardous waste facility, Quemetco, Inc. at 720 5. 7tt
rive. in the City of Industry. As you can see, our residence is only blocks away from this
LScility. I was out of town and unable to attend the meeting that was held on November 1.

r~yhusband and I have lived at the above address for almost 28 years. New neighbors have
lrl,oved into the homes on our street. What concerns me is that a very high percentage of our
r9riginal neighbors have died of cancer. On our street there are only 11 homes. Across the
Utreet from our house, Mr. and Mrs. Ryan both died of cancer as did Mr. Sandoval who lived
next door to them. My next door neighbor, Ella Franco, died of cancer recently as did Cora

Ohields who lives two doors down from me. The neighbor next door to her was diagnosed with
reast cancer. I understand that there is a high rate of cancer in our whole area, but I can

OPeak only for my street.

When I received the toxic substance report from Quemetco, I called them and they told me
rhat they can emit toxic waste as long as they tell us about it. I realize that life style and
Ueredity playa part in cancer, but I would like you to look into this matter before Quemetco is
allowed to continue to pollute our air.

Qfind myself in a bad situation. I can move, but do I sell to people with young children who may
he damaged or will the new owners have a greater risk of getting cancer? I need to know
L'hese answers as does the Environmental Protection Agency.

OinCerely, .

Q1, \~/ IJLI

"

QA ~i !1.,'V\.: Y ,( -t..... (> ..;L.
. r..J.J

ar:gery Windle
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LJLLIAN M. AVERY
. 1015 Hedgepath Avenue

Hacienda Heights, California 91745

November 15} 2001

Mr. James Marxen, Chief
Public Participation Unit
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95812-2828

Dear Mr. Marxen:

On November 1, 2001, Ms. Maya Akula, Public Participation Specialist, So. California
Regional Office, organized a workshop in Hacienda Heights to provide residents with an
opportunity to express concerns about the proposed permitting of a hazardous wa\ste
facility at Quemetco, Inc., and to obtain answers to their questions.

Ms. Akula arranged for critical agencies, such as SCAQMD, Los Angeles Dept. of
Health Services, Los Angeles Sanitation District, and DTSC to participate and provide
information about their activities, and to respond to concerns of residents regarding the
environmental impact of Quemetco on Hacienda Heights and surrounding communities
Corporate representatives of Quemetco were also pres~nt.

Significant and continuous environmental impacts by Quemetco on air quality and human
health and safety in Hacienda Heights have existed without mitigation for over 30 years.
The impact of operating Quemetco is directly borne by residents of Hacienda Heights and
surrounding communities, and requires periodic Proposition 65 warnings.

I have been active in Hacienda Heights for many years, and represent the Hacienda
Heights Improvement Association (HE-IIA) with respect to its concerns about Quemetco.

The public workshop of November 1, '-2001, organized by Ms. Akula is the first
wortkshop of its kind, providing residents with the opportunity to get information and
answers directly from critical involved agencies, that I have experienced. Although
public. attendance .was less than expected, those attending. were certainly able to expr?ss
their concerns and get answers or explanations.

I wish to express my sincere appreciation to your agency for the time and efier;: Sr.>.:.!';:
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by Ms.Akula in setting up and arranging this workshop
participating agencies is also appreciated ..

Please convey our gratitude to all involved.

Sincerely yours,
.",.. ;

...j:>''''' /' J f
//. !,/I

.• -1(('" "/.'i.?', '-", ... . .t.,t:.1. ·v') ~. / ~ J

Lillian M. Avery

CC: Maya Akula, So. Reg. nTSC
Jose Kou, So. Reg. nTSC //
Jamshid Shahi, So. Reg. DTSC ~ ..
Mike Hughes, President llliIA
JeffYann, Environmental Chair, HHlA

The time and effort of
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POST OFFICE BOX 2146

LA PUENTE, CAUFORNIA 91746

November 21,2001
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Department of Toxic Substances Control
Attn: Jamshid Shahi,' Project Manager
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, CA 91201

Dear Jamshid Shahi:

Ouemetco

The Workman Mill Association is strongly against granting a pennit to continue operating
in out area. We have suffered for over 30 years from the effects of Quemetco's operating practices.
Many of us as long time residents are sick and dying of cancer, which we believe is a direct result of
Quemetco's discharging carcinogens into the air, into the wash and into the ground.

Quemetco has been found in violation ofillegal and unsafe disposal of its hazardous waste by­
products numerous times over the past tlu-ee decades and DTSC still allows them to operate. It is
difficult to lU1derstand why DTSC shows no concern for the .pealth of thousands of residents. You
are well aware of the serious health problems we, in Quemetco's sphere of influence, continue to
battle to no avail. Please consider our plight and close down Quemetco.

Sincere~y,

~tJ~
Ruth Wash

RW:lac



Dear Mr. Jamshid Shahi and DTSC Staff:
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David Joel JVJcI\ee
'7Jd S. 3rd. J1.ve.
La Puente, Ca. 91746

11/2~)/Ol

ur ~3C

Regional Records Office
A-tten tiol!: ,Jcinlshid Srlahi I

Project Manager Southern California
1011 N. Glendale Ave.
Glendale, Ca. 91201

Permit·tinq Branch

b
D

The purpose of ·this letter is to i.nform you of my absolute
opposition to the issuance of any operating permit to Quernetco,
nmv or in the futt\.n?. Qu'emetco has a documenteo history da'ting
from the late 19.50 1 3 to the present time of polluting the air,
water table, soil and nearby San Jose Creek with lead, arsenic and
other toxic substances .

.Anyonewho li.ves dO'N'nwind of this company in the Bass{~tt,

La Puente, North Whittier or Hacienda Heights areas can attest
to the foul odors which emit· f:rom Quemetco on a weekly and
sometimes daily basis.

A toxic substance recycler such as Quemetco has no place
:Ln a residential corrununity so close to schools, residences and
food processing factorys, all of I",hich 'depend on well t~la·ter 1J'1hich
has been subject to Quemetcofs toxic contamination for about
45 years now.

I strongly urge you to de your civic duty and shut
Quemetco down for good as soon as possible.
'rhank you for your prompt attention to this serious matter.

Since:r:ely,

David Joel McK~e



Thank you for your consideration.

cc: Workmanmill Homeowners Assn.
Gloria Romero, State Senator

Jam?hid Shahi, Project Manager
So. Calif. Permitting Branch

Attn:

Sincerely,
';:.) '. '.. 'l6 t't';

'J,/l-'~JA_..fj2,_, '~...7·1 U/. L.
Mrs. Priscilla Lobff
Vice-President, WMA
508 S. 4th Avenue
La Puente, CA 91746

Re: Quemetco, Inc. battery recycling facility in
City of Industry, Calif.

DTSC
Regional Records Office
1011 N. Glendale Avenue
Glendale, CA 91201

We all know Quemetco pbllutes the air, water and soil. The
question, apparently, is by how much. When a little bit gets
into 0 U ra i r I our food.. Ol.~ r \\T a t ex and our ground, it' s no
longer a "little bit". It seems we and our children are being
used as medical guinea pigs to see just how much toxin, over
how long a period, the human body can tolerate.

November

In the past Quemetco and its' parent, RSR Corp., have incurred
jail terms and millions of dollars in fines for violations of
clean air and water laws. Infractions in April and May of 2000
are not considered violations because the notices are still
being processed by the Prosecutors office! Asthma, cancer,
emphasema, leukemia ... maybe we can't prove Quemetco is causing
them, but can. Quemetco prove it is not?

Besides human consequences, shouldn't the EIR consider effects
on local flora and fauna? The U.S. Wildlife Service and the
Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, for instance, should be asked
to consider the results of Quemetco effluent on the endangered
Coastal Live Oaks in the area and the small wild animals and
reptiles; For instance, doesn't 1,3 Butadiene cause excessive
leukemia and tumors in rats and mice and also have adverse
reproductive .and developemental effects?

Southern California has been charged with cleaning up the smog­
filled air. DTSC can easily clean up this area. After 40 years
of 'temporary' polluting, 'enough is too much'. Please shut
down or relocate Quemetco.

1
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15107 El Selinda Dr.
Hacienda Hts.. CA 91745

Jamsbid Shahi
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale CA 91201

o
o
o

o
o

o
o
p
o
o
o
b
I

P
p
P
J

To Whom It May Concern:
Suhiect: Comment on draf1t Pcrmit:wd JEm. for Ouemetco Inc

First of all, thank you for extending the public comment period as I was on a business trip and was not able

to comment on this matter reeardin£! Ollemetco. Inc. Batterv Recvclinl! Facilitv. TItis is a ver v serious

issue as it affects the community as a whole and its members' health. Hacienda Heights and its

surrounding areas are raDidlv develoDing communities with thousands of neoDle living and working here

and calling this area their home. With these many people residing here, we cannot afford to have an

indust:rial facility that will be entittinl! toxic fumes into the air in such close uroximitv to our residential

community. This could potentially lead to higher incidences of cancer, congenitally malformed babies, or

other medical conditions. Quemetco is good at testing children around tl:l.is area to monitor the toxic level

in their blood. However, we cannot say for sure the test being conducted by Quemetco are conclusive and

imoartial. The most the test can Drove is that at Dresent time. no toxic level has been detected in these

children. With no long term study, who is confident enough to say that in 10 or 15 years down the line,

everybody who lives in this vicinity or the babies from whom used to live intl:l.is area will not be affected

. by this toxic fume. No body knows, only time will tell. Blit ifwe wait until then to take action, it is too

late. The bottom line is that the data that we have right now does not 2uarantee anYthing in the future and

breathing toxic fume will potentially lead to severely hannful effect. Nobody would love to play, work, or

even live here if thev know that the air thev breathe everv minute is contaminated with some toxic

substance. It is with this great concern, I urge you to deny tIle permit for Quemetco.

Another comment that I would like to bring to your attention is that maioritv of the DOOple who live in

Hacienda Heights are also Chinese-speaking. Some ofthem do uot read English and therefore would not

know what the ouroose oftltis issue. Thev maY not or cannot comment with the existence oftheir language

barrier, but this does not mean that they are not concern at all at this matter. Ple.:1Se also take this into

consil;leration. Thank vou for yot.rr time.

Best regards".. :-._-..,-_

~Ift~ ~7·
JohnsonTmg
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Duncan.McKee
738 S. 3rd Avenue

La Puente, Ca. 91746
11/25/01
DTSC
Regional Records Office
Attention: Jamshid Shabi;
Project Manager Southern California Permitting Branch
1011 N. Grandview Avenue
Glendale, California' 91201 ..

'.J" ,. • ,;

Dear Mr. Jamshid Shahi and DTSC Personnel:

This letter is to voice our.input on Qilemetco's permit andE:'I.R and to ask for the help
from all public agencies involved in the process. Our family has lived in the Avocado Heights
area since 1947. Our family has protected and maintained habitat fo;r most ofthe species that I
have mentioned.. in this response. Quemetco claims that they have "grand fathered" in the '.'right"
to operate arid pollute the ~ocal area but; the fact is, that local residents haveoppqsedthis .
operation for nearly 40 years. Many ofus feel that we have grand fathered in the.Tight to not be
assaulted inOUl own homes by the toxic emissions that regularly bombard us .froD;l this facility.

The facts are that this. facility ,has increased 'in size and volume of material processed
and is many times what it was when Quemetco acquired this site. To apply the grandfather
princIpal ill this case would be like acquiring an existing single family dwelling, building an
apartment complex and disco tech, and claimingthatit was legal to operate because the original
structure existed previously. I am concerned to see that they are requesting in the permit
application to be perniitted to ''Modify manufacturing processes to in~rease productivity."1

1. Will this increase emissions and discharges from this facility?
2. Will 'increases.in the volume or scope ofQuemetco's operation occur in the.:future? .
3. Will this involve new activitiesthatwere not operational at the point of acquisition

by Quemetco of this facility?
I am formally requesting that the permitting review process for this facility take into

consideration Quemetco and their predecessor's performance record from 1959 until present and. .

not the last 5 years as has been suggested. It would be gross negligence and incompetence by the
Lead Agency if this occurs in this case. .

I have taken the liberty to include a copy (hard and digital) ofa report called the
Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR Corporation,
City ofIndustry, California EPA ill No. CAD066233966, March 8, 1996~ This is DTSC's own
well-written account of the state ofaffairs surrounding this operation. I am formally requesting
that tbis docUment in its entirety be admissible in any and all presentand future proceedings
(including court) concerning this facility. Special thanks to Ruth and Jamshid for providing us
with this information and encouragement to participate in the public input phase.

1 Chambers Group, Inc. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and
Post Closure Permit for Quemetco, Inc. June 2001, page 1~2

1

".__•••_._-_••• ~_••_~----•• _._-----.__ .-_.•••••_-••••• -' •••••• _ •••_-_. - •••••••• __••HW ww·•.•.• ··._w .•.._ _ _••_ M_._· __M._.M_.._ .._ _ _ M H _.HM_.W .M .
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I encourage all DTSC inspectors and those involved in the permitting process to read it
carefully so they will have an idea as to the extent ofthe problems with this facility and it's .
continued operations. In this report are literally hundreds ofviolations, failures to comply or
evidences of hazardous soil and water concentrations as well as documentation ofverbal
agreements, special permissions and questionable deals on serious issues concerning permits to
discharge dangerous substances.

I strongly encourage DTSC to be meticulous in their scrutiny ofall the serious issues
discussed in this report and to act swiftly to insure that the contamination that exists at this site is
immediately addressed to prevent further pollution ofground water in the area.

The Draft E.I.R. presented by Quemetco has many shortcomings, over simplifications,
omissions, false statements, misleading interpretations ofdata and erroneous conclusions. In
addition, lack ofdata and questions concerning questionable comparative study test procedures
and test results leave much room for improvement. For example, on page 1-2 it states ''No
significant adverse land use impacts were identified. No mitigation measures are required."2 The
truth is that significant adverse land use issues do exist but the Chambers Group in this grossly
inept EIR did not identify them. The E.I.R states that "The project site is located within an
urbanized area in the City OfIndustry that's supports industrial and manufacturing facilities. The
project is not located within a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation
Plan Area."] This is not true. The fact is that" numerous, large food manufacturing and food
processing companies (Golden State Foods, EI Mexicano, La Victoria, Pachinos and several
others are all located within blocks ofQuemetco. Fresh Start Bakeries who I was told bake the
buns for McDonalds is located just across the street from the facility within several hundred feet
of Quemetco's stacks. .

1. Where are these food-producing companies (except Golden State Foods) mentioned in
the E.I.R.?

2. The Food and Drug Administration has guidelines that dictate how much ofcertain
substances specific food products can contain including 1,3 Butadiene, Arsenic,
Chromium 6 and Mercury. What levels do these hamburger buns contain ofeach of the
toxic substances released by Quemetco? What about the cheese produced at El
Mexicano?

3. What special measures has Quemetco provided to safeguard the food products produced
at these facilities from contamination by stack and dust emissions from this facility?

4. What about short bursts when the pollutants might exceed safe exposure limits?

5. Do hepa :filters contain VOCs and other hazardous chemicals such as 1, 3 Butadiene?

The E.I.R. states that the facility is not located near any drinking water reservoirs. This is
not true. In fact City OfIndustry Water Works System has a reservoir located just over 3 blocks

2 Chambers Group, Inc. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and
Post Closure Permit for Ouemetco, Inc. June 2001, 1-2 .
3 Chambers Group, Inc. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and
Post Closure Permit for Ouemetco, Inc. June 2001, 3.1-6

2
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~ 4 Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR Corporation, City of Industry,

Ca. March 8, 1996 EPA ill No. CAD066233966 page 16

5 Chambers Group, Inc. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and .
Post Closure Permit for Quemetco, Inc. June 2001, page 3.1-2

3
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surrounding area, are on a Protected Species List and some ofwbich are hundreds of
years old?

4. According to testimony at the 1996 scoping session and included in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report, Quemetco and their predecessors discharged lead waste as
well as numerous other toxins and poisons directly and indirectly into the San Jose Creek
until 1975. This undoubtedly may have caused damage to the fragile riparian ecosystem
that is now part ofthe San Gabriel River Conservancy. Are the authors of the E.I.R. not
aware ofthe bill introduced by Senator Solis and co-authored by Assembly members
Calderon, Ackerman, Romero and Gallegos that creates the San Gabriel River and
Mountain Conservancy? According to the bill; "the legislature hereby finds and
declares that the San Gabriel and it's tributaries and watershed, and the San
Gabriel Mountains, Puente Hills and San Jose Hills constitute a unique and
important open-space, environmental, anthropological, cultural, scientific,
educational, recreational, scenic, and wildlife resource that should be held in trust
for the enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present and future generations". 6

"According to Appendix G ofthe CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a
significant adverse impact related to land use and planning if it would: conflict with
any applicable habitat conservation plan,or natural community conservation plan".7
According to Quemetco's proposition 65 notification their toxic plume potentially
adversely affects all ofthese areas except for the San Gabriel Mountains. I am formally
requesting that input from each one ofthe authors and co-authors of this bill and the
conservancy; be incorporated into the final draft in the form of letters ofapproval stating
how Quemetco's continued operations fits into the long term plan for this valuable
resource.

5. How does Quemetco'srelease ofmassive quantities ofvarious serious toxic substances
(Chromium 6, Mercury, Lead, Arsenic, 1,3 Butadiene, Dioxin, etc.) into the environment,
benefit and not conflict with the already endangered ecosystem?

6. 'Is continued discharge (over the next 20+ years) ofthese above named and other
substances into the local environment complimentary to the long-term plan for this area?

7. Thousands ofnative frogs inhabited the area and toxicity may well be responsible for '
their demise. The estimated quantities of toxic and hazardous compounds released
directly and or indirectly into the environment could easily be calculated by taking
production records from 1959 to present and comparing them to the quantities that are
removed through treatment processes and estimates that are available. This will give an
estimated amount that they may have discharged into the environment. What
environmental mitigation measures has Quemetco proposed to attempt to mitigate the
inevitable damage to the ecosystem that these elements and compounds undeniably
cause?

'8. Quemetco must include a detailed realistic plan as to how they are going to remove all
of these potentially damaging substances from the environment, in the upgraded
version oftheir E.I.R.

6 http//www.sen.ca.gov/leginfolbilIlCurrent/SB/FROM0200//SB0216rr990317.TXT
7 Chambers Group, Inc. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and
Post Closure Permit for Ouemetco, Inc. Jooe 2001, page 3.1.2
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8 Alexopoulos, C.l., Mims,C.W., Introductory Mycology, john Wiley and Sons, New York1979, p~ge 450

None ofthe above mentioned issues were considered in the EIR and no reference oflong
overdue environmental mitigation measures are even suggested!
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9. Quemetco must also include a detailed realistic plan that outlines their future plan of
how they are going to stop discharging poisonous substances into the air, ecosystem
and waters.

10. Has input from the recently created San Gabriel River ConServancy been incorporated
into the EIR?

11. There is talk of incorporating the San Gabriel River and all of its tri~utaries (San)ose
Creek)into the National Park system Has the NationalPark Service been consulted in
this matter? This must be ,done prior to tbisproject moving forward.' "

12. The E. 1. R. fails to mention the critical Wild Life Corridor that allows numerous
-' ,." ". .

speciessuch'asthe:endangered mo~tainlionto range from Whittier ~aI'!o\y's t<?,the
Clev~tandN~tioiialFbrestand:illaintaingenetlc diversitY~',Tb1s"y'~ry;i~po.rt~t:is'~ue '
need's~:to;b~i~ddres~edanci,fe~dback.frQmib.e conseiVancy tJlllt f~cilit~tes#ll~:~mhst be in

, the ~aUh,i~;:\ \~.,::: ,:;;:~>,' ,:' ,," ,~;:', ' " '"/",':,,,;.: ,';),~'(;:,:i :'::':,~,; :.l;;:;;i:;},(:,:;':
13. 1,3 Butac1i.~n'6'appe~st$~'be exth~mely damaging t'o)ife fo'~ms ill';~m~lC~WQW1t{for short

durations.,WhaiCffect::will this suBstance have on native 'flora and fafuia,ili:th6::~;~,:

, surro~dTg_'~b~:~:,particular the' severa1,~f~~~~.~~4;~~?~e?('::";;;. ).:'~~:;.f:,,:!:~);,:~,r\'.'~'u;":,
14. At what-concentratIon 'levels have any ofthe'agen~aes'entrusteci 'to protect,:pulJlic' health

and ~lie"e80'sy~st~ri1nleasuredtbis ,~o;tl.pd1lrid?t'(,<'·':':,· \>:';:»:;:::::-n5;" .' :;'i~/\,:;.>;~X:?:)@::::j:;" '
15. ~o ~ent~011,,9:t:~e','P'8teritial,~ffe~t~:,o~,~e ,Wll~ti~d~::b~inictporg,~,s~~!*~t.~~",:~ .

mtegral,component:'!lldthe,backbone ofmost.eco~ystems~,Hasatiydata,;been compIled
in regard~it9thi~:pr6j~cf:?-Sfothe potentiai -fdrthistyp'e;ofdaniage?:fhJitie~ds-tdbe
address'~d ill' d~iail'iri:th~ E.I.Rinchidmg research;asia thepoientkI~dverse'(kdJ or

, beneticial)€?~~ts',tba(Hexavalent Cbron.¥.UiD;,i\Ts~mc,;aar~~'!c~clIili~:te~d;,l ,3­
Butadiene" MercurYiandall',bfuer,·!ai6wn:anCl"'UriIaioWnpoteiitiallY'h32:ardous'.,,sribstances
that escapeb~§ond"Qu~metco'~peinn.et~rh~veon:~crdorganis~;:':::;?'",:~:,",;;:~": ,>:'

16. What is !Jleeffeaofihese';hkaidQus"s~b~tari~es ori"riiycorrhiz~e 'andt~~iisyinbiotic
relationsmp:s)with'n'ad\ie'plaiifs'in ilie"m:ea7''Fi:ackaylo(1972) has suggestedthat without
mycorribiiafas~c)c'iationS'rii6~tplallts:\k6hI(friM b'eable\o':sun'riye, iIithtfconip~titive
communities found, ~ natural soil habitats." 8 A complete study must be incorPorated that
details the deleterious effect that any and' all ofthese chemicals, in their combined
capacity, are known to have on these types oforgariisms. '

17. How do Quemetco's toxic discharges fit in with current long term plans to restore native
plant material to the region?

18. The EIR did not identify the Museums, Historical Structures, Plant Conservatories or
Botanical Gardens that exist in the area and this must be included in the FinaI.Draft. How
will noxious air emissions from Quemetco affect the senior citizen groups and school
children that visit these facilities?
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19. I have included a photo taken in November 20011ess than 4 blocks from Quemetco that
shows a mating pair ofwhat appear to be ''turkey buzzards". These are an important
component ofthe local, already fragile, ecosystem. What species is this in scientific terms
and why were these not documented along with possible negative (or positive) impacts
on them, in the E.I.R?

,/

Figure 1 Mating Pair oflndigenous Vultures or Buzzards Roosting Less than 4 Blocks
from Quemetco

20. Species ofmigratory waterfowl (geese, duck, etc) frequent the San Jose Creek and come
under the jurisdiction ofthe United States Wildlife Service and the California
Department ofFish and Game. Have these agencies been consulted and informed of the
research that indicates potential damage that may occur, due to exposure to the known
and possibly unknown, toxins and substances discharged by Quemetco into the air and
water?

21. Who bears the responsibility of obtaining input from these agencies? Have these species
been identified and documented in the E.I.R?

22. In addition skunk, raccoon, opossum, weasel, mole, bats, deer, reptiles (gopher snake,
king snake, rattlesna1ce, alligator lizard, blue belly lizard, etc.), hundreds ofbird species,
and numerous species of insects and other wildlife are indigenous to the local area
surrounding Quemetco. What measures has Quemetco implemented to insure their
welfare?

6
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23. What research does the E.I.R rely on to draw a conclusion that these pollutants are not
adversely affecting the threatened local inhabitants? This is especially important since
many of the numerous pollutants are gaseous in nature...

24. The Wildlife andNatlrre Center as well as a Bird Sanctuary and Wetlailds are located just .
downstre~ ~d downwind from Quemetco. I believe that the consulting firm that

. Quemetco'hlred'topiepare the E.I.R may have inadvertently overlooked this fact. Will a

.. complete research be forthcorriing and inCluded in the final draft, priorto b.T.S.C.
approval ofapermanent-operating permit? Will D.T.S.C. use available animal research
such.·~,tha~inSiudedwith this response to deterriline aris,kassessment for the above

.mentioned life forms? . . '. .' '. . .. . .. .... . .
25. Futirre plans include restoring populations ofsteelhead trout that once spawned in the San

Gabriel River .and likely it's tributaries. How wnlQuemetco waste discharges to the Los
AD.g~ies County Sanitat~on District and their ultimate discharge into surface waters'
lead.ing into Whittier Narrows affect this project, the'steelhead·trout specifically?

,'." ",' , ",' ,'. :." .
'.' t': . '. " ..'

26. Has the Audubon Society,Ducks Unlimited~Green Peace, Sierra Club or any other
environmental group been consulted as to h~w harmful these toxins mayor may not be
and what effect they may have on the enVironment? Ifthey have, will you please include
therropinionin the finaldraft?

Toxic Substances and Flawed Tests'

1,3 Butadiene is not adequately addressed in the ErR. and may be the most dangerous
chemical Quemetco releases. Small amounts for short duration have shown "clear evidence" to
cause severe health problems. Below is just a minute portion ofthe large volume ofavailable .
research into the effects of 1,3 Butadiene. . .

"This risk assessment of I,3-but~die~e,a gas usedcomme~cially in the production of various
resins and plastics, ·.concludes that I,3-butadiene is a known.human carcinogen, based on
three types ofevidence: 1) excess leUkemias in workers ,occupationally exposed to 1,3­
butadiene (by inhalation), 2) occurrence ofa variety oftumors in :i:nice and rats by inhalation,
and 3) evidence in animals and humans that I,3-butadiene is metabolized into genotoxic
metabolites".

"The best estimate ofhuman lifetime extra cancer risk from chronic exposure to 1,3­
butadiene is 9 X 10-3 per ppm based on a linear extrapolation ofthe incr.eased leukemia risks
observed in occupationally exposed workers. The corresponding estimate ofthe cm'onic
exposure level of 1,3-butadiene resulting in an extra cancer risk of 10-6 (i.e., one in a million)
is 0.1 ppb".

7
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"1 3-Butadiene also causes a variety ofreproductive and developmental effects in mice and, ,

rats' no human data on these effects are available. There are insufficient data from which to
dra~ any conclusions on potentially sensitive subpopulations".9

1. Soil sample test data may not accurately reflect the actual concentrations of lead and
other toxic substances contained in and on surfaces where exposure and uptake are most
likely to occur. For example, lead concentrations in soil tend to be greater in the upper
most layer (approximately 114") where runoff and fallout from stack emissions as well as
dust and particulate matter settle (accumulate). As lead is highly immobile in a system
such as soil, one would expect to fmd the highest concentration from industrial sources to
be found in the uppermost portion and samples should be collected accordingly.
According to the EIR, "composite" soil samples were used in the testing that Quemetco is
basing their conclusion that soil lead levels are not elevated in either Hacienda Heights or
La Puente in their soil lead comparative study. Hypothetically speaking ifone were to
obtain a 1000 gram soil sample and the portion closest to the surface (l/4"most likely to
give an accurate picture oflead deposits) weighed 10 grams and contained 10,000 ppm
lead and the remaining 990 grams contained 0 ppm. When the various layers are blended
and tested the concentration theoretically should be somewhere around 100 ppm.

