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FINAL EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) supplements the Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) which was prepared by the Los Angeles Harbor
Department. The DEIR dated May, 1996, is incorporated by reference into this document and
together they constitute the complete Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This Executive Summary addresses the environmental effects of a proposed lease renewal for 30
years and planned improvements and operational changes to the Hugo Neu-Proler Company
(HNPC) facility at Berths 210-211, on Terminal Island in the Port of Los Angeles (Figure ES-1).
A table summarizing environmental impacts and mitigation measure is included at the end of the
summary.

ES 1.0 Intended Use of the EIR Document

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) document has been prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statutes and Guidelines (June 1986), pursuant to
Section 21151 of CEQA. The City of Los Angeles Harbor Department is the local lead Agency for
the project, and has supervised preparation of this EIR. The EIR is an informational document
drafted to inform members of the general public, responsible agencies, and public agency decision
makers of the significant environmental effects of the project, identify ways to minimize the
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. This document assesses the
short-term, long-term, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project. :

This EIR is also intended to support the permitting processes of all agencies whose discretionary
approvals must be obtained for particular elements of the project.

ES 2.0 Prbject Background

Hugo Neu-Proler Company (HNPC) leases a 26.7-acre (25.5 acres of land and 1.2 acres of
wharf) site from the Port for the purpose of receiving, processing, storing and loading various
types of ferrous metals, non-ferrous metals (such as aluminum, brass, and copper) for recycling,
¢.g., for use in the manufacturing of steel, electrical components and wiring, and other raw
materials used by a variety of industries. The projectsite is in the middle of a highly industrial
area including the Matson Container Terminal immediately east of the facility; with the Yusen
Container Terminal immediately to the west. The Union Pacific railroad yard is across New Dock
Street which is immediately to the south of the site.

ES 3.0 Project Objectives
HNPC's primary. objective is the renewal of its lease for a 30 year term.

In addition to the renewal of the lease and continuation of current operations, HNPC will be
remediating the soil and groundwater contamination at the site, upgrading or replacing current
facilities and equipment, and adding new facilities and equipmentto the operation. HNPC will
remediate soil and groundwater contamination pursuant to a Remedial Action Plan which will be
approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region, the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control Division, and the Los Angeles City Harbor Department.
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Remediation of the soil and groundwater contamination would be performed whether or not the
lease is renewed for continued use of the site by HNPC.

The purpose of the proposed changes to the facility are to: remediate existing soil and groundwater
contamination at the site, reduce the opportunity for future occurrences of soil and groundwater
contamination, improve the aesthetics of the facility by landscaping and/or other measures, control
noise, reduce dust emissions, manage storm water runoff at the facility, and improve the
efficiency, capacity, reliability, and general environmental compatibility of the operation. With the
planned new facilities and equipment modifications, the maximum capacity of the facility would be
increased from approximately 950,000 to 1,300,000 gross tons of scrap per year.

ES 4.0 Project Description
ES 4.1 Existing Operations

HNPC, through a purchasing network and deliveries from five feeder operations in Los Angeles
and San Bernardino Counties, receives various types of recyclable ferrous and non-ferrous metals
for processing and shipping. The primary sources of scrap are recycling dealers, automobile
wrecking yards, manufacturers, and building demolition purveyors. Some of the metals are
processed (shredded or sheared) prior to receipt. Some metals are processed at the site, i.e.,
shredded, crushed, torched, or sheared and then stockpiled for export, while other metals are
stockpiled for export without processing (e.g. motor blocks) (Figure ES-2).

The facility processed approximately 787,500 gross tons of metals during 1992. About 22 percent
of that total is shredded prior to receipt at the facility and about 32 percentis shredded at the site.
The metals are separated for storage, processing and shipment according to grade (defined by
appearance and type of scrap) and need for further processing.

ES 4.2 Facility Improvements

In addition to the renewal of the lease and continuation of current operations, HNPC will be
remediating the soil and groundwater contamination at the site, upgrading or replacing current
facilities and equipment, and adding new facilities and equipment to the operation (Figure ES-3).
HNPC will remediate soil and groundwater contamination pursuant to a Remedial Action Plan
~ which will be approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region, the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control Division, and the Los Angeles City Harbor
Department. Remediation of the soil and groundwater contamination would be performed whether
or not the lease is renewed for continued use of the site by HNPC.

Proposed new facilities and equipment include:
1. Rail tracks and associated structures to allow reintroduction of rail service to the facility.

2. Landscaped 4,000-square-foot single story office building and parking area at the south
end of the facility.

3. Fully pave the scrap processing, handling, and storage area with asphalt or concrete.

4. Additional lighting in storage, loading, and parking areas.

Hugo Neu-Proler FEIR ES-3 Executive Summary



jnoAery 3)1g 19j01J-naN 03N
z-5d 23]

110day Pedw) jejusuwivoniaug
{eMauYy 3sear] 13j014-N3) 03ny]
puawpredac 10qiep sajRduy S0

she0is
desog
I8N

o1y 8021015
osepm snoprezeyt —_ | |

SWH I/

19915 |e1m3nng
pue gjeld

soipung 24

i

yuef 90010)$ Od7 ——_

* punoibiapup) sujjosen

! yuey 80e10)g ..
|\ {

SWH I/

-
D 19M0] {e3)0010100)0W

eay Dupyied oSNoYdIEM

JUT T
PU—

SUREL

cmarartt

au.,

ebelsois

SWI M-

wooy
ofueyn

9be10)g O)NY § UIL

e sBupumy

T

onpisey
1ppInNs sbuping uw._ﬂ“ﬁm

:

uopeysang -

1589
4___._22

R o

UOPPAY

sbeioig
ASIN

NS 1ISM
voxxy §
sounoy §

us Seeaen.,

SWH 2/

SO |
STEIW Dappasy

Y
19pPOS

3#:98:2.2.____2

784 11001915

/» o

FUE UL

: wue
- / gmwa_m

g 138910




suored1j1pojA 311 pasodorg
€-51p a8y

1oday pedw) peiumuuonavy
{emauay aseary 19[014-NN 08N
yuawredag] Joqie] s9ppduy SO

ed
a::o«i

iy
Kemjiey

1jueyd

suppyna || o _ ;
oaijo || __ _ ;
w/J S JIERTI T - {
cha\l ”. .m -
S
" - ¥
s " I
2 H .
3 Lo |
I
s1ojueld sopeo] ;:_a..s _F 0
n0119 4- ._ez

—,_

_::n =e=_:_o= !

3_-3555

g1y sbeiojg

\l olsep) JoppoIyS OINY

yuep efielo)s \\

10jep pRiRall

jueweI)
1IEMUII0G

.3::_3 }/,

. "____u_..a L|~

vyseq uojlualey
J01emIoNg




Storm water runoff control and treatment system.
Noise barriers at strategic locations, as required.
Perimeter wall around the facility to improve aesthetics of facility.

Bin walls located around scrap handling area to help control scrap piles.

}OW\IO\M

Auto shredder residue storage facility.
The upgrades or replacements being proposed include:

1. Upgrade the bulk shiploading structure, used to load scrap into ships, to increase its loading
rate. '

2. Water re-circulation system and feed system changes to the non-ferrous metal recovery
equipment.

3. Improvement to the ferrous and non-ferrous metals storage and handling equipment
4. Replace the existing diesel fuel storage tank and provide new dispensing equipment.

5. Replace the existing underground gasoline storage tanks with new aboveground gasoline
storage tank and provide new dispensing equipment.

6. Addition of a new scale to the existing scale system to accommodate rail service.

7. Conversion of existing office building into a changing room, shower room, and conference
rooms.

8. Replacement of a dockside gantry crane, used to load ships, with a larger duty cycle
dockside crane.

ES 5.0 Alternatives
No Project

Under the No Project alternative, the lease renewal would not be approved; the project objectives
. identified in Section 1.3 of this EIR would not be met; the shipment of scrap metals through this
facility would be eliminated, HNPC would remove their improvements, remediation of the soil
and groundwater contamination would begin, and HNPC would vacate the site within two years.
The Port would not be able to efficiently meet existing and projected increases in scrap metal cargo
demand due to limitations in available unused land and limitations in existing facilities and
infrastructure.

Remediation of the soil and groundwater contamination at the site would begin immediately.

No Facility Operation Modifications

Under the No Facility Modifications alternative, HNPC's lease would be renewed for Berths 210-
211 and the facility would operate in a manner similar to previous operations. The scrap metal

Hugo Neu-Proler FEIR ES-6 Executive Summary



processing operations would be similar to those previously conducted and the overall facility
throughout would not increase above previous levels. Implementation of the soil and groundwater
remediation would proceed in the same manner as for the proposed project.

Alternatives Found Infeasible

Relocating the existing scrap metal handling and shipping facility to another location was
considered. Under the relocation alternative, existing or similar equipment would be installed at
another location within the Port. Environmental controls would be similar to those currently
provided or proposed for the existing facility.

There are very few sites suitable for water-dependent operations such as those now available at
Berths 210-211. The California Coastal Act (Chapter 8) designates certain areas for harbor uses,
of which the Port of Los Angeles is one.

Within the Port, a scrap metal facility can only be located in five of the ten Port planning areas. In
two of these areas, a scrap metal operation would require a Conditional Use Permit from the Los
Angeles City Planning Commission, and the Harbor Department has already allocated these areas
for container terminal development, leaving no space for a scrap metal operation. A third planning
area has all available land occupied by marine oil terminals holding long term leases. Available
land in a fourth planning area (Area 9 on Terminal Island) is currently being developed as coal and
container terminals, and there is no available land for a scrap metal operation. The last area, in
which HNPC is currently located, has no vacant land available for relocation of the HNPC
operation. In the future, HNPC could request to be relocated to this or other available land which
may become available in planning areas allowed to support scrap metal operation. At this time,
however, no such locations exist.

In considering alternative locations outside the Port of Los Angeles, the opportunities for siting the
facility are limited. The California Coastal Act (Section 30701(b)) calls for ports to “... be
encouraged to modernize and construct necessary facilities within their boundaries in order to
minimize or eliminate the necessity for future dredging and filling to create new ports in new areas
of the state.” Therefore, the facility would need to be located within an existing port. Location of
the facility in a port outside the Los Angeles Basin would remove the facility from its major
suppliers, increasing the difficulty and environmental impact of transportation of scrap to the
facility. There are vacant areas within the Port of Long Beach, including the former Naval Station;
however, any alternative site would require more extensive construction to develop the site as a
scrap metal facility and the project could be expected to have similar operational impacts.

Regardless of the site chosen for the proposed facility, the existing Berths 210-211 project site will
still be developed for some sort of water related use. Available waterfront like Berths 210-211 is
scarce and its continued use as a scrap metal terminal is in keeping with the Port's responsibility
for "modernizing and construction [of] necessary facilities to accommodate deep-draft vessels and
to accommodate the demands of foreign and domestic waterborne commerce . . " (LAHD
1979).

In conclusion, there are no better sites within or outside the Port area to accommodate the uses as
in the proposed lease renewal. The development of other existing or potential sites would entail
environmental impacts similar to the proposed action at Berths 210-211. Therefore, Berths 210-
211 is the only site considered for analysis in this EIR.

Hugo Neu-Proler FEIR ES-7 Executive Summary



ES 6.0 Summary of Adverse Significant Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Table ES-1 summarizes significant impacts of the proposed project and proposed mitigation
measures in each environmental area.

Impacts in environmental areas not shown in the table were found to be insignificant, as discussed
in the remainder of this document.

ES 7.0 Distrubution of the DEIR

Approximately 90 copies of the DEIR were distributed to various government agencies,
organizations, and individuals. Copies of the document were available for review during this
period at the LAHD Environmental Management Division Office, San Pedro Regional Library, and
the Wilmington Main Library, and were also available upon request. Public notices of completion
stating that the DEIR was available for review were published in the Los Angeles Times, and the
San Pedro News-Pilot.

As stated in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15016, 45-days
is the usual time period for public and agency review of DEIR documents that are submitted to the
State Clearinghouse. On May 31, 1995, the DEIR was released for a 45-day public review
period, that was extended for 7-days and ended on July 21, 1995.

ES 8.0 FEIR Contents

The LAHD received 30 letters commenting on the DEIR. All comment letters were reviewed and
are reproduced in Section 1. All substantive comments are responded to in Section 2. Changes
and corrections to the DEIR are shown in Section 3.

Hugo Neu-Proler FEIR ES-8 Executive Summary
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SECTION 1
WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DEIR

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides the opportunity for any person,
organization or government agency to submit comments to a Lead Agency concerning any
environmental effects of a project being considered by the Lead Agency. The official public review
period for the Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal DEIR was held between May 31, 1995 and July
21, 1995. During that time thirty comment letters were received.

This section presents the thirty letters commenting on the DEIR. All substantive comments (i.e.,
those that present new data, question, or new issues bearing on the significant environmental
effects of the proposed project and alternatives) have responses included in Section 2. Specific
sentences containing substantive comments to the DEIR have been highlighted in each comment
letter using brackets. Supporting material to these comments presented in subsequent text was not
highlighted, but was considered in each response. Individual substantive comments within each
letter have been assigned sequential “comment numbers” (i.€., 6-3 is the third comment in the sixth
comment letter). Responses in Section 2 have been assigned corresponding comment numbers for
identification purposes. Below is an index of organizations and individuals who submitted
comments:

Letter Organization or Individual
1 The Wilmington Chamber of Commerce
2 County of Orange
3 California Department of Toxic Substances Control
4 California Department of Transportation
5 Heal the Bay
6 City of Los Angeles Planning Department
7 Yusen Terminals Inc.
8 San Pedro & Peninsula Homeowner’s Coalition
9 California Department of Toxic Substances Control
10 Harbor Community Development Corporation
11 J ohn‘ Mendez
12 City of Los Angeles Fire Department
13 City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
14 Wilmington North Neighborhood Association

Hugo Neu-Proler FEIR 1-1 Written Comments



15 Mothers of East Los Angeles-Santa Isabel

16 Distribution and Auto Service, Inc.
17 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
18 City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
19 Harbor Community Development Corporation
20 John Mendez
21 Natural Resources Defense Council
22 Mothers of East Los Angeles-Santa Isabel
23 Los Angeles Harbor Boat Owners Association
24 Heal the Bay
25 Wilmington Home Owners
26 Roy F. Weston, Inc.
27 Reznik & Reznik
28 Reznik & Reznik
29 San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners United Inc.
30 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

Hugo Neu-Proler FEIR 1-2 Written Comments
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Water Street
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June 14, 1995

Commissioner Frank Sanchegz

President, Los Angles Harbor Commission
P.0. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733

Dear Commissioner Sanchez,

The Wilmington Chamber of Commerce, support the environmental
document prepared for Hugo Neu-Proler and welcome the company’s
continued presence as a tenant on Terminal Island. Hugo Neu-Proler
works hard to be a good neighbor and provides important economic
benefits to our community.

Hugo Neu-Proler has been here in the Port of Los Angeles for
more than 30 years. It is making an ongoing effort to improve
operations and has initiated measures to control dust and reduce the
noise its operations generate. A long-term lease with the Port will
enable Hugo Neu-Proler to make capital investments in equipment and
facilities and will result in improved operations and a more
attractive site.

The company is a good tenant for the Port of Los Angeles. It
contributes to our local community and our economy by buying and
recycling scrap metal, purchasing supplies and equipment, and
providing jobs. It also supports our community with contributions to
nonprofit organizations and by encouraging staff members to get
involved.

Sincerely,

~77

Marge O’Brien

Wilmington Chamber of Commerce
President

TN 3C4-3586 « TAX 2310 224-3887

g o Nev—Prole
Wilmington, California 90744
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Continue from page 1

CcC:

The Honorable Rudy Svorinich, Jr.

Los Angeles City Councilman, 15th District
200 No. Spring Street, Room 236

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mr. Donald W. Rice

Director, Environmental Management Division
Los Angeles Harbor Department

P.0O. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151

210y 334-3826 « FAX 310) 332-2887

Wilmington, California 90744
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10MAS B. MATHEWS

P ., RECTOR OF PLANNING

]2 - LOCATION :
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT AGENCY"‘ e 1995 2 S00N.FLOWER ST.
PLANNING ~ a e - THIRD FLOOR
E SANTA ANA. CA
' . MAILING ADDRESS :
JUN 081835 NCL 95-42~ P.0. BOX 4048
: SANTA ANA, CA 92702-4048
TELEPHONE :
(714) 834-4643
FAX #: 834-2771
DPC: 834-4772
Donald W. Rice
Director of Environmental Management
Port of Los Angeles
425 So. Palos Verdes Street
San Pedro, CA 90733-0151
SUBJECT: DEIR for Hugo Neu Proler Company - Lease Renewal
Dear Mr. Rice:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above referenced item. The
County of Orange has no comment at this time. However, we would appreciate 21
being informed of any further developments.

If you have any questions or need to contact us, please call Charlotte Harryman
at (714) 834-2522.

Very truly yours,

Geocrge itton, Manager
Environmental/Project Planning Division

CH:sf
(5159)5060808583698 -






STATE OF CAUIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

Region 4
245 West Broadway, Suite 425
Long 8each, CA 30802-4444

June 23, 1995

Mr. Donald W. Rice - Director
Environmental Management Division , -
Los Angeles Harbor Department el
425 S. Palos Verdes Street e
P.0. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT-HUGO NEU PROLER LEASE RENEWAL

Dear Mr. Rice:

Responding to your request Ior comments regarding potential
environmental impacts that renewal of the Hugo Neu-Proler lease
might have, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department)
of Cal-EPA hereby informs you that this facility has been cited for
environmental violations.

Enclosed, please £ind a copy of the Report of Viclations (ROV)
and supporting documentation regarding alleged environmental
viclations discovered during a 199%4 inspection.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, or if you

wish to meet with the Department to seek clarifications, please
call Mr. Norberto C. Pautassi at (310) 5390-5918.

Yours truly,

( -
G, N LAt

Sharon Fair, Unit Chief
Statewide Compliance Division

¥
Qs




STATE OF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

- DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
, ;:g':c; Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

November 3, 1994

Mr. John Prudent

General Manager

Hugo Neu-Proler Company

901 New Dock Street

Terminal Island, California 90731

DearAMr. Prudent:
AMENDED REPORT OF VIOLATION

The Department conducted an inspection of your facility on
April 21, 1994 to verify compliance with violations discovered
during a previous inspection conducted on July 13, 1992.

Mr. Christopher Hendrix and Mr. Brian Wu, representatives frcm
the Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department),
inspected your facility located at 901 New Dock Street, in
Terminal Island.

As a result of that inspection, the following violations of
hazardous waste statutes and regulations were identified.

Specified violations and a required schedule of compliance
are listed below. Failure to correct the identified violations
within the schedule provided will result in the Department citing
you for continuing and/or additional violations.

VIOLATIONS:

1.  UNAUTHORIZED DISPOSAL:

Hugo Neu-Proler violated California Health and Safety
- Code (HSC), section 25201(a), in that on April 24, 1994,
Hugo Neu-Proler disposed of hazardous waste without a permit
or authorization, to wit: coarse and fine auto shredder
fluff was ejected from the Metals Recovery Unit onto the
cracked concrete pavement and allowed to accumulate in large
piles prior to shipment offsite.

2. FAILURE TO PREVENT WIND DISPERSAL:

Hugo Neu-Proler violated Title 22, California Code of
Regulations (CCR), section 66265.251, in that on
April 24, 1994, Hugo Neu-Proler failed to cover a pile of
hazardous waste which could be subject to dispersal by wind,
to wit: coarse and fine auto shredder fluff was ejected
from the Metals Recovery Unit onto the cracked concrets
pavement and allowed to accumulate in large uncovered piles
that were not otherwise managed to control wind dispersal.

9%
- e

€ 1 e parre



Mr. John Prudent

November 3, 1994
Page 2

3.

send
that

OPERATING A WASTE PTILE WITHOUT CONTAINMENT:

Hugo Neu-Proler violated Title 22, California Code of
Regulations (CCR), section 66265.253, in that on
April 24, 1994, Hugo Neu-Proler operated a hazardous waste
pile without containment, to wit: coarse and fine auto
shredder fluff was ejected from the Metals Recovery Unit
onto the cracked concrete pavement and allowed to accumulate
in large uncovered piles without a run-on control system, a
run-off management system, collection and holding
facilities, or any controls to protect the pile from
precipitation or liquids.

Correct the violations upon receipt of this Report. Please
written certification to this office by November 25, 1994
the above violations have been corrected.

The Department may conduct a reinspection at Hugo Neu-

Proler, Terminal Island, California 90731 to verify compliance.

The issuance of this Report of Violations and Schedule of

Compliance does not preclude this Department from taking
administrative, civil, or criminal action as a result of the
violations noted herein.

If you have any questions, please contact

Christopher Hendrix at (310) 590-5555.

cc:

Sincerely,

D aa 6. Duand_

Maria G. Durand
Unit Chief
Statewide Compliance Program

Mr. Robert Hoffman

Chief Legal Counsel

Office of Legal Counsel and
Criminal Investigations

. Department of Toxic Substances Control

P.0O. Box 806
Sacramento, California 95812-0806



Mr. John Prudent
November 3, 1994
Page 3

cc: Ms. Ann Tsuda
Division Chief
Los Angeles County Fire Department
Hazardous Waste Program
5825 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

Mr. Robert Ghirelli

Executive Officer

Regional Water Quality Control Board
101 Centre Plaza Drive

Monterey Park, California 91754-2156

Certified Mail
P 392 227 960
Return Receipt Requested



HUGO NEU-PROLER COMPANY

WORLDPORT L.A. — METAL RECYCLERS

—_——

December 20, 1994

Ms. Maria G. Durand

Unit Chief

Statewide Compliance Program

California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region 4

245 West Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

RE: Amended Report of Violation Dated November 3, 1994
Draft Compliance Plan

Dear Ms. Durand:

Hugo Neu-Proler Company appreciates the time that you and Mr. Christopher Hendrix spent
on December 1, 1994 with Messrs. David Leu and Ray Ouellette of Mittelhauser Corporation
and Mr. Aspet Chater and myself of Hugo Neu-Proler Company to discuss the basis of your
Amended Report of Violation dated November 3, 1994,

We reviewed the alleged violations and discussed the actions which Hugo Neu-Proler has taken
to further mitigate concemns that the Department of Toxic Substances Control may have with
respect to each item. With that, Hugo Neu-Proler submits the enclosed draft Compliance Plan
for your review and comments.

In accordance with the telephone conversation that. Ray Ouellette and I had with Mr. Hendrix
on December 16th, it is our understanding that during our continuing dialogue and your
consideration of the enclosed Compliance Plan, no additional or multi-day penaities will
accrue. In addition, we will continue to attempt to resolve amicably the initial penalty amount
arising from the Amended Report of Violation.

Finally, we note that during our December 1, 1994 meeting, the DTSC also agreed to issue a
letter within a few weeks vacating the Report of Violation dated March 25, 1992.

SERTH 210-211 P.O. 3CX J100 901 NEW DOCK STREET TERMINAL ISLAND CA 90731 PHONES: (213) 775-6626 « (310) 831-0281 FAX' (310) 833-5122



HUGO NEU-Pjg'L‘E“R COMPANY

—_—

Ms. Maria G. Durand, Unit Chief
December 20, 1994
Page 2

Should you have any questions regarding the enclosed Compliance Plan, please do not hesitate
to call Mr. Chater of my staff at (310) 831-0281 or Dr. Leu at (714) 587-2109.

Very truly yours,

John E. Prudent
General Manager

Enclosure

Distribution List

cc:  Robert Hoffman, Esq. - DTSC
Robert Ghirelli - LARWQCB

Ann Tsuda - LACFD
David Leu - Mittethauser

JEP.LTR. DTSC. MS'WORD. 044.DEC. DOC
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DRAFT

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Hugo Neu-Proler Company, located at 901 New Dock Street, Terminal Isiand,
California, is a scrap metal recycling facility. Hugo Neu-Proler Company leases a 26.7
acre-site from the Port of Los Angeles for the purpose of receiving, processing,

storing, and loading various types of ferrous and non-ferrous metals.

Hugo Neu-Proler purchases auto bodies, appliances, and small light gauge metals and
shreds them into smaller pieces for stowage and overseas shipment. In the process
of shredding these materials, non-metallic materials, comm -y known as auto
shredder waste, is produced requiring proper disposal. Auto shredder waste is
considered a Califarnia Non-RCRA Hazardous Waste. During normal operations, auto

shredder waste is containerized and shipped on a daily basis.

Various alternatives for managing auto shredder waste have been investigated.
Currently, the shipment of this material by rail to an out of state facility appears to be

the most economically viable alternative.

Hugo Neu-Proler has been working with the Port of Los Angeles to re-establish rail
access which will be extended into the facility for the purpose of receiving scrap metal

and loading auto shredder waste into railcars for shipment out of state.

This Compliance Plan addresses the current status of the rail spur project and Hugo
Neu-Proler’s interim measures being currently implemented prior to compieting

-~

construction of the rail spur.

2.0 STATUS OF CURRENT ACTIVITIES

Hugo Neu-Proler Company reached an agreement with the Port of Los Angeles earlier
this year on re-establishment of a raii access to the facility. The Port of Los Angeles

retained Greiner to design the rail spur project. Greiner compieted the prefiminary

Auge NeuPrownComonance Plan
12BIRVA.REOVRev: O\Dacomoe (384 1



DRAFT

design engineering drawings in October 1994 and received approval from the Port of
Los Angeles, Engineering Department, 10 proceed to the final design phase. The

remaining tasks and their projected compietion dates are provided below:

TASK DESCRIPTION PRQJECTED

COMPLETION
DATE

Approval of Final Design Engineering Drawing by the Port January 139395

of Los Angeles and other Agencies

Bidding/Awarding Contract by Hugo Neu-Proler . February 1995

Commence Rail Spur Project Construction March 1995

Complete Rail Spur Project Construction : June 1995

Hugo Neu-Proler is in discussion with ECDC Environmental on design engineering of
a system involving conveyance, transfer, storage, and loading equipment capable of
handling the auto shredder waste from the point of generation to ultimately its

deposition into railcars or containers without touching the concrete pavement.