2. By defInition, composite soil samples would not be an appropriate protocol to use when
collecting samples for research used to determine a risk factor. Can you guarantee that
the research that Quemetco has based their assertion that soil lead levels in the areas
surrounding the site are not elevated, gives an accurate depiction of possible lead
concentrations in surrounding soils?

3. It is my opinion that to obtain a factual representation of actual soil lead concentrations
used to calculate an accurate Health Risk Assessment, samples need to be taken from
areas that would be most likely to contain the highest concentrations and not "watered
down"(diluted) prior to analysis. D.T.S.C. expert, Mr. Chandler, indicated in his
November 1, 2001 testimony that he agreed when presented with a similar scenario. He
said, ''1 won't run through the math with you, but I will tell you that ifyou take a hot
sample, you take 10,000 parts per million and mix it down, essentially, by taking the
other samples ofconsiderably lessor than your average value for that composite sample,
it would be low". "This is one of the reasons why, typically, when we're doing both
closure work that we do and the corrective action work trying to clean up sites, we
typically don't like to take or allow the f~cility's consultant to take composite
samples". 10 Has the D.T.S.C contacted Los Angeles County Department ofHealth
Services and communicated to them this potential inherent flaw in the soil-lead study that
Quemetco is basing their assertion that soil lead levels are not elevated?

4. How does this substantially change the Human Health Risk Assessment calculations?
5. In addition, extraction protocols that are used can significantly impact the concentration

of substances that are detected in test results using the same analytical equipment. To
obtain accurate test results to be used in a Human Health Risk Assessment; protocols that

9 http://www.epa.gov/ncealbutadien.htm
10 art, Lisa M Transcript ofProceedings Hacienda Heights, California Thursday, November 1,2001
Kennedy Court Reporting Inc. CSR NO. 11682, JOB NO. TOXI376
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are most likelY,to produce an accurate depiction ofactual concentrations oftoxins in soil
must be utilized. We must be certain that toxins that are free, absorbed or adhered to
p~e1?-t~terial, clay ap.d organic-matter components of0e soil are contained in the test

'" .....~~Nt~og.·:·;·,~)\. :.,'i"" ":<'0.." . ....,. . '.~:.
/,6:" SpecificallY"whatproiocolS were used in the sc)il tests that Quemetco relies upon to

;';:/. ·,:.'bo~diIdi·that'their!i~cilityd6es not pose it pollution problem in the area1: .... ',.'.
;' T:b.o:thesb'protocols irispietlia£!substarice~are .Il1ade available in solutio~fordeteetion

':::' .':\vh,#iLteAti4?{\':2:::}\~o{F:. i;~::?L;;,::;:·8·:~:;; :;,:':i>; :!~:;!::;. ,;" ....:~,;:.':',":: ·i'· '. ,.:"::,''',:'\:':;:: ': ;,':. '~,: .."':;:.'\.;.'
.: s:. In ~4fliti~,n,#j/he protocpl,s;:li~¢d:,!<?:'9Rt~ sain,.pl~~~de}(tracts, the locati~ris~~osen for
.. , ::','the 'comparativ.e stuciiesare questiori~Dle: :WeslC6vinil'is:bisected by the San Bernardino
~: ··::;;FfeeWaY,~hich:~J~clu4esJ)y.:~an)?y~~~:th~.ipore·recenti)·6¥,ori~,Free~~y ..This could
,>.pot'enti8.11Y·r~lsethe·:iead",'conc~ntrati()ili;,frori1,1~aded'gas'errusslODs' 'm':'\Vesti'Covina soils
. '." .·th~~iied~cirig"ffie·iiK~iili6;bd,.6f ~~6fu~6~;hdiriY;bofu.paiaH:Je:.studY. TJ1i'~'~3'rild;~2Iude a

~.,- _ ~. '.:.," '(. ,-' - .. 1.. I . ,". . " ,t' ". '; .' ~ ... :. "~'; -',' ...•- .:.. ~ .!\~' ·.'·.~S,',' I; .:/ ...\',_ :,' ", .... ~.~' " ': ,". ,.' .'! ' . ,f" . < • '" .'. :. I.".' .', .!t."· " ,', ;'''', \' ..'

(,<,·;"',b.l.<?,6,~il~ag:cqlJcentra#5?il:siudXaS·Well;:Ap'coj,-ding topr:,:Simoll9:f:LAGOPH$;'/tthere .
,.',}·\:"::was·~Ksiiliati6n'.mBell,Gard~nS,;~(illi"·ele·Pientar:y·scn:06l,riexfto ,aslliiilartype' i;>f:illdustry"

.'.•.. , . c,'. <I~I.'_",J"" '-','f,., •...' •. _~ •.',,',' ' "I·:_·"""';."I·k~.: "",- ''},.t-,' . • '., ";:- •."" -": .. ,•.•" '" ./- ·"'~""'·.r·'~·'r-·

~';;;'.::~:~i.thaf.hadlalead pollutidriprOblem oftn6ii:6wIi. Iftills is correct, Bell'Gardens'would not
~'~.\~:i:, :,~'~'¥:;Yia~I~,d,a,:iJ119~t~'lor:"a':£()¥pm:~#Y~ ::pi~Q~':hisbi.l'j~:id.c.~p'y'~ntr~ti6#.~t{iai;~ither. 11

. 'o9~: .'f)at£ii.oil:'soilic'oi;ict:lntrati9,ns;of,otl:i,€lrto~,c'·substances sucJ;1.arseiiic~'drrofuii:mi::9;;:.,.:"

"",.,;·"'Ga~.irrillil1~,;,~arH)m>mer.cury.~ti~~iqtg~ts,{tc6'nSpi~uouslyabsent· fi:qrh the:'EI:lt::imd
',::::',:DiliSt'be~'iricluciea:to 'accu:rat~iy 'depict"8:,rIsk assessme'Iit.HasthlS res~~6Jibeen done?

,'<'·t;t~~)~~,~~,~~:;·fi~~~;;,~~M'N~5~t~,H~~~:i~~~ft~!~ ~.:~~;~;00'; ..:~,::1j)f~~,'··:.:.~ .. ~,';~::·.b::;:::::; A~,:::i:::(:::.':_:.·'.:
",. '.,: '.

Figure 2 Runoff from Quemetco into the San Jose Creek 11/24/2001

11 ,Ort, Lisa M, Public Meeting Transcript of the Proceedings, Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc. Los Angeles, Ca.
CSR number 11682, Job NO. T0XI376, Page 30 . . '
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Unresolved Water Quality and Runoff Issues

Figure 3. Looking East from 7th Ave. San Jose Creek on the Left an'd,:'Quemetco Facility on
the Right. }Jhoto 111112001

Ifmy memory serves me correctly contamination in soil and water exist at depths of at
least 68 feet at the Quemetco facility. This must be arrested and cleaned up before it migrates a
greater distance dian. it afreadyhas and coritmues to do irreparable da.iJ1age to the ground water
system. How does Quemetco propose to dig down 68 feet, pump and treat all the contaminated
water, remove and replace, all of the contaminated soil and remove the toxins before they migrate
and do additional damage? •

In the words ofD.T. S.C themselves: "There is no point in proposing a different.
hydrostratigraphic model just because the site is being regulated under RCRA. Uppermost
saturated horizons in the San Gabriel/Puente Basins mostly connect to each other and to
underlying saturated units. ,,12

12 Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Repo!:!, Quemetco Inc.; RSR Corporation, City of Industry,
Ca. March 8,1996 EPA ID No. CAD066233966, Page 41
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1. Do Quemetco's releases exceed California's new standard for inhalation ofC~omium6?
2. What is California's new standard for Chromium 6 in potable water? .
3. Do Quemetco airborne emissions or water contamination levels exceed this limit? .

.The facts indicate that there has been gross incompetence att?very point in the history of
this facility. The closure ofthis facility should have occurred in 1972 or shortly after the
enactment ofthe Clean Water Act. The record shows the history ofthis facility is.dubious at best
and production practices have been sloppy. The record illustrates practices,. ~~~t i.:ll. my o:p~on
amou.ntto enVironmental genocide that have been "paved over" andto thisd~y;nota4press~d.

I amplizzled by DTSC'sfailure to act on documented evidence ofa nat1lr7 so gross that
the only environmentally responsible action in this matter requires interdepartmental cooperation
and assistance by Federal Prosecutors. It appears in DTSC's own reports that they are .
intimidated by the prospect ofa lengthy court battle involving regulatory agencies and the
attorneys from this company. In my opinion the method by which this company has operated is a
misuse ofth~ RCRA status that they attempt to hide behind. J:he facts are that the;act was
designed to~reduce contamination of the environment and not to disperse the contamination from
millions 6fbatteiies in low concentrations over a widespread area.Quemetco,practice~dilution
and disbursement rather, than collection and concentration as the act was originally intended.

'.~' I • ". . • ••

''In order to meet tbisc:riteria for IIclean closure" there has to be a determination th~{~o·
releases that have affected ground water have occurred or are contu;.uing to oc~ur ~d that
the Facility once "closed" will not bea threat to ground water. Such ~ determinat'ion is
unlikely, based on the following facts and previous determinations to the contrary."

"The closure plan did not satisfactorily consider that ground water beneath the Facility
has already been determined to be contaminated by lead, cadmium, mercury, and chromium as
supported by groundwater monitoring analytical data from 1982-1987 (monitoring wells Mw-l,
MW-2, MW-3 and MW-4). These data indicate that lead and other metals had, at that time,
contaminated ground water across the entire boundaries.,,13 .

The fact of the matter is that it would be irresponsible to not immediately institute
cleanup ofthe toxicity that exists beneath this site. It would be careless to overlook this problem.
In the DTSC Report it indicates that lower contaminant concentrations that Quemetco claims, are
likely a result ofcontamination moving offsite and into the local aquifers when ground water
fluctuations occur. In addition the paving over ofthe surface impoundment and the arrangements
to do so by the consulting fum that Wayne Nastri was affiliated with means that he may have
intimate knowledge as to the true state of affairs concerning this facility. .

I am requesting thilt'he, in his new capaCity as EPA Chiefof Western Region 9, exercise
his authority and initiate closure and cleanup ofthis site.

Both Quemetco in their literature and LACODHS personnel in their interaction with the·
public have disguised the results ofthe comparative blood-lead level testing by comparing them
to a national average. The data in Table 2 and Table 20 clearly shows and Dr. Simon finally
admitted that West Covina and Bell Gardens had a greater number ofpeople tested that had low
«Sug/dl) blood lead levels than Hacienda Heights and La Puente respectively. In addition the

13 Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR Corporation, City ofIndustry,
Ca. March 8, 1996 EPA ill No. CAD066233966, Page 93
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same tables show in the 5-9 ug/dl group La Puente had 37 compared to 27 in Bell Gardens and
Hacienda Heights had 45 compared to 28 in West Covina. The numbers speak for themselves.
1. Why is a proposal for a remedy to this critically important issue, not in the E.I.R.? Is this not

far more important than acquiring a permit to continue with environmentally irresponsible
practices for the next 20+ years?

2. Did Quemetco submit a proposal in their Post Closure Plan that would insure that there
would be no contamination left on the property after their abandonment of that property?
"Previous boring logs indicate that the soils around this "background" monitoring well
are reported to be contaminated to depths of up to 68 feet bgs with up to 1800 mg/kg of
lead.,,14

3. Will this include removing any and all toxic substances down to the depths that they have
been detected?

4. Figure 3 is a photo taken recently that shows the north perimeter of the Quemetco facility.
According to the E.I.R. no significant runoffoccurs. From this photo it is clear that this is not
true. What quantity in billions ofgallons has entered the San Jose Creek through runoff from
this facility since 1959?

5. Will those research results be forthcoming in the final draft of the E.I.R.? What quantity (in
tons) ofeach ofthe identified substances has Quemetco discharged into the environment,
since this facility began operations in 1959? A full research must be included in the Final
Draft for each known, suspected and unknown potential pollutant and chemical associated
with this facility.

6. When was the last time that personnel from D.T.S.C., or any public agency collected samples
ofrunoff and tested them for the long list of toxic substances associated with this facility,
immediately fo llowing the onset ofa rainstonn subsequent a period of non precipitation?

7. What were the results of those tests? .
8. What corrective measures will be required to stop runoff from entering the San Jose Creek?
9. Is testing for Volatile Organic CompoUnds done? If not, why not?

"Quemetco representatives state that all water and rainwater on the Facility goes through the
treatment unit before being released into the sewer system. They stated that composite samples
are taken every six days and sent to a private lab for testing. Quemetco representatives informed
DTSC staffthat the effluent levels presently met all standards.and that there were no problems
with their wastewater process.,,15 The facts are that all rainwater is not captured and treated. I
draw your attention to the statement that composite samples are used in the testing to determine
ifdischarges into the sewer meet standards. The same principle applies here where samples of
lessor concentrations may be mixed with samples with high concentrations to dilute the sample
to allowable concentrations.· In this case we are relying on Quemetco to collect and analyze the
samples.
1. Is a composite sample an appropriate protocol to use in this case?

14 Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR Corporation, City ofIndustry,
Ca. March 8, 1996 EPA ill No. CAD066233966 section 4.4

15 Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR Corporation, City of Industry,
Ca. March 8, 1996 EPA ill No. CAD066233966 page 6
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2. Could the use ofa composite water sample have the effect ofmasking potential high
contaminant concentrations ifone of the components had a high contaminateconcentiation
and the others had a very low concentration of contaminants?

Air BomAssault

Prior to this project proceeding, the matter of identifying, analyzing the contents of and
compiling data as to the health effects ofthe totIus point elusive, noxious plastic-like sme1lihg
plume that engulfs our neighborhoods and our homes must be accomplished. This has been .
reported to Air Pollution ControlDistrict as far back as the 1970s. Both AQMD arld D.T.S.C.

. were informed oftbis fact in 1996 at the scopingsession and to this day it has not been .. .
adequately addressed; My colleagues and I.have come up with two theories. The.first one is that
plastic is adhering to lead in the crushing process, is dropping out in the float taDks and is burned
off in the furnace. An even more like1y'source of the plastic-like smell is V\Then synthetic rubber
casing material is fed itito the furnace for disposal into the atmosphere through stack emissions.
It appears that ...' . . .'
"May 28, 1992" , "A letter by Quemetco wassenti~tending

to confirm nTSC verbal approval by ph'0I1e to allow the
processing of hard rubbercase~atteriesjf SCAQMD
would approve the air permit. A description of the
polypropylene plastic recovery system and flow diagram
was also sent to the DTSC. ,,16 .. ..

1.. How many years was synthetic rubber disposed ofin tl;1e furnaces prior to this date without a
perinit? .' '.. . . .

2. Did this facility feed synthetic rubber into any oftheir furnaces betWeen May 28, 1992 and'
the date that they-obtained apennit from SCAQMD and D.T.S.C. to do so?·

3. What year did this practice begin?
According to the Draft E.I.R "Hard rubber'case batteries are fed to the battery wrecker

with regular lead acid batteries, but the rubber cases are not separated as with plastic cases. The
hard rubber comprises a very small amount of the total feed volume, typically, one to three .
percent. Based on this amount, Quemetco calculates how much is fed to the reverberatory
furnace each day in conformance with its SCAQMD operating requirements.'~17

1. How is the plastic separated from the rubber? .
2. Does plastic get fed into the furnace along with lead?
3. What quantity (in poUnds) ofplastic is burned off in the furnace in a typical year of

operations? .
4. What quantity-ein pounds) of synthetic rubber is disposed of into the furnace ina typical year

ofoperations? . -
. 5. Is this legal?

16 Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report, Quemetco Inc., RSR Corpor~tion,City ofIndustry,
Ca. March 8, 1996 EPA ill No. CAD066233966, Page 41 . .

17 Chainbers Group, Inc. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and
Post Closure Permit for Ouemetco, Inc. June 2001, page 2-20
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6. What concentrations do the long list oftoxins emerge from Quemetco's stacks during the
peak operating periods? Specifically when they are disposing oflarge quantities of synthetic
rubber into the atmosphere through mcineration.

This is a very serious issue that must be addressed and rectified immediately. This matter
should receive the immediate attention of all the agencies involved prior to approval ofthis
permit. Synthetic rubber and certain plastics are known to contain not only 1,3 Butadiene and
other recognized carcinogens but according to recent researches it's byproducts, when
incinerated, have shown even greater potential for harmful effects. In addition according to
information that I have included with this response metabolites of 1,3 Butadiene have shown
genotoxic properties. I have included the abstract with this response and I hope that the
toxicologist in charge ofthis project and all ofhis colleagues will take it seriously. In addition
the LACODHS must be made aware of this potential problem with the safety ofthis facility. I
am also requesting that DTSC exercise their authority as Lead Agency and require SCAMD to
investigate and report as to the possibility that the Avocado Heights and surrounding
communities are in a "Toxic Hot Spot" zone. The local topography creates a semi-closed basin
that when inundated with diesel fumes from hundreds oftrucks waiting in line at the Puente Hills
Landfill, thousands ofautomobiles on the Pomona Freeway and Quemetco operating at full
capacity, the air is barely breathable. On overcast days and during our frequent foggy weather
the air is so laden with contaminants that it is clear that during these times the air quality is
unhealthful. This immediate area is a likely candidate for this designation due to its unique
microclimate and I urge that tbis is investigated and all the factors that affect the quality ofthe
air that we breathe are considered. Not just a single source! It addition, it should be noted that
the wind blows through the trough created by the Puente Hills and the hilly Avocado Heights
area in both offshore (towards the west) and onshore (towards the east) directions, often in the
same day.
1. According to recent research 1,3 Butadiene evaporates quickly from soil, air and water;

however on cool, overcast and foggy days only 'l1 evaporates each day leaving lingering
contaminant loads in the system that may not be taken into consideration in Health Risk
Assessment models. If Quemetco releases 5 lbs. per day and that translates to.04mg/cm3
what would the concentration be after 2 weeks ofconsecutive cool foggy days?

2. What would that change the current 4 in 1 million lifetime extra cancer risk for 1,3 Butadiene
only too?

3. Using the answer from question 2, what would the probability be of a person developing rare
carcinoid tumors that normally occur at a rate of 1 in one hundred thousand with this as yet
uncalculated additionall,3 Butadiene load? Please be specific.

4. What is the sum ofthe answer to question 3 when combined with the cancer risk load from
all of the other substances emitted into the air by Quemetco and the contaminant load already
contained in local air?

5. Were all these factors taken into account in the Human Health Risk Assessment calculations?
6. When a permit such as the one issued by SCAMD to burri off synthetic rubber and plastic is

based on average air emissions over a set time period such as 24 hours. Is it possible that
toxic substance concentration levels can exceed "safe levels" during peak production periods
and still not exceed the average maximum levels required to meet the permit conditions over
the set time period? This could explain the, noxious plume and adverse health effects that
residents, employees and owners oflocal businesses and school teachers from North

14
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Whittier, Hacienda Heights, City ofIndustry and Avocado Heights llave reported over the
last 40 years. ,,' ";, ' , " " ," ' , " ,

7. On what research does Quemetco rely upon to determiny th",t the ,lead that they are'releasing,
is nptcausing the high ,number of birth defects and learillng disabilities 'mlocal children that
local.residents and teachers have repeatedly reported (since at least 1996) toD.T:S.C., ','
LAC()])HS, Qu~~et~o representatives andoth~r'agencies invo.lved'in the permitting ,

. process?, ' " ,", , ' " '," " ' ,'n"" '

8. Dr. Simon pediatriCian from LACODHSsaid,''I,>woUld,say that lead is sort ofcausmg
. ,........ . -I .• ·• " •.c ... ". ' .:' ••;.' 'j~I'_ ~'·I·:.!·~:-." , ~;,;' '_~I' .' '18 . _ .. " oj 1 '._

elevated,ratesoflearning,disabilities among children here." ,'," ..!" " "','"

9. what re'search cQnc~nllng he~lth effe~ts'on'h~ 'does Quefi.{etco rely on to, Claim that no
advers~ healt~ eff~cts ¥,e opcurrmg itl.,lgcaJ~Weas fro,m 1,,3'B1ita4iene and, i~; sbyproducts
when incinerated7:..WJ1at abputc~o~lp#.,~1 .'-.",' ;" ....,,' .: ;}"',~:, :"" <' '. .

10. Has the toxicologist and anyone else involved in the HUniai:t Health,Risk Assessmenftaken' '
• ' .. , ."'. . '. • . , \' • . '. ' •. '. .... " ~". _ 1 : ,. ' 'i,." r,:·.·", ", .'" ....' f \ .', ',,' ....~ (', .\" • ';. • '. . ,

. mto conslde~atlo~, mth~.rr c~culatlO:ns,tJ;1at ~own cc;mc~ntratlOns (nev~r measured) ofa
noxious, plastic-likesme11ing,1:>h.in:ie'(ne:ver identIfied) is"hittmg localresi&rits righi' in the '
fac.e.for,p~nods.,J;~gillg:from 16~t"5'~utesi9~~~~!al ~o.lid·hoUrs~ The irltensity'is of ,.,'.:

. ,choking.~ropo.rtio,~~~,i~follo\Ye.d: by,~~~1-ac~~s .an4:'na}ise~~ Dri~'p_l~e ~~~e~f~~ ~gers
in our holIles an.d despite rep'eatedassm:ance~ from·p.T,S.C. and AQ1VID'peisomiel toot it' is

,not harllfuJ. to our famiiiesand our cbildr'en we" firmly b~lieve that tIiis is tiodrii'~i' , ','
1i.AIe th~ one h~d.re(i ~'r so ,~oDibustion products fr9{n(3 :Butacli~rie docuiliented arid has

• '.' , . ..' ',' .J,;.;' '. \,1 ' .,..' . . ." '" .•••• .... "d • ~~. '. . : I •

Quemetc() ~s great~$t discharge ofthem been tested fgr concentrate levels?' " .
12. Has LACODHSbeen notified,that thissituation.eXists?' ',. ' '. .
13. Dr. Simon ofLos Angeles County Department ofHealth Services has promised a complete

,data base search· to determine. the existence of clusters ofrare cancers in the are~{He also
. gave his wordthat·he would-rePl?rt'thosefindings b91:hJOUS andt~I)T$C within four weeks.
, This needs to be in the final draft as repo.rts.from localresidents :as to their ex.;stellce are '~ .

disturbing., . . , ' .' " ' "

We respectfully request that the permit issued by SCAQMD for this practice at-burning
off synthetic rubber andplastic,be immediately suspended until such time that the. source ~d
content can be identified and documented; In addition we request that Quemette> demonstrate
that this practice is safe, not a public nuisance and not a violation oflocal peoples constitutional
right (civil liberties) to be ,free from this type ofpotentially'harmful intrusion. " ': '. .

14. AQMD, D.T.S.C. expeI1s, Quemetco representativesan:d everyone present heard reports of
this same complaint from numerous people at the November 1, 2001 public meetIng. Similar
complaints to DTSC and Quemetco are documented in the minutes from the 1996 scoping
session. They range from local residents to shop stewards from the Volkswagen facility that
is adjacent to the site. One woman described her child vomiting up his or her breakfast while
another man from the Avocado Heights area described a noxious plume so great in intensity
that he was forced to seal his windows to avoid his families exposure to it. Read the
transcripts ofyour own meetings dating back to 1996. Then, pull out past reports concerning
emissions from this facility to see that the record indicates this is a persistent problem that

. has continued to plague this and surrounding neighborhoods for nearly 40 years. Records of

18 art, Lisa M., Public Meeting Transcript of the Proceedings, Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc. L~s Angeles, Ca.
CSR number 11682, Job NO. T0XI376, Page 26-27
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The fact that AQMD, Department ofHealth Services and some DTSC personnel gave the
appearance ofacting in the capacity ofa public relations fum contracted by Quemetco is
inappropriate and misleading to the average participant in these proceedings. The inspector that
is responsible for Quemetco's alleged "clean record" misrepresented the truth when she stated
that no substantial violations exist in regard to this facility. The record shows a continual pattern
of understatement of the potential negative impacts of this proposed permit by all of the agencies
officials.

16

1. Why was the March 8, 1996 DTSC Report that I have included with this response not
revealed at the scoping meeting 4-24-1996?

2. The record reflects numerous "key misprints" in various public input literature that
had the effect of inhibiting acquisition of information and public input in this matter.

3. Quemetco's own distorted Prop. 65-notification map shows boundaries from Ramona
Blvd. in Baldwin Park to Durfee Ave. in South EI Monte. The easterly boundary
appears to be near Azusa Ave. and up to nearly West Covina t6 the north. I would
estimate that this affected area might be inhabited by up to 100,000 people yet only

correspondence concerning this matter exist that date back to the 1960s and I am requesting
that it be admissible in future proceedings concerning this facility.

15. Is this a new process? When did this practice begin?
16. What specifically is the SCAQMD permit ill number for this burning offofsynthetic rubber

and/or plastic and are they permitted to carry on this practice under the authority ofany
agency other than SCAQMD?

I have included on the following page recent information concerning the effects of this on
human bronchial epithelial cells. The human health effects on local residents by Quemetco's
practice ofdisposing ofsynthetic rubber and plastic by feeding it into their furnaces; must be
immediately and seriously investigated. While this is being done, I am requesting that the
permits that authorize this practice to occur be immediately revoked until such time that the
combustion products of 1,3 Butadiene and other poisonous substances associated with this
practice be proven safe to inhale. I also request that Quemetco submit a plan ofcorrective action
that includes separating out any and all synthetic rubber and plastic from their furnace feeds and
shipping it off site for proper disposal or recycling in a responsible manner. Ifyou take the time
to read the abstract of the research provided below you will see that "Hundreds of aromatic
hydrocarbons and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons with molecular mass as high as 1,000
atomic mass units were detected, including known and suspected human carcinogens."

I have included several other research abstracts and I request that they and the researches
in their entirety be included as part of this response and admissible in any and all proceedings
concerning this facility hereafter. I suggest that all interested parties read them carefully as they
contain not only health effect studies but procedure involved with the permitting of facilities that
discharge them.

I would like to request that you extend the public input period for this permitting process
so that Quemetco can resubmit a realistic EIR. Then all ofthe people from the agencies
involved in the permitting process and the public input process can review it and have ample
opportunity and a sufficient time period, to participate.

o

~
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
10

~
o
o
o
~~------



o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

13,000 notices were mailed out. Ple~se explain why only around 13%ofthe affected
local residents were notified of the upco~gvery important meeting? .

4. In addition notifications that. did not .give local residents sufficient time to be involved .
in this process are .prevalent throughout this case. ..'. . .

..5. Around 70% ,ofthe local population wer~ overlooked when no Spanish translation of
.the EIR and rep'oJ;1:s are provided in Sp~sh. .. "

6. Why is our significant local Asian population ignored inihis process? " .
• '.J • .1. J •

. 7. No online.. Or. digital ;formats were available again hin~eririg the public input on this
. "' . ". ... ~ .... ,.... ., ... . . ... .. ..

matter, ." ..'. . ... . . '. .
.8. The transcript ofthe 1996me~tingshows thatDTSC promised that a copy ofthe

Draft-EIR would be,available:forpu~li~.r~yie\V,wi~ay~ar.' Rjye y~ars ,later DTSC
',notifies me on a Saturday evening two days priora meetiDg with tp.e deadline for .'
.public input looming arourid the comer.·.This kind ofunderhanded rrlaneu.vermg is
unacceptable! . '.. ." . . .. ..... '.' ....

. 9. ilow will DTSC notify the general public that a decision has been rendered 'int~
tt

1 . ..... :
.·ma er.. . " .. . .n",' "... .'

10. How.will DTSC safegtiardthat lo'c81 residents will have ample tiIDem \\i-hichtofile a
Petition for Revie~ (section 307 (b) (I) m'tlilsmarter? ..' :'. . ... : ' .....

11. A map that truthfully identifies all of the public and private schools, all of the .' .
.preschools as well asadult sc~ools, daycare facilities and hospitais"in the irD.pacted

. area must be included in the revised EIR submitted by Quemetco. Maps that have'
been circulated to this point are misleading.' . . . . ." '.

12: All ofthe questions were notanswered at the November 1, 2001public meeting as
the quantity of questions'outweighed the allotment oftime. In my opinion the
transcripts from the 1996, and both meetiDgs in 2001 clearly show that many ofthe

.so-called expert panel speakers were either incapableofansw~ring the question asked
ofthem or the answers given were misleading or misstatement of fact,.

13. Experts from Los Angeles County Sanitation District and State and CO\l1lty Water
)Quality Contro~ Authorities were not present and therefore local residents were
unable to obtain answers to.important-questions. .

14. Representatives from Los Angeles Department ofRegional Pla.n.n.mg made
themselves unavailable so that local residents could not obtain answers to serious
questions regarding the legality ofthe ,conditional use penruts and variances that
permitted this facility to establish in 1959 and continue operations to this day.

15. Why was normal procedure'circumvented.to provide safe haven for this facility? .
16. Why was public input not a part of the use permit and variance issuance process?
17. IiJ. addition representatives from the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors and

the issuers ofthe conditional use permit must be present to defend their actions or
non-actions in this matter.
The published reports and verbal conformation ofthe case involvingthe illegal

dumping around 31,000,000 lbs. of~ardous waste in Mexico is particularly disturbing.
Thirty-one million pounds would be around 775 tfllckloads at 40,000 lbs. per truck.
1. Would you please explain how this hazardous waste was stored without detection by

agencies in charge of inspections and their overseers?

17

........................_ '.- .. , "'- _.~..-. "'~ ~-. ~ .



J
o

2. Can you please describe how these trucks were loaded, left the facility and entered .
Mexico without detection by the Lead Agency?

3. Was any ofthis waste from the notorious surface impoundment?
In addition I hope that you consider some of the important points made so eloquently

by Mrs. Avery. The item about a potential conflict of interest involving someone in EPA that is
or was a contractor for Quemetco is especially interesting. In addition her experience in this
matter ofthe blood lead comparative has validity.

In section 1.6 page 1-3 of the EIR addresses only one area of concern and has failed
to mention other areas ofconcern raised by the community at the 1996 scoping session. Issues
not addressed include concern about potential for the abnormal number ofbirth defects and
learning disabilities reported by local residents and teachers. It also fails to mention the
numerous concerns raised about the toxic airborne plumes that are affecting local residents and
employees of City ofIndustry businesses. This noxious plume has not been identified to this day.
AQMD is derelict in their duty to protect us from this onslaught. Monday November 19, 2001
Quemetco unleashed a particularly potent plume. When my neighbors and I called the AQMD
number to report it we were greeted by an answer phone stating that the offices were closed on
Mondays and no mechanism such as the ability to leave a message so we could be contacted was
available. The time prior to that I reported the plastic-like noxious plume an investigator
contacted me and stated he would "be there in 30 minutes". Around one hour later he showed up
at our home around 15 minutes after, a subsequent burst. He stated that he had been driving
around the neighborhood with his windows down and did not smell a thing. This is typical ofthe
incompetence that local residents have experienced from this agency.

1. Kimberly Bolander told me at the November 1,2001 meeting that often they
telephone Quemetco when there has been a complaint. She confirmed this in our
November 20,2001 phone conversation.

2. What written policy states that this is an appropriate investigative technique? Please
provide me with a copy.

3. She also confirmed what I suspected; that AQMD has never measured the stack
emissions for the most potentially damaging chemicals released by Quemetco.

4. Why has this not been accomplished?
5. Why was this not done prior to approval of a permit to dispose of synthetic rubber

into their furnace?
6. Why are these measurements not a factor in the Human Health Risk Calculation?
7. Why is the combined capacity ofall the chemicals discharged by Quemetco under

real time conditions not a factor in Human Health Risk CalCulation?
8. Why did Stu Muller not drive straight to Quemetco where he would likely have

caught them in the act of disposing of large quantities of synthetic rubber and/or
plastic in their furnace?

9. What measures has AQMD taken to identify the contents ofand remedy this problem
that has been repeatedly reported to them and their predecessors since the 1970s.

10. Why has AQMD not taken action in this decades old problem?
11. What steps has AQMD taken since 1996 to insure that this problem is solved?

18
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Abstract. . ....
Adverse health effects ofairborne. toxicants, especially small respirable particles
and their associated adSorbed chemicals, are ofgrowingconcein to health •.
professionals, govemmenta1'8gencies,.and the general public. Areas rich in .
petroChemical processing facilities (e.g., eastern Texas and southern California)
chronically have.poor air quality. Atmospheric releases ofproducts ofiIicomplete
combustion(e:g., soo!) from these facilities are not sUbject to rigorouS 'regulatory
enforcement Although soot can include respirable particles and carcinogens, the .
tOxicologiC'arid epidemiologic'consequences ofexposure to environmentally
relevant complex soots have not been w~ll investigated. Here we continue our.
physico-chemicalanalysis. ofbutadiene soot and report effects.ofexposure to this
soot .on putative targets, normal' human bronchial epithelial (NHBE) cells. We
eX~ed orglinic extracts ofbutadierie soot by gas chromatography~mass

spectrometry (GC-MS), probe distillationMS, and liquid cbroJ!latograp~y (LC):-
MS-MS. Hundreds ofaromatic hydrocarbons and polycyclic aromatic .
hydrocarbons with molecular mass as high as 1,000 atomic masS Units were
~eteeted, including knoWn and sUspected hUman carcinogens (e:g., benzo(a)
pyrene). Butadiene'soot particles also had strong, solid-state free-radical
character in electron spin resonance analysis. Spin-trapping studies indicated that
fresh butadiene soot in a buffered aqueous solution containing dimethylsulfoxide
(DMSO) oxic:lized the DMSO, leading to CH3• radical formation. Butadiene soot

DMSb extract (BSDE}-exposed NF:I:BE cells displayed extranuclear fluorescence
within 4 hr ofexposure. BSDE was cytotoxic to> 20% ofthe cells at 12 hr.
Morphologic alterations, including cell swelling and membrane blebbing, were .
apparent 'within 24 hr ofexposure. These alterations are characteristic ofoncosis;
an ischemia-induced form ofcell death. BSDE treatment also produced .
significant genotoxicity, as indi"ated by binucleated cell formation. The
combination of moderate cytotoxicity and genotoxicity, as occurred here, can be

http://ehpnetl.niehs.nih.gov/docsl2001l109p965-97Icatallo/abstract.htm1
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Other issues that must be addressed are:
1. The area is within a seismically active zone. The Whittier Narrows Earthquake did serious

damage in Whittier and surrounding areas. Many structures were jolted from their
foundations. Are all ofthe tanks that total nearly 2 million gallons ofhazardous andlor
contaminated water engineered to withstand serious seismic events such as or greater than
the magnitude ofthe Whittier Narrows earthquake?

2. Was this non-existent seismic engineering completed prior to or after the discovery ofthe
Puente Basin Fault System that was not identified untjl1998?19

3. What investigation has been done to determine the probability of a potentially disastrous
incident happening in event ofthe next local earthquake taking place after several days of
steady rain when soils are at field capacity (saturated) and soilliqu.efaction occurred?

4. What is the force in pounds per square inch that the total combined weight ofall of
Quemetco's water treatment system exerts on the surface and is directly adjacent the San
Jose Creek? Keep in mind that just the weight of the liquid can be around 16 million lbs. In
addition the tanks and the concrete slabs conStitute a considerable mass. What is the total
mass of the water treatment system including concrete slabs when operating at full capacity?

5. What is the approximate surface area ofthe water treatment area?
6. I did not see a proposal for in the EIR or recollect the construction of seismic and structural

reinforcement ofthe south wall of the San Jose Creek. Will the complete details ofthis be a
requirement in the final draft prior to permit approval?

7. What were the findings ofthat investigation? Keep in mind that after a heavy rain these tanks
would likely be filled with runoff water ~aiting to be treated and discharged.

19 Harvard Study included in Michael McKee's response.
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8. What corrective measures will be required and completed prior to final approval oftheir
permit th~t'~l guaraptee that no contamination will ente~,~Uffaceor gr9~dwater when an
event such 'as this occUrs?'" ',;':'(';>

9. Why bas Querhe~c6!,'s IS'u"riot be~n s~spended because;oftpisl~d~{~fp.~9per seismic
, engineeriD:g?~):.\;,~·J':,::"\;'?;::::})'·'/;:"·" ",:'!.'<,: <';. ":~'::" ..:\;;;;:':·;\;:',}:i:i:'::;?ii;:I:. , '

10. Why was:Q'uemetcograntedpemrission to constructt.hes~ facilities,give,#.the proximity to
the San J?se '.q{.~~~?("::;'J':~\:~.L:x\, ",.J ,.:'., ~ ,:,:ir;:;:?,:~:~.;:;X;:!,.:;:I;:';';i~i:.!'j:/;::'~~:(iL';;\;,:" ,

11. Why bastbis:seiio'us'situation not been corrected as aconditiontd:reterition ofthe present
temporarY,(heafly 20~year)status? .c;'," ," ',' "'" '~~:;':::'(:::'/:\~/\;"";;~~:}

12. Are there:ai{y:d~~k~imJotiridatlonS, drainS(:>r:chamieIs~asph~ii'o~':ahi '~therstructures in and
around tile' :yVater tie~tmerit f,aci)ity? ' ';' '"k;;::~!;.!'~';:\' ': ,'; ~i ,,::;:\,:,,;::\:;::{;:"~i\i~)

13. Are there'·aIiY,'Cracks'iiifoundatioris,dfahis of;,cbaiuielsu.nder.:the-taDks':themselves? Tbis is a
very impqrtand~:~udas·the.'expansiye' so~s'at thr:;;' site:'iri-e, no,tofiou~;: f~r: :cr~cking concrete
structuref' ,;/':"',,::; :'.:,'-; .',;1" ,'I"S ' " ':"",;~;:,:.<;;; ~:~":,:::,':<,'\" ',',:" :~;:,;,>, '

14. Are there any cracks, ,fissures, or porous areas in and around the surface irripoundment?
Please expiaifi··!;';':;L.,·',i::';:;", ":t".: ,:';>;~j:,~;:"'" ;":i " ,,;)\Jt;':;:,::;i:,;;:<, .,:>,:'.;i,.;;;,;:\ ::',;:i;;X,;?!'~

15. What quantities;6fpotentialli'haiDiful stibstances':are'enteiiiig;ilie lliideilY.ing soil? ,
".".•..~..• _ ". .' .....:.. . .,. ~'.} ,.,'\'~ ".' ....~, .", ... ';< '.' .J:.' ',.'.. ,-~: .":./

16. What quaritifie~',orpotentia]~yhai:'niful ~bstance~ are enfering'th6:U1iderly.ing groundwater

17. ~~~~:lft'::f~Ji~ccmA:gt:,,~ ;"'\\j ,:,::~i;·.':~,~(J'":h:,', •:~~'ii~:::<;; ";:'::.:",,;::';:'d~~{?
18. What measu:res'~{be taken t~:ihsbIe that:'tbls does~otb:c2Ur?"'"

,'~~:{:~~tJi\fe, ..srr~n~s·.~on~~¢~~'~
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Figure 4 Whittier Shopping Center after 1987 Earthquake

I interviewed several local real-estate agents who informed me that they were required
under fulldisclosure laws to reveal the fact that the property was within a zone that was affected
by Quemetco's toxic plume.
1. What percentage less have property values increased· in the last ten'years in relation to

comparable properties in an area not affected by Quemetco's plume?
2. What is the estimated cost in lost revenue to real-estate agents when they lose a sale because

the potential buyer decides to not subject his or her family to the risk presented by
.Quemetco's toxic emissions?

3. What is the incidental cost to taxpayers that are directly related to Quemetco?
Tills must be in the ElR. .
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Dilution is the Solution to Pollution
The above phrase is a low-key joke told among big time polluters and refers to their

ability to manipulate the variou~ agencies entrusted to regulate them. By strategically
manipulating the concentrations of"hazardous substances" through dilution processes they are
often able to lower the concentration to conform to "allowable limits". For example, I was
informed by several of my colleagues that ifl take 10 ml ofa solution that tests at 1000 ppm
(mglL) mercury, 1000 ppm (mgIL) lead and 1000 ppm (mg/L) chromium 6 and add 990 ml of
water the sample will test for each of these substances at around 10 ppm (mgIL) + whatever
background levels of each of these substances, is already in the 990 ml ofwater.
1. Do the experts at D.T.S.C. agree with this principle? This principal would apply regardless of

the quantity, in gallons, of liquid waste. One way of looking at the above hypothetical
situation is that you are taking 990 ml of "good water" and polluting it so it is a volume of
1,000 ml with a concentration oflO ppm (mg/L) for each substance, mercury, lead and
chromium 6.

2. Does Quemetco add potable or reclaimed water to dilute the liquid waste to permitted
concentrations, prior to discharge into the sewer system?

3. Has the Los Angeles County.sanitation District in theirp'ermit process for this facility,
documented whether this practice does or does not occur with regards to this project? Ifyes
please provide me with a copy. Ifthis practice occurs, itIlll!y be legal at this time; however
the fact is that the same quantity of toxic substances are ultimately being discharged into the
system and on into the environment and this practice should be considered unethical, not
environmentally sound and unacceptable.

4. Is this company permitted to take potable water (in the range of45 million gallons per year),
add liquid hazardous waste (scrubber water) to it and discharge it into the sewer system to be
piped just downstream to be fe-discharged into the surface waters of the San Jose Creek?

From here it flows on to the San Gabriel River where it recharges ground water in spreading
grounds, supplies the Bird sanctuary and Wildlife Reserve (wetlands) and the accompanying
lakes that make up the Whittier Narrows flood plain as well as flowing downstream to replenish
the ecosystem. Is it a good idea to contaminate the ecosystem with these known toxic
substances? In my opinion this form of disposal ofhazardous waste should not be tolerated by
any of the governmental agencies that have allowed this practice to continue for so many years.
It's outrageous that this is occurring. I can smell Quemetco's Toxic Plume as I am writing
this!

In addition, water companies from Whittier Narrows to the Pacific Ocean rely on this
valuable resource for drinking water supplies. It is in fact a matter ofnot only National Security
but for the security ofthe Greater Los Angeles Region to protect this imperative resource. The
majority ofall potable water in the San Gabriel Valley is from groundwater. In event that MWD
water supplies were interrupted these supplies become extremely important.

5. Do County and State Water Quality authorities ~r LACOSD allow Quemetco to dispose of
hazardous waste by discharging into the sewer after it is diluted with potable and/or
reclaimed water to conform to so called allowable limits?

6. Is this ''treatment'' practice legal?
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20 Ort, Lisa M, Public Meeting Transcript of the Proceedings, Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc. Los Angeles, Ca '
CSR number 11682, Job NO. T0XI376, page 14-16 ' ,

7. Has any agencyconducted inspections during the construction phase to insure that llo old or
alternate routes into the sewer system or San Jose Creek exist? What were the results of those
inspections? Is this documented? .... .. . . . ..

8. Why is runoff into the San Jose Creek and lor the contaminatiqn ti1at exists in at least 40 '
locations at this site not a violation ofthe Clean Water Act? ' , ' , , '

9. Why runoff into the San Jose Creek and lor ,the contamination that exi~ts in at least 40
locations at this site not aviolation ofthe Porter Cologne Act? '

10. Is scrubber water mixed with potable or reclaimed water prior to discharge to the Sanitation
~~? , . .

11. Is runoff into the 'San Jose Creek and lor the contamination that exists in at least 40 locations
at this site a violation ofanyFedera~'State or Local laws, guidelines, master pla.D;Sor
ordinances? ,

12. Is the ground'watet contamination at this site a violation ofany Federa1"State Qr Local laws,
guidelmes, master plans or ordinances? . .',

13. What ,remedy'has Queinetco proposed to clean up the ground water contamination that exists
atthis site? ' ,

14. "What corrective action measure is Quemetco presently in the process ofthat will cleanup the
soil contamination that exists at this site? ," ','

15. Why is the cleanup ofground water contamination not a condition ofr~tentio~;oftheir
temporary operating perrit (ISD)? .' " " "

16. 'Who authoriZed Queriietco to not be required to remOVe any and all contamination at thls
site? Is this documented? ' . . .

17. Why have EPA, Cal EPA or State Water Quality Authorities not required Quemetco to
remove the contaminated soil from this site?

18. Why did the Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Boardjssue a permit to build the
surface impoundment given the proximity to the San Jose Creek?

19. Why has the Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Board not required ground water
clean up at this site?

20. To protect future ground water contamination should this be done? When?

Potential Civil Rights Violations and Criminal Convictions,

1., Many of the people affected by Quemetco's toxic emissions believe that this an infringement
on constitutionally guaranteed rights 'and a violation of our civil liberties.20 I am requesting
that consultation with the U.S. Department of Justice and The American Civil Liberties
Union (ACLU) be conducted as to whether this has any merit based on full disclosure ofany
and all known and newly discovered facts in this case. The Final Draft E.I.R. must include
opinions from both ofthese consultants in this matter.' '

2. Normally in cases where' an organization repeatedly commits criminal activities associated
with the operation ofthat organization it is labeled a '~Continuing Criminal Enterprise" and
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prosecutions are based on the RICO Act?! The U.S. Attorney will normally launch an
investigation, often with the aid of State and Local agencies. Ifenough evidence is present to
meet the burden ofproof they will usually convene a Grand Jury and indictments are handed
down. Has D.T.S.C.) Cal EPA and U.S. EPA consulted with the Department of Justice and
the U.S. Attorney to see ifthis is applicable in the case of Quemetco, RSR, all of it's
subsidiaries and the private owners of these companies?

3. "Who is responsible for permitting interstate transportation ofhazardous waste in the case of
material imported from out of state for processing?

4. This needs to be accomplished and the opinions from all the law enforcement agencies
consulted along with an opinion from D.T.S.C. legal department must be included in the
Final Draft that clears Quemetco's good name in this matter ofpast criminal activities in the
operation of it's facilities. We need to be certain that no criminal activities are involved in a
matter as serious as the proposal that a permit be granted to discharge thousands ofpounds of
toxic material, over the next twenty years, in residential areas, recreational areas, around
schools, day-care centers, convalescent hospitals, places ofemployment and in a protected
Conservancy with Wildlife Centers and Bird Sanctuaries. Is the present operation and future
operation of this facility a good idea?

In addition I am concerned about reports of criminal convictions involving
Quemetco/RSR employees in the operation oftheir business. I have included several with this
response and call your attention to not only Violation ofthe Clean Water Act but equally
disturbing a conviction concerning submitting a False Certification. This is crucial as all the
permitting agencies in the case ofthis facility rely on Quemetco and their contractors for
data.

In addition, this little matter of the EPA Regional Administrator, Wayne Nastr~ and his
possible connection to Quemetco and/or their contractors that Mrs. Avery pointed out in the
November 1,2001 meeting, must be cleared up.
1. What precisely is the connection to Quemetco that Mr. Nastri has and is this an improper

relationship or conflict of interest in this case?
2. Were permits issued to Quemetco during his service as a board member for SCAMD?
3. Did Environmental Mediation Inc. or he in his capacity at that company lobby regulators on

behalfof Quemetco? When and in regards to what?
4. Did Environmental Mediation Inc. or he in his capacity at that company advise Quemetco on

regulations or peimit issues? When and in regards to what?
5. Does EPA oversee any or all of the agencies in the Quemetco case? What is the chain of

jurisdiction? .
6. Will his recent appointment as EPA's Chief of Western Region 9 expedite the long overdue

closure and cleanup of this site that he is familiar with?
7. Has DTSC provided a copy of the Comprehensive Ground Water Report to USEPA?
8. What special protection does Quemetco, enjoy by their location in the City ofIndustry as

opposed to if they were located in an unincorporated area ofLos Angeles County?
9. Will Mr. Nastri use hj.s intimate knowledge of Quemetco and their contractors to expedite the

inevitable clean up ofthis site?

210ffice of Criminal Investigations. Indiana Department ofEnvironmental Management, Quemetco, Inc.
http://www.ai.orgiidem/oci/dispositions/quemetco.h1ml .
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.' . Conclusion

4. Specifically what alleged permits did Western Lead establish itself with and what authority .
issued them. Please provide a copy ofany and all ofthese permits and their variances along
with copies ofany supporting documentation.

1. what role did City ofIndustry officials 'or their' associates play in the initial ir~ting ofand .
the retention ofpeinrit status? Please be specific.. .....

2. Did any City ofIndustry official otaffiliate :serve on the Los Angeles County pepartment of .
Regional Planning? who, and did that person or persons play any role in the issuance6f
permits for this facility from 1957 until present? . '. .

3. Will Los Ari.geles Department ofRegional Planning be present at the next meeting and will
they be prepared to answer questions concerning any and all ofQuemetco anclWestern
Lead's Permits? Quemetco cannot claim exemption from proper regulation under the
grandfather clause ifthey cannot provethe validity of Western Lead's supposed
permits.

10. When will this 'Cleanup be completed?,. . . ., .. ' ..' . "
11. Wlillt s1:atutory requirement orwritten policy would require_D~r.~C to overlook 30 years of a

questionable record when deciding this case? Please providea;..c,opy. " .•..... .... ,," :
.' '1 woUld also likeyou to laUnch an inquiry that will discountthe r~?rc¥"culat,irlg~qng'

local resIdents that'the head ofthe Permitting Departn~ent for :qTSC (sound~>lik.e M:url}el?) and
the inspectors responsible for'Quemetco's alleged "clean record" ove~. the' la~tAYiars,:.png,ht .be
under the iiifllience ofQuemetco'and their contractors. It is rumoredthat DTSCwiJ.1'cittempt to .
base the penriifreviewon'only those 4 years instead of the entirelJistoryoftBis Hl.cil#Y: :please.
clear up, thiS f~se·,rumor. .,.' . , .,"" '1':'" .... " •.. :' ....

:j'

" • ,,: r' 'i ",' ". . . .~. ,'" . ',01, ~ •

'. How couldD.T:S.C. even consider':issuing an operat~gpei'nrit'b~~{f6"D\m.E:·~.fthatis
supposed to report the true impact on it's surroundings and fails to take illtocoru,ideratiou' a., '.
multitude 'of fa'ctors thatm-e real and ofgenuine :concern.. Until, su.ch time that Quemetco can
demonstratE'to me tliatthe poisons that they are distributing, i.nto \the ~.g.~rr<?~erifdid)19(\. .

-contribn.te tathe"rare' drrcmoid fumors that,caused ourDear ,Mothers early deInise then tha~e to
. :' ,:·.l>~" .. , l.i \". . ."" ....• " • l··"',~,,·~_ ..i,' .. : ;"""} :.; :.' > :.

ask the followmg questIon. WhCi.t makes the effects ofthe~echerru.cals·dl~.plJ.arge~;byQ~e.wetco

not hazardous and6kto releaseiiito the environment,when the ,compelliri.g body,o,f eYidei!ce
., r , • ,..,' . • . I .• '.," ';~ , '. . . .

points to the contrary? What makes the chemicals released by Quemetcoany diff~r~nt? >.

'. Quemetco"sclaim that their facility'comes under. the "grand.fatherchtuse~,'Jsf ., .
preposterous!!The fact of the matter is that in the early yearsfo~owing .the incorP'oration ofthe
City ofIndustry the founding fathers made an error in judgement in their exuperance to attnlct
businesses to the new city. This facility should never have been permitted to. est~biish in such .
close pro:xiiDityto surface waters, groUnd water. aquifers and r~siden!ialneighborhoods. In
addition there are.serious issues that must be'addressed concerning the ~se permits aIld the
subsequent variances that bring up a number ofquestions that must be answered prior to this
project mo'virig forward.: ' ..
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I am requesting that this response in its entirety along with all exhibits, researches and
photographs be included so that the impact of it will not be lost in the haste to make a decision in
this matter. I am also requesting that this along with all responses from participants in this
process and the transcripts from all ofthe meetings concerning this facility be admissible as

28

The City ofIndustry has blossomed into a beautiful city that I personally am proud to be
neighbor to. The new cleaner businesses that have replaced the old are an excellent addition to
the community. They are well designed and mcely landscaped. Quemetco's airborne emissions
resulting from continued operation pose a potential threat to the products that are manufactured
by these businesses and the record clearly shows in the transcripts from 1996, that it also poses a
potential threat to local residents and the employees of City ofIndustry businesses.

In addition the groundwater contamination must be addressed and I urge the City of
Industry officials to act swiftly and decisively in this very serious issue to avoid future
contamination ofwells that the City itself uses to supply City ofIndustry Waterworks System.
The city bears responsibility of safeguarding Puente Basin water as the above mentioned supply
does not come under the jurisdiction ofthe San Gabriel Valley Water Master. These water rights.
were long ago adjudicated prior to City OfIndustry acquisition of the Cross-Water Company
now known as City ofIndustry Water Works System. We must protect these underground
aquifers!

I urge City ofIndustry leaders to take a close look at the facts in this case and please use
your influence to correct the error in judgement that allowed this facilities predecessors to
establish and Quemetco's claim to grand fathered rights. I have no desire to dig up old bones
from the past and my only interest is the cessation of toxic airborne plums that regularly besiege
our home and family, the local ecosystem and the water supply. I feel it would be a public
relations windfall for the city and for the good of the community to lift the veil of immunity that
surrounds this facility and commence with the inevitable decontamination of this site. Please
remove this thorn from the side of the City ofIndustry and allow the wounds that have festered
for so many years to heal.

I am concerned to see that Quemetco is circulating a letter from City ofIndustry Mayor
David Perez. I am certain that ifhe understood the facts surrounding this facility a person ofhis
caliber would not lend his good name to this operation.

The facts are that this company has gone virtually unregulated in early days and during
transitional times when DTSC and SCAQMD and were assuming regulatory responsibility from
their predecessors. In addition this company has not been regulated in the same fashion as other
known polluters (pRP) in the San Gabriel Valley. No testing that I am aware ofhas been done to
determine concentration levels ofVolatile Organic Compotlllds and other dangerous substances
that are causing the multitude ofproblems to producers and consumers ofground water in the
San Gabriel Valley. In the period between 1972 and possibly into the 1990s laws existed on the
books that may not have been adequately enforced. The DTSC Ground Water Report documents
numerous instances ofthe "surface impoundment" overflowing directly into the San Jose Creek
surface waters.

Has DTSC considered the case in Texas involving Quemetco/RSR facilities ofa similar
nature that were closed because of the pollution problems and possible adverse health effects
associated with it?

1. Why have Federal, State and Local authorities not taken action in this case?
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evidence in any and altproceedings, including court, thatpertain to the permitting ofthis facility.
This includes all transcripts from all meetings dating back to 1959. In addItion research aJ?-d .
enforcement actions concerning all QuemetcolRSR facilities throughout the country should be .
included and considered when deciding this case. . ,

I would also like to request more time be granted to submit admissible pertment
information so subsequent analyses can corroborate the preliminary fmdings ofan ongoing .
research on soil, water and plant tissue at one ofthe local universities. ..

Again I request that Quemetco and therr pred~cessQr~s,entire record be copsidered prior
to thi's project moving forward. This includes all conditional use permits and supportmg
documentation. Ifthat is not agreeable with Quemetco the only other option even considered
would for·them to clean up existing contamination and submit to permitting as a "~f?wFacility."