3.0 TIME FRAME FOR RAIL SPUR PROJECT

Based on the results of current activities, Hugo Neu-Proler believes that it will take
approximately 6 to 12 months to complete all tasks associated with the rail spur
project. The time associated with securing permits from the Portof Los Angeles, and
other governmental agencies such as the Public Utilities Commission is completely

beyond the control of Hugo Neu-Proler.

Greiner has been interfacing and coordinating meetings with governmental agencies,
affected railroads, and utilities to obtain and resolve comments. Hugo Neu-Proler

hopes that this effort will result in consensus and concept approval of the proposed

design.

Hugo NeuProenComonance Pten
228IRVA.RECRev: O\December 1984 2



DRAFT

It is Hugo Neu-Proler’s intent to have the rail spur project completed as soon as

possible. Each day of delay brings added cost to the company’s waste management

operations.

4.0 INTERIM MEASURES

Hugo Neu-Proler has embarked on the following program to address issues raised by
the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The steps identified here are currently
being implemented and will continue to be implemented in an environmentally sound

manner until the rail spur project has been completed.
4.1 STOCK PILE OF AUTO SHREDDER WASTE

Hugo-Neu Proler produces approximately 200 tons of moist auto shredder waste
between the hours of 0400 and 1000 and about 50 tons between 1100 and 2100,
five days per week. At approximately 0700 hours, Hugo-Neu Proler begins loading
auto shredder waste into specialized containers provided by ECDC Environmental with
front end loaders. During normal operations, auto shredder waste is containerized
and shipped on a daily basis. However, in the event that Hugo Neu-Proler would not
be able to secure the specialized containers because of a "force majeure” situation,
Hugo Neu-Proler requests that it be allowed to accumuiate up to 1 day’s production
of moist auto shredder waste, as a maximum allowable pile for period of 48 to 96
hours. The Department of Toxic Substances Control would be notified of the "force

majeure"” situation and thus, would be made aware of Hugo Neu-Proier’s attempt t0

[,

correct the situation.

4.2 CONDITION OF CONCRETED STORAGE AREA

The concreted storage area where the auto shredder waste pile is stored, as shown
on the attached drawing, has & reinforced concrete pavement approximatety 10 inches

thick. The concrete pavement has surficial cracks which are the result of years of

Hugo NewPrater\Camonance Plan
228IRVA REORev: 3\0ecemoe 1994 3



DRAFT

operations under various types of equipment loads. However, the concrete pavement
is not structurally weakened as a result of these surficial cracks. No evidence exists
which would indicate that the concrete pavement is not structurally sound. The
concreted storage area will continue to be used as is presently done, and will be

visually inspected periodically to ascertain that its structural integrity has not been

compromised.
4.3 STORM WATER RUNOFF

Hugo Neu-Proler has performed tests to verify that the moist auto shredder waste will
not leach any significant amount of heavy metals. These test results were presented
to the Department of Toxic Substances Control during the December 1, 1994,
meeting and are enclosed as Attachment 1 to this Compliance Plan. Hugo Neu-Proler
believes that the data clearly indicate that under an "acid rain” condition, no
significant metals will be leached from the auto shredder waste. Furthermore, under
the current management practices, a normal amount of rainfall is not expected to

cause the auto shredder waste to release water or 3 leachate.

The current concreted storage area is constructed such that storm water run-on from
other adjacent operations will not flow towards the designated storage area for auto
shredder waste. Water that may collect during storm events in the auto shredder
waste storage area, will generally be absorbed by the day’s production of auto
shredder waste. Should significant rainfall events occur or excess water accumulate

in the area, then the excess water will be removed and tested for proper disposal.

4.4 WIND DISPERSAL

Hugo Neu-Proler will extend the existing north oulk-loader-ramp wall and install a
portable concrete block wall on the south of the north bulk-loader-ramp wall such that
the auto shredder waste wiil be sheltered from prevailing winds. This is shown on the

enciosed drawing. Since the auto shredder waste is moist when discharging onto the

“ugo NewProlenComouence Plan
2283RVA REOWRev: 0\Decomper 1994 4



DRAFT

concrete pavement, wind dispersal is minimal. However, as an additional measure,
Hugo Neu-Proler will assure that auto shredder waste will be moistened should

prevailing weather conditions dictate additional moisture is needed 1o minimize wind

dispersal.

4.5 PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT

Hugo Neu-Proler will assure that all personnel working with the auto shredder waste
during its management are thoroughly familiar with its health hazards and make sure
that all operators use Level D or higher Personal Protective Equipment, as appropriate.
A site specific Health and Safety Plan will be prepared. This plan will be submitted to
the Department of Toxic Substances Control for its review. Based on the Health and
Safety Plan, periodic evaiuation to insure an adequate level of protection for the

operators will be done.
4.6 FINAL COMPLIANCE

Hugo Neu-Proler will be working closely with the Port of Los Angeles and other
agencies to ensure timely completion of the rail spur project. During this period, Hugo
Neu-Proler will be evaiuating various other options to manage its auto shredder waste.
When the new rail spur is constructed, all operations identified above as interim
measures will be replaced by a new waste management operation. The specific
details have not been developed. But once they are developed, they will comply fully

with the California Heaith and Safety Code regarding the management of non-RCRA

hazardous wastes.

Huge NewProlen\Comokence Plan
2283RVA.REOWev: 0\Decemoer 1994 5



12714784 17:23

TT144722413

MiilblBAal SER

uue

MROPERTY LME
EXBLANATION
FENCE
115 3 115
[ ¢ o]
SCALE N T=7

3

=

a

'S

I

&

&

u

3
bt

U.S. PIERHEAD LINE

~ SITE LAYCJT
HUGT NEU=PROLER CCMPANY
PCRT CF LTS ANGELES

IN&.

SIGURE =X

>8




- STATE OF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

Region 4
245 Wast Broadway, Suite 425
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

March 21, 1995

Mr. John Prudent

General Manager

Hugo Neu-Proler Company

901 New Dock Street

Terminal Island, California 90731

Dear Mr. Prudent:

HUGO NEU-PROLER COMPANY COMPLIANCE STATUS

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department)

Lo
&

conducted a inspection of your facility on April 21, 1994 to

verify compliance with violations discovered during a complaint

inspection conducted on July 13, 1992. Mr. Christopher Hendrix
and Mr. Brian Wu, representatives from the Department, inspected
vour facility jocated at 901 New Dock Street, in Terminal Island.

As a result of that inspection, the Department determined

that the facility was in compliance with the wviolations

previously cited in the Report of Violations (ROV) issued on
March 25, 1992. During the April 21, 1994 inspection, however,
new violations of hazardous waste statutes and regulations were
identified as detailed in the ROV issued on November 3, 1994.

This letter documents Hugo Neu-Proler’s compliance with the
violations cited in the ROV dated March 25, 1992. This letter
does not address any of the violations cited in the ROV dated
November 3, 1994 nor does it preclude this Department from taking
administrative, civil, or criminal action as a result of the
violations noted therein. If you have any questions regarding

this letter, please contact me at (310) 590-5917.

Sincerely,

Maria G. Durand

Unit Chief
Statewide Compliance Diwision

a%






STir T OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY PETE WILSON, G "

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7, 120 SO. SPRING ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 TN
TOD (213) 897-6610 N AT
/.:‘.;;’)‘:f A i June 21, 1995
i,\l/ e .:"—" o -
~\\,' Doty ew o
_: JUN 29 1995 .._ IGR/CEQA 5055
TS\ Evdronmert Il = DEIR
A Tl tas O 30 year Term
o Gyetla e Lease Renewal
N SCH #93071074
DS Vic: LA-47-3.58

Dennis Hagner

Los Angeles City Harbor Department
425 S Palos Verdes St.

san Pedro, California 90733

Dear Dennis Hagner,

We have reviewed the above-referenced Document for the
renewal of your thirty year lease and the remediation of the
contaminated soil and groundwater.

Based on the informaticn received we would like to make
the following comments: Any transport of hazardous wastes or heavy
construction equipment which require +he use of oversize transport

vehicles on State Freeways/Highways will require a Caltrans 41

transportation permit. We recommend that large size trucks that
are transporting construction materials, equipment, and exporting
contaminated soil be limited to off-peak commute periods.

If you have any guestions regarding this response, please
call me at (213) 897-1338.

, ?ififrely f‘WFV\
Wilfgggiuelton
Senior ¥ransportation Planner

IGR/CEQA Coordinator
Office of Advance Planning

bcc: R Helgeson, HQ Transportation Planning/IGR
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1640 FIFTH STREET, SUITE 204
SANTA MCNICA, CA 90401

Healthe Bay. 310.394-4552  {fax) 395-6878

Tuge 29, 1995 2

Don Rice, Director _
Environmental Management Division -
Los Angeles Harbor Departument >
425 South Palos Verdes Street
P.0. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151

Re: Reguest for Extension of Comment Period on Draft EIR for Hugo Neu-Proler [ease
Renewal Proiect — State Clearinghouse Number 93071074

Dear Mr. Rice,

Heal the Bay is a local non-profit environmental organization working to protect, restore,
and enhance Santa Monica Bay and southern California’s coastal resources. Heal the Bay is
particularfy concerned about issues involving storm water tunoff and its impacts on our
coastal waters.

It is our understanding that the 45-day comment period on the Draft EIR for the Hugo Neu-
Proler Lease Renewal Project is set to expire on July 14, 1995. Unformnately, Heal the Bay
did not receive notice that the Draft EIR was being circulated for comment, and has only
recently received a copy of the Draft EIR itself. Although Heal the Bay would like to 31
submit comments on the Draft EIR, our staff has not had sutficient time to review and :
analyze the document. Accordingly, Heal the Bay respectfully requests that the comment
period be extended for an additional 45-day period, or until August 28, 1993.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward fo receiving vour favqrablé response to
our request for additonal tume. -

-

Sincerely,

/ Roger Gorke
Science and Policy Analyst

-
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(213) 485-5071

July 5, 1995

-

Mr. Donald W. Rice

Director of Environmental Management & b <//\
Port of Los Angeles _,l"“:D =
425 South Palos Verdes Street . '\\\' ? o -
P.0. Box 151 - W e S
San Pedro, CA 90733-0151 VS v

Dear Mr. Rice: | T

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ER)
FOR THE HUGO NEU-PROLER COMPANY - LEASE RENEWAL [SCH NO. 93071074]

Thank you for the opportumry t comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Hugo Neu-Proler
Company - Lease Repewal. The Los Angeles City Planning Deparmment, Community Planming
Bureau has the following comments to make:

project Descript

The Hugo Neu-Proler Company (HNPC) currently’ leases a 26.7-acre site from the Port of Los
Angeles. HNPC wishes to renew their lease for a period of 30 years. Current operations include
receiving, processing, storing and loading various types of metals for recycling, €.8-, for use in
the manufacturing of steel. electrical components and wiring, and other raw materials used by 2
variety of industries. Additionally, HNPC proposes 10 add new facilities and equipment to the
operation including (1) rail racks and associated Structures; (2) 4,000 square foot single story
office building and landscaped parking area at the south end of the facility; (3) full paving of the
scrap processing, handling, and storage area with asphait or concrete; (4) additional lighting 1n
storage, loading, and parking areas; (5) storm water runoff control and treatment systems:

COMMUN!TY SLANNING AUREAU
221 3. FIGUEROA §7.. 3RO FLOOR. _0% ANGELES. A 20012
(2+3) 485-63354 Fax (213) 485-80CS
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Hugo Neu-Proler DEIR
Page 2

(6) noise barriers at strategic locations; (7) perimeter wall around the facility; (8) bin walls located
around scrap handling area; and (9) auto shredder residue storage facility.

In addition to the renewal of the lease, continuation of current operations, and expansion of the
facility, HNPC will remediate soil and groundwater contamination at the site.

Land Use

1.

19

The project is located within the City of Los Angeles Port of Los Angeles Plan area which
was adopted by the City Council on September 28, 1982. The Plan consists of text and
map, with the Plan Map being divided into several subareas. The project site is located
within Area 7 Terminal Islapd/Main Chanpel and is designated on the Plan as
"General/Bulk Cargo & Commercial/Industrial Uses - Non-Hazardous”. The project is
consistent with the General Plan in that the long-range preferred uses identified for Area
7 in the Plan consist of “Non-hazardous liquid and non-hazardous dry bulk cargo (within
the parameters of Policy No. 11), general cargo, commercial fishing, Port-related
commercial and industrial uses and institutional uses.” Dry Bulk is defined in the Plan as
“comprised of metallic ores, some nonmetallic minerals, coal, chemicais and allied
products, primary metal products, waste and scrap materials, grains and related uses.”

Policy No. 11 of the Port Plan states that it “shall be the long-range Port development
policy to have facilities used for the storage or transfer of hazardous liquid and hazardous
dry buik cargoes that are inappropriately located, phased out and relocated to adjacent
communities.” The Draft EIR, p. 3.8-2. indicates that HNPC does not accept hazardous
materials for processing or shipping, but that hazardous materials may be present in some
loads delivered to the site. Also, untreated auto shredder residue is considered a
hazardous waste in California because of soluble levels of metal (p.3.8-3). Please review
the Port of Los Angeles Risk Management Plan, which is an element of the Port Master
Plan to ascertain this project’s location is appropriate with regards to hazardous materials
and surrounding communities.

- Ouali

Landscaping can improve air quality by cleansing the air of pollutants. The plants used in the

project should be selected for their ability to maximize air quality benefits including absorption

of gases that may contribute directly or indirectly to atmospheric warming, as well as for their

ability to maximize energy conservation and with a view to their long term maintenance

requirements. The use of vines shouid be encouraged on wails, buildings. and structures. Please
discuss more thoroughly the specific proposed landscaping for the project.

e
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Hugo Neu-Proler DEIR
Page 3

Heat and Glare

Parking lots are particular sources of heat and glare. Landscaping of the project’s parking lot
should contain a minimum of one tree for every four surface parking spaces. The trees should
be located in such a manner and be of such a size that the trees are capable of producing an
overhead canopy that will shade at least 50 percent of the parking stall area in summer after 10

years of growth when the sun is at its zenith at local solar time at the summer solstice.

These comprise our comments on this project. If you have any questions, please refer them to
Nancy Scrivner at (213) 485-6647.

Very truly yours,

CON HOWE
Director

(Jack Sedwick
Principal City Planner

CH: IS:ME:JY:NS/
A:LTR-0012.EIR
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' 701 New Dock Street (Berths 212-215)
@ : Terminal Island, California 30731

Tel: (310) 548-8000 Fax: (310) 548-8290

7 July, 1995

Worldport LA

425 South Palos Verdes Street,

PO Box 151, ‘ :

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151 i Evvironmentsiieme [TV
Vo LA Harge D0 g
SN Cyetia N

S ,-,4:\ -
N e 0

Atm.: Donald W. Rice SRR

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report, lease renewal, Hugo Neu-Proler

Dear Mr. Rice:

We acknowledge receipt of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, attached to your
letter dated 26 May.

As we are Hugo Neu-Proler’s neighbor immediately to the west of their facility, we read
the contents of the Draft EIR with a great deal of interest. We believe that the document
offers a comprehensive analysis of the current deficiencies of the existing facility, and
provides for a reasonable plan to address many of the environmental concerns, especially
those related to groundwater and marine contamination, noise pollution, as well as
addressing some esthetic issues.

As neighbors of the facility, after analyzing the Draft EIR, we do however still have some
concems over what we believe are deficiencies in the plan that wiil have a direct impact
upon our operations at Yusen Terminals. '

Our main concern has been one that has existed since the commencement of operations at
Yusen Terminals, in October of 1991; that is, persistent air pollution drift onto our
tacility. The pervasiveness of the air pollution endemic to HNPC’s operations has been
well documented in section 1.5.1 of the Draft EIR. Further, the future levels of all forms
of pollution generated is stated in section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. Clearly, we do not foresee
any meaningful decrease in emissions from the facility with the modifications proposed.

We employ on a given day at our facility anywhere from 150-250 persons. We have real
concemns over the traces of toxic materials that are contained in the dust emitted as a 72




consequence of the nature of HNPC’s stockpiling, shredding and shiploading operations.
The toxic effects of lead, carbon monoxide, and sulfur dioxide are well documented.
Further, the variety of exotic toxic materials such as PCBs, dioxins, and cyanide that are
found in minute quantities in automobiles today undoubtedly comprise a small but deadly

component of the noxious cloud of dust that constantly drifts over our facility. We feel (CONT)

strongly that the long-term health impact on our workforce will over time become
extremely significant.

| L

In addition to the health concerns, we also have on our facility many expensive pieces of
sophisticated cargo handling equipment. We have experienced chronic metallic dust
infiltration in our electrically-powered equipment, especially our container cranes. This
matter has been raised with the port on numerous prior occasions, without any
meaningful alterations to date in HNPC’s operations.

We are disturbed that there seems to be no acknowledgment by the Port, Hugo Neu-

Proler or Foster -Wheeler Environmental of the impact of their operations on their

immediate neighbors; indeed, we or Matson Terminals were not even to my knowledge
contacted by any of the parties involved in the compilation of the draft EIS. It seems that

the document seems more concerned over the impact of the operation on a small group of
individuals living aboard yachts in the nearby marinas, than over the welfare of the two

large, labor-intensive operations immediately to either side of HNPC. ]

We must object in the strongest terms to what we consider to be the overall
incompleteness of the draft EIS, and demand that some efforts be made to address our
concerns. At 2 minimum, we would insist that the following stipulations be added to the
final version of the Environmental Impact Report:

1) That the perimeter wall of 4-high ocean shipping containers proposed for the eastern
and northemn boundaries (ref. figure 1.1-4, Draft EIR) be extended to cover as much as
possible of the western (Yusen Terminals) boundary as well. —
2) That the spraying activity that is presently only sporadicaily conducted by HNPC be
made mandatory during all cargo stockpiling or réclaiming operations. As a comment, the
Yuisen Terminals Administration building looks directly over HNPC’s yard, and the
only spraying activity notable with any degree of regularity is that conducted in the
vicinity of the turnings pile, between the crusher and the auto shredder. We see no
spraying activity at all in the vicinity of the #1 HMS pile in the southwest corner of the
yard, as well as very little spraying anywhere between the Harris shear and the pier line.
These areas are all ones of constant metal stockpiling activity, and consequently dynamic
sources of dust emissions.
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We look to the Hiuka scrap operation at Pier T in the Port of Long Beach as an example
of'a “good neighbor” type of scrap metals processing operation. They have erected an
attractive wall that encompasses the perimeter of their facility (and is much more visually
satisfactory than used ocean containers). Hiuka also conducts comprehensive spraying
operations which render the airborne dust hazard environmentally insignificant. We -
would expect that Hugo Neu-Proler could at the least see fit to follow the example set by |
their competitor, and that the Port would see fit to sponsor a similarly proactive approach

in dealing with this issue in the same manner as their sister port to the east.

We look forward to your earliest response with respect to our concerns.

Sincerely,
Yusen Terminals, Inc.

)

Paul F. Smith,
Vice President

CC: H. Meyn, K. Kobayashi

77
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San Pedro & Peninsuia Homeowner’s Coalition
PO Box 1106
San Pedro, CA 90733

July 7, 1995

Mr. Don Rice
Port of Los Angeles
FAX (310) 547-4643

Dear Mr, Rice:
Ref’: Draft EIR 930-71074, Hugo Proler Lease on Terminal Island

The Coalition represents 25 homeowner’s associations in the San Pedro and Peninsula
area. Our constituents account for about 35,000 residents.

It has come to our attention that the Hugh-Proier Draft EIR has been released for the
proposed 30 year lease renewal. This document has had cursory review by members of
our group, and we have determined that we have not been allowed adequate time to
review this report.

81
On behalf of our Coalition and members of the San Pedro community, I am requesting that
consideration be given to & 30 day extension of the review process, and perhaps a
workshop on this issne. This process must be given adeguate time in view of the long-term
lease being requested.

Thank you for your consideration. 1 look forward to & response from you.

St

Sincerely,

President

ot a



STATE OF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

PETE WILSON. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

Region 4

245 West Broadway, Suite 425
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

{310) 590-4945

June 29, 1995 o [g]

Dennis Hagner, Environmental Scientist
Environmental Management Division

Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 S. Palos Verdes Street

P.0. Box 151

San Pedro, California 90733-151

HUGO NEU-PROLER LEASE RENEWAL DEIR
Dear Mr. Hagner:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) thanks vou
for the opportunity of reviewing and commenting on the Draf:
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hugo Neu-Proler Lease
Renewal. It should be noted that Section 3.2.2.2.3, page 3.2-14
and Section 3.8.1, page 3.8-1, should be amended to delete any
reference to the DTSC. Since the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) is to "direct and oversee" the site remediation,
they are alsc able to certify the site with respect to both soil
and water. In a Memorandum of Understanding between the DTSC and
the RWQOMB (when the RWQMB is the Lead agency with respect to the
remediation), the RWQMB will provide the certification of the
scil as well as the water, not the DTSC. Therefore, these two
references to the DTSC should be deleted from the DEIR unless the
Los Angeles Harbor Department enters into a Voluntary Clean-up
Agreement with the DTSC for oversight of the clean-up

Thank you again for the opportunity of reviewing and
commenting on subject DEIR. If you have any questions, please
call Mr. Ken Payne at (310) 580-4935.

Sincerely,

/AW A—

Hzissam Y. Salloum, P.E.
Unit Chief
Site Mitigation Operations Branch

A L 4
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Mr. Don Rice e
Environmental Management Division ‘ T e
Los Angeles Harbor Department e
425 S, Palos Verdes St.
San Pedro, CA 90733
Regarding: Hugo Neu-Proler Lease
Renewal ~- Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Rice:

—y

Having just become aware of the existence of the draft envirou-
mental impact report on the Hugo-Neu Proler facility, we ask the
Harbor Department to allow more time for our organization and
other members of the community to study and make comments on the
report.

As an organization dedicated to youth and the community, we

care about a safe and healthy environment here in Wilmington.
Therefore, we want to better understand the facility's operatioms,
any plans for clean up and the operations that Hugo Neu-Proler
will be undertaking in the years ahead. We want to know more

so we can make responsible comments on the envirommental study.
This cannot be accomplished by the July 14 deadline.

We also ask that the Department schedule a public hearing on
the envirommental report so the community can hear about the
project first hand and have a chance to make comments at that

timEO o—

Thank vou.
Sincerely,

;@ iy

Ramon J. Madrigal
Executive Director

101
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1215 W. Mauretania
Wilmington, CA 90744
July 9, 1995

Don Rice

Los Angeles Harbor Department

PO Box 1571

San Pedro, CA 80733-0151

Dear Mr. Rice ang the Environmenta/ Management Division,

! hope you wily give the Wilmington and San Pedro community more time to

about the report. However, many are unaware or are on vacation. How about
after Labor Day as then most of the kids will pe back in school and families will pe

environmenta/ report would help people in the community learn more about the

situation. So how about a public hearing, as welf? The community could then hear

more and have an opportunity to speak out about the report.

Thank you.

Sinterely

John Mendez

12
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FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 3-30) CITY OF LOS ANGELES '
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 1 2]

July 14, 1995 ST - omu
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Donald Rice, Director of Environmental Management T

FROM: Fire Department

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - HUGO NEU-PROLER

COMPANY - LEASE RENEWAL [SCH NO. 93071074

The project is described as the consideration of a 27-year lease renewal for a 26-
acre site of land and water. The site is located at Berths 210 - 211, and is
currently being used by Hugo Neu-Proier Company as & scrap metal receiving,
processing, and export operation.

The project consists of the continued operations of the Hugo Neu-Proler Company;
who receives ferrous and non-ferrous metals, including autos, turnings, household

apoli

ances, plate and structural steel, motor blocks, and other items by truck from

throughout the Southern California region. The ferrous and non-ferrous metals are
received from as far north as Fresno, and as far east as Las Vegas and westernm
Arizona. The project also consists of improvements 10 existing structures and
equipment. '

Hugo Neu-Proler operations involves the on-site processing of metals by crushing,
shredding, shearing, non-ferrous recovery, cutting, sorting, and storage. After
processing, the metals are loaded onto ships via a bulk loading conveyor system
for export to the Far East, Pacific Rim, and Latin America. -

In addition to the lease renewal and continuation of current operations, Hugo Neu-
Proler (pursuant 10 3 Remediation Action Plan) will remediate soil and groundwater
contamination at the site. The Remediation Action Plan will be approved by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board -- Los Angeles Region, the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control Division, and the Los Angeles City Harbor
Department. '

The follovaing comments are furnished in response 1o your reguest for this
department 10 review the groposed development:



Donald Rice
July 14, 1995
Page 2

A. FIRE-FLOW

The adeguacy of fire protection for a given area is based on reguired fire-flow, ]
response distance from existing fire stations, and this Department’s judgment
for needs in the area. In general, the required fire-flow is closely related 1o
land use. The quantity of water necessary for fire protection varies with the
type of development, life hazard, occupancy, and the degree of fire hazard.

The required fire-flow for this project nas been set at 12,000 G.P.M. from
eight fire hydrants flowing simuitaneously. ) 121

Improvements to the water system in this area may be required to provide
12,000 G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost of improving the water. system may be
charged to the developer. For more detailed information regarding water main
improvements, the developer shall contact the Warter Services Section of the
Department of Water and Power.

B. FIRE HYDRANTS -

Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire nydrants may de required.
Their number and location to be determined after the Fire Department’s review 122
of the plot plan.

C. RESPONSE DISTANCE - -

Based on a required fire-flow of 12,000 G.P.M., the first-due Engine Company
shouid be within .75 mile the first-due Truck Company within 1.0 mile.

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for
initial response into the area of the proposed development:
- ~ : 123
Fire Station No. 40
Single Engine Company
330 Ferry Street
Terminai Isiand, CA 30731 -
- Staffing - 4
Miles - 1.3
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Fire Station No. 53

Single Engine Company

Paramedic Ambuilance B
438 North Mesa Street

San Pedro, CA 30731

Staffing - 6

Miles - 2.7

Fire Station No. 49

Singie Engine Company

Boats 3 and 4 B}

400 Yacht Street, Berth 194 : . -
Wilmington, CA 80744

Staffing - 12

Miles - 4.1

Fire Station No. 111

Fire Boat 1 B

@54 S. Seaside Avenue, Berth 260 : - -
Wilmington, CA 80744
Staffing - 3

Miles - 2.5

The above distances were compurted to the intersections of New Dock Street
and Pennsyivania Streert.

Based on this criteria (response distance from existing fire stations), fire’
protection would be considered inadequate. The response distance into the
project area would be even further. :

In order to mitigate the inadequacy 0T fire protection in travel distance, -
sprinkler systems wiil be required throughout any structure to be buiit, in
accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 57.09.07.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

o Level-of-service of "E” or "F" ar streets intersections, decreases the Fire
Department’s abiiity 10 nrovide umely fire suporession and emergency

medica! servicas.

12-3
(CoNT)

12-4



Donald Rice

Submit plot plans that show the access road and the turning area for Fire
Department approval. - )

July 14, 1995
Page 4 -
L Soil remediation activities. ]
. -
° The potential blockage of emergency access during the construction of
the rail spur, could cause delays in emergency response times. B
° Hazardous waste management and storage plans. B
E. MITIGATION
° Contingencies shall be formulated and implemented, prior to completion
of the project, to ensure that the level-of-service for street intersections
is no worse than "E" or "F". - - ]
e Soil remediation activities shall be reviewed by the Underground Tanks |
Unit of the Los Angeles City Fire Department (LAFD). For additionai
information please call {213) 485-7543. ]
e Prior to blocking streets contact the Operations Control Dispatch Section |
(QCDS) of the LAFD, and provide them with pertinent information. For
additional information, please call {213) 485-6188. ]
] Prior to implementation, all hazardous waste management and storage ]
plans shall be reviewed by the Hazardous Materials Section of the LAFD.
For additional information, please call (213) 485-8080.
F.  FIREFIGHTING PERSONNEL ACCESS
Access for Fire Department apparatus and personne! to and into all structures
shall be required. -
G. FIREFIGHTING APPARATUS ACCESS

12-5

12-6

12-7

124

“12-5

126

127

12-8
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Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed development shall
not exceed 15% in grade. '

Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown
on Department of Public Works Standard Plan D-22548.

Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns.

During demolition the Fire Department access will remain clear and
unobstructed. ) ‘ 12-8
The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not (CONT)
be less than 20 feet clear to the sky.

Fire lanes, where required, and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required.

No building or portion of a pbuilding shall be constructed more than 150 feet
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated
fire lane. -

~

CONCLUSION .

The Los Angeles Fire Department continually svaluates fire station placement.and -
overall Department services for the entire City, as well as specific areas. The
development of this proposed project, along with other approved and planned
projects in the immediate area, may result in the need for the foilowing:

1. Increased staffing for existing facilities.

2. Additional fire protection facilities. = : 128

3.  Relocation of present fire protection facilities.




Donaid Rice
July 14, 1985
Page 6

For additional information, please contact the Hydrant Unit, at (213) 485-5964.

WILLIAM R. BAMATTRE -
Chief Engineer and General Manager

e

Dal L. Howard, Assistant Fire Marshal
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety

DLH :TW:!q:.a\hneu-pol.wo

cc:  Councilman Rudy Svorinich, Fifteenth Councit District
Environmental Affairs Commission
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Donald W. Rice &y
Director of Environmental Management Y
Harbor Department

. {;:; N I
Dr. Ara J. Kasparian, Director ]\[:Ld) a@),w,@,,/ JLER (fq SN
Environmental Management Section

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

Draft Environmental Impact Report SCH No. 93071074
(Hugo Neu-Proler Company Lease Renewal)

Environmental Management Section staff have reviewed the subject draft Environmental
Impact Report, and suggest the following clarifications:

1) Terminal Island Treatment Plant Modification (table 2.2-1, item 18): this project was_T
approved by the City Council on July 20, 1994. Reference: Council File 94-1183.

2) Construction-phase water quality impacts (page 3.4-9): the General Industrial |
Activities Storm Water Discharge Permit does not cover construction actvites. If the
project will resuit in a land disturbance of five or more acres, a Notice of Intent (NJT)

must be filed with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) under the General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. Guidance from the SWRCB is attached.

s

Staff appreciates the opportunity to provide comments. Please call Doug McPherson at
(213) 847-8696 if you need additional information.

AJK:ND:DSM:\EXXI 1183\HUGONEU.EIR

ATTACHMENT

cc:

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION, MS 743 (W/O ATTACHMENT)



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - CALVORNY, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGERCT PETE WILSCN, Governer
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
SAUL R. BONDERSON BUILDING

£EP 8 1992
T0: Interested parties

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY STORM WATER PERMIT

Enclosed is & COPY of the General Construction Activity Storm Water
permit (Permit), including the Fact Sheet, Notice of Intent (NO1) form,
and NOI instructions, which was adopted by the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water goard) on August 20, 1992.

To be covered by this Permit, the owners of land where a constructioh
activity occurs must submit the completed NOI form, with the appropriate
fee, to the State Water Board. Permits ar€ required for all storm water
discharges associated with @ construction activity wnere clearing,
grading, and excavation results in a land disturbance of five or more
acres. Starm walter discharges from a construction activity that results
in a land disturbance of less than five acres, but which is part of a
larger common plan of development OT sale, also require a permit.

permits are required until the construction is complete.

A permit must be obtained by October 1, 1992 for an ongoing construction
activity that satisfies these criteria. For & new construction activity
that begins after October 1, 1992, a permit must be optained pefore
construction starts.

The NOI must be sent to the following address:

State Water Resqurces Control Board
Division of Water Quality
Attention: Storm Water Permit Unit
p. 0. Box 1977

Sacramento, CA 95812-1977

The NOI must be accompanied DY the appropriate annual fee. The fee will
either be $250.00 or $500.00 denend1.ag on twe area of the construction
A-tivity. ne 501 wit et wE nioLES 3Rt tonot aecoojenied DY e fem
cnclosure 1 describes thosé areas in which the $250.00 annual fee
applies. Dischargers in all other areas of the State must pay the
$500.00 fee. _
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September 3, 1992

Enclosure 1

AREAS OF THE STATE IN WHICH THE $250.00 ANNUAL FEE APPLIES

Municioality

Alameda County

Los Angeles County

Orange County

Riverside County

Sacramentc County

(O™

- -~
Lenoc

.. ~
reasd o n Lot

permitted Area

The permitted area of the county
is the westerly side of the county
which drains to San Francisco Bay.

The permitted area consists of

the five hydrologic subbasins
which drain into the pacific Ocean
as follows: Santa Monica Bay,
Upper LoS Angeles River, including
Sycamore Channel, Upper

San Gabriel River, Lower

Los Angeles River, and Lower

San Gabriel River, including

Santa Clarita valley. The permit
does not cover the cities of
Avalon, lLancaster, and Palmdale.

The permitisd area js delineated
by the Los Angeles County line on
the nerthwest, the San Sernardino
County line on the north and
aortheast, the Riverside County
line on the east, the San Oiego
County line on the south, and the
pacific Ocean on the southwest.

The permitted area is delineated
by the San gernardino County line
on the north and northwest, the
Orange County line on the west,
the San Oiego County line on the
south, and the Santa Ana/Colarado
River Sasin Regional Boards'
boundary line on the east
(mountain crest).

The entire county except for the
incarporated City of [sTeton.

Thn oeerndticd &nd 15 lelins
by the Santa Ana-Lancntan Regional
Roard bcundary iine 21 the nortt
and ncr=heast, the Santa Ana-
Colorade River 3asin Regional
3oard soundary line on the 2ast,
the San 3ernardinc—aiverside

wiie -



STATE WATER RESOURCES COTIROL BOARD (rmmw)
@DER 0. 92-08-0RQ
HATIORAL POLLUTART DISCEARCE FLDMIRATION STSTRX (EPDES)
GZHFRAL PERMIT HO- CAS0000Q2Z
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.2 Stats wateT 3eazd finds thats:

Tedazal regulations foz contzolliang pollutazzcs in scora water —unoff iischarges vers issuad by ths

§.S. Zavizoamental J=oreczion Ageacy (USEPA) on November 16, 1990 (40 Code of Tadaral Regulations (CTR)
?a=ss 122, 123, and 126). The regulacicns sequize disckarges of sToT= wacez associatad wizh ccastmzction
acoivicy iacluding cleariag, 3T2dizg, and sxcavacion acsivicies (except operations chac result iz
4:gzusbance o lass =han 3ive acres of =otal land area and which ass 20T 23TT of a lacger com=0n plaa of
development OF sale)y =5 obtain a ¥PDES ser=it and =3 implecent 3est Availabla Teckaolcegy Seoncmically
Aczigvatle (3AT) azd lesc Conveational Zelluzast Conmcrol Tecknology (3CT) =° ~educe or elizizace sTora

wazezr pollutica.

-wis geseral perait skall zegulate pollucants iz discharges of sTO== wacer associated wigh cemstzuction

aczivizy (sTuT= wWates dischazges) except fe=gm those areas oo tadian lacds, =wg Lake Tahse Syd:cicgic Unict,
amd wheze the ITOXT WateTr disctazge is decer=ized ipeligible ZoT sgverage uader zhis general perzit bY cthe
Zasifsznia Jegicaal 4aTsr Qualizy Caatzol 3ocazds (Regionak 7acer 3cazis). Azzachzent 1 econtaizs addresses

a=d celephons aumbders of each Regiocmal Jacer Jocazd officw.

Teis gensral sezmiz dses 20T so=e=PL 3T supezsede che authoTity of local szorm water =anagecent agsccies
<3 pzoaidis, rescricss, OF seaszal s$ToTH Jales 4ischarges o setazacte sToTm sevwarT sys<ezs OT staer

1
sacegccurses wizhia chuaiz juzisdéicstion, 3as allowaed by State apd Tecazal lav.

T3 obzaiz auzhozizazisa fo¥ sc=went and faTuTe scorm water disshazges pursuant 2 ehis general peTTET, che
swear of a sita where consctruczisn aczivizy oesurs (dischaTger) =ust sut=iz a Notics of Ismcent (NOI) and
appropriace fee To the Stare Watsr Board. Dischargers who sub=iz a NOI and appropTiate fee aT® auchorized

=n discharge STOrs 4ater undar =3a Cer=s and condicicas of this gensTal sermit.

<# an iadividual NPDES permit is 1gsued Tq a discharger otherwise subject IO chis geceral per=ic, OF I
alzerzative general permit is subsaquently adoptad which covers scorm water discharges segulaced by chis
genezal perxit, the apy].:’.czbili:y of this gensral peraic 9 suca discharges is aucozatically cer=inated on
che effaczive dace of .the individual per=it or the dacs of approval lox coverage -undax che subssquent
generalk pazrite.

~mig aczion to adopt 3 NPDES permit is exempt fzom the provisicos of =he Califorzia Zovironmental Qualicy
Act (Public Resources Code Sec=ion 21100, et seq.), in accordance Wizl Section 13389 of -he Californis

wacer Code.

13 a vecent =:lifi, -ne fogu Cirsadt fouz= 2% ‘T ial iaatidiicd T agempTice. 4oanT.d BFOC
georz wacter uischarges Lseg acnl gisTursanis 1354 Tl.an iive asTeS Syc T2.apatd $9 cetien sar Lozt
agzion. .ais general perz=it =ay se cveczened, 33 secessasy?, =° aczom=odate 3 vsdefiniczion af che types of

gzes= water disczazges stag Ta3C de sermiczed.
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SPECIAL 230ViSIONS

REGL

i

20R CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY:

ALl dischazgess Just £ile 3 NOI and 29 spTi

as veguized by Astachment 2: Notice

ALl discharge=zs JusT develop azd

Section Al §oaz= Water dollutica

sschazges of 2on-s3TOT= wazazr avte

sonsTruction oo jests and WaeTe they do =ot cause OF

=usc be desczibed in che SWEPP.

scandazd. Suel discharges
notc cesult
SWPPP requizesments.

All dischazTgeTs =usz develop and

Seczion 3%

A1l dischazgess =ust
disczicts, aad other
systens ©T oCheT WaTercourses under theliI
groT= wataz =azage=ent pTegTass developed
3oazds =° 10cal agencies.
ALl dischazgess =% ¢ sc=ply

Seczion C: Jzandazd Prcuisions.

Tse discharges =AY seucke (cazcsel)

- - £ -~y < -
-d gerziiisatiszm, ==

aczaTdanse wizh
caat

zhat

Izams 9 and 10, sonsTT=csiozs acsiT iy

sonscTTuesisr and

o

eex cozpleced,

che size is i3 compliance

ercsion/sedizeat conezol sequirenents.
(cancsl) covezage under shis genezal
ccansfarzad.
genezal per=it.
This genszal permiz vill axpizs on August
Scats Water 3ecazd,

S ischargers subject
-evised NOI.

ONAL WATER 30ARD AUTZORITIES:

Tallowinag adopzicn of

ezi ehis general ser=it,

1. lopiesezt ctte provisions of

- LY es "
itnmoluae,

wet 13 20T 1imiced TT. T°

sozTLlazte iaspacIioss, agd T3&i2§

w, lysue peTm=ii3 35 coey Zeem appropTiate

disc=azgess 2 3 gecgzaseic azsa. 4p¢

(1]

1ifesced disciaTiers szall z¢

LongeT e

Jagiozal WateT 3gazss 34 -zavide guidazce
E 3

Sa=larmszTaTion.

aze fee

Poors
-t
e T

of .=tTe

i=pleczeat 3 Stozrm “azer Polluzioz PTevention Plan

Posvenzisn

allowed ozly when
in discharge of non-sTOTZ WalsT shall be
implazent 2 ~gnizosizg PTTETAT and

comply wisk ehe awiul zequizexents a2 municipalities,
10eal agenciss zagazdiag dischazges o3
ju:isdi::i:s.

co eom=piy
wizh the szazndazd azcTisions and

esvesage tsndes
ke sig=atsSTy ceguize=ests el

has deen

wizh all local stor2 wager =anageusst
golicies,
serzit when
-ne evw owueI IusT comply with the

The wevocation should accompamy

20, 1997.

cg the zmissued generzl sezmit 24y ha requized t© £ile 8

enis general

3~

£ mw
=12

consTTuCTion agTivities ccnducted aT sach site

ac--Ganezan Inscouctions.

in accordance wizth
P1an (SWPPP).
secessazy 97 sezforaancs and cc=pletiocz of
sgneTibute 33 2 soclation of any water quaii v
“hereveT feasible, altsrnacives whic

izplezented, iz accozdance wichk Secziom A.Y

sepozting plan in accordancs with

Mgaizezing 7T0gTal and Reportiag Requise=eanss.

countiss, dzainage
seoT= Water o sepazacs STITR sevwar
iscludizg appli:able sequirecent3 in menicipal

aieh NPDES pez=its issued Yy che Regicnal WacsT

sepozting saquizazents -zntained i3

snis gesezal per=it Y submiczing o the STat. <3teT

3tandard Jrovisicns,

SWPPP have

Seccion C:

sospleced, <sar all elezents of the

equipsent —3iazanance “asie wave Deen disposed of pzoperly: zhat

sgquirecents includiag

and guideiines. 7= addizien, 3 discaarger &Y ~avoke
awnezsaip of all ez
Section A(2)(e) and 3(3)(B) of this

che NOI fzem she nev owner when possible.

a porxcion of the pzoject %as been

provisions of

Upon zwissuance of a NPDES gensral permit bY the

Regicaal water 2eards spall:

I=plezeztatics of chis gemeral perzit =37

,'g?:‘_‘“ caT A

-4

zhe

cazegoTies 5f dischazgerd

3y a Regiczal water 3zaT.
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Section Al STORM WATER 20LLUTION PREVENTION PLAN

Ob jeczives

A Scorm Water Pollucion P=evention Plan (swPPP) sball ve develaped aand i:pla:n::ed Zor each constTUCTLOD
site covered 57 zais geneTal perzit. The SWEPP shall de cerzified in ageoTiance wizh the signatoesy
sequizezents of Standazd poovision C.9. The SWPP? shall be deveioped and a=azded, when TecessSaTy <o Teet

che followiag ob jectives:

a. To identif jlucant sousces chat ma affect the walizy 2% dischazges af storm water agsociaced with
y g

conscTuccion aczivity (stors wazsr discha:ges) from the scnscructicn si=e, and

5. To identify, constIVET, and isplecent seora Watsl polluzion g:evsn:ic: =easures (eonzzol p:ac:ic.s) co
reduce pollucaats iq sTorm WalsT dischazges feom the esznsToucTion sizs 30t3 duzing ~snstTuczion and

after constzuction is complstede.

1=nlegentatiol Scheduls
a. Jor copscTuction agtivity © ~mancing o8 and aftes Oc=abez L. 1992, -ug SWPPZ =ust e davaloped and

i:;Le:nn:-d concurrent with coz=encement of copsezuczicz aecivities.

». Tor conscTuczion acTivity commencing prioez tO apd cozzizuilg Beyenc Jezober Ly 1992, she swoPP =ust be
devaloped and i:gle:c::ld »y Oezaber 1, 1992.

s. 7Jer sngeing ° ngz3esion aceivizy iavolving 3 chaage 3% gunershi 2f pTspesty cgrezed BY this ;en-ral

per=il, -ma sew OWaeT —:3c asScepl and =aizgaia che existiag SWPPP.

4vailability

—he SWPPP shall be kept OB sica duriag conscTuction ac2ivily and zade available =pS2 sequest 2f s

:ep:esezcz:ive of zhe Regional WYater Joard and/or local agency-
L)

Raguired Changes

a. The discharger stall amend che SWPPP vhensver thers ;s a shange in constzuction or operacions which
say affect che disehazge of sigaificaat qusntitiss of pollucants =0 suzfacs VACEZ3, ground wacazs, °F
2 cunicipal separath $TOTD sawer 3ysCDe The swPEP sbould also be apended ig iz is io wiclation of
any condition of chis gcnc:zl permit oF has ©OT achiaved the geceTal obisczive of czeducing pollucants

in storm water discharges.

b. B8 Regicnal Yacer Board, OF local igeacy with the :oncu::nnci sZ <hbe Regionali Jacar Boazd, E %4

sequize the dischazger ©O amend the SUPPP.

Ident“‘:acicn

Source PR 44

e SW?I? swzll oTeTiie édasezmprioz % sgtuertial sasTtes azizh T < ixely Te 3cs gigmiiizast PUPIRSER S
-

3-1

53¢ poklutants co sgorz= water discharges OF which =3 cesulz 2 aon-52IT WAtES aiscnarges fzo=

coasTTuction size. i2e SwPPP s=all jgal2de, at 3 memizus, IBE 2.7 zwiang itess?
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vii. The pature of
A list of polluzaats (other than sediment) that are
significant quaaticties.
te reducs thease pollutants in the stozs water discharges.
An estizaces of
coefficiant of
of che arsa of the comstruction sits that ls {mperricus (
afzar soastruction.

£. A copy of =he NOIL.

Teosicn and Sedizent Cengzol

The SWPPP shall include:
a. A descziptiozn of soil stabilization practices.

vegetation vhers feasible and to Tevegetals open areas as
construction.
permasent seeding, zulching, sod sctabilizatiom,
sther soil scabilization practices. AT 3 minimum, the P

disturbed azeas during the zaizy seascu.

A dascziption oF :1luscrzaction of contzol practicas which,
Ind
zaznge of erosisa a2ad sedizent contT

inczease of sediment load ia storm water discharge.
shall consider a fuli
dikes, silt Zfezcas, earch dikes, drush barziers,

dams, subsurface draia, pipe slope draia, level spreaders

proteczion, sediment Zraps, CeMPOTAry ssdizent basins, or
dikes, silt
significant sideslope and dosmalope boundaries of =he

site-specific and seasonal conditions when designing the

Conczol p:actic-s':o -sduce the tracking of sedimeat

privacs roads shall be ipspectad and cleaned as

4. Control practices to ssduce wind erosiom.

Nop-Storm= Varasr Manageuent

The SWPPP skall igelude provisions which elimicats or reducs

=zatarials other tham 3ToTA watar to Che sSTOra sever systed and/or ceceiving wvaters.

. SG.&, =. Cha erTant feasidble, t3. oo seczaty am: Tisenar

effact ag receivisg Waters. Mararials other than $IOT2 Waler

with the estizated quaBtity of the discharged material.

~he size of the comstrucsion size (in aczes or square

che coastruction site before and after construction,

These practicss sball be

In developing these practices, the dischaxger skall consider:

veloeity dissipation devicses,
construction area.

onto public or privace roads. These
0ECSS3ArY. o

eC 3 ¥ T

Merbods of on-site storage and disposal of coastruction =acerialss and
€:11 macterial and existing data desezibiag the soil om the construesion sice.

likely to bs presemt iz 3T3=2 watar discharges iz
Describe the ceacrol practices (if differenc from Izea 6 below) approprisce

feet), az estizacts of the runcff
and an estizats of the pescantage
buildiags, ete.) balsre and

e.g., pavemeat,

designed O praserve existing
soon as Zeasible afzer grading oF '

zazporary seeding,

vegerative Yuffer $TTLDS, pTotaction of crees, OT

ecacos Tust izmplesent thess practices on all

to cthe sxzent feasidle, will pravent a 2et

eveloping contzol practices, the discharger
ols such as deceation basins, stzav bals
draizage swales, check
, stor= drain inlec protection, sock cutlst

ocher controls. AT 2 siaimum, sandbag

fences, stravw Sala dikes, or equivalent contTols sractices ars sequired for all

The discharger 3Just consider

control practicas.

public and

co the extsar fsasitle che disctarge of
Such pravisions sball
Coses whugs will tave an adverse

chat are dischatged skall be 1isced along
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Seczioz 3@ wONITORING IR0GRAM AND RESORTING RTQUIRERENTS

Dischazgess are sequized ©O coaduct iaspecticns pefors and afzer stor= events and to annually esrtify that
they are i3 compliancs wizch the gegeral permil and their $WwpPP. Other —hza zeportiag ineidents of

acaconpliancs, disctavgers are 38 requized to submit TepoTT3 9% carcifications.

ieguirgd Ceacges

The Regiomal Water 3oazd zay Tequite <he discharger =° conduct addiciozal site izspections, submit reportd
acd cercificarions, 3% zo perxisT= ssmpling and analysis.

f=mlemenc3TioD

a. as requirsnects of chis Saczion shall be inplcnnnz-d wy Occobaez 1, 1992 o coz==encsnent of the

conscruction acoivity. <=e discharger i3 :esponsible for i:pLe:en:i:g chese TequiTesent3 uncil

cogstruction accivity 43 complate.

u. Tor ongoizg constzuctiod aezivizy invelvizng 2 change 2 avaership of sropesty coversd by chis genersl
‘permit, che 3w owner suaz iaplesent che zaquizecents of chis Seczion copcurTent wich the chazge of

ownership.

Dischavgers skall conduct i=speczions o the consTTU cien size prieT =° aaricipated $TOTR events and afrsr
accual sTOTR evezts 2 idenzily areas sonzTibucing 9 2 dischargs o3 scoTs watez associaced with '
constzuction aczivizy azd @ evaluace waheches ceazzel practices =g zeducs polluzant lcadings‘idencifind in
-ne SWPPP aTe adequate and szoperly iaopieneatad is accordance wizh zhe cSer=3 af che general permit OF
wzacheT acdizional conczol szactices are needed. A cecord of the izgpectiozs =ust izclude che date of the
inspection, (31 individualls] who periscmed che inspeczion, and the shservaticns.

Co=pliance Cartification

Zach dischaTger esmst anoually earcify that it3 coastzuction activizy is in compliance with the requiTements
of this general per=it and its SWPPP. This carcification should be based uped the sice {nspections
sequized 2 Paragraph .4 of this Sectiom. The fizst cartification st be completed bY July 1. 1993, and

each July 1 chereafTsT.

Yopccmpliance Reporting

Dischargers wbo camnnot cartify compliance, in sccordance with Paragrapd 5 of chis Section and/or who have
ad otker inscancas of aoncomplianc®, suse sotify the appropriace Regional Water Socard. The gorifications
skall identify tbe typels) of acmcompliance. describe the acciozs secessSaTy =9 achieve compliances and
include a tize scheduls, subject to the sodificacions bY che Regiooal Wacter 3oard, ipdicating whed
sompliacce will ba achisved. Yoncompliance ageifications Tust Se submitTed within 30 days of .
;:"'ifi;a;inu af omc Sy wECRe

Msnizorisy Records

Records of all inspectiTi3, scmpliance cerzifications, and agmccmpliiance reporting Fust de -ecained for s
seriod of at least bT=e vears. §ich che exzeptica of aoacompliamce reportisg, dischargers are Bot

requized 2 submit these ~acords.

RISt
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Duczy == ?rovide Iniasrmacion

The discharger skall furmish she Regional Water 3oard, Stace Water 3card, or USEPA, within a Tsasonable
cizme, any requestad informacioa to decermize compliaces wich this general permit. The discharger shall
alsc fuzmish, upon Taquest, copies of secozds requized To de kept by this gensral per=it.