The Inspector herself admitted that she had not read the report that is the history ofthis
facility and therefore she does not have the background information to adequately conduct
inspections. There is no way to bury the truth of this matter under a surface impoundment
that should have never been permitted in the first place any longer. It is urgent to act swiftly
in this matter regarditig clean up of this site and minimizing additional groundwater. .,
contamination. In addition, it is crucial to stop the'toxic airborne plumes that have been rep·orted
many times since 1959 that are victimizing local residents and many others in the area.

I am also suggesting that Quemetco be required to posta bond in an amount equal to the
estimated true cost ofclean up ofthis site that will insure that this enormous task is completed.
Bottom line is that there is insufficient data that is ofquestionable quality and no accurate
conclusion can be made as to the safety of this facility..It would be a far stretch in a logical
progression of facts to jump from all that is known about this company to it is safe, beneficial to
the community and in the best interest of the San Gabriel Valley and Puente Basin to allow
continued operation ofthis facility. We must focus first and foremost on eliminating any and all
toxic air emissions, cleaning up the soil and groundwater contamination at this site and
preventing additional contamination of San Gabriel Valley groundwater. The gross
contamination that exists and has existed for many years at this site must be cleaned up in an
attempt to prevent future damage to the valuable water resources that underlie the entire area

Quemetco themselves admit that "Non-Compliance with established water quality
standards for groundwater resulting from continued operations at the Quemetco Facility is
considered a significant impact. Impacts .remain significant and uilavoidable.,,22
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The way that all agencies should approach this issue is.o 1. Suspend all air emission permits issued by AQMD.
I 2. Enforce all applicable legislation such as the Clean Water Act and the Porter Cologne Act.

I
3. Review all conditi()nal use permits and variances issued by Los Angeles Department ofo Regional Planning and the circumstances surrounding the issuance ofthose permits.

I 4. Require Water Quality Authorities to act to rectify that agency's history of gross negligence

rl
' in its dealings with this facility.

5. Clean up all soil and groundwater contamination.
6. Calculate the total quantity ofall substances to be discharged into the environment (including

sub-sea burial) over the next 20 years. And then ask the question. Is this 'a good idea?o n . . ' "

I Chambers Group, Inc. Draft Envrronmental Impact Report for the Hazardous Waste Management Operation and

b Post Closure Permit for Quemetco, Inc. June 2001, page 1-2

I, 29
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When answering each question please be as specific as possible and I request that you do
not use the strategy called "grouping" to obfuscate the issues in this case. This will help average
citizens such as myselfto understand the facts.

Thank You

Duncan McKee

P.S. Below is just a portion of the report that I am referring to and I have highlighted a small
portion ofpertinent facts. Unfortunately I am out of time.

4.3 DTSC Review of Phase 2 Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP)

This Phase 2 GMP, prepared by ESC, October 20, 1993, revised on January to, 1994, and
February 14, 1994, still contains some flaws in the procedures and protocols. However, it is the·

30



Evidence of lead at an order of lDagnitude above the MCLs was detected in
ground water from early monitoring wells. Quemetco never subsequently
,met the requirement in CCR Title 22 Chapter15 Article 6 Section 66265.98
(I)(7)(B) to demonstrate"...that a source other than the regulated unit caused
the evidence, ,or that the evidence resulted from an error in sampling,
analysis or evaluation, or from natural variation in groundwater... "

. . ','. .. ;". ,t,. .
Quemetco's statement that it h:a~ide:yeloped a," ... sampling and analysisplan
for a groundwater detection monitoring progr~m."is~:xtrenielyproblematic~
Instead, the data clearly reveaI.t~atQuemetco needs ,to be performing both
evaluation (assessment) and detec!io,n\m'onitoring,b~~aU:sei! Ipls had past
lead releases to ground w~t~,r frop..,the regul~!ed.l~mt~ :SectIon 66265.91(d)
indicates that, 11 [i]n conjllD:ctiQ}lyv,ith,~ y;V,~~u8;t~~~ moqt'oririg',PP?gram the owner
or operator shall continue to conduct a detection rnonitoimg program under
Section 66265.98 as necessary to pr<;>vide the best assurance ofthe detection of
subsequent r~leases from the, regulated Unit." Despite DTSC hhving accepted
a soil clean-up level ~f.i50 mg/~ as' ,iclean c1o~ur~," this means that there is
residual lead in the vad«;»se zone underlying the regulated unit with potential
for future impact to ground water. .. , ,

In the GMP Introduction, page .1,'Queme~co states that it developed this,
"...sampling and atialysisplan for a groun~vyaterd~tecti6n ~orii~oring program."
to comply with Code ofFederal Regulations (CFR), Title 40, Part 265, Subpart F,

· 'Section265.92 and with California C04e ofRegulations (CCR), Title 22, Chapt~r
'·15;.Artic1e 6.' In fact, repetitive citations are ma()e th,roughouithe GMP, that

.'.. it is relying upon!.chapter 15. At t~esa~et~fi.ieh,ow;~~~r,t~~q~Pdoes not
meetimao.:yofDTSC's regulatgry require,me.lJt~;~.iId~~~~apte(15. For
example, the GMP doe~ ~.ot;ID,;~~~"t~e,Feg~ire~~n~,~'.}!l:d,~;;x}~~ap~er15 with
respect to .vadosezoneand;su.rfac~7:water:D.1~ll;i.t?rin'~J·~esp~t,~'iltdications that
ilead has been reported from, surface.water adj~cep.t t.o the 'si~e and that a
flood control channel subdrain offers a,significant'downstream pathway to

• ' \" .~.. • :: ~ ~..J '. I ' .I .

the surface waters of that channel. In addition to the natural lateral
,. stratigraphic variations, th~ .former in.?-pollD.~e.nt is ~iPJ8:~ed next)~, ,San Jose

Creek which has been ar:tificially straightene~, lint?d anctiilld~rl~inwith a
. subdrain. The purpose of this subdfain is to prevent high ground water from

literallyJloatingthe concrete J.Wing. upward., ApproxiJ?~t~ly ,yVery 500 feet there
isa one-way'valYe arrangeI.Il:e.pt which allow~:u:iiderflo\v.~~t~rt~'~nter the creek.

\ Water,discharg~d to gr,oundJr()1n th~fo~~er Imi?ouD:d~erit, together with
, whatever chemical burden it contained,.wouldnotiie,cessarilybe precluded
·by 'any demonstrated ,~e.a~s ir()'~,moving hlte"~IIYaiop.lo~-:'permeabmty
,horizons and encountering ,this subdrainsystem. Ifthe' subCframcrossed
·another channel sand body,~other means ofc~~ectmg to'lo~er~lying aquifer
units would occur wherithat channel sand eventually interwove, off-site and .

. downgradient. Inother wo~ds a very~ignificant contaminant migration
pathway ·exists next to the site which liasnbt ,bee~ iact6red into the GMP.

. . ". ',' . :,' .
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3.

4.

Quemetco has neither invalidated that data nor otherwise proven that its
regulated unit was not responsible for the lead contaminant burden.

The GMP is described as being for the purpose of detection monitoring, but
detection monitoring implies no previous release. There has been continuing
controversy as whether or not a release from the regulated unit has occurred. It
appears that the GMP is worded in such away that suggests that the Facility
is attempting to gain explicit approval from the U.S. EPA and DTSC for its
position that no release had previously occurred. Quemetco has repeatedly
asserted and continues to imply throughout the GMP that no release from the
regulated unit has occurred.

It is the opinion of the GSU that a release from the regulated unit has
occurred which has impacted ground water.

The uppermost aquifer unit or saturated horizon at Quemetco has changed
through time as a result of re-charge and withdrawal effects over an extended
period ofdrought From the outset of groundwater monitoring, lead was been
reported in the uppermost saturated horizon, which is now partially
unsaturated, from a series of shallow monitoring wells which Quemetco
established to monitor its impoundment. These shallow wells functioned from
1982 to the point when the uppermost saturated zone of the aquifer became
mostly unsaturated. Additional wells have subsequently been established in the
next deeper saturated zone ofthe aquifer, as the shallower wells became dry over
the protracted drought interval from the mid-80's to early 90's. Based upon
general fluvial hydrostratigraphy of the San Gabriel and Puente Basins, the
upper saturated zone is most likely hydraulically interconnected to the lower
zone, even though the deeper wells display significant variations in flow
direction from the earlier shallow measurements, and even if such
interconnections occur off-site. It should also be noted that the deeper
aquifer unit has also continued to indicate the presence of lead, albeit at
lesser concentrations than the shallower unit.

Detection Monitoring Programs (DMP) are described in detail within Section
66265.98 but are defined in Section 66265.97 (b)(l)(B) as being intended to "...
represent the quality ofgroundwater passing the point ofcompliance and to allow
for the detection ofa release from the regulated unit." Evaluation Monitoring
Programs (EMP) are also described in Section 66265.98 with the purpose being
defined in Section 66265.97 (b)(1)(C) as being "... to yield groundwater samples
from the uppermost aquifer that represent the quality ofgroundwater passing the
point ofcompliance, and at other locations in the uppermost aquifer as necessary,
to provide the data needed to evaluate changes in water quality due to release
from the regulated unit..." The groundwater momtoring system at this Facility
does not allow for the detection of a release from the regulated unit because it also
does not yield groundwater samples from the uppermost aquifer. The
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Quemetco and its consultants, have not considered two likely sources of so-
called "perched" water in the upper saturated zone, specifically, prior
leakage from the former impoundment operations or discharges from the
wast~ watertreatment plant.:

Quemetco is situated amongst .80 to 120 other sites ~hich were and ~e being
carefully investigated by tJ1e U.S. EPA in conjunction with the LARWQCB for·
solvent contamination, There is no point in proposing a different
hydrostratigraphic model just because the site is being regulated under
RCRA. Uppermost saturated horizons in the San GabrielJPuente Basins mostly
connect to each other and to underlying saturated units.

.' 'ground~:~te~ m~iliioring system at this fadlity does not allow' 'for the
. ev'aiuation of tIie' past detected evidence 'of releases in the upper saturated
zo~e. .. .;;. I '.' (':. ".:

Thest~tement'onpage 40f the GMP that~" ...thes{five welis s'creen a water
table aquiferat a depth of appro~mately~O t~ 80 feet below g~ound .
·surfa'ce. I' is 'at odos with e~rlier information from this :~nd" other sites in the
ge'n~r~1 ate~~ Quelnei~oi~ dIsmissal oftIi~ g~oU:rid water monitored by these
earlier wells asso-called"perch'ed" zone water and assertioIJ:sfhat the upper

, 'saturated ionei~! i"ydra~lically is~lated from~nderlying aquifers and that
therefore any site'-d~rived'co~tami~,atioricould no~ m~ke it to the "true"
aquifer is not acceptable. This is an argument which hasbeen"made to the
LARWQCB ma'QY times oyer'the pas~ ~ years for individual sites within the
Puente Valley Operab,ie Unit (OU), within'which the'Que:mitc'o Facility is
. ..' 'lo.. '. ,.': '. . ' ..; , i." ~ . I "

loca~ed. Despi~e such arguments, publi«; drinking water wellS have been
c~~taminatedby si~es in the OU, therebydemonstratfng so~e form of

•• ~';' • ,. • • .! "" • ' : • • I,' . !. '. I.. .

connectivity. Otherwise solvents that were discharged at the surface would
not be found: in public drinking w~terwelis at 400 feet'below gr~und surface.

. ... . ." '.' , . ,.: '.

Th~'w-ounchvatermonitor~gsystem discussed' illtheG~ condisted of only five
, welis,MW~9 tfu.ough MW-13. These wells are screened in what is actually a

'. deeper ~quier hnit 'than firstmonliored by-the sequeric~ofwells iristalled in 1982.
· The ,early w,e11~.are 1~;ft out of the GMP.. Under Section 66265.97 (b)(1)(B)(3), a
" sufficient number:pf nionitoring points 'and background monitoring points
',i '~'l.... "l~ .,".t._ ••:." .,,;~ ~~.'(' ,"; 'i'·:.". ~f.,...• ~ ." .',. I... '. :, .. ' ". •

are to be Installed. such that they wIll prOVIde "~ ..best assurance ofthe earlIest
·poss~~I~ d~t~c.t{~n.',?f a;r~lea,~ey!~~,~ '.~~.~: ~~~gh.la~e.~,!~ ~~~.'~'.n :J~nle~s leakage
from the former impoundinent was the'sole source fOf saturation of the
'~pper~osfu,iit,.th~r(ds!everYP'os~ibilitythai' it could' be resaturated, and the

~ ""',," ,.l\ ,.·f,~·j,·,')· ".·· ,,·.·,1 :.1. "':I[r l "'.~." ' ;.:\' ·".~l.' .

,)~, ·CMp\prQPos~d·~'on~tQring,sy:~t~ni.:Wotild fail to provide "earliest" detection
'in th~ resatj~'rated' iipp~rmos(aq~lfer lihit~ :In~ point offact, the uppermost .
, ~ni{i~·'~~r~~'~tly" ~~dergoi~'gUr~~~t'~t~tio·n.~: '.";': ' .'" :., ."., J','i: .., .

, • ,'~ • ) " . ' .,' , .• " , 1 I ' " i.'. _. , :.! '. ~. ,;'. .' .'
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7.

8.

Quemetco has not considered in its GMP the facts of fluvial geomorphology,
that string or channel sands anastomose or interweave in three dimensional
space thereby interconnecting, sometimes downgradient of a site. At the BDP
site, some 2 miles to the east and further "up-basin", interconnected sand units to
70 feet bgs were demonstrable from comparison ofthe boring logs. Quemetco
has not demonstrated, even with its pump tests, that the upper and lower
saturated units underlying its site are not interconnected.

A 10-foot screen was used for MW-9 and 20-foot screens were used for MW-11,
MW-12, and MW-13. This is a mismatch which may in fact maximize
upgradient contamination and minimize or dilute downgradient effects,
thereby equalizing measured concentrations in the network. Screen lengths
should have been the same in all wells and the sections ofthe aquifer unit
monitored should be the same to enable comparisons from which valid
conclusions may be drawn. Prior to selecting the sections of the aquifer unit to
be screened for a monitoring program, an investigation should have been
made as to vertical distribution of contaminants. Short staggered screens
should have been utilized to match the putative sections of the saturated zones.
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Quemetco proposes on page 4 ofthe GMP that, "Background water quality
data will be collected from MW-9 and MW-I0." Nowhere in the GMP is
there.justification that water from these locations would represent
background. Highly elevated lead contamination from soil samples has been
reported from within the boring for MW-I0 (1800 mg/kg at 69 ft. bgs23

). In
the DTSC Internal Memorandum, June 7, 1989, prepared by David Schwartzbart
(GSU) to Willie Ndubuizu, it was noted that ofall the soil samples taken to that
point in time, only soil samples from MW-8 were not found to contain lead
and that in some of the borings, lead was encountered to the full vertical
extent of the borings. Quemetco failed to justify its selection of the
background well location with respect to their being away from any lead­
contaminated soils. Note that lead is not present in significant concentrations
in other shallow monitoring wells of most other sites in the area. IfQuemetco
wishes to provide an accurate picture ofnormal lead burden (true background) for
shallow ground water in the area, the Facility needs to survey up- and down­
gradient monitoring wells at other sites.

There is a second major factor in the background well issue. Given the
likelihood that discharge from Quemetco's impoundment was responsible for
at least a portion ofthe shallow saturation encountered by early wells and
that various elevation data suggested flow directions 180 degrees out of phase

Environmental Strategies Corpomtion, July 9, 1991, Supplemental Soil and Grotmdwater Investigations, Quemetco, Inc. Facility, City of
Industry, California. . .
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with that indicated by the ,current deeper wells, it is also possible that lead- ,
c'ontaminated shallow ground water moved to th,esouth for a number of ,
years. This would place site-derived lead-contaminated groUIld water physically
upgradient ofthose wells thatQuem.etco wishes~o have pOll~~dered as the GMP
upgradient wells. There has been no demonstration, in fact no'diScussion, by

,,,': Quemetco that an upgradient conn~ction does not e~st bet.w~ent~e uppermost
and:rieXt lower aquifer units, arguments concerp.ing()n::-~ite'1S0Iati9nofthe

.,,: uppermost unit ~notwithstanding. ,':Finally, .it is, noted,!hat Qu~DJ.~~c~,'has purchased
;" "thefofmer Richardson Battery site whic,h adjoins the Q:uemetc~F:acility which is

:uiJgradient:with regard to the lower saturated ~ne. The~efore; IUiaS the, '
:opporttillity to 'easily expand its upgradient in,vestigatio~s~diop~ssibly to
achieve proper upgradient monitoring:, '" " ," '" ,

1L 1t\s stated on page 4 of the GMP, that, 'TD]ata fromdqwngradient wells MW-ll,
: "MW:.I2, and MW-15 will be comparydto backgro~dJevelstodetermine'

'whether ,contamination is present. ':, This ,is no.t accep~b.~e, ey~~;if,t~e purported
upgradient wells are ultimately demonstrated to re,pte~ell~upgr~?i~ntconditions in
the lower aquifer unit;, since, lead contamination has ,already been detected in the
upper saturated zone. As stated i.p.the DTSC1nte~Memorandum, June 7,
1989, prepared by David Schwartzb'!1,1::CGSU) to Willie NduhliiZU, lead was
cbnfumed,"...in ground water duting the first sampling event'as'well as dUring
various sampling events until the [then, 1989] present time." In July 1982,
grouildwater samples from monitoring wells MW-l, MW-2,MW-3 and MW-4

.showed that~ "...lead was detected dUring regular groun:ci wateranalyses.. ~" and
that,'" ...all samples contain lead above both the PrimID:Y Drinking Water Standard
and the Maximum Concentration Limit (0.05 ppm)." Contamination has clearly
been present in ground water at the site for a long time. Quemetco has failed to
perform full assessment monitoring.' ,Groundwater assessment monitoring must
,be performed under post-c1osur~ to eva1~ate the fate ofpast releases and the

, extent ofcontaminated ground water. Detection monitoring must also be
, instituted with regard to possible additional releases to the already-contaminated

ground water from residual soil contaminatiollieft behind asa result ofthe
closure process decisions. ' ,

12. The Phase 2 GMP fails to deal with the crucial issue of where the lead
contaminated ground water, being ml)nitored in the early (1982-1987)
shallow wells of the uppermost saturated horizon, has migrated. This water
did not evaporate nor was it pumped out by Quemetco. It did not simply and
inexplicably vanish from the Puente/San Gabriel Basins. Given knowledge of
interwoven channel sands at those other sites in the area involved in San Gabriel
Valley National Priority List site investigations, water levels in the upper sand
units may have dropped in response to drinking water pumping centers and
drought reduced recharge. As the water level drops, individual parcels of
water in such upper sand units retreat to the hydraulic connections with
underlying units~ Such cross connections are apparent in boring logs at other
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sites. For example, at the former BDP site two miles upgradient to the east, some
70 wells have been installed while tracking a tetrachloroethylene (PCE) plume
off-site. In contrast, Quemetco has yet to deal with even the possibility of ofI­
site migration of its own groundwater pollution.

13. The Phase 2 GMP states on page 6 that, "... the monitoring of surface water
and the unsaturated zone is not part of the Facility's sampling and analysis
program." Yet in the line immediately above it also states that the GMP
elements were, " ...developed in accordance with the requirements of 22 CCR,
Chapter 15, Article 6... " These two lines represent a fundamental
incompatibility. Both surface water monitoring and vadose monitoring are
mandated under Chapter 15.

14. Quemetco describes on page 6 ofthe Phase 2 GMP, installation of two additional
wells to, "...complete the groundwater monitoring system." As stated earlier, it
is clear that the GMP is not satisfactory in this regard, but moreover the
mechanism of well installation yields other clues. A conductor casing was set
into the top ofa "...fine-grained stratum..." which "...varied from 30 (MW-13) to
30.5 (MW-12) feet bgs." There has been no apparent attempt to map the top of
this fine-grained unit to determine the direction in which lead-bearing water
would have flowed along it upon discharge from the impoundment.

15. The proposed abandonment of wells MW-l through MW-5, MW-7 and MW­
8 is wholly inappropriate. Indeed, the abandonment of what may have been
the former uppermost saturated zone's near-field upgradient well MW-6,
" ...due to vehicular damage." may have also been inappropriate. The
arguments presented are inconsistent with what is known about the aquifer
system in the area of the Facility, which is primarily fluvial in depositional
environment and not alluvial. There is generally no main unit amongst co­
equal saturated horizons which ultimately interconnect. The units must be
ultimately interconnected, because the uppermost unit water would have had
to drain somewhere, otherwise it would not have gone dry. Although DTSC
believes there is a need for wells at the positions ofMW-14 and MW-15, their
abandonment appears to be part ofa pre-arrangement with U.S. EPA. This
issue of near-field monitoring at the what was formerly called a waste pile and is
now called the former "raw materials storage area," should be revisited during
Corrective Action and a well or wells re-established near-field to the unit.

16. Page 10 ofthe Phase 2 GMP states that, "Surface water monitoring (San Jose
Creek) is not to be part of the monitoring program because previous quarterly
monitoring of San Jose Creek by Canonie Environmental revealed no constituents
of concern at concentrations above the MCLs." This is a significant error, since
October 1, 1987, data cited in the DTSC Internal Memorandum, June 7, 1989, .
prepared by David Schwartzbart (GSU) to Willie Ndubuizu, revealed 120 Ilg/l of
lead in the surface water of San Jose Creek, clearly above the MCL.
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Furthermbre, it is also apofutof debate as 'to whether vapor migration ofvolatile
brganic compounds (VOCs) needs to be considered withrespectto'both ground
waterandfhe vadose zone at Quenietco. Recently, DTSC collected samples from
seepage pits in the: vadose zone and groundwater samples from on-site wells '
which indicate the presence ofVOCs in the waste-streams which entered the
seepage pits and probable releases ofVOCs to ground water. Therefor~ it is

, reaSonable to conclude that such compoUIids were also discharged to the former '
impoundment. Earlier groundwater measurements of total organic halogens
revealed a concentration gradient between wellsMW-5 and MW-6. Hence, vapor
phase monitormg might need to be considered at Quemetco for, volatile organic
compoundS, but not for'metals. '

..' ;'. ';. '.

The Phase 2 GMP on page 8 argues that only monitoring well MW-1 of all ofthe '
shallow wells, "...consistently contained water during the moriitormg period; the
other shallow wells are generally dry. 11 This is erroneous since the shallow wells
contained water for a considerably longer time than the one year 1993/1994
monitoring "period" required for the Phase 2 GMP. Moreover, analytical results;
from sampling from soine ofthese wells repeatedly showed lead contamination at
levels above the MCLs.
Quemetco and its consultants have not fully examined the site stratigraphy and
have not placed it in the setting of the San GabriellPuente Valley-San Jose Creek'
fluvial stratigraphy and associated hydrostratigraphy. Reams ofbasic material,
such as case histories, are available by contacting Phil Ramsey, project manager'
for the Puente Valley OU at U.S. EPA Region IX at (415) 744-2258.
Contaminants from many facilities in the same general area have managed 'to
navigate the various vertical and lateral shallow sand unit interconnections (as
well as through so-called barrier units) in sufficient quantities to cause shut-doWn
ofpublic wells and for water supply compaiJies to rely on blending to achieve

Section 66265.97(d)(5) allows an owner/operator only to omit unsaturated zone
monitoring from the monitoring program iiit submits "...evidence that either there
is no unSaturated zone momtoring device or method designed to operate under the
subsurface conditions existing at that waste Inaiiagement unit..." ' The reasoning
on page 10 ofthe Phase 2 GMP to justifY not including vadose monitoring is
inaccurate', and 'not 'approaching a lev'e1to meet these regulatory requirements.
Queme1co States tMi, ~'M:etals are generally riofvolatileunder normal temperature
conditions and Will not migrate in the vapor phase. Hence unsaturated zone,
(vapor) monitoring is not warranted for the Quemetco site." nTSC has never
suggested vapor monitoring for metals at the Quemetco Facility, which has been

v 'used"successfully to our know~edge only with respect to mercury. Quemetco has
not'retognized thahhere are many forms ofcontarrlinant trciIisport across the
vadose zone and that themostc.ommon means for'inonitoringmetals (dissolved
"phase) transport in pore water is through devices such as lysimeters. Section
66265~99:(d)(4) diScusses' optional methodologies.
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sufficient reductions in order to continue purveying the ground water to the
public.

20. Section 66265.97 (d) requires that adequate unsaturated or vadose zone
monitoiing be performed at ISD sites with a surface impoundment, waste pile,
land treatment unit or landfill. The GMP indicates that no vadose monitoring is to
be performed. Therefore despite Quemetco's repetitive statements, such as on
page 1, that the GMP was designed to comply with the groundwater monitoring
requirements of CCR 22 Chapter 15 Article 6, it clearly fails to meet fundamental
elements of those regulations.

21. Section 66265.97 (c) requires that adequate surface water monitoring be
performed at ISD sites with a surface impoundment, waste pile, land treatment
unit or landfill, whether it is in an evaluation or a detection monitoring program.
Section 66265.97 (c) (1) states "... [t]he owner operator shall establish a surface
water monitoring system to monitor each surface water body that could be
affected by a release from the regulated unit." The Phase 2 GMP indicates that
Quemetco will not perform any surface water monitoring at its former
impoundment despite the proximity of San Jose Creek and earlier analytical
results showing lead occurring above the MCL in its surface waters. Therefore,
the Phase 2 GMP is not in compliance with the regulations.

22. The Phase 2 GMP indicates that virtually all shallow wells associated with the
impoundment are to be abandoned. Given that these wells monitored
contamination in the uppermost saturated horizon for years 1982 to 1986, despite
"perched zone" designation by Quemetco, and that this aquifer unites) would be
first affected by any further discharge through the residual vadose zone
contamination at the former impoundment, Quemetco has no basis for their .
elimination, unless they are replaced on a one for one basis, by multi-level nested
wells of superior design and construction. Even if the former uppermost saturated
aquifer unit had truly been "perched," which DTSC has long asserted that it was
not and which by comparison to other facilities in the Puente/San Gabriel Basin
area it is demonstrably not, CCR Title 22 Chapter 15 Article 6 Section 66265.97
(b)(1)(B)(3.) states that it is required to have "...a sufficient number of monitoring
points and background monitoring points installed at appropriate locations and
depths to yield gToundwater samples from other aquifers, low-yielding saturated
zones and from zones of perched water as necessary to provide best assurance
of the earliest possible detection ofa release from the regulated unit... " (emphasis
added). Therefore the Phase 2 GMP again clearly fails to meet the requirements
ofDTSC regulations.

23. Leaving aside the question ofdetection and/or evaluation monitoring in the Phase
2 GMP, the list ofdetection monitoring analytes is not adequate. Although Table
1 in Section 66265.97(f) indicates groundwater monitoring parameters that must
be included in the list ofdetection monitoring analytes, these are to be in addition
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to those required to be developed under (e). Inparticular, continu~duse oftot81
organic halogens is not acceptable as the sole measure ofhalogenated VOCs since
individual species have already been detected in both the soils and ground water

. atthe site: . . ,

. " '~.\ " ..

24: .Unaer both detection and evaluation monitoring. there are requirements to perform
.' sampling to determine whether ,constituents in the list ofAppendDc IX to Chapter

;. ·14 are'present in the 'ground water.' Under detection monitoring up.derSection
•. • 66265.98'(1)(2), Appendix IX sampling is triggered when there is, ~', ..statistically

significant evidence: ofrelease from the regulated unit or:if t)le owner or operator
.;}' ;,d6esndt'resamplepursuant to' subsection (k)(2}ofthis' sec,tism..•~.\.J'he earliest
.,'. evidences of-release fronithe :regulatedunit.were never r~sampledaccording to

"'.' (k)(2) which would have required Quemetco to. 1.1 ••.jmmed~atelyinitiate a
"procedure to verify:that there·isstatistically.-significant eviden9.~,ofa release from
the iegUiated:unit..:"! Routine qwirterlygroundwatermomtoring over the
succeeding years does not classify as an "immediate" re~amplingp;rocedure. With
respect to evaluation monitoring, under.Section 66265.99 (d)(6), Qmimetco would
be requiredto"~.'analyzesamples from all monitoring points in the,affected
mediUffi.. :for aU constituents contained in the Appendix IX to Chapter 14 at least
annually.. :"-' The GSU staffholdsthat,Quemetcd. needs to implement both
detection and evaluation monitoring, :thus Quemetco needs..to include Appendix
IX sampling in its Phase 2 GMP. Moreover, all of the contingent actions that
would be required of Quemetco sho.uld the sampling reveal any Appendix IX
constituents, need to be covered in,thePhase 2,GMP.. ' . .

:.... "';' i.;'. ,':

25. Quemetco statesbnpage llofthePhase 2 GMP that,'.'These elements of the
water quality protection 'guidelines were developed in accordance with...22 CCR,.
Chapter 15; Article 6...:;" Article 6,'Section 66265.92 (a}indicates thatthe water
quality protection standard"..shall consist ofthe list ofconstituents ofconcern
under section 66265.93, the concentration limits under section 66265.94 and the
point ofcompliance and all monitoring points under section 66265.95." It is not
seen that Quemetcohas defined its list ofconstituents ofconcem maccordance .'
with the regulations:

26. Quemetco states on page 11 of the Phase.2 GMP that, "MCLs established as
drinkingwater standards by the CaliforniaDepartment ofHealth Services provide
the water quality protection standards for the Quemetco, Inc. Facility." .These
MCLs do not in fact protect ground water nor are they water quality protection
standards for ground water. They are merely limits at which water may be used
for drinking 'purposes. Senate Bill·!082, enacted by the legislature with the intent,
ofeliminating regulatory duplication, requires the Department to include the
equivalent ofWaste Discharge Requirements (WDR) in the hazardous waste
facility permits. WDRs require that discharge and subsequent degradation ofthe
water body at any level should be minimized. Use of the MCL is not necessarily
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minimization ifthe basin plan developed by the LARWQCB uses lower levels as
water quality objectives.

Section 66265.93 indicates that the constituents of concern need to include
"...waste constituents, reaction products, and hazardous constituents that are
reasonably expected to be in or derived from waste contained in the regulated
unit." Chlorinated VOCs were previous reported from groundwater analyses and
have now been reported in soil analyses. A clearly defmed list of constituents of
concern based on the above criteria and data must be provided in the Phase 2
GMP. In its section on Monitoring Parameters and Constituents of Concern on
page 11, Quemetco has not included that it has apparently released chlorinated
volatile organic compounds to seepage pits and to ground water. It may be
reasonably concluded that such VOCs were also discharged to the former surface
impoundment. Therefore, the monitoring parameters and analytical methods cited
in Table 2 are incomplete and VOCs must be added to the list of required
analytes.

Section 66265.94 requires that for each medium, Quemetco specify concentration
limits for each constituent of concern, and such limits must be set at, "... a
concentration limit not to exceed background value of that constituent as
determined..." Background concentrations for ground water have not been
properly established.

Section 66265.95 indicates that point ofcompliance with the groundwater
monitoring standard and that" ...additional monitoring points at locations pursuant
to section 66265.97 ofthis article... " may be included. It is of concern to the GSU
that no such points have been established to determine the fate oflead-polluted
ground water measured from 1982 to the point in time when the on-site shallow
wells went dry.

On page 13 there is a section entitled "Monitoring Frequency for Initial
Conditions," which implies that initial conditions are when the Phase 2 GMP
monitoring began, while in reality true initial conditions date back to 1982 when a
lead release was documented. The Water Quality Protection Standard must take
into account that a release occurred and in that effort set concentrations, points of
compliance and monitoring frequency to evaluate the extent of that release to
groundwater.

27. Quemetco indicates on page 13 ofthe GMP that ifwaste is left in place, a Post­
closure permit will be applied for. In other documents it was anticipated at that
time in the closure plan that waste would be left in place. Closure activities have
conchided and contamination is indeed being left in place. The GMP should have
reflected the intent to leave contamination in place and should now be revised to .
reflect the fact.
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Although Quemetco cites 22 CCR, Chapter 15, Article .6, as a basis for'
constituents ofconcern, there appears to be no mention ofthe. requirement to
perform Appendix IX sampling on a regular basis. In fact there is no indication
that such sampling has ever been performed in the past. Moreover, there is no
understanding 60mmunicated that the constituents ofconcern are not merely
defined a priori but are to be modifiable based upon Appendix IX results.

28.

. (

31. In the future, soil.cleanup criteria at Quemetco should not be based solelY'upon
direct.exposure from the soil.but should consider also that ground water is a
primary environmental receptor. Therefore, cleanup ofthe vadose zone should
proceed to the .point such that ground water is not further threatened by continued
waste discharge ofresidual site-derived contaminants.

Evaluation ofgroundwater contamination based on distance ofexisting public
wells from the subject site and citation that they are not now severely polluted by
a given contaminant is not acceptable. The separate regulatory levels of the
various constituents of interest are not cited. Several problems exist with this.
Any discharge to ground water, whether exceeding a regulatory number such as
an MCL or not at a well miles away from the site, constitutes pollution. Thirdly,
the issue under "clean-up goals" is not whether any putative site discharge
represents pollution but what number would represent no further discharge to
ground water orwould be acceptable under WDR's incorporated into the
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit as per Senate Bill 1Q82. .

29; .' , The subsection in the ·Phase 2 GMP on monitoring points ahd point.s of
compliance, page 11, indicates that the water quality protection standard will .

. apply. and monitoring will be ,conducted at the intersection of a vertical extension
ofthe former surface impoundment and the uppermost aqulfer. ,;:rhe monitoring
wellsselected:as monitoring points:a:ll.lie within a second saturated 'horizon not
.the first. Eventhough the first aquifer unit may havy been.unsaturated when the
Phase 2 GMP:was being prepared,.historical saturationshould:be used.to define
points ofcompliance. •In reality,Quemetco would have to monitor multiple
aquifer units to'be in compliance with the regulations and to ptovide'a realistic
detection monitoring system.

. 30. Appraisal o{its waste discharge impacts is not included in this Phase2 GMP by
Quemetco. No reference' is madeto ..any ,further groundwater, evaluation with
respect to past discharge.. Bywhatever regulatory means, whether it is during
Corrective Action, under. a Post-closure Permit,or as part of the Phase 2 GMP,
:QuemetcomusUcome to grips with the issue ofthe fate of the lead, sulphate and
any other contaminants discharged.from the site and which may have since'
migrated beyond the property line. It is.preferredthat this issue be incorporated
into the Phase 2 GMP. ' .
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Residual threat ofcontamination should be indicated by the cumulative hazard
index ofall contaminants measured in the near-field downgradient monitoring
well not exceeding 1.

Use ofcumulative hazard, engendered by multiple chemical species, has been
discussed in U.S. EPA documents and specifically referred to in State Water
Resources Control Board requirements. Quemetco should include it in the
methodology for developing any future cleanup objectives for the vadose zone.

32. The statements on page 14, "...that concentration levels ofthe constituents of
concern (arsenic, cadmium, and lead) are relatively consistent across the site at
levels below or slightly above the method detection limit..." and on page 18,
"...the relatively consistent contaminant levels present at the site." are misleading.
These both imply that there may not be a concentration gradient across the site
and one implies that there are only three constituents of concern. There does
appear to be a concentration gradient for lead and there are other constituents of
concern.

33. It is not understood why hydrographs for wells MW-9 and MW-ll were the only
ones proposed in the Phase 2 GMP. All wells should have been so treated.
Moreover, in order to determine seasonal minima and maxima, monthly gaging of
all wells should have been proposed. There is no evidence in the Phase 2· GMP
that Quemetco actually knows the timing of seasonal effects since it has only
monitored selected lower saturated zone wells on a quarterly basis.

34. Even though Quemetco correctly assesses the problems with stagnant water
trapped in blank casing sections, there are some problems with the discussion on
well purging in the Phase 2 GMP. Purging to eliminate stagnant water should
never result in a well being considered "dry." Quemetco's discussion on page 17,
seems to indicate the opposite, that purging would result in the well being,
"...considered dry and no sample will be collected." even if the well recovers from
that purging after 24 hours. Aprocedure which artificially dewaters a well and
then arbitrarily declares it "dry" is wholly unacceptable as part of the Phase 2
GMP.

35. When VOCs are added to the constituents ofconcem, the purging protocols ofthe
Phase 2 GMP must be re-written, e.g. "[F]or wells that can be pumped to dryness
before yielding three well volumes, sufficient recovery ofwater in the well will be
allowed before sampling." For VOCs, the wells may not be pumped to dryness.
Cascading water, vigorous or not, is unacceptable under such circumstances.
Moreover, Quemetco fails to state how they will determine "vigorously". Purging
should be performed so that there is no extreme drawdoWn to induce cascading
conditions; alternative sampling protocols may also be considered, e.g. depth­
specific devices.
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Calculation for a,casing volume ofwater is indeed based on the n •• .length ofthe
column ofwater in the well casing... ". 'The methodology described in the Phase 2
GMP includes the screen length as well casing.' It errs inthat "...(total well depth
minus depth to groundwater)... " may neglect siltation ifthe constructed well depth
is lised'instead ofthe depth measured thcitparticillar day. For sake,ofaccuracy,
this minor point needs to be clarified.

'!'"

'!:. ~ • ';' " " . ,., I

" ..
. ' .', '

When a determination would be made that poor recharge was due to siltation of .
the well; Quemetco indicated in the Phase 2 GMP that,. "...arrangenients will be
made to redevelop the well before the next quarterly sanipling event.". This
impiies that datavJould not"be obtained fromthat well for'agiven event and that
anriual cycle ofquarterly monitoring would not be completed for that well. Such
a'circumstance,is linsatisfactory aild an alternative procedure needs to be included'
'inthe:Phase 2 GMPbefore it can· be apprbvedf6t continuation.',

The sample collection protocols 'discussed oli page 18 ,of the Phase 2 GMP do not
indicate whether abottom-emptyfug device will be used with the bailer. Before
approving the Phase 2 GMP for any further sampling, this point should be
clarified and· such a device required.' ;.'; ;:.

Detection ofgroundwater contamination is meant to trigger assessment'
monitoring in that it compares current concentrations to those established during ,
the first year ofdetection monitoring~ As was concluded in 1989 by DTSC staff,'

, ".:.1ead was detected in all four monitoring wells repeatedly during the first year'
of ,detection' monitoring. This shoUld have triggered evaluation monitoring." . '

39. An·entiresection ofthe Phase 2 GMP,describes how quality
. assurance/qualitycontrol (QAlQC) will be performed but says nothing regarding

corrective steps nor proper reacquisition ordata for a given quarter ifQAlQC
problems are identified. This implies that whether a quarter's data is acceptable or '
not, it will count as having met the monitoring requirements. This is nota
satisfactory. A procedure must be in place to expeditiously trigger re-sampling if
the QAJQC review so indicates.' . .

36.

37,

38.

40.

41. The discussion on page 29 ofthe Phase 2 GMP implies that in 1994 Quemetco
, will n

•••determine if there is statistically' significant evidence ofa -release from the
inactive surface impoundment." as ifthere were no earlier evidences. ,The'
impoUndment has been inactive for 9 years, since 1986. When it was "newly"
inactive, evidence ofa release was determined. Now that it is "older", there is no
need for Quemetco to re-determine this. The purpose of monitoring with respect
to this impoundment should be to evaluate what is occurring with past discharges
as well as to detect any potential discharge from contaminants left in place as a
result ofclosure decisions. Assessment monitoring must be established for past
releases and detection monitoring must be continued to detect subsequent releases.
from waste being left in place. .

~.
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42. The DTSC Internal Memorandum, June 7, 1989, prepared by David Schwartzbart
(GSU) to Willie Ndubuizu indicated a similar problem in that "Quemetco
indicates that they are currently in the detection phase of 40 CFR 265
groundwater monitoring requirements." The staffresponse was that
"...groundwater analysis results indicate that Quemetco should have been in
assessment monitoring since 1982 and should still be in assessment monitoring."
Nothing has been presented to current DTSC staffwhich changes that 1989
conclusion.
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43. Other Problem Issues:

o The monitoring well construction diagram for MW-l 0 is missing.

o The lithologic logs for wells MW-9, MW-lO and MW-ll are not
presented. The logs for all the wells in the proposed network should be
included in the Phase 2 GMP.

o The logs indicate that a five-foot sampler was used but fail to provide any
discrete core information, blow counts or specific sample depths. It
should be determined if these logs are true representations ofthe field logs
or if they simplified and "cleaned up" revisions. The raw field logs need
to be included in the Phase 2 GMP.

4.4 Well Decommissioning

The 1986 CME by the LARWQCB, indicates that the groundwater monitoring system in place
prior to 1986 consisting ofwells MW-l to MW-4 was inadequate because the wells were
improperly constructed and located only within the uppermost zone of the aquifer (LARWQCB,
1986). A later well (MW-6) was decommissioned subsequent to a vehicular collision by one
account; by another it was said to have been removed because it interfered with site operations.
Well decommissioning data for monitoring well MW-6 is not presented in this CME because no
records were found by DTSC which document Quemetco's actual decommissioning ofthis well.

Representatives ofQuemetco have submitted recent requests to decommission monitoring wells
MW-1 through MW-8 in the Phase 2 GMP currently under review and also made separate
requests for the decommissioning ofMW-3 and MW-lO. The rationale is that monitoring wells
MW-1 through MW-8 are inadequate and are not constructed to current standards. The separate
request for decommissioning ofMW-3 and MW-I0 are based on adjacent road construction by
the City ofIndustry and the construction ofa stormwater holding tank.

Although the filter pack, screened interval placement and annular seal are inadequate at wells
MW-l through MW-8, these wells have made significant coiltributions ofdata. These data are
considered estimates of the contaminant load which may have been in place at any point in time.
The well construction deficiencies do not nullify historical analytical data nor do they invalidate
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5.l May 16, 1994, Activities

. . .

.5.0 COMPREHENSIVE GROUNDWATER MONITORING EVALUATION,
. INSPECTION

":'.:,:' ::.'" ..... ' ~ . I ,:' 1-" .r ;.'.,~. t' i . l' .'. "l:,~..i .~ ii' .

. .

Quemetco also requested permission to .abandon and then construct a replacement for monitoring
well.MW-lO,so that a stormwaterholding tank 'in that location could be constructed. DTSC has .
indicated that it will not approve this action until the soils in the areas where the tanks will be·
constructed are characterized as to theiJature and vertical and lateral extent·of all contamination.
This is because previous boring logs indicate that the soils around this "background" monitoring
well are reported to'be contaminated to depths ofup to 68 feet bgs with up to 1800 mg/kg of
k~ .

During May 16, 17, and 18, 1994, bTSC staff observed ESC personnel purge and sample ground
water .from most of the then-existing fourteen monitoring wells. DTSC staff also reviewed
Facility records prior to the inspection. On June 14, 1994, DTSC staffmet with the Facility
representatives to discuss the hydrogeology ofthe Facility and conduct a close-out meeting.

the data as low estimates ofcontamination. DTSC would prefer to have properly designed and
constructed wells in place.but; this request to eliminate all the shallow wells{MW-l through·
MW-8) will notbe accepted: The upper zone has resaturated'and again represents the uppermost
ground water. ,These upper zone wells also have produced important water level data. All'_
further decommissioning requests will be denied unless these wells are replaced on a one for one
basis with mult~-levelnested wells monitoring upper and lower aquifer units. The existing or,.
replacement wells should be monitored quarterly along with the restofthe monitoring wells in
the deeperaquifer,unit.' .., .' I., .'....•'. , . ';i.'· .:", l ~...

MonitQringwells.MW-14 andMW:15, which wer~ recently abandoned with·.the approval QfU.S:
EPA, represent a loss to the overall groundwater monitoring network. Analytical results for. .
groundwater samples from MW-14 exceeded the MCL for lead (0.05 mg/I) twice in two
consecutive quarters (0.14 mg/lml November 18; 1993,atid 0.053 'mg/lonFebiuary23, 1994):
Analytical results from:MW-15were·withinthe same qrder ofmagnitudeas;the MCL for lead· on
for three c()nsectit'ive quarters {0.016 mg/Un AugusLi993, 0.048mg/linNoveniber.1993, 0.016
in February 1994); These.wells are located within the area ofthe 'former "raw materials. storage
area" which is one ofseveral areas at the site with a high probability ofcontributing to
groundwater contamination. Dust suppression sprinklers were,operated which could have .
resulted in infIltration ofwater and lead waste materials through the poorly maintained asphalt
cover and thenthrough the vadose zone.' .,. '

Alfredo Aviles, the Quemetco Environmental Manager, provided permission to conduct the
inspection. It was indicated that the CME inspection would consist ofthe following activities: 1)
observation ofthe Facility obtaining water level measurements, 2) review ofthe Facility records,
3) observation ofgroundwater sampling, and 4) combined discussion ofthe hydrogeology and
potential violations at a close-out meeting. .
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On May 16, 1994, DISC staff observed Environmental Strategies Corporation (ESC) personnel
collect groundwater elevation data at all of the Facility's monitoring wells but no well head
inspection data was observed to be collected by the consultant at any time during the inspection..

At approximately 1100 on May 16, 1994, DTSC staff arrived at the Facility and underwent the
Facility health and safety training, required for all personnel who enter the processing areas of
the site. The health and safety plan was read and then signed acknowledging attendance ofthis
training. Level C personel protective equipment was donned by DTSC staff, as required by the
Facility (steel toe and shank boots, overalls or tyvek, hardhat, gloves, safety glasses, earplugs,
safety vest).

ESC personnel indicated that the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) used at the Quemetco
Facility to conduct groundwater monitoring was the unapproved Phase 2 GMP (Final),
Quemetco, Inc., Facility, City ofIndustry California, prepared by Environmental Strategies
Corporation on October 20, 1993, and revised January 10, 1994, and February 14, 1994.

5.1.1 Decontamination Procedures

At 1323 hours DTSC staffwalked around the process areas to the waste water treatment plant
where a decontamination area was being set up. Staffwitnessed decontamination ofthe
submersible pump. The exterior ofthe pump was not steam cleaned as called for as the first
decontamination step in the SAP. One 55~gallondrum was filled with a mixture oftap water and
alconox detergent, a second was filled with a clean tap water, and a third barrel held
commercially available (Sparkletts) distilled water. Immediately after undergoing
decontamination, the submersible pump was placed on an uncovered truck bed which had not

.been observed to have been decontaminated. The area where the decontaminated pump was
placed should have been covered With clean plastic.

Sampling containers were prepared by labeling and by pre-chilling with ice in the ice chests.
The prepared sample containers were placed in bubble packs with a temperature blank for each
ice chest. ESC personnel wore clean disposable gloves during all decontamination and sample
container preparation procedures.

Decontamination ofthe electronic water level indicator was conducted after extraction from each
well following measurements with sprayed deionized water and clean paper towels. It was noted
that clean gloves were worn by ESC staffperson, JeffBenson, at each well but not by ESC staff
person, Bob Bealkowski, who retained the same gloves throughout all of the water level
measurements. He stated that he only touched the paper towels and the water bottle which held
deionized water and had no direct contact with ground water or wells.

4.3 DTSC Review of Phase 2 Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP)

This Phase 2 GMP, prepared by ESC, October 20, 1993, revised on January 10, 1994, and
February 14, 1994, still contains some flaws in the procedures and protocols. However, it is the
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implications ofllumerous conclu.sory-type statements in ~e)od)',ofthedoc~entthatprovide
the most serious causesJor concern. An early Geological Support Unit (GSU) memorandum in
1989 by ])avid Schwartzbart{seeRec()rds Review S~ction.~.5)conflictssharply with many of
these statements. This memorandum raised a number of serious issues which have not been. -,'. .. ' -,' . - ..
settled throughtl,1e Phase 2.GMP. ' ,,' ...... "".::
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Iil the ,G¥P Introcluction, page,.1, Qu.eIll,~tco sta~es. that .~t.develop,e4:this,
".. :sampling and analysis plan for a groundwaterdetectio!1,rllqpitpring program."
to comply with Code ofFederal Regulations (CFR), Title 40, Part 265, Subpart F,
Section 265.92 and with California Code ofRegulations (CCR), Title 22, Chapter

.,:15;.Arti'?l~,' ~:ij~l iaci;,'!E?P~t~!,ix~ .cit~ti9.iiS .~~ ;J]~~ t~~~~p:q~(t4~.,9MP, that it is

.. relyirlg upon Chaptet.l5. At th~~~~t,~eih<?~ey~r,the G~.~pes not meet
'lTIan-y: 9fpTSG's rt:gulatory requireD:!epts un~er{~hapt~r :15~ :fo~.e~~ple, the
Citv.1P dpesnoimeetthe r~q~~ID.~Jltsup.4er gpa:pt€?! 15,,~~ re~p~~~ to vadose
zone and surface-water monitoring, despite. indications thaUea:d has been reported

, ,froinsurfa~~ 'Ya.-~~r Cl:dj~ce~t tg'i4e s.it~ ,aildJ~at at1~~4.~~n~ol.cllaripelsubdrain '
offers a significant downstream pathway to the surface vv.~t(?,rs ofthat channel. In
addition to 'the natural lateral stratigraphic variations, the former impoundm~nt is
si~tc;:d ne"tto S8.ll Jose Cree~;'Yhich has beenartificiallystraight.ened, lined and
underlain with a subdrain. The purpose ofthis subdrainis t9prevent high ground
water from literally floating the concrete lining upward. Approximately every

,,500 feet there is,a one-way valve,arrangemeIlt w:hich allows underflow water to
enter the creek. Wat_er discharged t9,gJ:ound from the fOllJ.ler,iJllpoundment,
together with whatever chemical burden it contained, would not necessarily be
precludedl:>yany ci~monstrated'm~~.:fi:ommoving ltitenilly ~top low-

. permea;bility horjzons and encountering'this subdram system. Ifthe subdrain
crossed ,another channel sand body, another means ofco:imecting to lower-lying
aquifer units woultfoccur wp~ntb,at·~h~elsand eventually interwove, off-site

. and downgradi~nt. Inot1J.er words a very' significant contaminant migration
,pathway exists next to, the site which has not been factored into the GMP.

•1' • • ~ , •

Quem~tco's stCitement that it has developed a, "... sampling and analysis plan for a
groundwater detection, monitoring,program:" is extremely problematic. Instead,
the data clearly reveal that Quemetco needsto be ,performing both evaluation
(assessment) and detection monitoring because it has had past. lead releases to
ground water from the regulated unit-;,.Section 66265.91(d) indicates that, "[i]n
conjunction with an evaluation monitoring program the owner or operator shall
continue to conduct a detection monitoring program under Section 66265.98 as
necessary to providethe best assurance ofthe detection of subsequent releases
from the regulated unit." Despite DTSC having accepted a soil clean-up level of
150 mglkg as "clean closure,", this means that there is residual lead in the vadose
zone underlying the regulated unit with potential for future impact to ground
wmcr. . ,
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Evidence of lead at an order ofmagnitude above the MCLs was detected in
ground water from early monitoring wells. Quemetco never subsequently met the
requirement in CCR Title 22 Chapter 15 Article 6 Section 66265.98 (l)(7)(B) to
demonstrate II •••that a source other than the regulated unit caused the evidence, or
that the evidence resulted from an error in sampling, analysis or evaluation, or
from natural variation in groundwater... II Quemetco has neither invalidated that
data nor otherwise proven that its regulated unit was not responsible for the lead
contaminant burden.

The GMP is described as being for the purpose of detection monitoring, but
detection monitoring implies no previous release. There has been continuing
controversy as whether or not a release from the regulated unit has occurred. It
appears that the GJv1P is worded in such away that suggests that the Facility is
attempting to gain explicit approval from the U.S. EPA and DTSC for its position
that no release had.previously occurred. Quemetco has repeatedly asserted and
continues to imply throughout the GMP that no release from the regulated unit
has occurred.

It is the opinion ofthe GSU that a release from the regulated unit has occurred
which has impacted ground water.

The uppermost aquifer unit or saturated horizon at Quemetco has changed
through time as a result ofre-charge and withdrawal effects over an extended
period ofdrought. From the outset ofgroundwater monitoring, lead was been
reported in the uppermost saturated horizon, which is now partially unsaturated,
from a series ofshallow monitoring wells which Quemetco established to monitor
its impoundment. These shallow wells functioned from 1982 to the point when
the uppermost saturated zone of the aquifer became mostly unsaturated.
Additional wells have subsequently been established in the next deeper saturated
zone ofthe aquifer, as the shallower wells became dry over the protracted drought
interval from the mid-80's to early 90's. Based upon general fluvial
hydrostratigraphy ofthe San Gabriel and Puente Basins, the upper saturated zone
is most likely hydraulically interconnected to the lower zone, even though the
deeper wells display significant variations in flow direction from the earlier
shallow measurements, and even if such interconnections occur off-site. It should
also be noted that the deeper aquifer unit has also continued to indicate the
presence of lead, albeit at lesser concentrations than the shallower unit.

Detection Monitoring Programs (DMP) are described in detail within Section
66265.98 but are defined in Section 66265.97 (b)(1)(B) as being intended to "...
represent the quality ofgroundwater passing the point ofcompliance and to allow
for the detection ofa release from the regulated unit. II Evaluation Monitoring
Programs (EMP) are also described in Section 66265.98 with the purpose being
defined in Section 66265.97 (b)(1)(C) as being "... to yield groundwater samples
from the uppermost aquifer that represent the quality ofgroundwater passing the
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6.

, point ofcompliance, and at other locations in the uppermost aquifer as necessary,
to provide the data needed to evaluate changes in water quality due to release
from the regulated unit... " The groundwater monitoring system at this Facility

,does not allow for the detection ofa release from the regulated unit because it also
does not yield groundwater samples from the upperinostaquifer, The
groundwater monitoring system at this facility does not allow for the evaluation of

, the past detected'evidence ofreleases in the upper.saturated zone.! , '
.... , :, .::, .:~ . ,.:i

,'The gIoundwater monitoring system discussed in the GMP cQDsisted ofonly five
wells, MW-9 throughMW-13. These wells are. screened ,in what is actually a
deeper aquifer unit than first monitored by the sequence ofwells installed in 1982.

'The'early wells are left out ofthe GMP. Under Section 66265.97 (b)(l)(B)(3), a
sufficient number ofmonitoring points and background monitoring points are to

,', be installed such that theywill provide "...bestassurance ofthe earliest possible
detection ofa release: from the regulated unit.. ," Unless Jeakagefrom the former
impoundment was the sole source for saturation,ofthe uppermost. unit, there is

, "every possibility that it could be resaturated, and the GMPproposed monitoring'
system would fail to provide "eadiest" detection in the resaturated uppermost
aquifer unit. In point offact, the uppermost unit is currently undergoing
resaturation. '

The statement ,on page 4 ofthe GMP that, "...these five wells screen a water table
aquifer at a depth ofapproximately 50 to 80 feet below ground surface. " is at odds
with earlier information from this and other sites in the general area. Quemetco's
dismissal ofthe ground water,monitored by these earlier wells as so-called
"perched" zone water and assertions that the upper saturated zone is hydraulically'
isolated from underlying aquifers and that therefore any site..:derived
contamination'could not make it to the "true" aquifer is not acceptable. This is an
argument which has been made to the LARWQCB many times ,over the past 8
years for individual sites within the Puente Valley Operable Unit (OU), within
which the Quemetco Facility is Jocated. Despite such arguments, public drinking
water wells have been contaminated,by sites in the OU, thereby demonstrating

, some form ofconnectivity. Otherwise solvents that were discharged at the
surface would not be found in public drinking water wells at 400 feet below
ground surface.