Iaspection and ZzgTy

~ue dischasger sball allow the Regiomal Wazer 3Joard, Scate Wacar 3cazd, JSEPA, and/or, in tks cass of
construction sitas which discRazge zhrough a municipal ssparats stora sevar, an authorized represenctative
of the municipal opezator of the ssparates 3Torl sewer system raceiviag the discharge, upon the
prasantacion of eredentials and othar docu=eats as ZAY be paquized by law, te: '

a. ZIzzer upon cthe dischargesr’s prami.ses at cseasccable tizes whare a regulaced consc=uction activicy ix
Seing sonductad or whars cecords Tust bSe kept under The condizions of this general per=it:

3. Zave accsss =0 and copy at -sasonable tizss, any Tecords that JusT bs kept under the condicions of

ztis general permits
¢. Iocspect at Teasonable tines <he constzucticn site and the related erosion/sedizent contzols; and
d. Sample or zomitor at seascnable Timss for the purposs of ensurizg general permit conplianca.
Signacory Requizedents
2. ALl Notices ef Inceat sub=izted to che Szace Wacer 3oard shall Se signed as follows:

1. Tor a ceczpowation: by a :espensi%ln corporate officer. For cthe purpose of this ssction, &
responsible corgorats officer means: (a) a president, sSecTetary, coeasuzer, or vics prasident of
the cozporation ia charge of a prizcipal business function, or any otker persozn who perforas
similar policy or decision-zakizg functions for the corporation, or (b) the cacvager of the
cosscmicsion aetiwity if autlority 0 sign documents tas Seen assigned or delegated To the 2WDRAGET

in acsocsdance wizh corperats procedursss

2. Tor a partzarship or sols propriecorship: by 2 genaral partaer or the propriecor, respectivelys
or

3. Tor a municipality, Stats, Pederal, or other public agemey: by either a principal executive
officer, vanking electad official, or duly authorizad represantativa. The p:inci?tl execucive
officer of a Jederal agency imcludes che chief executive officer af the agency or the senior
execucive officar haviag responsibilicy for the overall operacioms of 2 priseipal geogzaphic unic
of che agency (8.g.. Regional Admipiscrators of USEPA).

5. All stor= vater pollucion srevencion plans.’:-ports. car=ifications, or other information Tequired by
zhe general permit and/or sequesced by tle Regional Water 3oard, State Water 3oard, USEPA, or the
local stor= wvater 3anagement ageacy shall de signed by a person deseribed sbove or by a duly

il Lrhred c@twerentaziva. A persca Ls a duly auch-rized reproy-iThiive e

1. The auzhorizatiom is 3ade iz wrizisg 57 & person desczibed above sod cectained as parz af the
SWPPPs



15.

16.

17.

18.

-13-

Reopener Clause

This general permit =ay be sodified, ravokad and reissued, or terzizated for cause due to prosulgation of
acended regulations, receipt of USEPA guidancs conceraiag regulated activitiss, judicial decision, or in
accordanee wizh 40 C¥R 122.82, 122.63, 122.64, and 124.5.

Penalties for Viclations of Pes=ic Condicions

2. Seczion 309 of the CWA provides significant penaltiss for amy peIson who violates a per=iz coanditien
izplamenting Sectiozs 301, 102, 106, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of czhe CWA or any per=it condizion or
imizacion im=plamenctiag azy such section in 2 per=it issusd uadaxr Section 402. Any person who
" violates any per=it semdition of this general permic is subject =0 2 ¢ivil panalry 20T to excaed
$25,000 per day of such vislacion, as well as any other appropriacs sanctiosn provided by Sectiom 309’

of the CWA.

b. Tha Porser-Coleogae Water Qualicy Contzol Aet also provides for civil iad eriminal penaltiass which in

some cases ars gTeater than those under the CHWA.
Availabilicy

A copy of chis gesezal permic sball ba maincairad at the comnstTuction sita during comstruction aczivity

and be available =3 operatizg p3crscansl.
Tracsiers

his geaeral per=i:z is aoT ~=a2nsfecable. A aew owner of an omgeing comstTuction sczivizy sust submit 2
NOI iz acesrdance with tias raquizecents of chis genaral permit 30 be authorized to discharge under this
general permic. A= owzar who salls property coversd by this general permit skall inform the =ew owner of

che duty =o file a NOI amd spall provide <he oew ownas with a copy of this general permit.
Contipuation sf Expired ermic
This general permi: coatinues in forca and effsct until 2 dew ganeral permit is i{ssued or the Stata Vatar

3card Tescinds this general perzit. Only those dischargers authorized to discharge under the expizing
general permit are covered Dy zhe continued general permit.
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¥nst SubwdT

Uho ¥mst 3RS

pischarges of stora wates associand with cons::uc:‘.on activisy (stor= water di.schz:zts) chat sqsulcs in ths
4disturbance of £ive aczes ST aore of cocal 1and ares or which is patt of 2 1azger coE==0t azes of development o
sale TUST be ?l_—:i‘:tnd. Cans:-:.:cci.an sccivity jncludes cleazings grading, .xcava::‘.ar.. and :eeon.s::uc:ion of
axisting £acilities {noalviig zecoval and rcylacnnnm:. Cans::uc:ieu ac=ivity does 29% jmelude roucine

—aiace=anc® z0 caintaid ariginal 1ine and g=ade, hydzauli.c capaciti ot oziginak puzpose of the £acilicy.

—ne owner of the 1apnd whese cke consTIue ion 2ctivity is occurTing is :-sponsi.bh iz obtaining * p-g-:d.v..
Owaers T3Y obtain coverage gndar 28 Genezal grors Wactsr 2arzit Discharge Scor= NaTer Assccia.cad with
Cansr.:u::‘.on Activity (Ganesal Permit) py £iling a NOL i= accordance wiza the ipl’.ewir.g jgscTuctions. Covezage
for aons::u:::‘.an aczi7it :oudu.cc-d ot eassuents (@eBer 93'.?011:.. ccns;r.ac:*’.on), qr ©°8 aeazby ?top-:f.i.n - 4

ag:unem: or ?eraiui.on. shall be obtaized wy the entlity :as?oas:‘.blu 2oz the cans:rsct‘.cm accivity-

cmsc:“‘::‘.an Aecivities .53 Covexsd Y This Genezal Perwlt

guorm WateT discharges in toe Lake Taboe Sydrc‘.cgic Unig will be :eg-.;‘.z:ud wy 2 sepaTats pn:-.:i:.(s) adopted )4
zhe Czl‘.ia:n-‘_; ?.-g:'.onz’. Jaser Qualizy Conczk 30azds Tabonton RegLoS and =ay 2ot sesk coverag® ander tie Stats
JazeT 3cazd’s g-na:a’. permit. Srozm WATET dischazges on 1lodia® Landés will be :agu'l.z:ed vy <he U.S.

‘:‘.nv-;.:n:-.:-n:al procection Agency:
M
Tee NOI should be sailed t© =ha StatS Wacer Resouscss Conczok 3Joazd at the £ollowing addresss

grate Wated Resources Con::oi Boaxd
pivision of Water Qualicy

Agzas  SEeTR Jace® Berzit Uoit

9.0, 30% 1977

SacTamentos CA. ?5312-\911

Ownecs of ongoind :cns:ﬂc::‘.cn musc file 3 %ol, along wich <he zpp-:ovtil:u apsual fse. vy SeptembeT 10, 1992-
OwzerTs of ce¥ consr.ruc::'.cn (those b-ginaiag eansr::nc:icn afzer SeprambeT 30, 1992) weat £ile & ROl prier to the
ccmﬁncns‘n: of cons:-.—uc:icm. ZTor ongoing :onsr.:uc:ion 2eTivit? ;goolviag 3 zhange of ownerships »hg a8V owner
qust subnit & aew Ol wighia 10 days of the jace of change of :wae:sbip. ?:efctably, cne YOI should ye sent

with the :cvocacian y:-pa:od By the ptnvious ownet.

YTens

A —

—he cuzzent anaual fee =3 5250.00 for asch cnns:-.—'.:c:-'_gn size <bich aiseharges iato & mic:‘.paj. separats SCOTS

sewe? sysces :agula:ed. 9wy ao areavide 4yrbap $COTE watsrt per=it =d 5500-30 for alk other cons::';c:ion sices.

y1epetruec t

Qe e
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STCTIoN 11T--BILLING ADORESS

Ta continue coverage uader the general permit, =he annual fes Tust be paid. Use chis ssction to indicats

whecher the annual fee invoices should be seac to the owner, developez, OFf other Party (include addz=sss).

SECTIOR IV--RECEIVIEG WATER THPORMATION

12 Parc A of this sectiom, che ownar i3 requized to izdicate whether the ccastruction site’s storm watsr Tunoff
discharges toO a separate 3Cor3 sewar system, irectly tO warters of the Uniczad Stactes, oT indizrectly tO WACeZIS

3% the United Stacas.

Jischarges TO separate 3ITOTR sever 3ystsms are those that discharge To 2 collection systsz operatad by
—usicipalicies, flood control distzicts, yrilizies, or similar entities. Storm watsxt discharges dizeczly to
wacers of the Unized Ssatas will typically have an outfall scTuatuTs direcszly fzom the £3cilicy to a ziver,
avsek, ocean, etc. Iladizect dischazges ars those =hat may flow over ad jacsnt propertiss oF rights-cf-way prior

zo dischargiag o walars of cthe Unizad Sctates.

egardless of poiac of dischazge, the owner Iust datermine ths closesT recaiviig vasar for the construction
size's storz water discshazge. 1# discharge is To & separate scorm sewer system, Che ovner of thut systsm
should know the Teceiviag water. The naze of the Teceiviag water of a dizect discharge sbould be esasily -
available whils the csuceiving vatsr of an indizecz dischaTge =3y require soums effore o identify.

szcrice V--TIPE OF COSSTRUCTION

Tadicace the zype of constzuction taking place. sansportaticn should e checksd for the construczion of

-sads. Utility should we checked for installazion of sever, electzic, and celephone system3.

SECTIOY VI--ATERIAL BANDLIBG /MARACEMFNT PRACTICES

Jarz A of =his secticn zequires ideacificacion of the type(s) of zacerials stored and Bandlsd outdoors. 1z
=acarials other chan those Listsd aTs maincrained on site, please <heck “ather” and desczibe the Type of
=macerial.

parc B of this section raquests informacion on propossd management practices TO rsduce }ollu:xn:a in stor2
vacter discharges. Check the appropziata cazagories or list othsr control Isasurss you will use ag youT
constzuction sita. o

SECTIOX VII--SITZ INFORMATION

List the size, in acTes, of the facilicy and che percentage of che sits =hat is impervicus pefors copsCTuction
znd afney conscruction is completad.
SETIen  VIIT-—~2ECULATORY STATUS

Iadicate whether ehe copstIuetion site’s erosion/sedinent soazzel piam Sust be ceviawed azd :pprnvcd by 2 local

age=cy- 15 7yes, idengify =he zame of the lLocal agezcy-



State of California
State Water Resources Contral Board

NOTICE OF INTENT
- TO CONPLY WITH THE TERMS OF THE

GENERAL PERMIT TO DISCHARGE STORM WATER
 ASSOCIATED ‘WITH CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY (WQ Crder No. _92:08-DWQ ),

. 1ARK ONLY 1.3 Oagsing Censtructon 3. Crange of Iniomation
| ONE TEM 2 (3 New Construction WOID #

. OWNER

Name Contact Person

S S TS0 TN N A N T NN OO T S WO TN NS R O S N N 1N SO 05 S o T [N S N T T IS WS S U NN N AU MU AN N T A
Loeal Maiiing Addrass Title

TS W VU OO NN WS TS JOOOS TS UUURN SNV NN S VO NS SV SO S NSNS S M i S | [ T | {20 TR S SO A NN OO OO M N S B
City Stata | Zip Phone

TR N T VOO DU S O TOOUN N T N N O S S B | I ! | R A I . O S B I I L M T O .2 SN T S I

1. CONSTRUCTION SITE INFORMATION

A. Caveloper Caontact Person
S SR TN T N T NN T WU TN U NN U UOUN NN AU N S NS0 EUO S O S NS [ NS S N [ NS NS NN W VOO A N NN N NN U AN A JN N A |
Local Maiiing Address ' . Tite
IR T U JUNE TAOVR (RN NUUEE TN NN HNUU AOUNS SN T NN OO NN NS SO EU | 1 [ . [ [ SN IO NS TR T NN VA N (N SO NS N
City State | Zip Phaone
PR T TR N DU VL AN N T JUUN T U S S O SO U NS S SO A | Py} =t 1] [T N et N OV IO % W I SOOS O
8. Site Acdress County
P TN S N S WOUE U T NN N S HN NS N JR SO N SN S U0 S O S W L1 P N T TR TN SO N TN NN N TN N A NI M
City . State | Zip Phone
ST T VR AU U NS JN AN JNUEN NN SN NN JOV AL SN S S A | . T B R - I B P el § ) femt 13t
C. Is the a=nstruction site part ¢f a larger common plan ‘ If yes, name of plan or development
o developmentcrsale? ) Yes (] Ne Vo N N I I A A I
MMODOYY i ) . MMDDYY
0. Constructicon commencement cate Cr oy E. Projected construction comgletion date Gl

iil. BILLING ADDRESS

Send to:

Name

l!l!'!lLl!lllllllll!lll'll!ll
0 owNeR 3 DEVELOPER | Mailing Address

’ . ST TN N U TN YO T TN T T T T T T OO A ] I
a OTHER (Enter information City St (Zo
at right)
(TR T N TN T U S TS S 00 I O N O N S B ! [ I O A L I

V. RECEIVING WATER INFORMATION
A. Does your construction site’s storm water discharge to: (Check one)

1.DSlormdrainsystem-Entersys(emownersnamel ST 1500 N0 TR NN N N OO TN O O S OO N IO S T B I N T TS T M

2. D Directly to waters of U.S. (e.g., river, laka, creek, ocaan)
3. Q Indirecty to waters of U.S.

8. r#ameofcloses!'ereiving:'zler' IR AN SRR B

- - E PR

gionat Beard Office: 1 Data Pecmit Issued:

* \n———mast

i Fea Ammount Recelvad

Daie NCi Racaived:

NCR2
3WVR



. TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION ( Check all that apply)

« ') Qesicendai 2. : Commercial . D Industial 4. D Recanstruction 3. D Transportation

s Q ubity - Lo 99’.":1 Cther (Pleasa-Listy~ -~ -~ e b s e aid e

l!llllllllllllllllv

/1. MATERIAL HANDLING/MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

A Types of maiarials that will te handled anc/or stored at the sita: (Check all that anply)

'a Salvants Z.D Metat 3.D Petroleum Products
S: AsghaitvCancrate E.O Hazardous Substancas 7.D Paints

39.( Cther (Please list)

rrl1!!llvllll(llll!lll[l'l"l

4.0 plated Products

3.0 Woad Treated Products

3. dantly propased managemant pracicas o raduce pollutants in storm water discharges: {Check ail that agply)

.. D QilVWater Separater 2 D Srosion Contols 3 Q Sedimantation Cantrols

3. ':] DetentiorvDesiltatisn F2end  38. D Cther (Please list)

4, O overhead Caverage

V11, SITE iINFORMATICN

. A, Tatwal size of consyucson sia; 3. Sercant of site impervious: (Including rocftops)
i
: Acres *  3aefore canstrucion % After construcion %
VIl REGULATORY STATUS
Is me site susjec: @ a iocally approved erasion/sediment cantrol plan ? D Yes Cl No
i
;l(yes.nameo“ocalagenc;""'||"""!"!I"'"‘v""|
IX. CERTIFICATICN
i .
i 1 cenify uncer penaity of law that this document and all artachments were prepared under my direction and supervision
! n aceordance with & system desigried to assure that qualitied personnel properly gather and evaiuate the information
' submitted. Sased on my inquiry of the gerson of persons who manage the system, or those persons directly
. responsicle for gathering the information, the information submitted is, t0 the best oi my knowledge and belief, true,
¢ gccurate, and comciete. | am aware that there are significant penalties for supmitting faise information, including the
¢ cessitility of fine ang imorisonment. In accition, | cerufy that the provisions of the permit, including the development
' zpnd impiementaticn of @ Storm Water Patlution Frevention Plan and a Manitaring Program Flan, will be complied with.
i
i
" 2nntea Name:
'. Signatura: Cate:
- Tide: .

NCi2
132092

v~

™



1.

"Sesc Mazagement Practicas” ("EMP3®) zsans schedules of activities, prohibizicas of practices, maintanance
Frocadures, azd OTREX TAAILETETC PTaciicas to pravent oF Teduce Ihe pollution of wasers of tta Uzizad P
Stazes. 3MFs alsc isclude STeatmant sequizazacts, operasizy procsdures, axd prastices 2o comzral sicze
rnoff, spillage or leaks, waste disposal, or drainage fzom =aw =z2tarial scszage.

Leaz Wazar Acz” ("CWA”") zeans ths Tedazal Water Pollucien ComcTol Act snacsad by ‘ubl:.: Law 92-500 as
a=andad by Public laws 95-217, 95-576, 96-4383, and 97-117; 33 USC. 1251 ec seq.

“Constructian Sita” is the location of the comstruction acziviey.

"Noa-3zorm Wazer Discharge” aeans zny discharge to scorm saver systems zhat isx a0c comopased encirely of
scor= vatsr except discharges pursuant to a NPDES Per=ic and discharges sssuliing Izom firs figheing

acsivizies.

"Significant Macarials” izmcludas, bSur is a0t Limized to: raw =zcarials; fuels; matazials such as
solvanzns, decergezts, amd plastic pellats; £inished =macerzials susk as sezallic praduccs; Taw =azesials
usec iz fsed processizg or praduction; hazardous substacces designacad ucder Seczioz 101(14) of
Compreisnsive Invironmental Respouse, Compensation, and Liabilisy Acs (CZRLCL) s azy chexmical chae facilicy
is requized <o TapcTT. pussuans 20 Seczioz 313 of Tizle I of Supesfucd Azazd=ezts and Reauthosization Act
(SARA; Zassilizazs; pesticzidas; and waste products suck as ishes, slag, acd sludge that have the

sotential T2 e Teleased with stosm wacer discharges.

*Sigmificaznz Quazciciaes” is the volums, concanctoacions, or =a2ss of 2 pollutzaae iz sTas= water diackargs

83T zaz sause ¢ thTealen T2 cause jollucicn, contamization, or cuisancs; adverszely impact Suman health
Sy IRe anvizssTexI: and causs or conIriluIa I3 2 violacion of azy agplizable vater gqualizy stacdazds for

z2e receiving vazar.

“Stor= Wacaz” =eans sTaTs= water muzcfs, snow zel: tunefd, and surfaice Tunoff aed drzisage. 1T excludas

iafilzracion and runcif from agriculctural land.

“Pecllusion” 2eans “the =azn-zade or =an-izduced altermatisa of che chexmical, shysizal, biolegizal, and

alzerzacion of cthe qualizy of che wvaters of cthe scace By wastce 2o 2 degrae vhick cmramasozably affecty

radizlogieal inzagzicy of wacer”. {Clean Wactar Acz Seczion 502(19)]. Pollazion alsoc =sanz “az

eizher...2ke vatass for beneficial uses...or facilities whizk serve these Sensficial uses.” [Califomaia

Water Code Saczion 13050(1)]

*Concamization” means "an impairment of the qualiry sf cthe waters of zhe stace by uvasta 2o z degTee vhich

ereates 3 tazard co :iu public heal:sh chrough poisoning or throungh the spread of diseass ... i{zcluding any
equivalent effecs -esulcizg fzom the disposal of wasca, whether or zot vaters of the stats ara affected.”

{Califar=ia Water Coda Seczion 13050(k)}]

“Nuisazca” oeans "anyching vhich =secs all of the followizg cegquicezenzs: (1) is izjurious 3z healsh, or
is izadacent or offsnsyive IO IRa sJenses, OT sm ags:-uctim o the fTse u3se of propecty, so as o iscarfers
with the comforzable enjeyment of Life and property; (2) iffects at =ie saza Cine an epctirs commumily or
zeighborhood, or any considetrable aumber of persoms, alitough the extTant of the annoyaznca or dxnage

i=£1:izzed upoz individuslas may Se uzequal; (3} oeccucs dn:".:xg or x5 2 Tesolt of the STeatuenc or diaposal
of

vasceas.' [Califorzia Wacar Coda Saczion 13050(m)]

"Local Agency” Deags any agezey thaz i3 iavolved wizh providizz review, appsevel, or oversighz 9 the
eomstrasTion sices’ (2) somgtmicsism aczivity, (B) erosion and sedizment somntzols, or (c) stosa vatar

dischargs.

»
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P Box %2 Wimngon, G OTIG = “ \A \%‘35
July 13, 1995 To gpimmer <
Re: Hugo Neu Proler EIR Lease Renewal |

Don Rice

Environmental Management Division
Les Angeles Harbor Department

42> S. Palos Verdes Street

P.OU. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151

Mr. Rice,

Wilmington North Neighborhood Association (WNNA) recommends
a scheduling of bi-annual meetings of surrounding Home-Owner
Groups, Boat Owners and interested parties for guestions,
answers, complaints, as a requlrement of the granting of the
EIR and 30 YR lease renewal of Hugo Neu Proler facility at Berths
210-211, on Terminal Island in the Port of Los Angeles.

Sincerely,

Gertrude Schwab, President
310/834-2230
FAX 310/835-1839

fs'f

ﬂalem
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MOTHERS OF EAST LOS ANGELES-SANTA ISABEL
720 Mott Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90023
(213) 263-8191

July 14, 1995

Mr. Don Rice

Los Angeles Harbor Department
Environmental Division

VIA FAX - | page

(310) 547-4643

Dear Mr. Rice:

Mothers of East [.os Angeles-Santa Isabel is a commumity/grassroot organization that represents
the environmental pollution concerns of minority residents in the Southern California region.
This letter addresses the support to South Bay residents in relation to the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (SCH No. 93071074) for expansion of the Hugo Neu-Proler metal processing and
recycling plant in the [nner Harbor at the Port of Los Angeles.

Given the large number of people opposing the project, we are dissapointed that your agency did
not inform the general public about the deadline (July 14th) of public comments in a proper 151
manner. [n addition. the DEIR does not address the “environmental justice” concerns of minority |
populations living in communities such as San Pedro and Long Beach. On February 11, 1994, ]
President Clinton issucd an “Executive Order on Federal Actions to Address Environmental

Justice in Minarity Populations and Low-Income Popuiations (Executive Order 12898)”.

Generally speaking, there are growing concerns across the country that minority communities
continue to be expioited environmentally. —

152

We are hereby requesting that this letter be placed in the Final EIR and the public comments
period for the subject DEIR be extended untl August 31, 1995. This would allow the tume 153
nesded by our organization to review, evaluate, and comment on the document. We thank you in
advance for your consideration of our request. . 1

If you have any questions, please call me at (213) 663-4551.

Very truly yours.
MOTHERS OF FAST LOS ANGELES-SANTA [SABEL

Dokers A. HTwid

Ruben A. McDavid. REA

ce: Roger Gorke. Heal the Bay



National Headquarters

- Berth 195
| e\u| P.O. Box 7
UQ: Iil:l)Zl: : Wilmi(:lgtlt:)xi California 96748
@ Ag Telephone (310) 835-6000
DISTRIBUTION and AUTO SERVICE, INC. [1 6]
July 13, 1995 - MHR-95-056

Mr. Donald W. Rice _
Director of Environmental Management oA
Port of Los Angeles

P.O. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733-0151 -

re: Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Rice:

Distribution and Auto Service (DAS) reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
_proposed lease renewal and facility upgrade of the Flugo Neu-Proler Company (HNPC) Port of Los™
Angeles Facility. DAS operates a new vehicle processing facility across the basin from the HNPC
facility. ) _
Based on the DEIR, DAS has two major areas of concern: the mitigation of noise from the HNPC
facility and the impact of particulate marter less than 10 microns (PM10) on DAS's operations. Based
on these concerns, DAS would like to see the following items addressed in a Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report: A

+ Inclusion of noise as a Significant Adverse Impact of the proposed HNPC expansion.

+ A more complete discussion of the loud impulse noise generated as a part of HNPC ship loading
operations. 161

+ Additional noise mitigation measures to protect DAS employees.

+ Inclusion of PM10 emissions as a Significant Adverse Impact of the HNPC proposed expansion,
based on potential violation of SCAQMD rules and state ambient standards.

¢ Additional PM10 mitigation measures.

Denver, CO « Elizabeth. NJ ¢ Jacksonville, FL ¢ Lafayerte, IN * Naperville, IL
Norfolk, VA *» Scarde, WA * Smyrna, TN * Wilmington, CA



Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal

Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report
Juiv 13, 1995

Page 2

The foilowing discussion presents these issues in detail:

1.0 Background

DAS s located on an 35 acre parcel covering Berths 195 through 199 in the Port of Los Angeles. The
DAS facility 1s directly across the East Basin from the HNPC facility. DAS recerves vehicles that are
produced in the United States and abroad and prepares them for delivery to dealers. The DAS facility
can store up to 13,000 automobiles. An average of 12,000 automobiles are processed each month at
DAS. Vehicles are stored an average of one (1) month at DAS before they are shipped to dealers.

2.0 Noise

DAS has received complaints from its employees about the noise generated by ship loading operations

at the HNPC racility. DAS would like to reduce the current level of noise from this operation, and 1s
concerned about any increases in noise level.