Quemetco and its consultants, have not considered tWo likely sources of so-called
"perched" water in the upper saturated zone, specifically, prior leakage from the
former impoundment operations or discharges from the wastewater treatment
plant.

Quemetco is situated ainongst 80 to 120 other sites which were and are being
carefully investigated by the U.S. EPA in conjunction with the LARWQCB for
solvent contamination. There is no point in proposing a different
hydrostratigraphic model just because the site is being regulated under RCRA.
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Uppermost saturated horizons in the San GabriellPuente Basins mostly connect to
each other and to underlying saturated units.

7. Quemetco has not considered in its GMP the facts of fluvial geomorphology, that
string or channel sands anastomose or interweave in three dimensional space
thereby interconnecting, sometimes downgradient ofa site. At the BDP site,
some 2 miles to the east and further "up-basin", interconnected sand units to 70
feet bgs were demonstrable from comparison ofthe boring logs. Quemetco has
not demonstrated, even with its pump tests, that the upper and lower saturated
units underlying its site are not interconnected.

8. A 10-foot screen was used for MW-9 and 20-foot screens were used for MW-11,
MW-12, and MW-13. This is a mismatch which may in fact maximize upgradient
contamination and minimize or dilute downgradient effects, thereby equalizing
measured concentrations in the network. Screen lengths should have been the
same in all wells and the sections ofthe aquifer unit monitored should be the
same to enable comparisons from which valid conclusions may be drawn. Prior
to selecting the sections ofthe aquifer unit to be screened for a monitoring
program, an investigation should have been made as to vertical distribution of
contaminants. Short staggered screens should have been utilized to match the
putative sections ofthe saturated zones.

9. Quemetco proposes on page 4 of the GMP that, "Background water quality data
will be collected from MW-9 and MW-l 0." Nowhere in the GMP is there
justification that water from these locations would represent background. Highly
elevated lead contamination from soil samples has been reported from within the
boring for MW-10 (1800 mg/kg at 69 ft. bgs24

). In the DTSC Internal
Memorandum, June 7, 1989, prepared by David Schwartzbart (GSU) to Willie
Ndubuizu, it was noted that ofall the soil samples taken to that point in time, only
soil samples from MW-8 were not found to contain lead and that in some of the
borings, lead was encountered to the full vertical extent ofthe borings. Quemetco
failed to justify its selection ofthe background well location with respect to their
being away from any lead-contaminated soils. Note that lead is not present in
significant concentrations in other shallow monitoring wells of most other sites in
the area. If Quemetco wishes to provide an accurate picture ofnormal lead
burden (true background) for shallow ground water in the area, the Facility needs
to survey up- and down-gradient monitoring wells at other sites.

10. There is a second major factor in the background well issue. Given the likelihood
that discharge from Quemetco's impoundment was responsible for at least a

Environmental Strnlegies COrpOllltiOn, July 9, 1991, Supplemental Soil and GrOlmdwater Investigations, Quemetco, Inc. Facility, City of
Industry, California.
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12. The Phase 2 GMP failsto deal with the crucial issue ofwhere the lead
contaminated ground water, being monitored in the early (1982-1987) sh1tllow
w,ells ofthe uppermost saturated horizon, has migrated. This water did not
evaporate nor was it pumped out by Quemetco. Hdid not simply and inexplicably
vanish from the Puente/San Gabriel Basins. 'Given knowledge of interwoven
channel sands at those other sites iIi the area involved iIi San Gabriel Valley
National Priority List. site investigations, water levels in the upper sand units may
have dropped in response to drinking water pumping centers and .drought reduced
recharge. As the water level drops, individual parcels ofwater in such upper sand

,.~~ ··I.f~.~.:::.

portion ofthe shallow saturation encountered by early wells and that various
elevation data suggested flow·directions 180 degr~es out ofphase with that
indicated by the c1.iiTent deeper wells, it is also possible thatJead-contam.iIiated
shallow ground water moved to the 'south foianumberofyears./):'bis would'
place site;.derived lead..,contaminatedground water.physicallyupgradient of those
wells that Quemetco wishes to have considered as the ·GMF upgradient wells.
There has been no demonstration, in fact no discussion, by Quemetco that an

; ,. upgradient:connectiondoes not exist be~een the uppermost and next lower
'aquifer units;: arguments concerning on-:siteisolation ofthe uppermqst unit

,notwithStanding. Finally; it is noted that Quemetco'has purchased the former
: Ricl1ardsoIi Ba:1tery'site'wbich adjoins, the: Quemetco Facility which is upgradient
.Witli'regard to the lower saturated rone:',Therefore, it.has the 1opportunity to' easily
exPand'its liipgradient ,investigations and'to possibly to achieve proper upgradient
monitoring.

.! ,'t .' ." ',' .',) f ~ ~:: .L ".

11.' :Itisstated oil page 4 ofthe:.GMP,tb.at~."[Q]atafromdowngradiep.t.wells MW-Il,
'MW-'I2, aridMW.:15 willoe compared to:backgrotuid levels.to determine
,,;whether containiriation is 'present.,'!i· ThiS is not ,acceptable;, even!if the purported
. upgradient:'wellsare ultimately demoristratedtorepresentupgradient conditions in
,the lowef aqriifer"unit,since leadcontammation has already been detected in the
upper saturated zone;· AS statedin:the DTSC Internal.Memorandum, June 7,
1989, prepared by David'Schwartzbart(GSU) 10 Willie Ndubuizu,Jead was
confirmed, "...in groundwater during the first sampling event as well as dUring

. various 'sampling events rintilthe[then,:1989] present time.'·' In July' 1982;
groundwater samples from monitoringwells'MW-I, MW":2, MW-3:and MW-4
showed that,.11~..1ead was detected during regular groundwater analyses..." and

,that, n.:.all samples contain lead above both·thePiimary Drinking Water Standard
and the MaximumConcentrationLimit.(0.05;ppm)." 'Contaminationhas clearly
been present in ground water at the 'site' for a long time. Quemetco'has failed to
perform full assessment monitoring. Groundwater'assessment monitoring must
be performedimder post-e1osure to evaluate the fate ofpast releases and the
extent ofcontaminated ground water. Detectionmonitoring mustalso be
instituted with regard to possible additional releases to the already-contaminated
ground water from residual soil contammation left behind as a result of the
closUre process decisions. "
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units retreat to the hydraulic connections with underlying units. Such cross
connections are apparent in boring logs at other sites. For example, at the former
BDP site two miles upgradient to the east, some 70 wells have been installed
while tracking a tetrachloroethylene (PCE) plume off-site. In contrast, Quemetco
has yet to deal with even the possibility ofoff-site migration of its own
groundwater pollution.

13. The Phase 2 G11P states on page 6 that, f1 ... the monitoring of surface water and
the unsaturated zone is not part ofthe Facility's sampling and analysis program. fI

Yet in the line immediately above it also states that the G11P elements were,
f1 developed in accordance with the requirements of22 CCR, Chapter 15, Article
6 f1 These two lines represent a fundamental incompatibility. Both surface water
monitoring and vadose monitoring are mandated under Chapter 15.

14. Quemetco describes on page 6 ofthe Phase 2 G11P, installation of two additional
wells to, f1 ...complete the groundwater monitoring system. fI As stated earlier, it is
clear that the G11P is not satisfactory in this regard, but moreover the mechanism
ofwell installation yields other clues. A conductor casing was set into the top of
a f1 ...fine-grained stratum... f1 which "...varied from 30 (MW-13) to 30.5 (MW-I2)
feet bgs. fI There has been no apparent attempt to map the top ofthis fme-grained
unit to determine the direction in which lead-bearing water would have flowed
along it upon discharge from the impoundment.

15. The proposed abandonment ofwells MW-l throughMW-5, MW-7 and MW-8 is
wholly inappropriate. Indeed, the abandonment ofwhat may have been the
former uppermost saturated zone's near-field upgradient well MW-6, "...due to
vehicular damage. fI may have also been inappropriate.. The arguments presented
are inconsistent with what is known about the aquifer system in the area ofthe
Facility, which is primarily fluvial in depositional environment and not alluvial.
There is generally no main unit amongst co-equal saturated horizons which
ultimately interconnect. The units must be ultimately interconnected, because the
uppermost unit water would have had to drain somewhere, otherwise it would not
have gone dry. Although DTSC believes there is a need for wells at the positions
ofMW-14 and MW-I5, their abandonment appears to be part ofa pre­
arrangement with U.S. EPA. This issue ofnear-field monitoring at the what was
formerly called a waste pile and is now called the former "raw materials storage
area, fI should be revisited during Corrective Action and a well or wells re­
established near-field to the unit.

16. Page 10 ofthe Phase 2 GMP states that, f1Surface water monitoring (San Jose
Creek) is not to be part ofthe monitoring prograJI!. because previous quarterly
monitoring of San Jose Creek by Canonie Environmental revealed no constituents
of concern at concentrations above the MCLs. fI This is a significant error, since
October 1, 1987, data cited in the DTSC Internal Memorandum, June 7, 1989,
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17. Section 66265.97(d)(5) allows an owner/operator only to omit unsaturated zone
monitoring from the monitoring program ifit submits "...evidence that either there

, is no unsaturated zone monitoring device or method·,designed to operate under the
subsurface c~)llditions existing at that :waste management;~t.. ;~~ The reasoning

'!'.' ,0npagelOof:the,Phase.2GMPto justify not including vadose monitorin~ is
__ :,i , inaccurate, and not approaching a, level t6 meet these regulatory requirements.
:,'.,'::'. Quemetco states that; "Metals are:generally not volatileundernonnal temperature

, conditions and will notmigrate in·the:yaporphase, Hence unsaturated zone
(vapor) monitoring is not warranted for·theQuemetco.site.", :DTSGhas never
suggested vapor monitoring fOT metals at the Quemetco Facility, which has been
'used successfullyto our lmowledge only witll:Tespect to mercury. ,Quemetco has

. , not rec6gnizedthat.there,are,:many,forms ofcontaminant transport across the
.' vadose zone and that the most. common means for monitoring .metals (dissolved

-i 'phase)transport inpore,wateds through devices such asJysimeters; Section
,66265.99 (d)(4) discusses optional methodologies. :'.::."" .,.

. prepared by David Schwartzbart (GSU) to Willie Ndu~uizu, revealed 120 Ilg/l of
lead in the surface water of San Jose ,Creek, clearly above the MCL.

Furthermon~, itis also a pointofdebate,as to whether vapor migration ofvolatile
orgariiccompounds 0'OCs) needs to be considered with respect to both ground
water and the vadose zone at Quemetco. Recently, DTSC collected samples from
seepage pits in the vadose zone and groUndwater samples from on-site wells
which indicate the presence ofVOCs in the waste streams which entered the
seepage pits and probable releases ofVOCs to ground water; Therefore it is
reasonable to conclude that such compounds were also dischargedto the former

. impoundment. Earlier groundwater measurements oftotal organic halogens
revealed a concentration gradient between wells M\\(-5 and MW-6. Hence, vapor
'phase monitoring might need to be considered at Quemetco for volatile organic
compounds, but not for metals.

18. The Phase 2 GMP on page 8 argues that only monitoring wellMW-l ofall ofthe
shallow wells, "...consistently containedwater during the monitoring period; the
other shallow wells are ,generally dry." This is erroneous since the shallow wells
contained water for a considerably.longer time than the one year 1993/1994
monitoring "period" required for the Phase 2 GMP. Moreover, analytical results'
from sampling from some ofthese wells repeatedly showed lead contamination at '
levels above the MCLs.

19. Quemetco and its consultants have not fully examined the site stratigraphy and ,
have not placed it in the setting ofthe San Gabriel/Puente Valley-San Jose Creek
fluvial stratigraphy and associated hydrostratigraphy. Reams ofbasic material,
such as case histories, are'available by contacting Phil Ramsey, project manager
for the Puente Valley OU at U.S. EPA Region IX at (415) 744-2258. '
Contaminants from many facilities in the same general area have managed to
'navigate the various vertical and lateral shallow sand urut interconnections (as
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well as through so-called barrier units) in sufficient quantities to cause shut-down
ofpublic wells and for water supply companies to rely on blending to achieve
sufficient reductions in order to continue purveying the ground water to the
public.

20. Section 66265.97 (d) requires that adequate unsaturated or vadose zone
monitoring be performed at ISD sites with a surface impoundment, waste pile,
land treatment unit or landfill. The GMP indicates that no vadose monitoring is to
be performed. Therefore despite Quemetco's repetitive statements, such as on
page 1, that the GMP was designed to comply with the groundwater monitoring
requirements ofCCR 22 Chapter 15 Article 6, it clearly fails to meet fundamental
elements ofthose regulations.

21. Section 66265.97 (c) requires that adequate surface water monitoring be
performed at ISD sites with a surface impoundment, waste pile, land treatment
unit or landfill, whether it is in an evaluation or a detection monitoring program.
Section 66265.97 (c) (1) states "... [t]he owner operator shall establish a surface
water monitoring system to monitor each surface water body that could be
affected by a release from the regulated unit." The Phase 2 GMP indicates that
Quemetco will not perform any surface water monitoring at its former
impoundment despite the proximity of San Jose Creek and earlier analytical
results showing lead occurring above the MeL in its surface waters. Therefore,

.the Phase 2 GMP is not in compliance with the regulations.

22. The Phase 2 GMP indicates that virtually all shallow wells associated with the
impoundment are to be abandoned. Given that these wells monitored
contamination in the uppermost saturated horizon for years 1982 to 1986, despite
"perched zone" designation by Quemetco, and that this aquifer unites) would be
first affected by any further discharge through the residual vadose zone
contamination at the former impoundment, Quemetco has no basis for their
elimination, unless they are replaced on a one for one basis, by multi-level nested
wells of superior design and construction. Even if the former uppermost saturated
aquifer unit had truly been "perched," which DTSC has long asserted that it was
not and which by comparison to other facilities in the Puente/San Gabriel Basin
area it is demonstrably not, CCR Title 22 Chapter 15 Article 6 Section 66265.97
(b)(1)(B)(3.) states that it is required to have "...a sufficient number of monitoring
points and background monitoring points installed at appropriate locations and
depths to yield groundwater samples from other aquifers, low-yielding saturated
zones and from zones of perched water as necessary to provide best assurance
ofthe earliest possible detection ofa release from the regulated unit... 11 (emphasis
added). Therefore the Phase 2 GMP again clearly fails to meet the requirements
ofDTSC regulations.

23. Leaving aside the question ofdetection and/or evaluation monitoring in the Phase
2 GMP, the list ofdetection monitoring analytes is not adequate. Although Table
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26. Quemetco states on page 11 ofthe Phase 2 GMP that, "MCLs established as
drinking water standards by the California Department ofHealth Services provide
the water quality protection standards for the Quemetto, Inc. Facility." These
MCLs do not in fact protect. ground water nor are they w~ter quality protection
'Standards for groundwater. They are merely limits at which water may be used
for drinking purposes. Senate Bill I082, enacted by the legislature with the intent
ofeliminating regulatory duplication, requires the Department to include the
equivalent ofWaste Discharge Requirements (WDR) in the hazardous waste
facility permits. WDRs require that discharge and subsequent degradation of the

1 in'8ection 6626S.97(f) indicates groundwater monitoririg parameters that must
be included in,the list of detection monitoring analytes, these ar~ tQ,be in addition
to those required to be developed under (e). Inparticular, c(;mtinued use oftotal
organic halogens isnot acceptable as the sole measure ofhalogenated VOCs since
individual species 'have already been detected in both the soils and ground water
atthesite..",;,;",:~,U,i.I'.':, ':"':~ :,,';1 :'.11';'.": ,',: ·.\1.,1

25. Quemetco states on page 11 ofthe Phase 2GMP that,."These elements ofthe
water, quality protection ,guidelines were developed in accordance with.. .22 CCR,
Chapter 15, Article 6.../' , Article 6, Section 66265.92 (a) indicates that the, water
quality protection standard "..shall consist of the list ofconstituents ofconcern
under section 66265.93, the concentration limits under section 66265.94 and the
point ofcompliance and all monitoring points under section 66265.95." It is not
seen that Quemetcohas defined its list ofconstituents ofconcern in accordance

, with the regulations.' ,

24. ,: Underboth detection and;evaluation monitoring,therearerequirem~ntsto perform
: sampling to detenn,ine whether cpnstltilents in the list ofAppendix, IXto Chapter

'" 14 are presentin-the groundwater;r;Underdetection monitoring ·under Section
',:,," .66265:98(l)(2),Appendix:Ix.:sanip'ling;is,triggered_~when the.re 'is,,:'~ ...statistically

'. significant evidence; ofreIeasefroIl1 the regulated unit or i:J;\the' o.'\Y;l1er or operator
,·:does not resample pursuant/to ~ubsection;~k)(2)ofthis section.':.'~,::The earliest

evidences ofreleasefrom.the-regulated"unit were never resamplec)..according to
',' (k)(2)which would have, requIred Quemetco,to}' .. .immediately: ilptiate a

,.procedure to verify that there.ds statiStically significant evidence.ofa release from
the regulated unit. .. " Routine quarterly groundwater monitoring over the
succeeding years does not classify as an "immediate" resamplmg procedure. With
respect to evaluation monitoring, ':under,.8ection,66265;99,(d)(6),:Quemetco would
berequired to "...analyze.samplesfrom all monitoring points in the affected
medium. forall constituents contained ,in the Appendix IX to Chapter 14 at least
annually '!) TheGSU staff holds that'Quemetcp needs to implement both

. detection and evaluation monitoring, thus Quemetconeedsto include Appendix
IX sampling in its Phase 2 GMP. Moreover, all ofthe contingent actions that
would, be required ofQuemetco' 'should.the sampling -reveal any Appendix IX
constituents, need to be covered,inthe Phase 2·GMP.", .

_ . ..__ w_. .. ._ .• _ •.• _ --- ..._.. __·_·__~·._w_....._ .. _. . .. _----_..... - -_ ....._..-_....- .--"."'-'.'--'_._-"--,-,-.._-_. _._--~ --.--,. --..- ..•.-
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27.

water body at any level should be minimized. Use ofthe MCL is not necessarily
minimization if the basin plan developed by the LARWQCB uses lower levels as
water quality objectives.

Section 66265.93 indicates that the constituents of concern need to include
"...waste constituents, reaction products, and hazardous constituents that are
reasonably expected to be in or derived from waste contained in the regulated
unit." Chlorinated VOCs were previous reported from groundwater analyses and
have now been reported in soil analyses. A clearly defined list of constituents of
concern based on the above criteria and data must be provided in the Phase 2
GMP. In its section on Monitoring Parameters and Constituents of Concern on
page 11, Quemetco has not included that it has apparently released chlorinated
volatile organic compounds to seepage pits and to ground water. It may be
reasonably concluded that such VOCs were also discharged to the former surface
impoundment. Therefore, the monitoring parameters and analytical methods cited
in Table 2 are incomplete and VOCs must be added to the list of required
analytes.

Section 66265.94 requires that for each medium, Quemetco specify concentration
limits for each constituent of concern, and such limits must be set at, "... a
concentration limit not to exceed background value of that constituent as
determined... " Background concentrations for ground water have not been
properly established.

Section 66265.95 indicates that point ofcompliance with the groundwater
monitoring standard and that"...additional monitoring points at locations pursuant
to section 66265.97 ofthis article... " may be included. It is ofconcern to the GSU
that no such points have been established to determine the fate oflead-polluted
ground water measured from 1982 to the point in time when the on-site shallow
wells went dry.

On page 13 there is a section entitled "Monitoring Frequency for Initial
Conditions," which implies that initial conditions are when the Phase 2 GMP
monitoring began, while in reality true initial conditions date back to 1982 when a
lead release was documented. The Water Quality Protection Standard must take
into account that a release occurred and in that effort set concentrations', points of
compliance and monitoring frequency to evaluate the extent ofthat release to
groundwater.

Quemetco indicates on page 13 of the GMP that ifwaste is left in place, a Post­
closure permit will be applied for. In other documents it was anticipated at that
time in the closure plan that waste would be left in place. Closure activities have
concluded and contamination is indeed being left in place. The GMP should have
reflected the intent to leave contamination in place and should now be revised to
reflect the fact.
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28.· Although Quemetco cites 22 CCR,Chapter 15, ArtiCle 6, as a basis for
constituents of concern, there appears to be no mention of the requiiement to
perform Appendix IX sampling on a regular basis. In fact there is no indication

.. : ,. ithiif~iich sa.rnplfug has ever been performed in the past Moreover, there is no
, . UriderStandmg: corimiunicated that theconstituenfs ofconcern are 'not merely
.', . de:fi.ii~d·i:pri6ri·butaretb be modifiable based'uponAppendix.IX·results.

, J.<,",' :~.c{. "i·.f .:: ...,:.';1' ....... ,,· ·.~.. "'.r,l· ,(, ,·,·}I\};:·~,,~,A.· 'f:.}~. J.~:~.~~:·~{ .• Jlf~·:;':;.<';:

29. The subsection in the Phase 2 GMP on monitoring points and points of
·{·:26£ipiiailce~pageJl,·iDdicatesthat the water quality protection standard will
" . applY'and monitoring will be conducted at theinters~ctionofa,;vertical extension

.!..ofaM;forniet' surface iiripouncIinenfand the upperniost·~quifer./rhe monitoring
,.... \Vells.';iselected as'inoriitoring' points all lie within.a second saturated horizon not

. th~' :first: Even tIioughthe :firsfaquifetumt may have been unsaturated when the
.phase:rGMP\:vasbeing prepared, historical sattrration should .beused to define
pbints ofcompliance. 'Inteali(y,' Quemetco.would have to monitor multiple

, aquifer units to be in compliance with'the regulations and to provide a realistic
detection monitoring system. .

30. .::Appraisai ofits'waSte dlscharge'inipactsis no(~cludediD.thisPhase2 GMP by
Quemetco.No reference is made to any ·further groundwater evaluation with

.te~pectto paSt discharge. By,whatever:regulatory means, whether. it is during.
Corrective Action, un4er a Post-closure Permit, or as part ofthe Phase 2 GMP,
Quemetco must come to gnpswith'the issue·ofthe fate ofthe lead, sulphate and
any ethel-contaminants discharged from the site and which may have since
migrated beyond the property line. It is preferred that thls issue be incorporated
'into the Phase 2 GMP. ..

31, : In the future, soil Cleanup' criteria at Quemetcoshouldnot be based solely upon
diiect exposure from the soil !Jut should consider also that ground water is a
priniaryenviionmental receptor. Therefore, cleanup of the vadose zone shoulq.
'proceed to the point such that groUnd water is not further threatened by continued
waste'discrurrge ofresidual site-derivedcontarriinants.

Evaluation of groundwater contamination based on distance ofexisting public
wells from the subject site and citation that they are not now severely polluted by
a' given contaIninant is not acceptable. The' separate regulatory levels 0 f the
various constituents of mterest are not cited. Several problems exist with this.
Any discharge to ground water, whether exceeding a regulatory number such as
an MCL or not at a well miles away from ,the site, constitutes pollution. Thirdly,
the issue under "clean.,up goals" is not whether any putative site discharge. .
represents pollution but what number woUld represent no further discharge to
ground water or would be acceptable under WDR's incorporated into the
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit as per Senate Bill 1082.
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Residual threat of contamination should be indicated by the cumulative hazard
index ofall contaminants measured in the near-field do'wngradient monitoring
well not exceeding 1.

Use of cumulative hazard, engendered by multiple chemical species, has been
discussed in U.S. EPA documents and specifically referred to in State Water
Resources Control Board requirements. Quemetco should include it in the
methodology for developing any future cleanup objectives for the vadose zone..

32. The statements on page 14, "...that concentration levels ofthe constituents of
concern (arsenic, cadmium, and lead) are relatively consistent across the site at
levels below or slightly above the method detection limit..." and on page 18,
"...the relatively consistent contaminant levels present at the site." are misleading.
These both imply that there may not be a concentration gradient across the site
and one implies that there are only three constituents of concern. There does
appear to be a concentration gradient for lead and there are other constituents of
concern.

33. It is not understood why hydrographs for wells MW-9 and MW-ll were the only
ones proposed in the Phase 2 GI'v1P. All wells,should have been so treated.
Moreover, in order to determine seasonal minima and maxima, monthly gaging of
all wells should have been proposed. There is no evidence in the Phase 2 GMP
that Quemetco actually knows the timing of seasonal effects since it has only
monitored selected lower saturated zone wells on a quarterly basis.

34. Even though Quemetco correctly assesses the problems with stagnant water
trapped in blank casing sections, there are some problems with the discussion on
well purging in the Phase 2 GMP. Purging to eliminate stagnant water should
never result in a well being considered "dry." Quemetco's discussion on page 17,
seems to indicate the opposite, that purging would result in the well being,
"...considered dry and no sample will be collected." even if the well recovers from
that purging after 24 hours. A procedure which artificially dewaters a well and
then arbitrarily declares it "dry" is wholly unacceptable as part of the Phase 2
GMP.

35. When VOCs are added to the constituents or concern, the purging protocols ofthe
Phase 2 GMP must be re-written, e.g. "[F]or wells that can be pumped to dryness
before yielding three well volumes, sufficient recovery ofwater in the well will be
allowed before sampling." For VOCs, the wells may not be pumped to dryness.
Cascading water, vigorous or not, is unacceptable under such circumstances.
Moreover, Quemetco fails to state how they will determine "vigorously". Purging
should be performed so that there is no extreme drawdown to induce cascading
conditions; alternative sampling protocols may also be considered, e.g. depth­
specific devices.

~
~
---------~
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40. . Detection ofgroundwater contamination is meant to trigger assessment .
monitoring in that it compares current concentrations to those established durmg
the first year ofdetection monitoring. As was concluded iIi 1989 by DTSC staff,
".. .lead was detected in all four monitoring wells repeatedly ,quring th~ first year
of 'detection' monitoring.. This should have,triggered evaluation monitoring.'~

41. The discussion on page 29 of the Phase 2 GMP implies that in 1994 Que~etco
will "...determine if there isst8;tistically significant ,evidence ofa release from the
inactive surface impoundment." as ifthere were no earlier evidences. The
impoundment has been inactive for 9 years, since 1986.. When it was "newly"
inactive,evidence ofa release was determined.. Now that it is "older", there is no
needfor Quemetcoto re-determine this. The purpose of monitoring with respect
to this impoundment should be to evaluate what is occurring with past discharges
as well as to detect any potential discharge from contaminants left in place as a
result ofclosure decisions. Assessment monitoring must be established for past
releases and detection monitoring must be continued to detect subsequent releases
from waste being left in place. ) .

36. When a determination would be made that poorrecharge was due to siltation of
the wel1;:Quemetco indicated in the Phase 2 GMP that, '~...arrang~ments will be

·:. made to redevelop the well before the next qllal1:~rly sampling, event." This
iniplies that data iW'ould n~t be 0 btainedftom that well fqr a giye,n event and that

· 'annual cycle ofqlifuterlynionitoring would n,ot .be complete~ fOF that well. Such
, . .'. a'circumstance isl,insatisfactory and an altemativepro~ed~eneeds to be inCluded

in'the .Phase 2GMP before it can beapproveci. for; :c:onti,nll~t,iq1J,<"""
, .' ... 'i· \ ..... '~ .~:I..,I~ f· ··r,,,,,"~~I·~.l_:""" , - ..', (.