The DEIR stares that a noise study performed by HNPC revealed that current noise levels around the

HNPC site are in excess of the applicabie City Ordinance for noise in heavy industrial area (70 decibels -
average, or 635 decibels - impulsive noises (e.g., the loading of ships). One of the receptors in this study 162
was placed near the DAS facility (the Fire Boar Starion - Recepror 3). This receptor (and others)
recorded noise levels above the City Ordinance. -

‘To mutigate this probiem, the DEIR proposes two measures:
1. Building a conrtainer wall 32 feet high around portions of the facility (Page.3.7-8).

6-3
2. Redesigning how the materal is loaded into ships. (Page 3.7-9). 6-5

— 1
—16-
21 Container Wail Proposal ' . -

According to the DEIR, the container walls will "be adjacent to the ramp and another nearer the dock
crane:(Pages 3.7-8 & 9). Althouzgh there is oo Sgure o the DEIR that shows this, it 5i DAS's
assumption that the rectangular boxes shown in Figure ES-3 represent the proposed container wall.
The DEIR estimates that the conrainer wall will reduce noise around the facility by 16 decibels.

DAS has two concerns: -

! Due to the orientation of our faciiities, there will be no sound barrier between the HNPC facility
and the DAS facility.

2. The majority of the noise occurs during ship loading. Since there will be no sound barrier
oetween the ship that is being loaded and the DAS facility. this option provides no reduction in

on—

183



Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal

Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report
July 13, 1995

Page 4

" other points to mitigate the emission of PM10. DAS appreciates these efforts and would like to ]su.y :
encourage their continued use and the implementation of additional PM10 control measures whenever (CONT) :
possible. |

3.1 Ty_pographical Errors

DAS has noted the emission numbers in Section 3.3 do not match one another. It appears that the
following typographical errors were made in the DEIR: )

1. Table 3.3-4 "Summary of Existing HNPC Fugitive Emissions" lists Heavy Duty Equipment
Exhaust at 94 [bs/day. It is our impression that this noumber should be removed from Table 3.3+
and entered into Table 3.3-6 "Summary of Existing HINPC Iviobile Source Emissions” under the
category "On-site Mobiie Equipment" (not the 190 lb/day that is currently listed). Note: Table

_3.3-10 "Estimated Fugitive Emissions Based on Proposed Increase in Scrap Handling Capacity”
does NOT list "On-site Mobile Equipment.”

. If this change is made, Table 3.3 will total 105.5 Ib/day of current fugirive emissions. 16-8

[}

(V9]

. Table 3.3-6 will then total 239 Ib/day (94 + 129 + 13 + 2 + 1) as shown in the total. The
numbers that are currently listed (190 +129 + 13 +2 + 1) add up to 335 lb/day.

4. If these two changes are carried into Table 3.3-7, the total will then by 547 lb/day (1055 +23 ~+

239), not the 442 b/day listed. Please note, 347 lb/day is the same total PM 10 emissions listed

in Table 3.3-13 "Summary of Estimated Operation Emissions for Proposed Increase in Scrap

Handling Capacity.” __m

3.2 PM10 Significance Criteria ‘ .

Section 3.3.2.1 of the DEIR (Significance Criteria) states that air quality impacts are considered
significant if project emissions: :

+ Increase ambient pollutant levels from below the NAAQS and CAAQS to above the standards, or
substantially contribute to an existing or projected air qualiry violation.

+ Exceed SCAQMD daily CEQA significance threshoids. 116-9

+ Create a CO hotspot which exceeds the State [-hour or 1-hour standard for CO. If the state CO
standard is already exceeded, a substantial increase in CO would be considered significant.

+ Project could create objectionable odors at nearby sensitive receprors. residential or-sensitive
commercial receptors.




Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal

Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report
July 13, 1995

Page 3

the level of sound that is currently being generated (as monitored by the Fire Boat Station
recepror). )

2.2 Material Loading Proposal

Appendix D contains the "Noise Special Effect Study” performed for the DEIR. Appendices B, C. and ]
D of the Study graphically show the data coilected during this study when ship loading operations were
occurring. In all three (3) of the appendices of the study, there is a graph showing the peak hourly
levels of noise recorded. The time periods covered by these graphs include: October 3 1-November 3,
1993; November 3-6, 1993; and November 1 1-13. Many of the peak hourly sound leveis shown in
these graphs for Site 3 - Fire Boat Station are above 90 decibels and there are a few occurrences that
exceed 100 decibels with one occurrence approaching. 120 decibels. Although these leveis are briefly
mentioned on Page 3.7-5 of the DEIR, DAS believes they should be more thoroughly discussed and
additional mitigation measures impiémented.

———

The DEIR states that HINPC is proposing to reduce noise from the deflector plate during ship loading
by applying a damping material to the backside of the deflector plate (Page 3.7-9). The DEIR esumates
that this will reduce noise during loading by approximately 6 to 8 decibels. This is s welcome mitigation
measure; however, in the absence of other mitigation measures, it does not appear that this will reduce
the noise level to levels less than applicable City Standards. If the current peak levels are frequently
over 90 decibels and occasionally over 100 decibels, a reduction of 6 o0 8 decibels will not reduce the
noise level to the 63 decibel level for impulsive noises required by the City Ordinance. The DEIR must

address conformance with the City Ordinance.

2.3  Noise as Significant Adverse Impacts

Section 3.7.2.1 of the DEIR lists the significance criteria for noise and Section 3.7.4 states that the
proposed project will not exceed significance levels for this project. Because many of the peak noises
are above 90 decibels (approximately 40% over the allowable limit of 63 decibels), the noise impacts
should be included as a significant adverse impact of the project and mitigated to the maximum extent
feasible. ' ' —

3.0 PM10

DAS has experienced problems in the past with dust from the HINPC facility landing on and damaging I
the paint of vehicies while at the DAS facility. DAS spends considerable time and resources protecting
the new vehicles from air poilutants. Because the vehicles are shipped to the showroom from DAS, the
finish quality of the vehicles is of utmost concern to DAS's clients. Any increase in dust emissions that

could affect air quality at the DAS site is a major concern.

DAS is aware (and the DEIR states) that HNPC currently uses covered conveyors on the auto shredder,
curtains and spill plate on the bulk loader, and water spray at various ponts on conveyor line and at




Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal

Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report
July 13, 1995 : :

Page 5

DAS agrees that the above are indeed significance criteria. However, DAS also feels that there are
other significance criteria that are not utilized by the DEIR. These include:

+ Projects where air quality modeling indicates a detectable change in ambient concentration equal
to or exceeding limits set forth in SCAQMD Rule 1303. Attached is a fax received from the
SCAQMD July 12, 1995 thart discusses their current significance thresholds that supports this
conclusion. )

+ Projects with the potential to be in violation of applicable SCAQMD rules.

_ ) 168

+ Projects that exacerbate existing air quality conditions where air quality standards are already (CONT)
exceeded. - . ’

DAS does not feel thar the [ast thres (3) significance criteria are studied appropriz;tely by the DEIR and
thar the PM 10 emissions from the proposed HINPC project will be significant based on these criteria.

The following sections discuss these issues. —_ -

3.2.1 Increase in Ambient Concentration

SCAQMD Rule 1301 defines a significant change in PM10 concentrations in the surrounding
community as either of the following:

1 An increase of more than 2.5 ug/m3 over a 24-hout averaging period, or
2 An increase of more than 1.0 ug/m3 over an annual average. -

Modeling in the DEIR (Appendix B "Air Quality Special Study," Table 2-4) predicts the foilowing
maximum increases in PM10 concentration:

1. 86.8 ug/m3 over a 24-hour period, and :
. 16-10
2. 83.5 ug/m3 on an annual average.

These increases are much greater than the thresholds of significant change listed in SCAQMD Rule
1303. The 86.8 ug/m3 increase over a 24-hour period alone is greater than the State Standard of 30
ug/m3 for 24 hours. Similarly, the 38.3 ug/m3 increase in annuai average s more than the State
Standard annual average of 30 ugym3. DAS believes that increases in emissions that are greater than
significant change emussions defined by the SCAQMD and by themseives greater than the State
Standard. are significant. DAS believes that the increased PM10 emissions should be inctuded in the list

of significant adverse impacts in the DEIR and mitigated accordingly. ,

e b st s ki o



Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal

Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report
July 13, 1995

Page 6

3.2.2 SCAQMD Rule 402

SCAQMD Rule 402-Nuisance prohibits "...da.mé.ge to business or property" from air pollution sources.
The analysis of the dust collected by the Hi-vol samplers presented in Section 4.0 "Summary of
Sampling Results" in Appendix B " Air Quality Study Special Report" shows that the following metals

are present in the dust collected: cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, mercury, nickel and zinc.

Metallic dust is very damaging to the finish on our clients' vehicles and can result in considerable cost to

DAS to repair this damage. Vehicles are stored at DAS an average of one month; however, they may
be on-site longer. Because of this, the vehicles can be exposed to significant dust and this is a concern
of DAS. -

In addition, the HNPC's lease renewal is for 30 vears, and DAS would like to resolve the issues
surrounding PM10 issues at this time so that DAS and HNPC can maintain a positive relationship in the
future. . i

3.2.3 SCAQMD Rule 403

1611

SCAQMD Rule 403-Fugitive Dust prohibits an increase of PM10 in-excess of 30 ug/m3 as measured -
from upwind of the facility to downwind of the facility. The modeling in the DEIR suggests that the -
increase in hourly maximum of PM10 concentrations from this project will be 183 ug/m3. This is in

excess of the 50 ug/m3 allowed by SCAQMD Ruie 403. This issue should be addressed in the DEIR.

3.2.4 PM10 as Significant Adverse Impact

DAS believes that based on the additional significance criteria discussed in Section 3.2 and the
information presented in Sectons 3.2.1, 3.2.2, and 3.2.3, the increased PM10 emissions from the
proposed HNPC shouid be considered significant adverse impacts and mitigated to maximum extent
possible. This conclusion is based on the following reasons:

1. The changes in emissions will excesd the SCAQMD levels of significant change (SCAQMD
Rule 1303).

[P

. The proposed project will violate SCAQMD ruies (Rule 402 and 403).

. The proposed emissions will exacerbate existing air quality counditions where air quaiity
standards are already exceeded. -

(WF)

—

_1 1612

16-13




Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal

Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report
July 13, 1995
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4.0 Conclusion

DAS processes a large number of new automobiles and other equipment for its clients and invests
considerable resources in protecting vehicles from the effect of airborne pollutants, such as PM10. Any
increase in PM10 is a significant concern to DAS. Additionally, DAS is concerned about the welfare of
its employees from the effects of industrial noise in the workplace. DAS does not believe that the DEIR
addresses these two (2) matters adequately. DAS believes that the concerns outlined in the letter are
important and should be included in a Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report. DAS also believes
that a Final Environmental Impact Report should not be certified until the concerns of this letter are
properly addressed.

DAS respectfully requests that you respond to the concerns outiined in this letter in writing. DAS also
requests they be included in all public information and meeting notices pertaining o this topic.

If you have questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact Mr. Claudio Molina or Mr.
Bob Mancinelli at DAS (310) 835-6000.

We look forward to receiving your response to our concerns and wish you the best of luck in your
proposed expansion.

Sincerely yours,

Executive Vice President

MHR/ab
Attachment

cc:  Commissioner Frank Sanchez
The Honorable Rudy Svorinich, Jr.



SCAQMD CEQA SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Projects where construction emissions exceed the following significance thresholds are considered
to be significant: VOC, 75 pounds per day (2.5 tons per quarter); NO,, 100 pounds per day (2.5
tons per quarter); CO 550 pounds per day (24.7 tons per quarter); PM10, 150 pounds per day
(6.75 tons per quarter); and SO,, 150 pounds per day (6.75 tons per quarter).

South Coast Air Basin projects where operation emissions exceed the following significance
thresholds are considered to be significant: VOC, 55 pounds per day and NO_, 55 pounds per
day. Projects located in the SEDAB where operation emissions exceed the following significance
thresholds are considered to be significant: VOC, 75 pounds per day and NO,, 100 pounds per
day. Operation emissions for projects in both the Basin and SEDAB where operational emissions
exceed the following significance thresholds are considered to be significant: CO, 550 pounds per
day; PM10, 150 pounds per day; SO,, 150 pounds per day.

If a project is subject to Regulation XIII - New Source Review, air quality modeling may be
required. If air quality modeling indicates a detectable change in ambient concentration equal to
or exceeding the value in Table 1, the project would be considered to have significant air quality
impacts.

TABLE 1
Detectable Change in Concentration Significance Thresholds1

Detectable Change
in Concentration
Parameter Threshold
NO,
1-hr 1.0 pphm
Annual 0.05 pphm
Co
1-hour 1.0 ppm
8-hour 0.45 ppm
PMI10
24-hour 2.5 ug/m’
Annual 2.0 ug/m’
SO,
24-hour 1 ug/m’




A project is considered to be significant for air quality if it exceeds any of the following
thresholds:

(V3]

W

. It contributes to an exceedance (violation) of any state or national ambient air quality

standard;

. It generates vehicle emissions that create a CO hotspot:

. Hazardous materials are located on the site that, in the event of an accidental release, have

the potential to emit toxic/hazardous air contaminants that could threaten public heaith
and safety;

. Sensitive receptors (e.g., the old, the ill, and /or the young) are located within 0.25 mile

from the project and the project emits any toxic/hazardous air contaminant listed in Rule
1402 - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, and /or creates a CO
hotspot within the quarter-mile area;

. The project emits toxic air contaminants listed in Rule 1402 that exceed a maximum

individual cancer risk of 10 in one (10 x 10°%);

. The project creates 0.5 or greater excess cancer cases in a population subject to a risk of

greater than one in one million (1 x 10°);

. The project includes an individual permit unit for which a health risk assessment shows a

hazard index greater than or equal to 1.0; and

. The facility at which the project will be located shows a hazard index greater than 5.0.

9






CTATT OF CALITORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
140C TENTH STREET

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814

July 11, 1995

DENNIS HAGNER
LOS ANGELES CITY HARBOR DEPARTMENT -
425 SOUTH PALOS VERDES STREET . ” ot
SAN PEDRO, CA 90731

Subject: HUGO NEU-PROLER LEASE RENEWAL SCH #: 93071074
Dear DENNIS HAGNER:

The State Clearinghouse has submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact
Peport (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is now closed
and the comments from the responding agency({ies) is{are) enclosed. On the enclosed
Notice of Completion form you will note that the Clearinghouse has checked the
agencies that have commented. Please review the Notice of Complet: . %o ensure
vour comment package is complete. If the comment package is not in . der, plea:r:
notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Remember to refer to the project’s
eight-digit State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104 of the California Public Resources Code required
that:
"a responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive
comments regarding those activities involved in a project which are within
an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out
or approved by the agency."

Commenting agencies are also required by this section to support their comments with
specific documentatioh.

These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. Should you
need more information or clarification, we recommend that you contact the commenting
agency(ies) .

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 Mark Goss at (916) 445-0613 if you have
any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Michael Chiriatti, Jr.
Chief, State Clearinghouse

znclosures
cc: Resources Agency



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, 120 SO. SPRING ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA  90012-3606

DD (213) 8976610

June 21, 1995

IGR/CEQA 5055
DEIR
30 year Term
Lease Renewal
SCH #93071074
Vic: LA-47-3.58

Dennis Hagner

Los Angeles City Harbor Department

425 S Palos Verdes St.

San Pedro, California 90733

Dear Dennis Hagner,

We have reviewed the above-referenced Document for the
renewal of your thirty year lease and the remediation of the
contaminated soil and groundwater.

Based on the information received we would like to make
the following comments: Any transport of hazardous wastes or heavy
construction equipment which require the use of oversize transport
vehicles on State Freeways/Highways will require a Caltrans
transportation permit. We recommend that large size trucks that
are transporting construction materials, equipment, and exporting
contaminated soil be limited to off-peak commute periods.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please
call me at (213) 897-1338.

Sincerely

Original Signed By

Wilford Melton

Senior Transportation Planner
IGR/CEQA Coordinator

Office of Advance Planning

cc: State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

i
Yol o
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Lead Agency: __LOS _Angeles City Harbor Department Contact Person: _ D®NNis Hagner !
Saeet Addre 425 S Palos Verdes st. Phone: 1310)732-3675
City: _San Pedro Zip: 90733 Cowxy: LOS Angeles
Project Lecation
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STATE OF CAULFORNIA—BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, 120 SO. SPRING ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606

DD (213) 8976610

June 21, 1995

IGR/CEQA 5055
DEIR
30 year Term
Lease Renewal
SCH #93071074
Vic: LA-47-3.58

Dennis Hagner

Los Angeles City Harbor Department

425 S Palos Verdes St.

San Pedro, California 90733

Dear Dennis Hagner,

We have reviewed the above-referenced Document for the
renewal of your thirty year lease and the remediation of the
contaminated soil and groundwater. ~

Based on the information received we would like to make
the following comments: Any transport of hazardous wastes or heavy
construction equipment which require the use of oversize transport
vehicles on State Freeways/Highways will require a Caltrans
transportation permit. We recommend that large size trucks that
are transporting construction materials, equipment, and exporting
contaminated soil be limited to off-peak commute periods.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please
call me at (213) 897-1338.

Sincerely
Original Signed By

Wilford Melton

Senior Transportation Planner
IGR/CEQA Coordinator

Qffice of Advance Planning

cc: State Clearinghouse
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Project Title:

Hugo Neu-Prcier lLease Renewal

Lead Agency: _ [0S Angeles Cizvy Harocr Decazsment

Contact Person: Dennis Hagner

3 Dai [y
Street A ss: 25 5 Palos Verdes st.

Phone: {310)732-3675

City: _5an Pedro Zio:

Project Location
’c‘,m Los Angeles

New Dock s5t. Henry Ford Ave.

20733 Counry: Los Angeles

Terminal Island -
I </

Cross Streets: Toul Acres:
——

Assessor's Parcel No. Section: Twp. Range: Base:

Within 2 Miles: Sue Hwy #: 37 5 110 Waterways: _Cerritos Channel/East Basin L.A. Harbor

Axrports: NA Railways; _Harbor BeltLine .  ~ Wilmington Park; Hawallan

CZQA: T No?P J Supplement/Subsequent
O Earty Cons TJ EIR (Pnor SCH No.)
S Neg Dec JOther

Ave,, St Peter & vaur—

X Dran EIR

Local Action Type

] General Plan Updage

7 General Plan Amendment
 General Plan Element

. Community Plan G Site Plan

{J Specitic Pian
T Master Plan

Deveiopment Type

_ Residenual:  Unus Acres

 Office: Sq. Acres Empioyees
_ Commercial: Sgzt. Acres Employees
% Industna:  Sqz Acres >~ Emplovees

 Educauonai

( Plarmed Unit Development

NEPA: ONo1 Other: [} Joint Document
OEA {0 Finai Docament
O Draft EIS O Other,
(J FONSI
{3 Rezone O Annexation
[ Prezone T Redevelopment
[J Use Permit [3 Coustal Permit

[J Land Division (Subdivision, X Other__Lease
Parcel Map, Tract Map, exc.)

O Water Facilidi Type MGD
[0 Transporution: Type

{J Mining: Mineral

3 Power: Type Warts

[0 Wasie Treament: Type

_ Recreanonai

O Hazardous Waste: Type

O Other:
Project Issues Di dinD
X Acsthenc/Visual 7% Fiood PlamFlooding ] Schools/Universities K] Water Quality
— Agnculwral Land {Z Forest Land/Fire Hazard O Septic Systems KJ Water Supply/Groundwater
X Aw Qualiry H GeologiesScismic {3 Sewer Capacity O WetlandRipanan
— Archeological/Hiswoncal T Minerais ¥J Soil Erosion/Compaction/Gradi I £ Wildtife
T Coasui Zone g Nowse &1 Solid Waste ] Growth Inducing
X1 DranagesAbsorpuon X Popuiation/Housing Balance Toxic/Hazardous Landuse
. Economuc/Jobs 0 Public Services/Faculities &J Traffic/Circulauon {J Cumulauve Effects
 Fiscai X Reweation/Parks [ Vegetanon [ Other __

Project Description

ANPC's primary oojective :s the renewal of its lease for a 30 year term.

In addizion to the renewal of the lease and continuation of current operations, HNPC will be
remed:iating the soil and groundwater ccntamination at the site, upgrading or replacing current
facriities and equipment,; 8ad proposes to add new facilitjies and equipment to the operation.
HNPC will remediate soil agnd groundwater contamination pursuant to a Remedial Action plan which

“ill Dbe approved by the Reg¢:ional Water
Jepar=ment of Toxi¢ Substances Control

CLEARINGHOUSE CONTACT: HMark Goss
(916) 445-0612

Quality Control Board-Los Angeles Region, the California
Zivision, and the Los Angeles City Harbor Department.

CMT SNT CMT swT
P L, ormewr _Rasources State/Consumaer Svcs
STATE REVIEW BEGAN: > -_i-_L_ = _Boating e —.General Services
) , =TT Coastal Comm —— OLA (Schools)
DEPT REV TO AGENCY: -5 —— —_Coastal Conav Cal/EPA
- ——- ——Colorado Rvr Bd = ARB
AGENCY REV TO SCH : .- T == cConservation —— —_CA Waste Mgmt Bd

—— —_.Forestry
_...Parks & Rec/OHP
—.Reclamation
—._BCbC

DWR

. v _Fish ¢ Game :)_‘
SCH COMPLIANCE H |-

Bus Transp Hous
Aeronautics

—~— e SWRCB:~~Grants

— e SWRCBi-~Delta

—— —.SWRCB;:--Wtr Quality

—— —.SWRCB:--Wtr Rights

STTT=_Rey. WQCB #

== DTSC/CTC
Yth/Adlt Corrections

—— - COrrections

Independent Comm
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Date: . ¥fudy -ra, I995 Berths 210-211
. o o Port of Los Angeles
To: Donald W. Rice, Director of Environmental

Management, Los Angeles Harbor Department

plonZ 7%

From: Robert T. Takasaki, Senior Transportation Engineer
Department of Transportation

Subject: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR HUGO
NEU-PROLER LEASE RENEWAL, STATE CLEARING HOUSE
NO. 93-071074

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the DEIR
for the Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal project. In addition
to the lease renewal to continue operating a scrap metal
handling and shipping facility at Berths 210-211 in the Port
of Los Angeles, the project proposes to remediate the soil
and groundwater contamination at the site, upgrade or
replace existing facilities and equipment, and add new
facilities and equipment to the operation. The project also
proposes to construct a railroad spur across New Dock Street
to the project site. During construction of the railroad
spur the DEIR proposes to mitigate the traffic impacts by
requiring <the contractor to construct the railroad spur
across New Dock Street during the weekend, maintain one lane
in each direction on New Dock Street and the project’s
access road and restrict queing of trucks 1in the

construction area.

DOT concurs with the conclusion of the DEIR that there will
be no significant traffic impacts as a result of <the
implementation of the project, other than during
construction. DOT also approves the DEIR’s proposed
mitigation measures during construction of the railroad spur
across New Dock Street. It is requested that a work areé_]
traffic control plan be prepared for the railroad spur
construction work and submitted to DOT for approval. The
work area traffic control plan should be prepared by a
professional engineer registered in the State of california
to practice either Traffic or Civil Engineering. Prior to 181
the start of preparation for the work area traffic control
plan, the private engineer shall contact DOT‘s Design
Division at (213) 580-5314, to arrange a pre-design meeting
to finalize the reguirements of the work area- traffic
centrol plan.




Donld W. Rice -2~ July 14, 1995

If you have any questions or require additional information,
Please contact Charles King at (213) 580-5203.

cgk/a:hugo

cc: Council District No. 15
Southern District Office, DOT
Design Division, DOT



BOARD OF DIRECTORS

JOHN MENDEZ
President

DAVID McKENNA
Vice President

F. MARVING WORLEY
Treasurer

PAT ESPINOZA
Secretary

PHIL VACA
BOARD MEMBER

NORTH T. SELVEY
Board Member

RAMON J. MADRIGAL
Executive Director

HARBOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

P.O.BOX 1264 + WILMINGTON, CALIFORNIA 90748
TELEPHONE: (310) 549-0052 « FAX: (310) 549-0055

July 20, 1885

Mr. Donald W. Rice

Director of Environmental Management
Port of Los Angeles

425 S. Palos Verdes St.

PO Box 151

San Pedro, CA 380733

Dear Mr. Rice,

Thank you for the time extension of five working days
for review of the Hugo New-Proler’s DEIR. This time has
allowed us to review the document and submit the
enclosed comments.

Sincerely,

Ramon J. Madrigal

19



COMMENTS REGARDING THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT --
HUGO NEU-PROLER LEASE RENEWAL - NUMBER 93071074

Prepared By:

Submittal Date:

Harbor Community Development Corporatnon
PO Box 1264
Wilmington, CA 30748
Mr. Ramon J. Madrigal, Executive Director

July 20, 1995

As an organization dedicated to youth and the community, we want to make sure
that industrial facilities in our harbor communities are operated in a way that
protects the environment and the people who work and live nearby. To that end,
we have reviewed the DEIR on the Hugo Neu facility and provide the following

comments.

Site Clean-Up:

The EIR points out that the site is heavily contaminated with
toxics, including lead and PCBs. The public’s heaith must come
first. No toxics on the property should be left untreated. If
these toxic materials remain in the ground, these harmful
substances can be expected to work their way into the
groundwater and the Harbor itself. This is a potential disaster
that must be averted.

If people are to be protected, the EIR must require that all

contaminated soil on the site be treated, not just the top

few feet. ]
The EIR is very vague about the particulars of the clean up. Itis
not enough to say that there will be a plan approved by several
government agencies.