. ," -~.: ,.:, ?' .... ,: •• ",. \~ ·":'·:.i· ,',. ·~~~~t·.,· . ·'t~,~.I·".~... t~:l"l\·:·

37. Calculation for a casing volume ofwate,dsinde~d:base.qop tl.tec.'~..)ength ofth~

column ofwater in the we'll casing... ". The methodology described in the Phase 2
GMP includes,the screen length as well casing.)t.err~:m.,t.J:at "...(t~tal we~ depth

'minus depth to groundwater)..." may neglect siltation if the constructed well depth
is'usedinstead oHhe.depthmeasur~dthat partic.u1ar day. For sake ,of accuracy,
this minor point needs to be clarified. .. .

" !.-: .... :.:); !:.' •...
. H..', ", .• .

39, ,'.' .An entil:e .section ofthe Phase 2 GMPde~cribeshow quality
assurance/quality control (QAlQC) will be performed but says nothing regarding
corrective steps nor proper:reacquisition ofdatafora given quarter ifQAlQC
problems are identified. This implies that whether a quarter's data is acceptable or

·not, it will count as having met the monitoring requirements. This is nC)t ~ .
satisfactory. A procedure must be in place to expeditiously trigger re-sampling if
the QAlQC review so indicates. , .. ,

38. ; .' ThesaIl1pleicollection,protocols,di~cus,sedon,page 18 ofth.e Phase2 GMP do not
· indicate whether a bottolll-emptying,devicewill b~,:us¢<;lwith the bailer. Before
approving the Phase 2 GMP for any further sampling, this point should be

,', 'clarified and'such a device required. .'i " ,',
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42. The DTSC Internal Memorandum, June 7, 1989, prepared by David Schwartzbart
(GSU) to Willie Ndubuizu indicated a similar problem in that "Quemetco
indicates that they are currently in the detection phase of 40 CFR 265
groundwater monitoring requirements." The staff response was that
" ...groundwater analysis results indicate that Quemetco should have been in
assessment monitoring since 1982 and should still be in assessment
monitoring." Nothing has been presented to current DTSC staff which
changes that 1989 conclusion.

43. Other Problem Issues:

o The monitoring well construction diagram for MW-10 is missing.

o The lithologic logs for wells MW-9, MW-10 and MW-l1 are not ,
presented. The logs for all the wells in the proposed network should be
included in the Phase 2 GMP.

o The logs indicate that a five-foot sampler was used but fail to provide any
discrete core information, blow counts or specific sample depths. It
should be determined if these logs are true representations of the field logs
or ifthey simplified and "cleaned up" revisions. The raw field logs need
to be included in the Phase 2 GMP.

4.4 Well Decommissioning

The 1986 C1v1E by the LARWQCB, indicates that the groundwater monitoring system in place
prior to 1986 consisting ofwells MW-l to MW-4 was inadequate because the wells were
improperly constructed and located only within the uppermost zone of the aquifer (LARWQCB,
1986). A later well (MW-6) was decommissioned subsequent to a vehicular collision by one
account; by another it was said to have been removed because it interfered with site operations.
Well decommissioning data for monitoring well MW-6 is not presented in this CME
because no records were found by DTSC which document Quemetco's actual
decommissioning of this well.

Representatives of Quemetco have submitted recent requests to decommission monitoring wells
MW-l'through MW-8 in the Phase 2 GMP currently under review and also made separate
requests for the decommissioning ofMW-3 and MW-10. The rationale is that monitoring wells
MW-l through MW-8 are inadequate and are not constructed to current standards. The separate
request for decommissioning ofMW-3 and MW-I0 are based on adjacent road construction by
the City ofIndustry and the construction ofa stormwater holding tank.
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Although the filter pack, screened interval placement and annular seal are inadequl;l.te at
wellsMW-l throughMW-8, these wells have made significant contributions of data.
These data are considered estimates ofthe contaminant load which:may have been in .,

. place at any point intime. The well construction deficiencies do not nullify historical
analytical 'data nor do they invalidate the data as low estimates ofcontamination. DTSC
would' prefer to have propedy, designed' and constructed wells in place.but, this -request to

. eliminahiallthe'shallowwells'(MW-l through MW-8) will not be.accepted; The.upper .
zone .has resaturated and again represents the uppermost ground water.. These upper zone
wells also have produced impo'rtant water level data. All :fu.rther decommissioning .
requests will'be denied UJiless these wells are replaced on a one for-one basis with multi-

. level nested wells'monitormg upper and-Iower aquifer units;. The exi~ting,or.replacement
wells should\be moriitoiedquarterly along with the rest ofthe monitoring wells ip the. -.

deepe:··*~u.:~er~.··t;._.·.·,.'.:",:'. :,_'.,."~..... " " , ,j, ;.

~ ~ ,'~1._:'~~· . \';.,~; .;..:'~':::;J ' -

Monitoring wells MW-14 and MW-15,iwhich were recentiyabandoned with the
approval or U.S. EPA, represent a loss to the overall groundwater monitoring .. '
network. AD.aIyticalresults for 'groundwatet san;J.ples .from MW-14exceeded:tb.e MCL
foile'ad (O;OS;mg/l) twice in two tonsecutive quarters'(0.14 mg/l on Noveniber 18; 1993,
and 0.053 'nig/l'on: February23, 1994): Analytical results from MW-15 were'within the·
same' ordetdfmagnitUdeas the MCL for lead on for three; consecutive qua.rters{O:016 _
mg/l in August 1993,0.048 mg/l in November 1993, 0.016 in February 1994). Tb.ese­
wells are located within the area of the former "raw materials storage area" which is one
of several areas at the site with a high probability ofcontributing to groundwater
contamination. Dust' suppression sprinklers were operated which could have resulted in
infiltration ofwater and lead waste materials through the poorly maintained asphalt cover
and then through the vadose zone. .

Quemetco also requested permission to abandon and then construct a replacement for
monitoring wellMW-I0, so that a stormwater holding tank in that location could be
constructed. DTSC has indicated that it will not approve this action until the soils in the
areas where the tanks will be constructed are characterized as to the nature and vertical
and lateral extent ofall contamination. This is because previous boring logs indicate that
the soils around this "background" monitoring well are reported to be contaminated to
depths ofup to 68 feet bgs with up to 1800 mg/kg oflead.

During May 16, 17, and 18, 1994, DTSC staff observed ESC personnel purge and sample
ground water from most of the then-existing fourteen monitoring wells. DTSC staffalso
reviewed Facility records prior to the inspection. On June 14, 1994, DTSC staffmet with
the Facility representatives to discuss the hydrogeology of the Facility and conduct a
close-out meeting.

5.1 May 16, 1994, Activities

Alfredo Aviles,the Quemetco Environmental Mariager, provided permission to conduct
the inspeCtion. It was indicated that the CME inspection would consist of the following
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activities: 1) observation of the Facility obtaining water level measurements, 2) review of
the Facility records, 3) observation ofgroundwater sampling, and 4) combined discussion
of the hydrogeology and potential violations at a close-out meeting.

On May 16, 1994, DTSC staffobserved Environmental Strategies Corporation (ESC)
personnel collect groundwater elevation data at all of the Facility's monitoring wells but
no well head inspection data was observed to be collected by the consultant at any
time during the inspection.

At approximately 1100 on May 16, 1994, DTSC staff arrived at the Facility and
underwent the Facility health and safety training, required for all personnel who enter the
processing areas of the site. The health and safety plan was read and then signed
acknowledging attendance of this training. Level C personal protective equipment was
donned by DTSC staff, as required by the Facility (steel toe and shank boots, overalls or
tyvek, hardhat, gloves, safety glasses, earplugs, safety vest).

ESC personnel indicated that the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) used at the
Quemetco Facility to conduct groundwater monitoring was the unapproved Phase 2 GMP
(Final), Quemetco, Inc., Facility, City ofIndustry California, prepared by Environmental
Strategies Corporation on October 20, 1993, and revised January 10, 1994, and February
14, 1994.
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·Abstract ,
.' Adverse health effects ofairborne toxicants, especially small respirable particles

and their associated adsorbed chemicals, are of growing concern to health
·professionals, governmental agenCies, and the general public. Areas rich in
petrochemical processing facilities (e.g., eastern Texas and southern California).

· chronically have poor 8ir quality. Atmospheric releases ofproducts of incomplete
combustion (e.g., soot) from these facilities are not subject to rigorous regulatory

.' enforcement. Although soot can inclucle respirable particle~ and carcinogens, the
toxicologic and epidemiologic consequences ofexposure to environmentally,

·relevant complex soots have notbeen well investigated. Here we continue our
physico:"chemical analysis of butadiene soot.and report effects of exposure to this
soot on putative targets, normal hUman bronchial epithelial.(NHBE) cells. We
examined organic extracts ofbutadiene soot by gas chromatography-mass

. spectrometry (GC-MS), probe dIstillation MS,and liquid chromatography (LC)-.
MS-MS. Hundreds of aromatic hydrocarbons and polycyclic aroinatic
hydrocarbons with molecular mass as high as 1,000 atomic mass'units were
detected, including known and suspected human carcinogens (e.g., benzo(a)
pyrene). Butadienesoot particles also had strong, solid-state free-radical
character.in electron spin resonance analysis. Spin-trapping studies indicated that
fresh butadiene soot in a buffered aqueous solution containing dimethylsulfoxide
(DMSO) oxidized the DMSO, leading to CH3• radical formation. Butadiene soot

DMSO ex:1nict (BSDE)-exposed NBBE cells displayed extranuclear fluorescence
within 4 hr ofexposure. BSDE was cytotoxic to > 20% ofthe cells at 72 hr.
Morphologic alterations, including cell swelling and membrane blebbing, were
apparent within 24 hr of exposure. These alterations are characteristic of oncosis,
an ischemia-induced form of cell death. BSDE treatment also produced
significant genotoxicity, as indicated' by binucleated cell formation. The .
combination ofmoderate cytotoxicity and genotoxicity, as occurred here, can be
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pro-carcinogenic. Key words: blebbing, BSDE, butadiene soot, fluorescence,
free radicals, human bronchial epithelial cells, PAHs. Environ Health Perspect
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Groups of 70 l1laleand 70'female mi~e were'~~posed'to air contalning'O, 6.25, 20, '
62.5, or 20P p,pr:n 1,~;-butadiene for () ~C?~r~,perdaY,,5 daysperweekfor up to 2

.years~ 'groups,of.~O male ~,nd 90 fern,a,I~, mi_c~~w~reexpo~ed.~o62Sppm 1,3- "
, butadlefle,on the same schedule. Up to ,lQanrmals from each group were -
examined after 9 'and 15 months of exposure. '

Survival'and Body Weight in the 2-Year Studies:

Two-year survival was decreased for males and females exposed to concentrations
of 20 ppm or above, primarily due to the development of chemical-related
malignant neoplasms. No female mice exposed to 200 or 625 ppm or males
exposed to 625 ppm survived to the end of the studies (males: 35/50, 39/50,
24/50, 22/50, 4/50, 0/70; females: 37/50, 33/50, 24i50, 11/50, 0/50, 0/70).
Mean body weights of exposed male and female mice were similar to those ,of the

, '
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Hematologic Effects in the 2-Year Studies:

Hematologic parameters were evaluated after 9 and 15 months of exposure. At 9
months, decreases in erythrocyte counts, hemoglobin concentration, and packed
red cell volume were observed in male mice exposed to 62.5 ppm or above and in
female mice exposed to 200 or 625 ppm. Mean erythrocyte volume was increased
in male mice exposed' to 625 ppm and in females exposed to 200 or 625 ppm. At
15 months, decreases in erythrocyte counts, hemoglobin concentration, and
packed red cell volume and increases in mean erythrocyte volume were observed
in male and female mice exposed to 625 ppm.

Neoplasms and Nonneoplastic Lesions in the 2-Year Studies:

Exposure of mice to l,3-butadiene induced benign and malignant neoplasms at
multiple sites. Statistically significant increases in the incidences of neoplasms at
one or more sites were seen at concentrations of 20 ppmand higher in males and
6.25 ppm and higher in females. There waS no exposure level in this study at
which a significant carcinogenic response was not observed. Statistically significant
increases occurred in the incidences of malignant lymphoma; histiocytic sarcoma;
cardiac hemangiosarcoma; harderian gland adenoma; hepatocellular adenoma and
carcinoma; alveolar/bronchiolar adenoma and carcinoma; mammary gland
carcinoma, adenoacanthoma, and malignant mixed tumor (females only); benign
and malignant ovarian granulosa cell tumor; and forestomach squamous cell
papilloma and carcinoma.

Low incidences of uncommon neoplasms also occurred in exposed male and
female mice, including intestinal carcinomas in males, renal tubule adenomas in
males and females, skin sarcomas (all types combined) in females, and Zymbal's
gland adenomas and carcinomas in females.

Lymphocytic lymphomas appeared as early as week 23 and were the principal
cause of death of male and female mice exposed to 625 ppm l,3-butadiene. The
early and extensive development of lethal lymphocytic lymphomas in mice
exposed to 625 ppm resulted in a reduced number of mice at risk for neoplasms
developing later at other sites. Exposure-response relationships for l,3-butadiene-'
induced neoplasms 'were more clearly characterized at concentrations below 625'
ppm and after adjustment for intercurrent mortality.

Increased incidences of nonneoplastic lesions in exposed mice included bone
marrow atrophy; testicular atrophy; ovarian atrophy, angiectasis, germinal
epithelial hyperplasia, and granulosa cell hyperplasia; uterine atrophy; cardiac
;endothelial hyperplasia and mineralization; alveolar epithelial hyp~rplasia;

forestomach epithelial hyperplasia; and harderian gland hyperplasia.

Stop-Exposure, Study:

http://ntp-server.niehs.nih.gOY/htdocs/LT-studies/tr434.html



In vivo; 1,3-butadiene did not induce sex-linked recessive lethal mutations in germ
cells of male Drosophila melanogaster; however, it did induce significant increases
in chromosomal aberrations and sister chromatid exchanges in bone marrow cells
of mice expJosed for 2 weeks by inhalation~ In addition, significant increases iii
micronucleated erythrocytes were observed in peripheral blood samples obtained
from male and female mice exposed to 1,3-butadiene for 2 or 13 weeks or 15
months by inhalation. . ..'

'l I

I

i~

The stcip~'exposure study:consisted ,o(.-groups of 50,_ma.I~.fni~e e~p.C;:>,~.ed.to 1,3-.
bufadienEfi3t,concentrations of 200 ppm for 40 w~ek?" ~25,RpmJ\or ;t.3 w~~ks, 312
ppm for'52. Weeks,' or 625 ppm .for 26 weeks. After Jhe.~)(~g§~[~7~~w,~rY,E0[ppl~~ed,
thes·e"groups\~lere.pla·ced.in:controlchambers for th~,,r~fl1.~!fld~r,qt~,~e}~y,ear .
studY'~' ·The totalexposlir:e;ofl,3-butadiene (concef.ltration.~irn~~dlJ..ra~ion of .'.- .' .
exposLJr~tpf:.t~e;J;~f. 9.r.9,~q.-yv~~~ ~top-expp,suregro~p~.~as.aPRrp~irry~t~Iy'.8,0~0
ppm-weel<.si,..VI(hil~,!ht:l~.,<;>,fi;t~,~L:?_6,~ ~ndS2-wE7~~.~t'?~-~)w?~~re .~,~~up'~ .~~s '.' .
approxjmate,ly ~rq{QQQ.~PPQ1,~W~~~S~i, ',;".. <,.',,': '" ;..... "A :, ..

. . '. ': i '1::. ,i ,:)n·:;;i:{:'; t'1:X+ I:;,,;'; .\I':'·':i'ii'i;·~~;'·'>'~! t, " .,,'q i'i/', , '.';''' .....",::.;_ " ..•".".:' ..:;",':., '.:'~ ..

The sl!r.y,~a,Lota.IJ ~t.op~~xl?os,u.~e groups,was markedlyldwer than that of the. . " ..
contrc)fs;--The 'in'cidences'oflymphocyti¢ 'ryni'phdrria,histibcyticsarcoma;: cardiac'
hemangiosarcoma, alveolar/bronchiolar adenoma and carcinoma, forestomach' .
squarnou$:c;eU:p~piH9Il}a .~.ngcar~!noma, hepatocellular adenoma, harqerian gland
aden6rna :~'nd;!a denO'cat'J·dn'onl'a'~a~rld··prepci·tlai!£jtah'CJ 'd3rdnorTlc3"' we-r.e'sig'hificantly " .

. '·~J .. C{~'~~": :~:'; ;,;·\·"-::,~··P':·-·;:<L~,~~'.)"'1 ":~'.,:. ,1">·~·'··71(~-~'···'-·"·1"'·'·"'·"; "!\\{'·r·~~ ,{ ~.~.: ' ...... _ ,', . '.,,: -"; .. ' >'t.

increased:NeoplasrDs,~~reinqucedA.~iTl'b.st":of\these,sltesafteronly 13 weeks, ofo exposure to 1,3"76~ta·(jien~:.·'Addifjonaljy'~::lo'w":nlj'mbers',ofmalighiu1tglidm:as and
. neuroblastqmas6f the brain and Zymbal's gland carcinomas occurrediri 'one or

...• ,.... :<10 1 , !"',"""'\,.:;"",;' .;'1 ..., .....~' \ •. ,....~ ..: '~\"' .... ":', ' ...,.... ,. .. ,.:.·'i. ,':' ".,~' .• : ,',_, ,;'.; . .... . , ., ,

p :o~i::::::~~o::~:s:~:~~:~e·inCidence~·~f.' IY:P;O~i~·lymPh~:~~'S~~·'ire~'~~;·'·
, ,." .... ! t' ".~., ',0 ',"- , ,~ , •. 1 ". ..... , ,\.~" , ~. "'. ", ',',. _ ,'" ,;' "'';.. • '_.' '. ., •. " .. ." ' ."

O
with exposuret<)"'a higher'cohcentratim'rof 1~3~bLitadierie for·ash6rt·time':'''' '.':

. compared with exposure toa lower co.ncentration for an extended period (34% 'at
625 ppm for 13 weeks versus 12%' at'200ppm fbr 40' weeks; 600/o'at625 ppm JoroC) 26 weeks versus 8% at 312 ppm for 52 weeks). .

G~netic Toxicology:

10 1,3~Butadiene has been tested both in vitro and in vivo for mutagenic actiVity. In
vitro, positive results were obtained in the Salmonella typhimuriuru gene .mutation

O assay with strain TA1535; m~tagenic activity was not observed in' otherS.": ;'.
typhimurium strains '(TA100, TA97, and TA98). 1,3-Butadiene was negative in the
mouse lymphoma assay for induction of trifluorothymidine resistance in L5178Y

10 cells with and without 59. .

o
o
o
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Conclusions:

oG The previous inhalation studies of 1,3~b~tadiene (TR-288) in male and female
. B6C3F1 mice provided clear evidence of carcinogenicity at exposure concentrations

o
o
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Target Organs & Incidences from 2-year Studies
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of 625 or 1,250 ppm. 'The present inhalation studies - 2-year exposures of 6.25,
20, 62.5, 200, or 625 ppm or shorter duration exposures of 200, 312, or 625 ppm
- provide a better characterization of the concentration-dependent responses for
1,3-butadiene-induced neoplasms and nonneoplastic lesions. The present studies
confirmed the clear evidence of carcinogenicity of 1,3-butadiene in male B6C3F1

mice based on increased incidences of neoplasms in the hematopoietic system,
heart, lung, forestomach, liver, harderian gland, preputial gland, brain, and
kidney. There was clear evidence of carcinogenicity of 1,3-butadiene in female
B6C3F1 mice based on increased incidences of neoplasms in the hematopoietic

system, heart, lung, forestomach, liver, harderian gland, ovary, and mammary
gland.

Synonyms: alpha,gamma-Butadiene; bivinyl; divinyl; erythrene; vinylethylene;
biethylene; pyrrolylene

Pathology Tables, Survival and Growth Curves from NTP 2-year Studies

Report Date: May 1993

'Low incidences of intestinal carcinomas in male mice, Zymbal's gland carcinomas
in male and female mice, and renal tubule adenomas and skin sarcomas in female
mice may also have been related to administration of 1,3-butadiene.
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. INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
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-Pled Guilty .
-2 years probation, :first 60 d'
to consist ofhome detention
-$1,000.00 fme

-Pled Guilty .
-Sentenced to 1 year and 1d
-$10,000.00 fme

-Pled Guilty
-Sentenced to 1year and 1 d
~$15,OOO.00 fine

-Pled Guilty
-$500,000.00 fine for each,(
-$200.00 Special Assessmer

Disposition: 6/23/95.
-Pled Guilty
-$500~000:00 fme
-$200.00 Special Assessmer

;.1 ",

Count I:
-Vio. ofTitle 18, U.S. '
Code, Section 371 & 2
(Felony Conspiracy to
violate the Clean Water
Act) .

Count I:
-Vio. of Title 18, U.S.
Code, Section 371 & 2
(Felony Conspiracy to
violate the Clean Water
Act)

Count I:
-Vio. of Title 18, U.S.
Code, Section 4
(Failure to report a

Charges:
Count I:.
-Vio. ofU.S. Code,

'Title 18, Section 371 & 2
(Felony conspiracy to
violate the Clean Water
Act)

Count I:
-Vio. ofU.S. Code,
Title 18, Section 371 & 2 .
(Felony conspiracy to
violate the Clean Water
Act)

Countn: , .
-Vio. ofU.S. Code,
Title 33, Section
1319(c)(4)
(Submitting a false
certification)

• "I" •.. "

" OFFICE OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS

U.S. District Court - Southern District ofIndiana

Quemetco, Inc" Marion CountyName:

Charges Filed: 3/15/95
Jlimes Stephen Bitner

Court:

Quemetco, Inc.

Charges Filed: 3/13/95
Donald Jack Eby

Charges Filed: 3/10/95

Defendant(s):
RSR Corporation
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Stephen Ray Summers

known crime)
Count I:
-Misdemeanor Vio. of
Title 33, U.S. Code,
Sections 1311 and
1319(c)(1)(a)

-ISO hours of community se
-Pled Guilty
-1 year probation
-$200.00 fine
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Wednesday, May 24, 2000 •
'"

By'SAM SKOLNIK . ."
SEATILE POST-INTELLIGENCER REPORTER··
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Michael McKee

October 26, 2001

Subj: Q COMPLAINT LETIER
. Date: 11/27/016:02:39 AM Pacific StandardTime

Fr0f!l:'" gonefo.thelake@ho.me,corTI, (Mike ,McKee) . .
To: MCKEEPALMS@aol.com '. . .:.,

Department otToxic;Sub~.tanyes;Controlr;,.:,,:;. · . : ..~l.>."··
Regiona l~ecords·Office· :'.~ .•...... Li:·r;:i~'·, .,.. :.. ';/'I>;';/~"" f;'l;;;.:'

1011 North Grandview Avenue ::":).; \"~:"'\'

Glendale,California, 91201

Attention: Jamshid Shahi .

Dear Sir:

Re: Opposition to Quemetco Application

• ,oJ

The follOWing are a few of my concerns. As other submissions will cover the scientific case for
denial of this application, most of my questions and comments will address the criminal record
of the company and several individuals, lax enforcement and the flawed public hearing
process,

file://C:Wy%20Documents\Michael's%20Response%20to%20Quemetco.html .

Our family has lived at -the above address for 54 years, .only 4 blocks from the smelter. From
the outset, this facility has pollut~d our neighborhood and, for 40 years, our family and
neighbors have been forced ..to participate in one public process. after another, 'attempting to
protect ourselves from the poisons which are pumped.into our en\(.irol'1m~f.ltona da!.Iy ba~i.s .

• 8 • ":,' :::'; ~;:, .,' : •• : ... ;:::".~ '>. '::: ", ..',,:" :~' ..,( <', ':.. ,' .. :.1.-.:.·'.. :: ....: -~ ,.; '~. ··;<··.,:L:ii;.;.l.::.. ~': .. .1. ·: ..:.:·:~.iT< ':: "~'.....~.

. We have documents from the late 1960's showing our opposition to this faciJity,'yet we are still
face(t~!~r lax enforcement py the government departments mandated to pr.9te~J.JA§' ..
Hope'fully, after reviewing citii:'e'ns' c6riiin'ents,'y6u will·cOlicH.ide·that this companY'should be

,.:- shut.down. and~site· remediation ;should commence.J ff you grant their perm it,'h"sh6iiiabe' .
granted on very firm conditions including substantial mitigations. Imagine the cumulative effect
of breathing, drinking, eating and absorbing the to~insfor our entire Jives, living only 4. blocks
from this facility;' .... '. .
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Michael McKee Page 2 of7

4. In contrast to surrounding businesses, Quemetco's premises are amongst the most
unsightly in the area. Can they be forced to improve the look of their premise's? Even a

b) Why wasn't a head table "map" given to the participants (and perhaps the court
reporter), giving the names, positions, agencies, contact information .and seating position
of the speakers? This would have made contact possible.

b) Public attendees numbered approximately the same as government scientists,
Quemetco experts, Quemetco lawyers and other government representatives Do you
agree that the attendance at the public meeting was inadequate to give the quality of
input required for so complex an issue? .

.~a) Who made the decision to deviate from the standard court reporting format of naming
each speaker prior to the answer? . ','

:Without the name of the speaker, ppblic input and interaction is more difficult. Most
.participants did not know how to contact the speakers, nor did they know which
departments they represented. '

11/28/01 '

1. If public input is truly desired, why was notice of the meeting sent to only 13,000 people
when more than 100,000 people are directly affected by the pollution? ....~ .' .

a) Did you soliciUhe participation of elected officials by informing them of the issues?
Only one elected offical attended - a congress woman. Surely representatives from
surrounding cities should playa substantial role in this process as it affects each of their
residents. ...-

c) Why did we have such short notice of the meeting, leaving little time. and few
resources to prepare ourselves. Surely each person should not be expected to spend a
day at the library reading the multitude of binders containing highly technical (and often
outdated) information.. An executive summary could have been prepared to give a basic
overview of the issues. Why wasn't this done? " ". .' -....._ I '

d) As the Que~etco issue involves complex scientific and legal issues! beyond the
average person's ability, is th~n;~ funding available to community groups to help defray
the cost of expert assistance?"'Could a DTSC employee. be assigned as an advisor for
an opposing community group?

2. DTSC has an internet site. What information concerning Quemetco I RSR can be found
on your site? Would this have been an effective vehicle to give the public necessary
informatign to understand the issues.and to formUlate an effective opposition?

, :' : " \, . ~ I . i." !

3. Kennedy Court Reporters, Inc. was given the responsibility of making a transcript of the
meeting. Why do many of the panel answers mask the names of the speakers 'on the
transcript by being prefaced with Panel Member rather than the speaker's name in the
transcript? ' .'

file:IIC:\My%20Documents\Michael's%20Response%20to%20Quemetco.htrnl
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a) If yoLi have not done such a search, including discussions with your counterparts in all
other states in which they operate, how can you say with certairtythat they have an
acceptable compliance record? .' .

'I'.

fresh coat of paint and, some.landscaping would go a long way to.w~rd improving the
. optics. High hedges (rieatly trimmed) might ma~~ their url~i9.htly install~tiqn from street

view. .. . ' '. . ", .. : i _. ; - - ,-, :,i.' :. ,' ..