The specifics of the clean up must be provided and
assessed by envxronmental experts so the community can
then have the information needed to determine whether
or not the site will be properly remediated and the
community protected. The Harbor Department shouid
not take any action on the lease until fuil clean up is
accomplished. .
Hugo Neu-Proler has been cited for contaminating the water and |
the air. Therefore, their operations, it would appear, have not

191

18-2

19-3

been clean but, instead, harmful to the environment.



HCDC Comments - Page 2

Before getting the green light to expand their operations
in the future, the company should be required to take
care of the problems of today and the past that are
associated with the facility - by fully cleaning up their
property and the groundwater. And, there needs to be
strict enforcement to ensure that ongoing operations
adhere to strict standards. The community deserves no

less.

RO }

Shredding of Automobiles:

Noise and Dust:

The shredding of automobiies at a water dock can cause real
environmental problems -- lead particles flying into the air,
contamination of Harbor waters and other hazards. The DEIR
seems to dismiss these dangers.

The DEIR seems to ignore the shiploading method that is most
effective in controlling noise, the release of scrap materials into
the water and leaded dust getting into the air. This method
invoives the use of cranes that do not drop the scrap from great
heights but lower the materials down into the ship.

The company, it would appear, intends to rely upon a
bulkioader which is not as environmentally sound as the crane
method. Although the company says it MAY use cranes there
is no assurance they will do so. :

The environmental experts shouid determine whether
other Ports allow automobile shredding on the docks -
and, if not - why shredding is not permitted. This
information should be included in the final EIR.

The EIR should assess the environmental benefits of the
loading of materials by crane vis-a-vis bulkloader. The

crane method should be a requirement.

183
CONT.

184
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Mr. Don Rice . e ~July 20, 1995
Director of Environmental Management JU[ u L
Port of Los Angeles © e 20 14995
425 S. Palos Verdes St. LA e

San Pedro, CA 90733 L el

Dear Mr. Rice: el T T

I’d like to make some brief comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on
the Hugo Neu-Proler proposed expansion.

| work a lot with kids in Wilmington, through the baseball program and many other
programs that help keep our kids off the streets. There is a lot of community pride
here in Wilmington. A clean environment and safe streets are important
community goais.

Hugo Neu-Proier has an opportunity to make their facility better. However, the
facility should not get just marginally better but should instead become the best
operation it can be. As planned, it falls short of the mark.

Here are some thoughts.

1) The ships that will carry the scrap metal should be loaded in a way that ]
protects the environment...in a way that keeps noise to a minimum...in a
way that controls the dust and protects the Harbor. The best way to da this 201
is by use of a crane that lowers the scrap metal directly. into the ship. There
should be a requirement to use the crane all the time, not some other
method.

PR

2) The property should be cleaned up now with all the contamination removed T
as quickly as possible. Doing the clean up over a period of several years is
not acceptable. The community needs assurances that the toxics there are 20-2
fuily removed and not left in place for years to come. Otherwise, the health
of our kids could be threatened.

203

3) I”d also like the EIR to present the best methods that make sure that no
contaminated water flows into the Bay.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jonn Mendez
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. 213 934-6900
e e\ Fax 213 9341210 -

July 21, 1995

,«'Mr. Donald Rlce, Dlrector'.i

- Environmental Management Division. -
~Los Angeles Harbor Department -
425 South Palos Verdes Street

- 'P.0. Box 151 v
- San. Pedro,_ GA. 90733 0151

 Re: ’Hu'e Neu-'-PreIer'Lease:”R,ene‘éal Project DEIR

_Dear Mr. Rice:

. ~ -On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense- Council. and
~its members, we hereby join the comments submitted by Heal the
- Bay with regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
" prepared for the.project cited above. We believe that the
proposed project poses SLgnlflcant adverse environmental . - . 21
' consequences that have not been adequately. addressed in the DEIR
and that all reasonable alternatives have not been ccn51dered.'__
Until the DEIR has been revised to correct these: deflc1enc1es,
the proposed project may not be approved conSLStent w1eh the_
: Callfornla Env1ronmental Quallty Act. -

———

cc: 'Drﬂ Mark Gold
o Executive Director
Heal the Bay '

10040 Recucted Paper . 40 YNest 20th Street 1550 New York Ave., NW. 71 Stevenson Street 212 Mlerchant 5t.. Suite 203
Ml ’ New York, New York 10011 Washington.-DC 20005 San Francisco, CA 94105 Honoiuiu, Hawar'i 96313
212 TIF-2700° 202.783-7800 415777-0220 308 535-1072

L3

Fax T2 T Fux 202 7835917 Faz 415 495-5996 fux 808 521-c841
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July 20. 1995

Mr. Don Rice B

Port of Los Angeles MADRES DEL SIE DE LOS ANGELES JUL 21 1303
425 South Palos Verdes Street SANTA ISABEL Exvironmers . .
P.O. Box 151 e -

San Pedro, California 90733-0151
VTA FAX- (310) 547-4643 (2 pages)

Re:  Draft Eavironmental Impact Report For the Hugo-Neu Proler Lease
Renewal. State Clearinghouse Number 93071074 .

Dear Mr. Rice:

Mothers of East [.os Angeles-Santa Isabel (“MELASI”) request that your Agency place this letter
into the administrative record for the above draft environmental impact report (“DEIR™). OQur
comments are pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) Statutes and
Guidelines (June 1986) Section 21131 and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The Hugo Neu-Proler Company (“HNPC™) has requested a renewal of its lease for a 30 year
term. HNPC operations taciiity is located at Berths 210-211, on Terminal Island in the Port of
Los Angeles. The facility leases a 26.7-acre site from the Port for the purpose of receiving,
processing. storing and loading various types of ferrrous and non-ferrous metalis for recycling,
processing and shipping. Some metals are processed at the site while other metals are stockpiled
for export without processing. The metals are separated for storage, processing and shipment
according (o grade as defined by appearance and type of scrap and need for further processing.
In additon. HNPC will be remediating the soil and groundwater contamination of the site.
upgrading or repiacing current facilites and eqmpmexm and proposes to add new facilities and
equipment to the operation.

Alternatives cxamined in detail are No Project, No Facility Operation Modifications and Non-
feasible Alternatives. We commend the Port of Los Angeles’ efforts to evaluare environmental
issues in the DEIR and the HNPC commitment to remediarion, mitigation and monitoring of the
soil and groundwater clean-up activities pursuant 10 & Remedial Action Plan which will be
approved by the Reyionai Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles Region, the California
Deparmment of Toxic Substances Control Division, and the Los Angeles Ciry Harbor
Department.

Although we appiaud the above efforts, based on our recent discovery of findings described in___
vour letter Juiy 1&. 1995. CEQA Section |5147 mandales your Agency inciude information
surficient in the DR 1o permit fuil assessment of significant environmentai impacts by _ 29
reviewing Agencics and members of the public. We are very concerned with the accuracy ot
statements and omission of reievant data in order to verify the conclusions presented in the
DEIR. in particular or the Air Quality Section Study and the impact to schools and young

Nomn A A - P e e R P Y ~4
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children living in the area. Furthermore, we request thar ail similar relevant information be 22-1
placed in the Final Environmental Report (“FEIR”) to evaluate fully the information presented in (CONT)
the DEIR. —

Because of the above concerns, MELASI has placed this DEIR following EPA guidelines as
category EC-2. linvironmental Concerns - Insufficient Information (see attached “Summary of
the EPA Rating System™. [n addition, we recommend that the alternative “No Facility Operation
Modifications™ be considered by your Agency if additional information is not included in the
FEIR.

222

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Please send one copy of the FEIR to
my attention at the same time it is officially filed with the pertinent Agencies.

Very truly vours.
MOTHERS OF EAST [LOS ANGELES-SANTA ISABEL

Lder 4. M Tk
Ruben A. McDavid. REA
Enclosures: (2 pages)

Port of Los Angeles Letter July 18,.1993
EPA Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Acton

cc: Bill Piazza. Los Angeles Unified School Distict
Robert Singa. CalEPA DTSC Region 4
Boys and (irls Club of Wilmington
Roger Gorke. Heal the Bay
Geoffrey Morton
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION

En enatal Im e Action

LO-Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any porential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes 0 the proposal.
The review may have disciosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be iccomplished with no
more than mipor changes « the proposai. .

EC-Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identfied environmental impacts that shouid be avoided in order 1o fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred aiternative or appiicarion of mitigation measures that can reduce
the environmental wnpact. EPA would like 10 work with the lead agency o reduce these impacts.

EO-Environmenta| Objections

The ETA review nas identified significanc envircamenta, impacts that mnus: be avoided in ocder 1 sovide adequate
proteczion for the environment. Corrective measures may sequire substantial changes w the preferred alternative or
consideration of somv nther project alternative (including e no acdon alternarive or 1 new altcrnadve). EPA intends (o
work with the lead agenes o reducs these impacts.

EU-Environmenuily Unsarisfacory

The EPA review has identified adverse eavironmenul impacts that are of sufficient magniaude that they are
unsacisfactory from the saadpoine of environmenal quality, public heaith or weifare. EPA intends o work with the lead
agency to reduce these impacts. [f the poteatial unsatisfacrory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this propaosal
will be recommend fur referral o the Council on Environmental Qualicy (CEQ).

Adeguacy of the Impact Statement

Catczory !-Adeguate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequarely sets torth the cnvironmental impact(s) of the preferred aitermative and thosc of
the aitemaaves reasonably available to the project or 3ction. No further anailysis or dara coilection is necessary, but the
reviewer may suggest wie sdditon of clarifying janguage or mformation.

Caregory 2-Insufficient Informadon

Tbe draft EIS does not conmin sufficient informacion for EPA w0 fully assess environmental impacts that shouid be
avoided in order w0 fully protect the eavironment. or the EPA rcviewer has idemnrified new reasonably available afternatives
thar wre within the sneermim af aitemarivas analvzed in the deeft EIS, which couid reduse the exvironmenzal impacss of the
action. The identificl additional informadon. daw, analyses, or discussion shouid be nciuded in the {inal EIS.

Category 3-Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmenta{ impacts of the action.
or the EPA reviewer has idenufied new, reasonably available aiternatives thax are outside of the spectrum of alternatives
analyzed in the draft £IS, which shouid be analyzed in order 10 reduce the powentially significamt environmental impacts.
EPA believes that the identified addiional informaton. data. analyses, or discussions are of such 3 magnimde that they
shouid have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not befieve thar the drart EIS is adequate for the purposes of the
NEPA ind/or Section 109 review, and thus shouid be formafly revised and made available for public comment in 2
supplemennai or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potentiai significant impacts invoived, this proposal couid be a
candidate for referral o the CEQ.

*From: EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procsgures for the Review of Federat Actions Impacting e Environment.”

a3
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PaGe 94
T7-1Q=19595 G- 18F: oo MELA ST 213 283 2448 -
_ JUL 18 ‘ST 1 Tt MV TPONMENTRL. (6HMT ' P.1-1
WORLDPORT L&
July 18. 1995 Alnront ., RINEEA, 1MEyw, CXy of Lo dnpous
Boww of Mertaw Comarviisioens
. Frgnks o, Soucrax., FRLL. Aresmen
via F!Z 3.2.1”} Q§245n Gu:::n-.-. Vioe Aawicsere
Jonaman Y. Thamss
Seser Mongin, Sncrsury
M:. Ruben A. MeDavid ratutive Oracew
Mothers of East Los Anyeles - Santa [sabel
720 Mot Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 40023

SUBJECT: HUGO NEU-FROLER LEASE RENEWAL DRAFT EIR
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

Dear Mr. MclDawd:

We are in reseipr of your July 17, 1995 lester requesting additional information on aix emissions
sssociated wirk e Huge: Neu-Projer Lzasc Regewal Project. and can provide the following
informanon.

Whﬂewebeummmmcmmmfmdwﬂedmshwmwhfmdwmn
additional tecanical dam 1 avaable for your review. As past of the preparsrion of the Draft EIR
an Air Quality Specal Srudy was undertaken. The appendices of the Draft EIR (seat to you
previousiy) has e sumumtry of the resuits of Wi swdy. Additionally. the dezails of the methods
and resuits of e specizismdyhmbeenphadinwawvolwmxcabcmdezvaﬂﬂhle
to you. This uocumegt c:a be reviewed in our office during reguiar business howrs.

Please fesi free (0 contact me directly at (310) 732-3679, or conwct Dennis Hagner, the project
manages for *he project nt (310) T32-3682 shouid thece e any quesucns-

Sincsrely,
DONALD W_RICE
Director of Environmesital Managemsat
DWR:?S
ADP No. 910321-538

551 '

Bo of LOg Ansems 113 S0, Au-oF Veroas Jvesr PO G0k I3V San deam. SH RTINS 310/ SEALORAY  FAX: 710/ 837-0439
An YEUN Qupramly Creye
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Los Angeles Harbor Boat Owners Associlation e A
5801 Meinhardt Road GRAPRIELC S

Westminster, California 92683

Mr. Donald W. Rice

Director of Environmental Management
Port of Los Angeles

P. 0. Box 151 ,

San Pedro, Caif. 90733-0151

July 24, 1985
Subject: Response to Environmental Impact Report of Hugo Neu-
Proler Corporation

Reference: Draft EIR for Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal,
State Clearinghouse Number 93071074, May 1995

¥

Contained herein are comments and suggestions, submitted bf
the Los Angeles Harbor Boat Owners Association concerning the
referenced document.

LAHBOA represents members with boats located within the Los
Angeles Harbor. The majority of cur members maintain their
boats within 2000 feet of the lease in guestion. Our main
concerns are noise, dust, water quality, and access to the
local marinas. The referenced document was reviewed with
these concerns in mind.

The referenced EIR essentially addresses the affects in three

\Y]

areas: HNPC's present operation; proposed changes and

improvements in their facility; and, by inference, allows

variances to environmental requirements when the fcrm of
permitted coperations even when they cannot me=t l2gal
requirements, with LAHD approval of the document as presantly

written, HNPC will be granted permission oo upgrade and

tt

operate their facility accordingly, page 1-10 f(rer. page -85



Page 2

cut grade material. This category 1s not defined within ‘t:he-—__1 932
EIR. —_—
Page 1-16/17 Gantry crane replacement. What effect on dust T
and noise will result from it‘s operation? The EIR does not 233

discuss this point. ]
Page 1-17 Asphalt/Concrete pad. Construction details are |
mentioned within the EIR. Possible pad leakage is also

mentioned but is believed not to present a problem. We 234

recommend a plastic sheet barrier, or other approprliate

material, be included in pad construction.

/|

Section 3.1 Harbor Sediment. No monitoring program is
proposed to document contamination levels during future 295
operations. We recommend that such a program be included
in the EIR.

Section 3.3 Emissions. The EIR indicates that ROG and NOX
emissions, during construction, will be above significant
threshold levels.

The EIR states that ROG, CO and NOx emissions, du;ing v 236
operation, will be above significant threshold levels. How-
ever, examination of Table 3.3:13 shows all emission
catsgories are presently above these levels and proposed L
upgrades will increase these emission levels further. We ]
strongly recommend =xpanding the propesed monitoring prcgram 237

to inclilude SOx and PML0 (particulates!.

NPT includes steps it will take to control emlssions from

238

moving sources. However, alternate fuels are not considered.



Page 3
We strengly recommend that HNPC consider and justify

alternate fuels such as propane and compressed natural gas

(CNG) .

B

Section 3.4 Storm water runoff. The EIR states that, under
certain conditions, storm water will be released to drains
which empty into the harbor or nearby ocean. No monitoring
program is proposed to test storm water before release to
drains. We strongly recommend'that water testing for
contamination levels be required before storm water can be
released to the drains and that maximum allowable limits be
included in the EIR.

Section 3.7 Noise. LAHBOA applauds the construction of a
sound barrier to reduce continuous noise levels. However,
+he noise level soon returned to previous levels. Upon
guestioning the reason LAHBOA was informed that HNPC had not
found an adhesive that would hold the damping material to the
chute for more than a few hours of operation.

LAHBOA suggests that discussion as to how the impulse type
noise will be reduced be includgd in the EIR. Further, that
a monitoring program to document nolse levels be included 1in

the EIR, along with maximum sound levels permitted.

In summary, LAHBOA r=quests that the draft EIR not be ]

approved as submitted. We request that the draft EIR be
amended to include the above recommendations. We request

that full comgliances, without variances, be required of HNPC

238
CONT.

233

2310

2311

before approval of the EIR. LAHBOA also suggests that the
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LAHD include penalties for noncompliance in any lease granted 2311
CONT.

to HNPC.

We thank the LAHD for the opportunity to comment and trust

that the suggestions and recommendations will be considered

by the LAHD and HNPC.
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July 21, 1995 a
Mr. Donald Rice, Director i - [ 24]
. Y

Environmental Management Division
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

P.O. Box 151

San Pedro, CA 90733-0131

Re: Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal Project. Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Rice:

Heal the Bay is a non-profit environmental group working through a variety of research,
education, public outreach, and advocacy programs to make Santa Monica Bay and Southern
California’s coastal resources safe and healthy once again for people and aquatic life. Heal the
Bay respectfully submits the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal Project.

L
INTRODUCTION

The proposed Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal Project (the "Project"), as defined in the DEIR,
consists of the extension of the Project’s lease for 30 years and includes the remediation of
contaminated soil and groundwater on the site, and construction of new facilities that would
increase operations. Heal the Bay submits that the DEIR does not adequately or consistently
describe the proposed project so that the benefits of the project can be weighed against the
environmental COSts. '

Also, the impact analysis for all resource areas does not consider the effects from the
simultaneous operations of the facility, and construction and remediation activities. Cumulative 241
impact analysis only considers incremental increases from individual activities, and does not
consider the cumulative impact of muitiple significant impacts.

The mitigation measures presented in the DEIR consistently represent actions that are required
by regulation and would not in and of themselves reduce impacts to, or enhance the affected
environment. Since the required actions include adherence to specific building codes, design
criteria, and management practices, the actions should be described as either part of the existing
operations or the proposed project. The impact analysis should be based on the effects of the
proposed project with these actions included.

"
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Finally, the only alternative presented in the DEIR is the CEQA required No Project
alternative. Since CEQA also requires that a range of reasonable alternatives be considered,
the DEIR is not adequate in this regard. At a minimum. an alternative location for the
proposed project and an alternative to extend the lease without expanding operations but
requiring site remediation, implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), and pollution prevention management practices, should be considered.

II.
THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE THE PROPOSED PROJECT

According to CEQA guidelines, an EIR should include a description of the proposed project’s
technical, economic, and environmental characteristics so that the affected population can
analyze the Project’s benefits against the environmental costs. Specific comments on the
Project description are presented below.

- Section 1.5.1 Existing Facilities and Operations: In order to evaluate the impacts from
existing operations plus proposed expansions, the project description must clearly outline the
operations of the existing facility. This description should include sufficient information for
the public to understand:

e the processes used to screen, sort, process, recycle and ship scrap metal

¢ the management practices used to prevent pollution and protect worker/public health
and safety

e the specific types and quantities of hazardous materials used and hazardous wastes
generated onsite

The following items are examples of facility operations/procedures inadequately described in
the DEIR.

e The DEIR states that "Hazardous materials may be present in some loads delivered to the
site” and that the loads are inspected to ensure that hazardous and radioactive materials are not
accepted at the facility. The DEIR does not describe how the loads are inspected (i.e.,
manually, individually, etc.). The project description should include a summary of the written
procedures Hugo Neu-Proler Corporation (HNPC) has implemented to ensure that loads are
effectively screened.

e The DEIR states that ferrous and non-ferrous metals are stored in piles while awaiting
shipment. The project description should state whether the piles are stored on bare soil. and
if the piles are covered.

24-1A
(CONT.)

241
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e The DEIR states that equipment and vehicle maintenance takes place onsite. The project
description should state where the maintenance activities take place. Additionally, a general
summary of the HNPC written procedures for the performance of maintenance activities that
define how to collect and dispose of used motor and hydraulic oil also should be included.

e Throughout the project description and the DEIR, HNPC activities are quantified using data
from 1992. If the 1992 data is the most recent data available, it should be stated in the DEIR.
If more recent data is available and was not used, the reason should be stated in the DEIR.
At a minimum, water quality data from HNPC’s storm water monitoring program for 1993 and
1994, as required under the state industrial storm water permit, should be available.

e The DEIR states that the auto shredder contains an in-line treatment unit to immobilize
soluble metal. The treated metal is tested to determine hazardous constituents, and disposed
as non-hazardous waste if the analysis results meet criteria. The discussion does not include
a description of the in-line treatment unit including a discussion of the removal efficiency for
contaminants of concern, a general summary of how and where the metals are tested, and what
criteria are used to determine if the metals are non-hazardous.

e The DEIR states that materials are processed to separate ferrous, and non-ferrous metals by
utilizing magnets and screens before entering the Steinert Building where a Steinert System is
used to further separate the metals.

The description of the Steinert System is inadequate and does not indicate the size, capacity,
and mechanics of the system. Nor does the project description define what is stored in the
Steinert Building. If the maintenance activities that take place in the Steinert Building are
important enough to mention in the project description, then a brief description of the activities
should be included in the DEIR.

e The DEIR states that three types of waste swreams are generated at the HNPC facility: auto-
shredder residue, metal recycling residue, and non-ferrous metal residue. Currently, the auto-
shredder residue and metal recycling residue are California-only hazardous wastes and disposed
offsite in Utah. The non-ferrous metal residue is disposed in a local landfill. Throughout the
DEIR metals processing and recycling activities are referenced. However, the project
description does not include any flow diagrams or specific definitions of these processing and
recycling activities. Since these activities create residues that are hazardous, a clear description
of the processes generating these hazardous wastes should be included.

e The DEIR states that 8,900 gross tons of metal recycling residue were generated as a result
of remediation activities in a portable treatment unit. CEQA requires that in the case of a
Project where an action is required by the California Environmental Protection Agency-
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) or the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), for hazardous waste clean-up, the EIR must make the facts of the clean-up clear. It is
not clear whether this particular activity was the result of an order on the part of the DTSC or
the Regional Water Quality Controi Board (RWQCB), what the contaminants were, or when

| |
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the clean-up activity took place. The project description should include these specific items.

——

e The DEIR states that "Storm water runoff is allowed to collect in several depressions along
the central corridor between scrap storage piles. The water in these depressions is pumped into
water trucks and/or "Baker" tanks and used for dust control. When the storm water is in
excess of the storage capacity it is pumped into the "Baker" tanks for additional retention and
settling of solids. Excess storm water is allowed to overflow from the tank into a sump near
the parking area where it is discharged into the Inner Harbor via a storm drain."

The DEIR does not clarify the current status of HNPC’s National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water permit. If the description of storm water
management provided in the DEIR is accurate, then HNPC is in gross violation of federal and
state requirements for the management of storm water. The project description should be
expanded to include specific information regarding the storm water permit (e.g., a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), including a monitoring program and 1993 1994 monitoring
results, and a description of existing Best Management Practices (BMPs)), a physical
description of "depressions," a description of how the water is monitored for hazardous
constituents, a specific definition of storm water storage capacity, a description of how solid

residues are handled and disposed, and a definition of excess storm water. ]

e The DEIR includes a description of the existing contamination at the HNPC facility. As
required in CEQA, the DEIR must make a clear statement regarding a site that a regulatory
agency has identified as being affected by hazardous wastes or clean-up activities. The DEIR
fails to clearly define the contamination at the HNPC facility in this section, and the types of
clean-up activities that have taken place at the facility. In addition, the DEIR does not clearly
state that a corrective action order has been issued by the RWQCB, and that a remedial action
plan (RAP) has been submitted to the Board for review and approval.

- Section 1.5.2 New Facilities and Equipment: The description of new facilities and
equipment provided in the DEIR also must clearly outline the specific operational and
procedural changes in the Proposed Project. The description should include sufficient
information for the public to understand:

e the new processes and how those processes integrate with existing operations

e whether specific pollution control technologies are required for certain equipment and
facilities
e whether remediation activities will be required, and the nature and extent of those

activities

The following items are examples of inadequate descriptions of the new facilities and
equipment presented in the DEIR.

—

——
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e The DEIR states that portions of the facility perimeter would be paved to accommodate
placement of the sea containers. The project description should state which portions of the
facility perimeter will require pavement. The description should also address how the paved
areas will accommodate adequate drainage.

B ———

B

e The DEIR states that collection basins will be constructed to accommodate storm water
runoff and that the entire site will be covered with concrete. Water will be pumped from the
retention basins into a holding tank. The stored water will be re-used for dust suppression.
Excess water will be pumped into an oil-water separator, filtered or treated, and then
discharged into the storm drain.

The project description does not state the design criteria or capacities of the collection basins.
The design criteria for determining the basin size and concrete cover drainage should be stated
in the project description. The description should include a brief discussion of the size of the
pumps that will be used, as well as a description of the monitoring plan for hazardous
constituents. Heal the Bay believes that, at a minimum, the facilities should be designed to
capture and treat up to a 10-year storm event. ]
If the water is held, then re-used for dust suppression, it is assumed that its use will be on
unpaved surfaces, thereby exposing soils to potential contamination from hazardous constituents
concentrated in the storage tank. The description should include a discussion of pollution
prevention procedures. ]
The project description does not adequately explain the storm water treatment system. Flow
diagrams for the system should be included in the DEIR. A monitoring program to ensure that
any discharge into the storm drain is free from significant levels of hazardous constituents
should be included in the project description. ]

e The DEIR does not include a description of the SWPPP including the BMPs that will be
implemented to manage storm water. The DEIR does not address the requirement for an
NPDES General Construction Permit. The HNPC site is larger than 5 acres, and is required
by the Clean Water Act to develop a construction SWPPP and implement BMPs to reduce
storm water pollution problems caused by construction activities.