.. ',. ;...: l.",·,t· " ;." ',. :'..'=:..J 1.) .' .I._ •

5. Whatstudieshave been done in the impact to surrounding businesses such'as the
cC;mrTl'~rcia! 'bakery directlyaGross'th~ s~reet .~.nd toenurryerou's ~o~d p'r?c~~.~ors within 4
blocks?.Are. tn'e Duge air ihtake systems in the surrounding bU~in~s.ses sp~dally filtered.
to remove 'BII the pollutants pumped into the air,·:so.i1a,ndyia~erby ,Queme_tc~?' ".' '~' _

. \ ,. ".\ ···'.",;"'i,': .. ~ .;.... :'.', i.l :t·.\.;i'·':~_/·~·~·,,,· .!;:':)\ l:: v~.::. -' '.

11/28/01

, , d~~ .. ;'.~' ,'J~'

7. Most of the speakers at the public meeting mentioned foul sm'ells'lnCluding burning
plas.tic b,eingemitte.?·from auelJletco.'!J.e regular!y smell t0ese ~isc~?lrg..~s, eSPE?cially at

times when-'govemment inspectors arehiot working. While we w~reasst.ire'd at the . .
. meeting thatinspectC)rS are available 24 hdursper daY,oUrlasf c"all was"rhef~ith'an
answering machine stating tha~ the office is. c~osed. No,~lterha,teemerge'ncy riumb~r
was given on the machine. . " -

. .".. " " '."." . '.. ~ .. ':. '.' . , .
Ii was a Monday niorning and it appears the officeis.onlyopen 4 days per week. If this
is.the case, how do you expect to catch Quemetco "in the act?": They'often discharge the
plastic smells in the early morning or on week-ends. You cannot know the facts if you
are unavailable to'r'un tests when the problem ·exists.· I suspect that Quenietco does
releases when the inspect~::>rs are unav?ilable: . What steps do citizens need to take to get .
irnmedia.te 'i~1.,1n typetestirig? ',' .L ',::., • ".' ","

a) What testing hasDTSC done regarding the numerous foul odor complaints'and what
.were the results? \y~en w~re the·tests conducted? W,ho conducted the tests? Please,
send me a copy if such a report has been conducted...' . . .: ' , ,
'. ' • I ' • • • i ~} ,.,' .:. j ,

a) Have you notifiecj the, s~rround.ing b~s!!1.~,~~~s of th.e p~ten~ial hazards. ~~:d as~ist~d.
them in doing then'ecessarytestirig?' Ifnot;\vhy notT': .:::, :. ".', .~ ....'" .,' :-I

.... ~... ;.' i· ..•:..· ..... , "'"",0,: ", .;':.~" ..•,.... _ "" .• ' _.•. ,.~.""'-'\ ."'•... " ""-~." .. ,',_I'- ,,~ ,.... " ,,' . ':'.,.'

6. 'Whatme'asurements 'ahdstudies:have been dOne by DTSC'irttheeleme'ntary'and high
schoolsD'nly afew blocks ·away? Whatare there'sults of thos·es.tUdi~s-1·: ", ....'::

" ~ ,. 't,\.:>" ." ,. r;'4 '~.i<.~·.:·· ' J:!_.".' ;,;·.:~V. ; ;':., {(~J~i' ,.:' .'. '1 ..

a) Have the schools been informed of the eleV;;iteq rj~k of toxins in the air ~P. they can
take:sp~'cial'steps t6'protect the students? -:",f' < ~. ..-'. '. ..... ;:; ;.. ,~ ./!- " ., >;.:: ..

") ·:,·'··i· " .. ~<,••~" ••• ;;. ':••,:• .' •• ' , .... :> ... -'>':~"';,.:.;".~ :.'::.;.... ;r'.~~., ' .. ~:,., .. :~:.. ,·rb·: ~".:;'._~;i\,y ..

, ". '

8. A possible explanation for the burned plastic smell is that small pieces of lead are
imbedd~d into the plastic when the battery is crushed. When the broken pieces go into
the water tank, the plastic with imbedded lead sinks to the bottom with the lead and is put
into the smelter. Have you and Quem~tco consic!ered this possible cause? Do you
know'of any other cause for the foul odors?' . . . _'. . . ' .. -'

9. Quemetco 1RSRhas a lengthy record of serious criminal convictio'ns and multi-million
dollar fines. Has DTSCdone a comprehensive search in the U.S. and Mexico to uncover
and document all convictions? If yes, please provide a copy of the report. ·If not, why
not?

file://C:\My%20Documents\Michael's%20Response%20to%20Quemetco.html _
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. 11 .. The following are a few recent convictions and civil actions:

Stephen Ray Summers - Misdemeanor Violation of Title 33 U.S. Code Sections 1311
. and 1319(c){1)(a). Mr. Summers plead guilty and was sentenced to one year of

probation and a $200 fine. '

Willaim Sylvester Mobley - Violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 4 - Failure to
Report a Known Crime.. Mr. Mobley was sentenced to 150 hours of community
service (toxic waste clean up? - Just kidding!)

11/28/01

Page 4 of7

On November 18, 1996, Justice Charles Horan approved the use of $2,000,000 of
another 2.5 million dollar fine paid by Quemetco 1RSR to clean up somewhere
between 23,000 & 30,000 cubic metres of lead-contaminated waste, most of which had
been illegally dumped in Tijuana, Mexico.'

Donald Jack Eby - Violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 371 & 2 - Felony
Conspiracy to Violate the Clean Water Act. Mr. Eby plead guilty and was sentenced
to one year plus a day in prison. In addition he was fined $15,000.

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Office of Criminal Investigations
reports that Quemetco Inc. and RSR Corporation were convicted of the following
charges, filed on March 10, 1995 in U.S. District Court:

RSR - Violation of U.S. Code Title 18, Sections 371 & 2 - Felony Conspiracy to
Violate the Clean Water Act. RSR plead guilty and was assessed a fine of $500,000 +
a $200 Special Assessment.

Quemetco Inc. - Violation of U.S. Code Title 18, Sections 371 &2 - Felony Conspiracy
to Violate the Clean Water Act. Quemetco plead guilty and was Fined $500,000 + a

. $200 Special Assessment

Quemetco Inc. - Violation of U. S. Coc;Je Title 33 Section 1319(c)(4) - Submitting a
False Certification. Quemetco again plead guilty and was fined a further $500,000 + a
$200 Special Assessment.

On March 13 & 15, 1995, these individuals were'charged with the following crimes:

James Stephen Bitner - Violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 371 & 2 Felony
Conspiracy to Violate the Clean Water Act. Mr. Bitner plead guilty and was sentenced
to one year plus a day. in prison. In addition he was fined $10,000;

10. I understand that DTSC intends to make a compliance decision based upon only 4 or 5
years of history. Is this correct? If so, what law or written policy states that yo~ may
ignore 25 of the past 30 years of non-compliance when making your decision?'J '

'The full criminal and compliance record of Quemetco / RSR should be researched, not
only for the Industry plant, but also· for their other locations. They have a poor record in
other states and we see similar behavior in City of Industry. The rec~.r~ ...~hould weigh
heavily in your decision making process. .. '

Michael McKee

file://C:\My%20Documents\Mlchael's%20Response%20to%20QuemetcO.html
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'An action was filed with the International Court of EnViror:1mental Arbitration and'
, Conciliation on August 17, 1998 aSking"the'inter'natior{aICourt to decide If the lead-

contaminated waste must be returned to the U.S. "
,'~" ",:,', ~i~,:':;~:':~ \.;,",~,:\,'i, ::.:, :;':.~ ',••;, (';: .. ,': ,: .,;~ ",;:':~""" ~': ,. ,: ::,',.':'", d , ' " , ':~' ,. '.' ':~;r,'~ :" r ~' "", '0':t,":, ,". ,~:,I":' '

, O~,April: 9;.. ?QQI,:;a,,Not!c§,9\,Lodgjng, p.t~ons~nt'~¢crees P,LJr~W~rit toth~. "',,. "':"~
Comj:m~hensiveEnvironm:~ntal'Response~Coinpensati'oha.pd'Liability Act was

"sl~rt!?c(by'th~,~ .~S. J?~R.~'~rn.~n! grJU,s.t!C~:·'i· '.. ,f ,,:,," :".:, ,,' ,;;; :, ... ,~ :,),\',,:;"',',i':."::;, ',' ::,::':":f ",'~ ,::,~.'~
This action 'was:to.recoVe('CiviIICla'im's of the United States for'recovery' of i.m-:reimbursed

" ; .'·.,.i I, >..~ ": ':.\' '", (': ' :, '.',' . ".-', :', ) ; .., p' \" t~_; ".'. '. ,,:.':' \ "', '~\:I. ,J, ,I:: r';,' \.. . : "I~'\'~' . "I"t ,. .•• '~",' .:~ ','... • '. "\. :: :l',' :\1,

'P~~H~~'i:>.qns,e,,~07ts'~~8~r~~cti,9r1t9lspf m~'~r9{e:me~t,q~;d~CF }n~ ast'9;n ~Cl?
,:)qdg~d\J{!th:;~h~ Y,S·.nPf~,.~f1c~~9q~r.t"B"9Y~~,~.W.p,I,s.tnct",9~,!~q.~~·r,~"I~,:S9P,~~St,lgn.:"Ylm,the

, , 'A,hinti'Su' erfund site inlndiana oli$~'lndlana., ,. ,: ",,:,: l ,,, " J,,,, ',.. ~":" ,'~ "I,'

'. ,', :~,.;,:"'/':, 'v" 1/P", ,J.:',; ~",::;;,:,,~, ..,::,,'.,..,,;,... p, t .. ~)};,,\,~":'t"/'T,:'l.:', ,"::-,:'" :t':;,:"::i~'(: I', ;..\~,;<:~" ,.:::i:;':
f" :I;_ ..:.~r-,~n~~,~,,;,··;·;·, '......,.,.;~ ...,'~' . ,: ' .. ,..-....>.. :.~ ,.' \/(.Ji); ~I;:''''':{''ri,-\' i:·'·li'.)·j'" :: ~"::- r..... :·_~i.·.( .,,(,./. ~.~'·t;~· .. "~·t:~_:·~: ...,.;, ol.,!·

'OriJ({ne 24~' 2000,the,'U~S.F'ederaI.GoVernme·ntfileda clvll"complamtWhfch mcluded as
'.'. ," \.\ ,.\ .. i"" 0'( ';""j,),\- .. -, "'I.-.. i·~~"- -""'\' '~""i":"~' ',',' " ~~I·l.''';'M '_.' ,;.,1' 'l':~ .;'l ..... ~ .•_. '. -; ,~-.. ," t" .......

'".d~.f~riaa'hts:,~dt..q~!Y:SlJ~m~~~o Ir,f;:'~.n,P ~,~,,~~,·pu~,,~I~o)9~~n:fl?tc9,~\~,~lo/.>!heY;'f'ere
fined·$1.0,OOO.Thls,actlon ,conce.~ne.d·:polllJtlon. ,I~,ft,from one of thelJsme.Jters f~om1969

", -.,- ", ,·I~.\J . _ \ ._ . ~_'''l .''-' .'-'," ,,;.,"'."' _\ :\l . .';.~_. _ ",._ "";,'.'" ""~.,', ~<.{',.'" "J;,:',. ':, _ ' ,," ':

to 19B.O' when it .closed: ' An' ~gree,~m:~.rt~~q~ql~~n,u.pt~e~"it~,\W$~:t~a~h.~8.in, 1,9~9S;~ ",15
years IS a long time to leave, a tOXIC site unremedlated. How long Will fttake to clean up
the Industry, site, ,anq th~ surrounding ~rea.? ,", '

, . "", . \.. .~.'\.~~..:: ...,..' "; :, "","", ,1';:.:·1, :.,.' •• :: •. ~'_'::,: '.\":~,~' .• :\. '" .. f~ 't:.':· (,:.~~.: :'''~'':'\'::'' ~'.:::. ", :;:-:.: ~:'.

• ' f'" I" ~~" ., • I,,:.t ~. .' • ',. 1\,,. • , .. '0' -, '.' 't " ~ • • , ,

There is'also a case in New York'whereiri Quemetco was fined $1,500,000 for'
_ I I," ". A +. ,j... , {. " , 1 ,,,~ • • .' •

Co'nspiracy'to Violate the Clean Water Act. ""', "" "
", ", '.:.' •• '.", ~ .{': ~""'." f .~"" ',,:-: _. • •• :, ,,,,I..:..::., , .~,:'! ..~: "

. ., .:.' . .1.:' ',:': .;" ..... ~:.. . . ",t., ". : . ." . '\: ,"r'" .." .' .;.. " . .,' l' .. :',' • .:.~ .... - '''. -'," r' ".', ".1'" , .
The United SteeLWorkers of America' discovered damaging docum'entscOncerriing the
Los AngeleS';SSF,{' operatf6h,TheCallforQ'ia EPA is ihv~stigat~d.'T~ey found lead
smelters accOuntableforsbm'esefious problems. ",." ,',' .... ',,' ."':" .'

. . i, -,,:.. -" ."j •. ,\', '. :- : - . .' ••.• ; ~:: '·"'h,r: '; i-.. ::. "" !' . " " . !. • ' .. ' ; :.. " .,....' .

.' ;'.\' . . , :, ,:.: I,: . .,. '. ..' 'r ~~. '. ". .-..: ," '. ., . . • ,.' .' .. • '. •• .

The EPA propbsesa $9,OQO,000 clean up cost for RSR's operationiQDallas, Texas.
. I';,. ",_ .' .,".; ",,:",' .... ':",,1 '.~ :~"', -~~!': ..:. ~ii:"'ll~ ;":', ,,' < _.;; .' . ,."j:,;'.\"' :'\ '~-;; ".;: : ..•. :.:. ':."",

Afurther R~c:()'rd6fDeci~i~n was':granted fbr $6,000,0'OOin connection with the Dallas
ope'ration.' An'R.O.b'. has be~nis,sued regarding co'ritami'nated soir~nd demolition of
all buildings at the RSH site' in Dallas:" ;",',,

May24, 2000 -'u.S. EPA filed"a $10,000,000 iElwsuit again,stRSR CorP, Quemetco Inc.
a.nd Quemetco Realty for the cost of investigating the Harbor Island site in " , '
Washington St~te. ,"

~ 12. These are just a few of the legal actions against Quemetco't RSR. Please advise me
when you research their record. I would like a copy of the report / ~ ,', I I

.. t .

13. People orcompcmies with numerou~ ,felony convictio~s should not be relied upon t6 do I,

their own testing, nor should they be 'allowed to continue the same pattern of misbehavior " ,
in Industry as they has demonstrated ~cross the coLintry and'even in MeXICO. I am,
particularly disturbed by the conviction for submitting a false certification. Please
obtain more details. Didthis involve falsification of test records or a similar offense?

. ;/ ..' . . . :

'14\. At the public meeting, I asked the pan~f anyone knows the rei~tionship Qu'em~tco I
RSR has with Eby, Bitner, Mobley and Summers. No one from Quemetco would give
me an answer. Are these executives of the company? Please advise how these people
are associated with Quell1etco. '

" , file:IIC:\My%20Documents\Michael's%20Response%20to%20Quemetco.html
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a)The convictions are of a very serious nature and should not be swept. under the ~arpet

by using a 4 or 5 year history rather than a lifetim~ record .. In any .ev~nt, the company
has a number of newer legal actions against it. - '. .

15. At the public meeting, I asked Ruth Williams-Morehead, DTSC Hazardous Substances
Scientist in charge of Quemetco about the compliance and enforcement record of
Quemetco. She responded, " I've been inspecting Quemetco for the last four years,
since 1997. And to this day, I have not issued a major enforcement case against them.
They've had minor violations and they've been very responsive in correcting those
violations. There has been some major cases against Quemetco in the past, the late
80's to the mid-90's. In the late 80's they were still operating the service empanelment
through the efforts of the OTSC. That service empanelment was closed and Quemetco
was cited a pretty hefty fine for not operating it correcting. They also had to characterize
the site and employ clean-up actions, which they did. The service empanelment has
been closed, I believe, since the early 90's. They are continually doing monitoring of the
site. -Especially in that area, they're doing ground water monitoring. In '93,'94 they were
cited again. This time we assessed fines as high as $2.5 million. They \yere .
transporting hazardous wastes without a manifest." I ..

o
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16. In 1998, Harvard University discovered the cause of the massive Whittier Narrows earth
quake which killed 13, injured 200 and caused $384,000,000 in property damage. A new

This document should be included in your decision-making process. It surveys Quemetco's
recent discharges Into Julian Creek in Washington State..Recent data sholv.'Ys lead in creek
sediment and elsewhere. . . .

b) I also worry when Ruth says, "They are continually doing monitoring of the site."
Shouldn't OTSC scientists be conducting the testing? .- . I'

e) When was the last comprehensive testing done by.OTSC,; EPA or South Coast Air.
personnel. Surely we are not allowing Quemetco to give you their test results. Please
advise what regime is in place for testing.

d) Have you read the Survey of Storm Water discharge from Quemetco inc. ? This COncerns
their operation in Seattle. It is publication no. 71-e20 and can be ordered .on-Iine
http://vvww.. ecy.wa.gov.biblio/forms/program-order.asp \: ,

a) Early in the transcript, Ruth admitted that she has not read the CEPA I OTSC
Comprehensive Ground Water Monitoring Evaluation Report (EPA 10 No. CAD066233966),
a 143 page document, dated March 8, 1996, by Andres Cano, Hazardous Substances
Engineering Geologist, Geo- technical Services Unit, Facility Management Branch. Ruth
stated, "everything in this report is not a violation. I really haven't had a chance to look
at it." We have found the time to read that document. Numerous serious deficiencies
are noted. In addition a number of polluted areas have been identified. The report is far
too technical for me to comment on, but I strongly suggest that it be included as part of
the evidence that you study. Ruth should read the report immediately as it will indicate
areas of concern of which she is not aware. As the report is now 5 yeats old and much
of the work. still has not been done, it should ~e acted upon without delay. Perhaps Mr.
Cano or someone of similar caliber should do an update to reflect current conditions.
The ~ituation may have worsened due to migration of lead-laden soil. ""

11128/01fi1e://C:\My%20Documents\Michae1's%20Response%20to%20Quemetco.html

Dt
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o



Michael McKee

fault capable of a magnitude 7 quake has been discovered in our area. ,The new fault is
named ,the Puente' Hills Fault. There is no seis'mi<;;, ~ng.ineering 1Q t~e., Que.,metco
facility. If (when) a major earth quake strikes, the expansive soil under Quemetco will
cause liqumcation. Has a complete seismic study been completed? ,This facility was
built prior to the discovery of the Puente Hills Fault. ' ,

.' ..- :-~~" '''. ,','

17. ,;In the event of an earthquake the same magnitude as Whittier (m 5.9-'6':0), what wifl
,happen 'to the 1.9 million gallons of toxins stored in Quemetco's tanks? '
i ~ '. . -

.J},Jhitti~r:ls 0'rily2 miles away and the Puente Hills Fault discovered by Harvard directly
aff~9tsth.e s.~fety ofjhis site.

18. :6~/f~mily has lived on our land for more than half a century. We have been good ,
, stewards of our property, npw.v.,iths.tanding 40 years of toxins being deposited upon it., We
, submit that Quemetco's application should be denied and their 30 year "temporary" '

, ~tatus revoked...ffhis is the wrong place for such 'a facility and the company's record has
, :;been abysm_aJ.,;The local regulators need to do an extensive on-site assessment to '

, aeteHTriine'ih'e current pollution levels and locations, then make plans to phase out this'
operation and com~ence detoxification of the land.

Yours truly,

Page 7 of7
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Enclosed is a hard copy of the letter that you and Maya Akula received from me via email prior to the

11/27/ deadline.
Yours Truly

Michael McKee

r\



o
0'
o
10

o
10
1

10
I

10
o
o
o

10

o
o
D.

SECTION 4.0 - MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

As the Lead Agency under the CEQA, the DTSC is required to adopt a program for reporting or
monitoring regarding the implementation of mitigation measures for this project, if it is approved,
to ensure that the adopted mitigation measures are implemented as defined in this EIR. This Lead
Agency responsibility originates in Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a) (Findings), and
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 (d) (Findings) and 15097 (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting).

The purpose of a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program (MMCRP) is to ensure
that measures adopted to mitigate or avoid significant impacts are implemented. A MMCRP can be
a working guide to facilitate not only the implementation of mitigation measures by the project
proponent, but also the monitoring, compliance and rep'orting activities of the DTSC and any
monitors it may designate.

The DTSC may delegate duties and responsibilities for monitoring to other environmental
monitors or consultants as deemed necessary. The DTSC, as the Lead Agency under the CEQA,
is required to adopt a program for reporting or monitoring regarding the implementation of
mitigation measures for this project, if it is approved, to ensure that the adopted mitigation
measures are implemented as defined in this EIR. This Lead Agency responsibility originates in
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a) (Findings), anc~'CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091(d)
(Findings) and 15097 (Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting).

The following Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting table applies to the project.

t
l -",,"- \
~::l ~



C
J

C
J

C
:::

J
t=

:J
c
:J

C
J

C
J

C
::

J
c::

:::
J

c
=

J
.

c:
:J

C
J

C
:J

C
J

C
J

C
J

c:
:::

:J
L

-
1

r
,

1\

~
-

H
az

ar
d

o
u

s
W

a
s

te
M

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t
O

p
er

at
io

n
an

d
P

o
s

t
C

lo
su

re
P

er
m

it
fo

r
Q

u
em

et
co

,
In

c.
M

it
ig

at
io

n
M

o
n

it
o

ri
n

g
an

d
R

ep
o

rt
in

g
P

ro
g

ra
m

.
.

Im
p

ac
t

-
M

it
ig

at
io

n
M

e
a

s
u

re
-:

';
.

--
-M

o
n

it
o

ri
n

g
!

-~
-:

..
E

ff
ec

ti
ve

n
es

s
R

es
p

o
n

si
b

le
T

im
in

g
R

ep
o

rt
in

g
A

ct
io

n
C

ri
te

ri
a

A
Q

en
cv

N
on

co
m

pl
ia

nc
e

w
ith

Q
u

e
m

e
tc

o
is

re
gu

la
te

d
by

th
e

E
P

A
ID

T
S

C
D

T
S

C
m

o
n

ito
r

to
C

om
pl

ia
nc

e
w

ith
D

T
S

C
A

s
p

e
r

es
ta

bl
is

he
d

w
a

te
r

qu
al

ity
an

d
th

e
LA

C
S

D
an

d
S

W
R

C
B

.
o

b
se

rv
e

th
e

th
e

re
gu

la
tio

ns
w

ill
co

nd
iti

on
s

st
an

da
rd

s
fo

r
gr

ou
nd

w
at

er
Q

u
e

m
e

tc
o

is
in

th
e

"E
va

lu
at

io
n

Q
u

e
m

e
tc

o
m

e
e

ts
th

e
im

pr
ov

e
es

ta
bl

is
he

d
w

ith
fr

om
co

nt
in

ue
d

op
er

at
io

ns
M

on
ito

ri
ng

P
ro

gr
am

"
re

qu
ir

ed
u

n
d

e
r

2
2

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

u
n

d
e

r
Q

u
e

m
e

tc
o

's
th

e
pe

rm
it.

ar
e

a
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

im
pa

ct
.

C
C

R
6

6
2

6
4

-9
9

an
d

sh
al

l
re

m
ai

n
so

un
til

th
e

re
gu

la
tio

ns
.

g
ro

u
n

d
w

a
te

r
su

ch
tim

e
th

at
al

lW
Q

P
S

ar
e

m
et

in
qu

al
ity

to
le

ve
ls

a
cc

o
rd

a
n

ce
w

ith
pe

rm
it

co
nd

iti
on

s.
th

at
co

m
p

ly
w

ith
st

at
e

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

.
A

s
su

ch
,

w
a

te
r

q
u

a
lit

y
w

ou
ld

im
p

ro
ve

to
le

ve
ls

th
a

t
w

o
u

ld
be

le
ss

th
an

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
,

si
n

ce
th

e
w

a
te

r
q

u
a

lit
y

st
an

da
rd

s
w

ou
ld

be
m

et
.


	DTSC 2005 Aug FEIR - HW Management Operation  Post Closure Permit for Quemetco - Part 1
	000001
	000003
	000004
	000005
	000006
	000007
	000008
	000009
	000010
	000011
	000012
	000013
	000014
	000015
	000016
	000017
	000018
	000019
	000020
	000021
	000022
	000023
	000024
	000025
	000026
	000027
	000028
	000029
	000030
	000031
	000032
	000033
	000034
	000035
	000036
	000037
	000038
	000039
	000040
	000041
	000042
	000043
	000044
	000045
	000046
	000047
	000048
	000049
	000049a
	000050
	000051
	000052
	000053
	000054
	000055
	000056
	000057
	000058
	000059
	000060
	000061
	000062
	000063
	000064
	000065
	000066
	000067
	000068
	000069
	000070
	000071
	000072
	000073
	000074
	000075
	000076
	000077
	000078
	000079
	000080
	000081
	000082
	000083
	000084
	000085
	000086
	000087
	000088
	000089
	000090
	000091
	000092
	000093
	000094
	000095
	000096
	000097
	000098
	000099
	000100
	000101
	000102
	000103
	000104
	000105
	000106
	000108
	000109
	000110
	000111
	000112
	000113
	000114
	000115
	000116
	000117
	000118
	000119
	000120
	000121
	000122
	000123
	000124
	000125
	000126
	000127
	000128
	000129
	000130
	000131
	000132
	000133
	000134
	000135
	000136
	000137
	000138
	000139
	000140
	000141
	000142
	000143
	000144
	000145
	000146
	000147
	000148
	000149
	000150
	000151
	000152
	000153
	000154
	000155
	000156
	000157
	000158
	000159
	000160
	000161
	000162
	000163
	000164

	DTSC 2005 Aug FEIR - HW Management Operation  Post Closure Permit for Quemetco - Part 2
	000164
	000165
	000166
	000167
	000168
	000169
	000170
	000171
	000172
	000173
	000174
	000175
	000176
	000177
	000178
	000179
	000180
	000181
	000182
	000183
	000184
	000185
	000186
	000187
	000188
	000189
	000190
	000191
	000192
	000193
	000194
	000195
	000196
	000197
	000198
	000199
	000200
	000201
	000202
	000203
	000204
	000205
	000206
	000207
	000208
	000209
	000210
	000211
	000212
	000213
	000214
	000215
	000216
	000217
	000218
	000219
	000220
	000221
	000222
	000223
	000224
	000225
	000226
	000227
	000228
	000229
	000230
	000231
	000232
	000233
	000234
	000235
	000236
	000237
	000238
	000239
	000240
	000241
	000242
	000243
	000244
	000245
	000246
	000247
	000248
	000249
	000250
	000251
	000252
	000253
	000254
	000255
	000256
	000257
	000258
	000259
	000260
	000261
	000262
	000263
	000264
	000265
	000266
	000267
	000268
	000269
	000270
	000271
	000272
	000273
	000274
	000275
	000276
	000277
	000278
	000279
	000280
	000281
	000282
	000283
	000284
	000285
	000286
	000287
	000288
	000289
	000290
	000291
	000292
	000293
	000294
	000295
	000296
	000297
	000298
	000299
	000300
	000301
	000302
	000303
	000304
	000305
	000306
	000307
	000308
	000309
	000310
	000311
	000312
	000313
	000314
	000315
	000316
	000317
	000318
	000319
	000320
	000321
	000322
	000323
	000324
	000325
	000326
	000327
	000328
	000329