Areereee)

- Section 1.5.4 Project Schedule: The schedule does not illustrate how the onsite
remediation activities will integrate with upgrades and new construction. The schedule does
not define which of the storm water control/treatment systems will be incorporated over the
five year period presented, nor how the placement of the concrete cap will be phased. Also,
the project schedule fails to clarify the timing of construction (e.g., dredging activities should

not occur during fledging season, April through September).
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1.

THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE THE IMPACTS TO THE
EXISTING ENVIRONMENT FROM THE PROPOSED PROJECT

- Section 3.1 Geology: Although a brief discussion of the harbor sediment contamination

is presented in the DEIR, it does not clearly state that HNPC operations have contributed to |
the existing contamination, nor does it adequately describe what systems have been
implemented to eliminate the problem. :

The impact analysis does not discuss the potential for additional contamination to sediments |
from ongoing operations, or the proposed remediation and construction activities. The potential__|
for dispersal of existing contamination from proposed dredging activities at Berths 210-211 is™]
not discussed. The dredging activities described in the impact analysis are not included in the
project description. The project description should include the dredging activities, permit
requirements, contaminant concentrations, quantities of material for removal and/or disposal,
etc., and how these activities integrate with the rest of the project schedule.

The impact analysis states that the volume of materials removed during the proposed dredging
activities would be insignificant when compared to the volume of materials removed due to
ongoing dredging activities in the Cerritos Channel for berth-access purposes. The DEIR does
not substantiate this statement, and it is irrelevant to the analysis of impacts from the proposed
project. Also, the analysis of cumulative impacts does not consider the effects of all dredging
activities within the Channel or Harbor. N—
Several pages of the DEIR describe the seismic setting. However, the impact analysis fails to
discuss the effects that would occur from erecting barriers consisting of sea containers and
concrete block walls. The only mitgation measure presented for seismic impacts is that all
new construction will be 10 code. Construction to code is required and should be considered
as part of the proposed project, not a mitigation measure. Also, constructing to code does not
address the stability issues associated with the materials proposed to construct the barriers. |

- Section 3.2 Soil and Groundwater: The DEIR states that the HNPC facility dismantles,
stockpiles, and recycles a variety of ferrous and non-ferrous materials. It further states that the
nature of the processing on site leads to localized areas of contamination associated with
specific materials (e.g., heavy metals and PCBs). The DEIR states that 60% of the site is
paved.

The information included in this section should be presented in the project description.
Additionally, if materials are stockpiled within the facility. the DEIR should describe the
location of the stockpiles and whether the stockpile is in a paved or unpaved area. The
environmental setting should also include a description of the methods used to prevent run-off

to soil surfaces, storm drains, and the Channel. .
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- Section 3.2.1.1 Groundwater Setting: The DEIR describes the existing contamination
to groundwater at the HNPC facility. The remediation activities proposed for the HNPC
facility groundwater contamination and presented in this section should be summarized in the |
project description. ~Additionally, a copy of the Free Phase Product Recovery Work Plan
should be made available for review as an appendix to the DEIR so that a reasonable analysis
of the impacts from the existing operations plus proposed project activities can be made.

- Section 3.2.1.2 Soil Setting: The DEIR describes the soil contamination at the HNPC
facility generally as being metals contamination in the top 2 feet of soil, and petroleum
hydrocarbons in localized areas. These contaminants are found under paved and unpaved areas
of the site.

The impact analysis for this resource is broken into three categories: project construction,
project operation and remediation. The impact analysis for project construction concludes that
the activities will not result in any significant impacts to soil or groundwater. The project
description as well as the impact analysis fails to identify the quantity of soils that will be
excavated as part of the construction activities, the location of excavation activities, and the

specific actions that will be taken to prevent soil and dewatering activities from contaminating

2419

24-20

surface waters. Also, the analysis does not consider the potential for remaining contamination j 24-21

in soils to migrate due to tidal fluctuations.

The DEIR admits that ongoing project operations will continue to create potential sources of |
soil and groundwater contamination. However, the DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of
continued operations plus construction and remediation activities over the five year schedule. _
The DEIR again uses required design criteria and management practices to demonstrate that™ |
impacts from operations will be made less significant. It is Heal the Bay’s position that these
requirements are part of the proposed project and impact analysis should be based on their
inclusion in the proposed project design, not as a mitigation measure. These requirements are
legislated to control and prevent polluting activities. Therefore, for example, if the LAHD
requires HNPC to prepare a source control program for fuel storage activities, it is not a
mitigation measure, but part of the proposed project. ]
The DEIR is inconsistent in that it fails to summarize the remediation activities described n
this section in the project description. Remediation activities are part of the proposed operation
of the facility regardiess of the lease extension and cannot be used to demonstrate mitigation

of potential adverse impacts to soil and groundwater from operation or construction activities. __ |

Since neither the RAP, nor the Free Product Recovery Work Plan were inciuded for review in
this DEIR, it is not possible for the public to assess whether the impacts from the remediation
activities will be insignificant. Additionally, impacts resulting from simultaneous operations,

and construction and remediation activities have not been addressed. ]
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- Section 3.1.4 Mitigation Measures: The DEIR states that no mitigation measures for |
impacts to soil and groundwater are available beyond those required by federal, state, and local
building codes.

Design criteria required by federal, state, and local codes are not mitigation measures. These
criteria must be met regardless and should be included in the description of the proposed
project. The design criteria required by law do not in and of themselves mitigate a significant
impact to reduce the affects on, or enhance the existing environment. N
- Section 3.3 Meteorology & Air Quality: The impact analysis for air quality is |
inadequate in that it does not include a dispersion model, but concludes that impacts will not __
be significant. Impacts from expanded facility operations are analyzed incrementally instead |
of additively; impacts from construction and remediation activities are analyzed separately,

when, based on the schedule presented in the project description, these activities will occur _|
simultaneously; impacts from mobile sources also are analyzed incrementally. Mitigation ~ |
measures to reduce significant impacts are not presented. -

Since the impact analysis is flawed, it follows that the cumulative analysis also is inadequate. __
The DEIR states that current and planned projects within the Port of Los Angeles were
considered, and cumulative emissions from the projects were determined to be insignificant.
The DEIR does not present any data that supports this conclusion. Also, the cumulative
analysis does not consider the combined effects of simultaneous operations, and construction N
and remediation.

- Section 3.4 Hydrology, Water Quality and Oceanography: Again, the impact analysis |
presented in this section fails to consider the combined effects of operations, construction. and
remediation activities. The conclusion that impacts will not be significant is not supported by
data presented in the DEIR. Since key documents such as the Free Product Work Plan, The
RAP, and the SWPPP are not included in the DEIR, it is not possible to determine if the
elements presented in these plans are adequate. ]
The description of the storm water treatment system is cursory and does not indicate that the
system is even designed, let alone adequate. The analysis does not address the fact that the
treatment system will not be in place for 5 years, and does not present any details of how the
site. will be managed for general operations, as well as for construction and remediation
activities during the 5 year period.

Impacts to water quality from dredging activities are not considered cumulatively with other
dredging activities, nor is PCB entrainment into the water column discussed. Even though the
dredging activities for HNPC are limited to a small area, the insignificant impacts from many
small dredging activities, could become significant. Especially since lead and PCB

————

contaminants have been identified in the Channel and Harbor sediments.
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It is Heal the Bay’s opinion that without water quality data, an industrial or construction |
SWPPP, and design specifications for the water treatment facility, it is impossible to assess the
impacts to the water quality in San Pedro Bay. The scrap metal recycling industries’ storm
water pollution has been a major concern of both EPA and the RWQCB. The DEIR has failed

to adequately address or mitigate these pollution concerns. ]
- Section 3.5 Biota and Habitats: The impact analysis presented in the DEIR fails to
consider the impacts from dredging and the potential re-suspension of contaminants into the
water column that could effect endangered species (e.g., least tern and brown pelican).
Considering the historic impact of biodegradable PCBs on the fecundity of predatory birds, this__|
omission is especially disturbing. Again, the DEIR presents the SWPPP (a non-existent__]
document) as a mitigation for impacts to habitat from operational activities. The cumulative™ ]
analysis illogically concludes that even though related projects could result in significant
impacts, the proposed project would not, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative
impacts. The analysis does not consider that the cumulative effects of several insignificant |
impacts can be potentially significant.

- 3.6 Traffic: Again, the DEIR fails to analyze the impacts from traffic created by
simultaneous operations, and construction and remediation activities. The analysis looks at
these activities separately and incrementally, when in reality the activities will occur
simultaneously and therefore be additive. T
- 3.7 Noise: The DEIR fails to analyze the impacts from noise due to operations, and
construction and remediation activities. The analysis concludes that there would be no
significant impacts, but does not present data to support the conclusion. —

- 3.8 Public Health and Safety: The DEIR does not consider the impacts 1o public health |
and safety from simultaneous operations, and construction and remediation activities. The |
impact analysis only considers the incremental increase from each separate activity. Nor does |
this the analysis evaluate potential impacts on a regional basis, including the facility operations. —
The DEIR concludes that since the implementation of the proposed project and related projects™ |
will require compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations, the cumulative impacts to the
public will not be significant. However, if the facility is already non-compliant for a particular
emission, even with the installation of BACT or control technologies, any incremental increase

in that emission should be considered significant if it does not conform with the applicable
standard. Therefore, the DEIR cannot state that cumulative health impacts would not be__|]
significant.

- 5.11 Utlities & Waste Management: According to the DEIR, the quantities of solid |
waste generated at the facility will increase. The DEIR fails to recognize that generators of
hazardous waste are required to prepare waste minimization and source reduction plans as an
ongoing effort to decrease the amounts of solid wastes disposed in landfills. The proposed
project should include options for onsite treaunent to reduce the amount of waste generated.
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- 3.12 Recreation: Given the flawed impact analysis of other resource areas, it is not
logical that the impact analysis for recreation is accurate. This resource should be re-analyzed
after a more thorough evaluation of critical resource areas is performed.

Iv.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

]

CEQA requires an EIR to describe a range of alternatives, including the No Project alternative,
that would meet the same objectives of the proposed project. The merits of each alternative
must be evaluated and compared to the proposed project and other selected alternatives.

The DEIR only analyzes the required No Project alternative. An alternate location for the
proposed project was eliminated from consideration, but the basis for elimination is not stated.
At a minimum the DEIR should include an aiternate location for the proposed project. An
alternative to renew the lease for existing operations with the stipulation of specified
remediation activities, and improvements to existing facilities to reduce pollution and manage

storm water should be evaluated.

V.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the information presented in the DEIR, Heal the Bay believes that the proposed
project is a significant threat to public health and the environment. Heal the Bay has
determined that the DEIR does not adequately or consistently describe the proposed project so
that the benefits can be weighed against the environmental costs. The impact analysis
presented in the DEIR for all resource areas does not consider the effects from simultaneous
operations, and construction and remediation activities. Air dispersion modeling and a health
risk assessment were not performed, but impacts were determined not to be significant for
these resource areas. Proposed mitigation measures consistently represent actions that are
required by regulation/code, and should be conmsidered as part of the proposed project.
Therefore, the mitigation measures presented will not reduce impacts to insignificance. Finally,
the DEIR does not consider a feasible range of alternatives.

Heal the Bay opposes the Project as presented in the DEIR, and strongly recommends that a
decision on the DEIR be postponed until the RWQCB reviews and approves the remedial

action plan. The DEIR should be substantally revised and additional analysis performed to

include air dispersion modeling that analyzes the existing operations, and construction and

remediation activities occurring simuitaneously; a health risk assessment for existing operations,

and construction and remediation activities occurring simultaneously; a cumulative analysis that -
fully considers the impacts to biota and habitat from all operations, but primarily dredging of
contaminated sediments and the dispersion of PCBs and heavy metals. Based on the type of
operation. it is essential that HNPC use a wide variety of both structural and non-structural
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BMPs to mitigate the probable significant impact of storm water contamination on San Pedro_——
Bay. After revision, the DEIR should be recirculated for public comment prior to certification.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the proposed Project. Heal the 2448
Bay would appreciate receiving all future notices concerning this Project, and requests that (GONT-)
Heal the Bay be provided with a copy of any notice of Project approval (i.e., Notice of
Determination) in accordance with Public Resources Code Subsection 21008 and 21152.

If you have any questions on our comments, please call Jaque Forrest at (310) 581-4188, ext.
142.

Sincerely yours,

JAQUE FORREST
STAFF SCIENTIST

P 5

MARK GOLD, D. ENV.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
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EVALUATION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE HUGO NEU-PROLER LEASE RENEWAL
AT THE PORT OF LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

Roy F. Weston, Inc. (WESTON@') has reviewed and evaluated the draft
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the proposed Hugo Neu-Proler Corporation
("HNP") lease renewal at the Port of Los Angeles, California. This report
summarizes WESTON's evaluation of the document.

. INTRODUCTION
HNP is involved in the processing and recycling of scrap materials in the Port of
Los Angeles at Berths 210-211. The 26.7-acre site is leased from the Port for the
purpose of receiving, processing, storing and loading various types of ferrous
metals, non-ferrous metals and other materials used by a variety of industries.
HNP is seeking to renew its lease for another 30 years; the draft EIR identifies this
as HNP’s "primary objective.” HNP is also seeking to make improvements and
operational changes to the facility. These anticipated improvements and changes
include the remediation of existing soil and groundwater contamination, upgrading
or replacing current structures and equipment, and adding new structures and
equipment in order to expand the processing capacity of the plant from 950,000 tg
1,300,000 gross tons of scrap per year.

Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation has prepared this draft EIR pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") under the supervision of the
City of Los Angeles Harbor Department ("LAHD"), the lead agency for the project.
This draft EIR was issued by the LAHD on May 26, 1995. The draft EIR is
intended to inform the public, responsible agencies and public agency
decisionmakers concerning, among other things: (1) the environmentai impacts
associated with the proposed project, (2) activities and specific mitigation
measures to minimize those impacts, and (3) reasonable alternatives to the
proposed project. The draft EIR is also intended to support the permitting
processes of all agencies from whom discretionary approvals must be obtained for
particular elements of the project. .
These comments are primarily directed to and organized around Section 3 of the
draft EIR, which addresses the environmental setting, impacts, mitigation measures
and mitigation monitoring issues associated with the proposed HNP lease renewal
and facility expansion. Based on our review of the draft EIR, we have prepared
detailed comments relating to the specific impacts that have resulted from HNP
facility operations and would resuit from the proposed project, including impacts
on: (1) soil and groundwater; (2) hydrology, water quality, and oceanography; (3)

meteorology and air quality; (4) geology; (5) biota and habitats; (6) noise; (7)

' WESTON'’S credentials and the resumes of the authors of this review are
provided at the end of this report.
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transportation and circulation; (8) public health and safety; (9) utilities and waste
management; and (10) recreation. In addition to discussing these issues, we also
provide a number of specific recommendations regarding the draft EIR which we
believe must be fully addressed.

We have identified in these comments numerous technical and/or procedural
deficiencies in the draft EIR. These deficiencies include the following:

" There is insufficient detail in the EIR to fully analyze environmental
impacts, allow for meaningful public review and comment, and/or
provide a basis for permit or other similar decisions by responsible
agencies;

u The draft EIR relies on incomplete data and does not properly
characterize the extent of soil and groundwater contamination on site;

= The draft EIR’s approach to the assessment of impacts is not
technically defensible;

s The draft EIR fails to consider all foreseeable impacts of the proposed
project;
. Many conclusions in the draft EIR are not supported by adequate

technical evidence (the draft EIR also contains many technical
inconsistencies);

= The proposed mitigation measures will not reduce impacts to
insignificance, will not be implemented in a timely manner, and are not
measurable, verifiable and enforceable;

" All feasible mitigation measures have not been considered;

L] The draft EIR contemplates the expansion of facility capacity before
existing contamination is remediated and additional measures are in
place to minimize further contamination; and

. The draft EIR fails to consider all feasible project alternatives.

Based on the limited information provided, we believe that the proposed HNP
project as described in the draft EIR poses a significant threat to public heaith and
the environment at this site and that additionai mitigation measures beyond those
identified in the draft EIR must be impiemented. Some of our key overall concerns
about this proposed project are as foilows:

= The proposed remedy for soil contamination will not adequately
protect public health and the environment in light of the very elevated
levels of lead and other contaminants that HNP proposes to leave in

the ground;

30 Sy Q2985
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. The groundwater remediation strategy is ill-defined and lacks any
reasonable assurance of success;

L] The collection and treatment system proposed to handle contaminated
stormwater will not adequately mitigate the significant impacts that
may arise from the discharge of contaminated runoff;

L] Wind-blown fluff from shredding operations, deposition of
contaminant-laden particulates, metal falling into the water during ship
loading operations, and resuspension of contaminated sediments
during maintenance dredging will all contribute to degradation of
surface water quality and these impacts have not been mitigated;

. The project will result in significant emissions of criteria pollutants,
some of which the draft EIR asserts cannot be adequately mitigated;

. The project will result in significant acute hazards from air toxics such
as polychlorinated biphenyis ("PCBs") and lead for which no mitigation
has been proposed; and

= Proposed operations will continue to result in significant noise impacts
such as disrupting the sleep of nearby residents even if proposed
mitigation measures are implemented.

Our detailed comments on this draft EIR are as follows.

in. ANALYSIS OF MEDIA-SPECIFIC IMPACTS

A. Soil and Groundwater

One of the key deficiencies in the draft EIR is the manner in which it addresses the
contaminated soil and groundwater conditions currently existing at the HNP site.
As indicated in the draft EIR, there is significant soil and groundwater '
contamination at this site. Nonetheless, based on available information, the
proposed cleanup approach specified in the draft EIR fails to adequately protect
human health and the environment at the HNP site. While we make this
determination, it is important to note that, given the available limited information,
the draft EIR makes impossible any meaningful review of specific potential cleanup
remedies at the site because it has failed to fully and properly characterize not only
the extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site, but also the specific
actions that could be taken to address this contamination. Compounding this
probiem is the fact that the key documents that will form the basis for the final
cleanup at the site have not been made available for public review or even
adequately addressed in the draft EIR itself. Consequently, there is no basis for
concluding that the proposed soil and groundwater remedies couid be effective or
that the discussion in the draft EIR is adequate in any significant respect. These

specific issues are discussed further below. —
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1. Soil Contamination At The HNP Site

a. Inadequacy of Proposed Remedy

g

Based on the limited information that has been made available, we believe that it is
unlikely that the proposed soil remedy for the HNP site will, in fact, adequately
protect public health and the environment. The draft EIR documents that
significant soil contamination exists at the HNP site to a depth of 6 feet or more.
For example, the sampling resulits reported by HNP’s consultant Mittelhauser
Corporation indicate that there are elevated lead levels of up to 9,600 milligrams
per kilograms ("mg/kg"” or "ppm") in the top two feet of the soils at the site and
that toxic lead concentrations of up to 8,440 mg/kg occur as deep as 4-6 feet at
the site.? See Draft EIR at 3.2-6. Moreover, the draft EIR documents that
petroleum hydrocarbon contamination exists in the soils to a depth of at least six
feet in concentrations exceeding 16,000 mg/kg. See Table 3.2-5.

In addition to these elevated levels of lead and hydrocarbons, the draft EIR further
indicates {(p. 1-13) that PCBs are among the "contaminants of concern” at the site.
The draft EIR states (p. 3.2-1) that the industrial scrap metal processing activities
on-site have led to "localized areas of contamination associated with specific
materials,” including PCBs, and indicates (p. 3.8-7) that PCBs are present in
particulate dust generated at the site. However, the draft EIR does not contain any
further discussion concerning where at the site these PCBs have been detected or
in what concentrations. For this and other reasons discussed in further detail
below, there is thus a clear basis for concluding that the soils at the site may be
even more contaminated than is indicated in the draft EIR. Yet, despite this clear
evidence of significant soil contamination at the site at deep subsurface levels, the
draft EIR indicates (p. 3.2-14) that under "worst case” conditions, the proposed
soil remedy at the site will only involve the excavation and treatment or disposal of

the upper two feet of soils at the site. 1

Indeed, it is our understanding the HNP is attempting to convince the reguiatory
agencies to allow it to leave in place scil containing 2850 ppm of lead. This limited
cleanup would be contrary to long-standing federal and state cleanup requirements
and policy guidance, and would fail to adequately protect public health and the
environment at this site. It has been a routine and long-standing practice and
policy of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") to require the
remediation of all soils at a contaminated waste site whose lead content exceeds
500 to 1,000 parts per miilion ("ppm™).® See, e.g., EPA Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response ("OSWER") Directive # 9355.4-02, "Interim Guidance on
Establishing Soil Lead Cleanup Levels at Superfund Sites,” September 7, 1989

2 Table 3.2-6 of the draft EIR indicates that other heavy metal contaminants,
including chromium, copper, mercury, nickel and zinc have also been detected in
elevated concentrations at various levels in the sail at the HNP site. For instance,
copper and zinc are found at elevated levels at 4-6 feet.

3 Measurements in "ppm" are equivalent to "mg/kg."

20 Juiy 1995
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(establishing soil lead cleanup levels of 500-1,000 ppm at Superfund sites). In its
more recent policy guidance, EPA established a soil lead "screening level" of only
400 ppm and indicated that lead concentrations above this level in soils would
generally require further evaluation based on a fuil range of site-specific risk
factors. See OSWER Directive # 9355.4-12, "Revised Interim Soil Lead Guidance
for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities,” July 14, 1994 ("Revised
Guidance").* Moreover, EPA Region IX has developed specific written policy
guidance for implementing Preliminary Remediation Goals ("PRG") for contaminated
site cleanups, including lead-contaminated sites. See Memorandum from Stanford 28-2
J. Smucker, Ph.D., Region IX Toxicologist, concerning "Region IX Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs) First Half 1995," February 1, 1995 ("PRG Guidance
Document”). These PRGs are, in essence, risk-based "target" cleanup levels that
EPA Region IX uses for hazardous waste site cleanups. EPA Region IX’s PRG
Guidance Document expressly specifies that the PRGs for lead-contaminated soils
range from 400 - 1,000 ppm.® This same document indicates that the California
state PRG for soil lead cleanups is only 130 ppm. 1d.® Although specific PRGs
may potentially be modified based on an evaluation of one or more site-specific
factors, they are nonetheless widely used by EPA and California state hazardous
waste cleanup officials as de facto cleanup standards.’

Moreover, under applicable California hazardous waste reguiations, soil which
contains lead in concentrations that exceed 1,000 ppm is considered to be
hazardous waste. See California Code of Regulations § 22-66261.24. According
to the draft EIR, one of the key purposes of the cleanup is to remediate the site to 263
below "hazardous waste threshold levels.” Draft EIR at 3.2-14. Consequently, in
light of applicable EPA and State of California policy guidance on soil lead
cleanups, any proposed soil cleanup remedy at the site must remediate in an

* This Revised Guidance document further notes that EPA’s lead cleanup policy
promulgated under the Agency’s Toxic Substances Control Act ("TSCA")
regulatory program recommends that "physical exposure-reduction activities may
be appropriate” for soil lead concentrations of 400 ppm or higher and that "soil
abatement is recommended” for any soil lead concentrations above 5,000 ppm.
See Revised Guidance at 4.

® These PRG levels are set forth at p. 5 of the PRG Table, dated January 1,
1994, which is attached to the PRG Guidance Document.

8 See also California EPA, "Preliminary Endangerment Assessment Guidance

Manual," Department of Toxic Substances Control, 1994,

7 As noted below, the draft EIR indicates that a risk assessment has been
performed in connection with the proposed cleanup of the site. However, this risk
assessment has not been made available and has not been described in the draft
EIR. The resulting inability of the public to comment on the risk assessment,
including its assumptions, methodologies, and conciusions, is a serious deficiency
given that the risk assessment will drive the selection of the remedy.
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effective manner all lead contamination exceeding applicable clean-up standards
that obviously exists at the HNP site.

The proposed approach is also not appropriate for remediating the high leveis of
petroleum hydrocarbon contaminants found at the site. Table 3.2-5 indicates that
the vertical extent of petroleum hydrocarbon contamination may reach
concentrations of 16,100 mg/kg at 4 to 6 feet and concentrations up to 5,000
mg/kg at depths over 6 feet. The RWQCB’s Interim Guidance for Remediation of
Petroleum Impacted Sites (January 1995) indicates that soils containing TPH above
non-drinking water aquifers be remediated to levels equivalent to 100 times the
MCL for BTEX and fuel additives, and to 1000 mg/kg for hydrocarbons in the C4 to
C12 range, 10,000 mg/kg for C13 to C22 hydrocarbons, and 15,000 mg/kg for
C23 + hydrocarbons. Diesel fuel hydrocarbons generally fall with the C11 to C21
range. Therefore, this guidance indicates that there is a strong possibility that soiis
will have to be remediated to a depth of 6 feet or below and that impacts
associated with that additional excavation have been ignored.

]

In addition to these reguiatory requirements, there are a number of relevant site-
specific factors at the HNP site which indicate that the proposed soil cleanup
approach that is outlined in the draft EIR would not adequately protect public
health and the environment. These site-specific factors are as follows. First, as
previously indicated, the soil lead concentrations at the HNP site which would not
be addressed as part of the proposed cleanup approach are in excess of 8,400
ppm, which is more than 65 times the State of California soil lead PRG "target”
level of 130 ppm. Moreover, it is important to note that the depth to groundwater
at the HNP site is only seven to 10 feet below ground surface. Draft EIR at 3.2-1.
Thus, soils with significant lead concentrations are located in very close proximity
to the groundwater table at the site, and could therefore easily migrate into
groundwater which would transport these and other contaminants into the
Harbor.® Further, given that the proposed cleanup at the site involves only a
limited amount of soil excavation prior to surface capping, there is a strong
likelihood that tidal fluctuations in the Harbor will cause seawater to rise within the
contaminated soils layer at the HNP site, leach out the contaminants from the soil,

and carry off these contaminants when the tide subsequently recedes from the

8 Such a result would clearly be contrary to the RWQCB'’s well-established
policy which requires the non-degradation of the State’s groundwater resources.
Narrative Water-Quality Objectives, California Enciosed Bays and Estuaries Plan,
91-13 WQ, April 1991, California Water Resources Control Board. It shouid aiso
be noted that there are several groundwater pumping operations currently
underway on Terminal Island which could influence the direction and flow of
groundwater in the area of the HNP facility. These operations include, among
others, dewatering systems located at the former Union Pacific Resources
Company site and the SCE Long Beach Generating Station, among others. In light
of these significant nearby pumping activities, the EIR should identify ail nearby
dewatering projects and evaiuate their impact on the lateral and vertical flow of
groundwater, and also on the potential for contaminants to leach out of the soil
into the groundwater beneath the HNP site.

[t}
«©
o

A .o
SCA: rrptthnothnp.rot 6 20 Juiv

264

265



HNP site. Inner Harbor sediments and water near the HNP property would also be |
contaminated by the flushing of tidal waters through the subsurface groundwater 285
at this site. Consegquently, any cleanup at the site which fails to require the
excavation and treatment of soils with significant lead concentrations or any other (CONT.)
contaminants susceptible to groundwater leaching at the site would clearly lead to
potential impacts on water quality as discussed below.

Em———

b. Lack of Proper Site Characterization
A second key reason why the proposed remedy is not appropriate and/or effective
is that the extent of contamination at the HNP site has not been properly
characterized. Consequently, we believe that the site is, in all likelihood, much
more significantly contaminated than is indicated by the soil/groundwater section
of the draft EIR. For example, the draft EIR relies on the 1994 Mittelhauser report
for purposes of characterizing the extent of contamination. Draft EIR at 3.2-7.
Since the Mittelhauser report summarizes the work of other consultants performed
over several years, it is not possible to verify that the investigations were
conducted appropriately. We believe that, based on available information, the
1994 Mittelhauser report may have significantly understated the actual extent of :
onsite soil/groundwater contamination. For example, the Geology section of the 266
draft EIR references (at p. 3.1-4) another prior study, conducted by the LAHD itself
(Long and Morgan, 1993), which indicates that elevated levels of chromium, lead,
mercury, nickel, zinc, DDT and PCBs are present in Harbor sediments near the HNP
facility (see Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2). However, a number of these contaminants
which were specifically found to exist in the sediments located close to the HNP
site (including DDT and PCBs) apparently were not analyzed for in any subsequent
soil and groundwater investigations that were conducted at the site (see, e.q.,
Tables 3.2-2, 3.2-3, and 3.2-6 of the draft EiR).? If these contaminants exist in
the soils and have not been characterized, then the impacts of a limited remediation
at the site are more severe than what is acknowiedged in the draft EIR. |
Moreover, the LAHD itself has previously indicated its concern that HNP has failed
to adequately delineate the full extent of contamination at the site. In a prior letter
to HNP, the LAHD expressed the view that the Remedial Action Ptan Workplan that
HNP prepared for the site appeared to be "based on an insufficient number of 267
sampling locations.” See Letter from Donald W. Rice, Director of Environmental
Management, Worldport LA, to Mr. John Prudent, Hugo Neu-Proler Company,
August 5, 1992 ("LAHD Letter") at p. 1. In this correspondence, the LAHD also

et

° The treatment of PCB contamination in the draft EIR is also seriously deficient.
In discussing site conditions, the draft EIR makes numerous brief references to PCB
contamination at and near the site. The draft EIR states that PCB is one of the
principal contaminants of concern in the soils at the site. Draft EIR at 1-13. The
draft EIR also indicates that there are elevated leveis of PCBs in the Harbor
sediments near the site. Table 3.1-5. Similarly, the report suggests that PCBs are
present in particulate dust generated at the site. Draft EIR at 3.8-7. Despite this
clear evidence that the HNP project operations have generated PCB contamination
in @ number of forms, the draft EIR fails to address these PCB issues at the site.
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noted that "no samples were taken from areas where mounds of scrap are usually
located” even though "one would expect the soils under these mounds to contain
high levels of contaminants, as compared to areas where scrap was not stored."
Id. The LAHD further noted that, given the nature of scrap processing and
recycling operations, it is reasonable to assume that "in earlier and less regulated
times, the HNP site was contaminated by a number of different types of hazardous
materials and waste entering the site, both intentionally and inadvertently." ld. at
p. 2.'% In this Letter, the LAHD further states that the "development of a
complete site characterization for the HNP site would likely require a wider range of -
analytic methods (e.g., EPA methods 8270, 8240, and the full range of EPA 8080)
than was employed in previous site characterizations.” Id. at p. 2. The LAHD
further states in this Letter that the range of analytical tests for detecting v
chlorinated hydrocarbons in the soils at the HNP site should be expanded, and that
the "Port’s experience with shredder waste material from similar facilities is that it
contains, in addition to DDT, a number of pesticides and chlorinated
hydrocarbons.” Id."

[ —

Despite these significant criticisms of HNP’s approach to characterizing the extent
of site contamination, the draft EIR does not indicate whether or how HNP’s
consultants ever addressed these specific sampling and analytical deficiencies that
were pointed out in the LAHD Letter. Moreover, the draft EIR does not indicate
whether HNP’s consultants ever in fact: (1) took a sufficient number of samples
from all necessary and appropriate locations at the site; (2) actually used the full
range of analytical methods requested by the Port; or (3) specifically tested for the
presence at the site of DDT, pesticides and chlorinated hydrocarbons as requested
by the LAHD Letter. Therefore, it is very probabie that the site is more
contaminated than is indicated in the draft EIR. Based on available information,
additional environmental investigations at the site will be necessary to properly
scope and outline the true extent of contamination at the site.

c. Lack of Critical Information

Another key defect in this section of the draft EIR is the lack of information
concerning the basic technical analysis and assumptions that have been used to
develop the proposed cleanup approach. The draft EIR does not specify or outline
the selected cleanup remedy. Rather, the draft EIR merely indicates that HNP has
agreed to remediate the contaminated soiis at the site to levels which are
acceptable to the Regional Water Quality Control Board ("RWQCB"), the

—d
PR

' This Letter further notes that site characterization results from the "former
National Metals and Steel (NMS) site revealed significant differences in contaminant
concentrations between the NMS and the HNP sites.” |d. at p. 1. The Letter adds
that, considering that these two facilities "were similar in size {acreage) and type
(scrap), one would also expect similar levels of contamination.” Id.

"' DDT has been found at elevated levels in the sediments adjacent to the site,
Table 3.1-5, providing further confirmation that the LAHD’s concerns are well-

founded.

e
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Department of Toxic Substances Controi ("DTSC"}), and the LAHD, and outlines a
range of cleanup options that could be used for the soil remediation at the site.’?
Draft EIR at pp. 1-17, 3.2-14, 3.2-15. Without understanding what these agencies
will require, it is impossible to evaluate the impacts associated with the remediation
process.

In lieu of providing any meaningful information concerning the proposed soil ]
cleanup at the site, the draft EIR merely defers consideration of this issue until
some future date, and suggests that the key decisions concerning the extent of
soils remediation that wiil be required at the site will ultimately depend on a "risk-
based" analysis that will be contained in a completely separate document -- the
Remedial Action Plan ("RAP") -- that is not presented for consideration in or along
with the draft EIR. The draft EIR indicates that this RAP has not yet been approved
as a final document by the LAHD, the RWQCB or the DTSC, and the draft EIR
further indicates that this RAP will not even be finalized until after the approvai of
the draft EIR for the site. Moreover, the draft EIR fails to outline the proposed RAP
in any meaningful detail or to provide a reasonable basis for any of the technical
determinations made in connection with the soil/groundwater conditions at the HNP
site. Further, aithough the draft EIR indicates (p. 3.2-14) that a risk assessment
will be performed as part of the RAP process, no risk analysis has been made
available for review as part of the draft EIR. Our concern regarding lack of
information is significant in that it is our understanding that much of the
contamination will be left in place even though soil concentrations for lead exceed
hazardous waste threshold levels (as noted on page 5).

Thus, the draft EIR fails to address the key issues associated with the proposed
site cleanup. These issues include, among others: (1) what cleanup remedy wiil
be required at the site; (2) how extensive or stringent the required cleanup will be;
{3) whether the proposed cleanup will effectively address aill contaminants, such as
PCBs, that may exist in significant concentrations in the soils at the site;

(4) whether remedial activities will be implemented in a timely manner; (5) whether
the final site cleanup will be protective of public health and the environment;

{6) what key assumptions and analyses will be utilized as part of the RAP’s
intended reliance on risk-based remediation criteria; and (7) whether the "worst
case" soil remediation estimates made in the draft EIR are accurate.'> However,

R———

—

'2 These listed options in the draft EIR are: (1) the excavation and on-site
treatment of contaminated soil foilowed by the stockpiling of this treated soil for
on-site use as base material; (2) the excavation and on-site treatment of
contaminated soil followed by the disposal of this treated sail at an off-site landfill;
and (3) the excavation and disposal of this contaminated soil at a permitted landfill.

Draft EIR at 3.2-15.

'3 For example, the draft EIR’s conclusion that the "worst case" remediation will
involve excavation of surface soils to a depth of only two feet is particularly
troublesome inasmuch as Tables 3.2-5 and 3.2-6 of the draft EIR indicate that

26-9
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given that the draft EIR is, in essence, deferring to the findings and conclusions of
the RAP and the risk assessment for purposes of determining the final soil cleanup
remedy at the site, a detailed and timely review of the RAP and the risk
assessment is very critical to the public’s ability to review and comment on the
proposed remediation project. Without this review, the conclusion cannot be made
that impacts associated with the proposed project are insignificant. This public
review and comment on the proposed cleanup plan should include full disclosure of
any potential mitigation measures and/or alternatives associated with the proposed
cleanup plan, as required by CEQA. Consequently, we believe that, consistent
with the requirements of CEQA, further consideration of the draft EIR should be
postponed until the public has an adequate opportunity to review the final RAP and
the risk assessment for the site.'

R

d. Need for Proper Feasibility Study

In addition to the need to make the RAP and risk assessment for the site available
at this time, it will clearly be imperative for HNP to undertake a proper feasibility
study which considers the full extent of contamination at the site and examines a
full range of potential cleanup options using appropriate assumptions regarding
cleanup standards. This feasibility study should include evaiuation of alternative
remediation strategies that have not been adequately addressed by the draft EIR,
or, at minimum, a further examination of the proposed environmental risks that
would be acceptable at the site. Without the opportunity to compare the relative

261
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other contaminants) have been detected at up to sixX feet in depth in the site soils.
Moreover, even if the site were contaminated to a depth of only two feet,
calculations based on the surface area of the site shown in the plot plan indicate
that the actual volume of contaminated soil to be excavated wouid likely be
approximately 112,000 tons rather than the 65,000 tons estimated in the draft EIR
(p. 3.2-14). It appears that HNP assumes that only unpaved areas of the site will
need to be excavated. However, since there is no indication that contaminated
soils dating back to the 1940s were removed prior to paving, it must be assumed
that the entire site may require excavation. indeed, given what is presented in the
draft EIR regarding the nature of the contamination, the only feasibie cleanup
approach is excavation and treatment of the soils even if the site is ultimately
capped. Thus, not only has the draft EIR likely underestimated to a significant
extent the amount of soil that might be required to be excavated and treated at the
site, it has also in all probability drastically underestimated the impacts (e.4..
release of air toxics and other air pollutants) associated with the necessary soil

excavation at the site. 4

4 gimilarly, this information clearly should be timely provided to the RWQCSB
and the DTSC so as to allow these agencies t0 perform their CEQA review
functions prior to further consideration of the EIR. Based on available information,
it does not appear that the LAHD has received any substantive guidance from
either the RWQCB or the DTSC concerning the nature or extent of the soil and

2611
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groundwater cleanup that will be required at the site. -
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merits of the selected remedial option to those of other measures, a meaningful :]{iz:ﬁ]
evaluation of potential impacts is precluded. In particular, one of the most )
significant issues that should be addressed in the feasibility study is the nature and |
extent of the PCB contamination that may exist on-site, as well as the most
appropriate and feasible approach for addressing such on-site PCB contamination.

If prior or subsequent soil investigations indicate that PCBs are present in site soils
in concentrations of approximately 1-5 ppm or higher, these PCBs wiill potentiaily
have to be excavated and treated in a manner which is different from and/or
inconsistent with the polysilicate treatment technology proposed as the treatment 2613
technology for contaminated soils at the site. See DTSC Fact Sheet - PCB
Handling, Treatment and Disposal, July 1992. For example, these PCB-
contaminated soils may potentially be required to be either taken off site and
disposed in a TSCA-permitted landfill or incinerated, rather than being subject to
the fixation treatment which may potentially be appropriate for lead-contaminated
soils.'® 1
Other PCB-related issues that the feasibility study and the draft EIR should address |
in detail are: (1) whether the levels of PCBs in the excavated soils would affect the
suitability of these materials for disposal at designated landfills in the state, and (2)
whether additional treatment (e.g., incineration, soil washing and/or dechiorination)
of PCB-laden soils will be required. Other overall remedial concerns that should be
addressed in the feasibility study and the draft EIR inciude: (1) the effectiveness of
the proposed chemical fixation/stabilization treatment system in reducing the high
concentrations of lead in the soils to levels acceptable for land disposal;'® (2) the
use of an appropriate methodology for evaiuating "hot spots" in areas where past
practices indicate the potential for increased contamination; (3) the development of 2614
remedial options that address the need for increased excavation and/or treatment
of soils prior to disposal; (4) the use of perimeter air monitoring of dust generated
during excavation and treatment to protect site workers from excess exposure to
tead or PCBs; (B) the implementation of groundwater monitoring of the site over the
entire period of the proposed facility lease to ensure that the remedial action has
been effective in protecting groundwater resources; and (6) given the groundwater
regime in the vicinity of the HNP site, the determination of whether any cleanup
which allows contamination to remain on-site would be protective of the water
quality and biotic resources within the Harbor. ‘

—

'S Under EPA’s TSCA regulations, any concentrations of PCBs in soil derived
from a release containing greater than 50 ppm PCBs must be either incinerated or | 2613
landfilled at a TSCA-permitted facility. See 40 C.F.R. § 761.60.

e

'® With respect to this issue, it should also be noted that under California
hazardous waste reguiations, any soils which exhibit Soluble Threshold Limit
Concentrations ("STLC") of more than 5 mg/liter are deemed to be California
hazardous wastes. See California Code of Regulations § 22-66261.24. 2614
Consequently, any future feasibility study should aiso evaluate whether the
proposed cleanup will effectively accomplish the specified goal in the draft EIR of
remediating the site to below hazardous waste threshold levels. Draft EIR at 3.2-

14. —
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e. Inconsistency with Applicable Regulatory Palicies
In addition to these concerns, the draft EIR should consider whether the proposed
cleanup plan may be contrary to other long-standing regulatory requirements or
Port policies. For exampile, it is important to note that the proposed soil cleanup
options would not allow for the unrestricted use of the site in the future, in
possible violation of the LAHD’s "Tidelands Trust" responsibilities. In particular, if
the soil at the HNP site is not properly remediated, the LAHD's ability to lease this
property to other potential tenants in the future could be significantly limited based
on concerns that any such future tenants might uncover contaminated soil during
their own construction activities (e.g., during excavation, foundation installation,
grading, etc.). Such a result wouid be contrary to the LAHD’s previously
expressed view that the "Harbor Department will only accept agency-approved
remedial actions that return the site in a condition suitable for Tidelands Trust
purposes without restriction on use of any kind." See LAHD Letter to HNP, noted
above, at p.1 (emphasis added). See alsg Draft EIR at 3.2-14 (indicating that any
soil cleanup remedy at the site must be "consistent with Tidelands Trust
purposes”). As the LAHD is aware, under the Tidelands Trust Act (the "Act"), the
LAHD is responsible for promoting and developing maritime-related commerce,
navigation and fisheries. See Cal. Stat. 1911, ch. 656, at 1256. The draft EIR
suggests that the proposed lease renewal may be consistent with LAHD’s
responsibilities under the Act because lease renewal would continue the operations
of a facility which is dependent on maritime vessels to transport product to and
from the facility. Draft EIR at 2-12. However, if the proposed soil/groundwater
cleanup at the site is inadequate and therefore contributes (along with continued
stormwater and air discharges) to the significant degradation of the water quality of
the Harbor and adversely impacts any fisheries in the Harbor, the LAHD could

potentiaily be in violation of its responsibilities under the Act.'” '8 L

—_
"7 It is the policy of the Harbor Department to hold "tenants responsible for the
contamination at their sites and reducing the transfer of long-term liability for
contamination from the tenant to the Harbor Department.” (Letter dated October
13, 1994 from Donald W. Rice, Director of Environmental Management to Jim E.
Ross, California Regional Water Quality Control Board). Thus, the Harbor
Department has opposed remedial options which reused treated soil at the site and
has recognized that "the greater the volume and concentration of contamination
allowed to remain on the site, the greater the long-term liability to the Harbor
Department.” This is necessarily based on the recognition of the Harbor
Department that allowing contamination to remain on site poses a significant threat
to peopie and the environment. Despite this policy, one of the proposals in the
RAP is to treat contaminated soil and then reuse it on-site. However, the Draft EIR
does not address how this significant impact, which it previously recognized, will

be mitigated. | 1

'8 The LAHD should also consider the potential future liabilities that it could
incur if HNP subsequently abandons the site and leaves behind significant

soil/groundwater contamination at this facility. Given that the soil contamination
(continued...)
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Similarly, the draft EIR’s proposal to delay the implementation of site cleanup for
several years also appears to be contrary to long-standing federal and state
hazardous waste regulatory practice. According to the draft EIR, HNP proposes to
continue and even expand its operations prior to compieting the soil remediation.
Moreover, the draft EIR indicates that the actual soil remediation at the site would
only be expected to be completed "within five years of the RAP approval and iease
renewal," although there is no indication as to specifically when this activity wouid
occur. Draft EIR at 3.2-15. Since disapproval of the project would result in
cleanup within two years, this delay in implementation of the remedy is itself a
significant impact which is not addressed in the draft EIR. Moreover, this delay is
likely to result in increased levels of soil contamination (as a result of HNP’s
continued and even expanded facility operations prior to remediation) and increased
groundwater and Harbor contamination (due to the potential for leaching of
contaminants from the soils into the groundwater and tidal waters).

Given the RWQCB's problems with regard to staffing, it is also possible that the
cleanup will take even longer than what is presented in the project schedule -
further delay would exacerbate existing impacts of contamination on soils and
groundwater. Conseguently, we believe that in light of the significant potential
threat to public health and the environment that is posed by the contaminated sail
at the site, this cleanup should be performed in a more timely and expeditious
manner than is proposed in the draft EIR. In fact, strict deadlines for cleanup
should be established that minimize further impact to public health and the
environment.

2. Groundwater Contamination At The HNP Site

In addition to its failure to properly address the known and probable soil
contamination at the site, the draft EIR also fails to adequately address the ground
water problem at the site and to provide an effective groundwater remediation
remedy. The text of the draft EIR focuses on the free-phase hydrocarbon
contamination problem. The draft EIR acknowiedges (p. 3.2-3) that there is a
serious groundwater contamination problem at the site due to the presence of a
"free- phase" petroleum hydrocarbon product "lens” or pool of diesel fuel (or

D
ey

related petroleum products) below ground at the site that apparently resulted from

18(...continued)
extends to a depth of at least 6 feet at the HNP site, if HNP is oniy required to
excavate to 2 feet (or less in some areas) as described on page 3.2-14, then the
LAHD could potentially assume any potential future liability for the excavation,
treatment and/or disposal of any additional volumes of contaminated soil at the
site. In addition, if a subsequent tenant suffered health effects from any of these
activities, the LAHD could be potentially responsible for this harm. Even if the
LAHD were allowed to excavate and fixate the soils and then replace the scils
onsite, the cost to the city would approach $8.5 million. In light of the current
financial status of the City of Los Angeles, there is a significant basis for
questioning whether the LAHD should willingly expose itself to potential liabilities

of this magnitude.

(]
(<]
[0
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an underground pipeline leak at the site, and that the extent of this groundwater
contamination has not been properly defined. Notwithstanding the recognition of
this significant contamination, the groundwater remediation strategy that is
discussed in the draft EIR (p. 3.2-14) is ill-defined, and lacks any reasonable
assurance of success. The most significant uncertainties in the outlined
groundwater strategy include, among other things: (1) the extent of the free-phase
hydrocarbon plume; (2) the potential effectiveness of the existing extraction
system to remove free product, particularly given the other groundwater pumping
activities, noted above, that are occurring in the vicinity of the site; (3) whether
other types of contaminants (e.g., PCBs) have been dissolved in this free phase
hydrocarbon plume; (4) the nature and extent of dissolved constituents in the
groundwater; and (5) the specific treatment approach that would be required to
reduce concentrations of dissolved constituents to insignificance.

The draft EIR references a Free Phase Hydrocarbons Investigation Workplan
("Workplan™) which is designed to characterize the extent of contamination at the
site prior to the development of the remedial action for groundwater cleanup at the
site. However, this Workplan is neither summarized in nor provided with the draft
EIR, thereby precluding meaningful review and comment on the true extent of, and
the most effective approach to remediating, the groundwater contamination at the
HNP site. —

Thus, there is clearly a need for HNP to undertake additional work to characterize
the extent of the groundwater contamination problem at the site. Depending on
the findings of these studies, additional treatment measures (e.g., steam injection
or more effective pump-and-treat technologies such as carbon adsorption or
biofiltration) might be appropriate. At a minimum, an additional comprehensive
groundwater monitoring investigation of the HNP site should be undertaken in order
to determine more fully the extent of the groundwater contamination at the site
and the best options for addressing this problem. This groundwater investigation
should include, at the very least, the following components: (1) the use of
monitoring wells at set intervais within the hydrocarbon plume to confirm that
recovery is proceeding as anticipated through measurement of reductions in
product thickness over time; (2) the instailation of monitoring wells in locations of
other contaminated areas that are associated with past industrial activities at the
site; and (3) the installation of monitoring wells along the periphery of the
groundwater plume, both upgradient and downgradient of the contamination, with
sufficient coverage to confirm fluctuations in groundwater conditions associated
with regional flow, tidal influences, and effects from nearby groundwater extraction

e

activities. —

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

'n order to correct the most significant deficiencies in the draft EIR relating to soil
and groundwater contamination, the LAHD should:
. Make the RAP, the risk assessment and the Free Phase Hydrocarbons
Investigation Workplan available in order to provide an opportunity for
meaningful public review and comment on the draft EIR as required

ary 19a5
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under CEQA. Moreover, further consideration of the draft EIR should
be postponed pending a full public review of these background
documents, as well as other relevant site-related workplans and
remedial investigation data. Following this review, the draft EIR
should be recirculated for comment with these documents
incorporated as appendices.

Require additional, comprehensive site characterization studies to fully
delineate all potentially significant site contamination and to determine
the scope and nature of all feasible and necessary soil/groundwater
cleanup remedies.

Solicit further guidance and input from the RWQCB and DTSC
concerning the proposed soil/groundwater cleanup standards at the
site. N

Based on the information currently available, the proposed project would have a
number of significant impacts:

Expanding the operation prior to remediation would continue to
contaminate the soils.

Renewal of the lease will delay remediation three years longer than if
the lease were not renewed.

The project would leave contaminated soils in place when the
concentrations of pollutants (particularly lead) exceed regulatory
threshoids.

The chosen remedial method could increase impacts to human health

and the environment if PCB’s are not considered.

R

Recommended measures to mitigate significant impacts include:

SCA: rrptthnprhno.rpt

Establish a fast-track timetable for remediation of the site.

Excavate and appropriately treat of all contaminated soils at the site,
even if the site is ultimately capped.

Complete soil remediation activities prior to expansion of operations at
the facility.

Require that the site cleanup be performed in @ more expeditious and
timely manner than the timetable currently proposed in the draft EIR.

Require the implementation of a comprehensive groundwater

26-22
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remediation program at the site.
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B. Hydrology, Water Quality, and Oceanography

—r—

In addition to the soil/groundwater issues discussed above, information contained
in the draft EIR suggests that the proposed HNP lease renewal and facility
expansion would have significant impacts on the water quality of the Harbor,
including Harbor sediments. However, the draft EIR fails not only to adequately
address the potential for the continued contamination of Harbor waters due to
current and proposed future HNP operations, but also to identify and analyze
potentially appropriate mitigation measures. A key source of the water quality

degradation in the Inner Harbor is contaminated stormwater runoff from the HNP __|
facility. Although the draft EIR indicates that a proposed Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP™") would be implemented at this site, this SWPPP has not
been made available for public review or comment. Moreover, although HNP
proposes to install a partial stormwater collection and treatment system, based on
available information, this system does not appear be able to properly and
effectively treat contaminated stormwater before it is discharged into the Harbor. __|
The draft EIR similarly provides no basis for concluding that other significant ]
documented sources of Harbor contamination (including scrap metal which falls

into the Harbor during ship loading operations and contaminated dust from facility
materials and operations) have been properly identified, evaluated or mitigated.

Another significant water quality issue is the proposed dredging of sediments in thg—.

Inner Harbor next to the HNP berths. The draft EIR indicates that this activity
could have significant effects on the Harbor, yet the impacts of this proposed
activity are not fully identified or evaluated. Each of these issues is discussed in
further detail below.

1. Stormwater Controls

The draft EIR demonstrates that HNP has discharged contaminated stormwater into
the Harbor. Draft EIR at 3.4-7. This stormwater is contaminated as a result of
several factors, including: (1) the current hazardous waste storage areas at the

HNP facility which are distributed throughout the facility, are not bermed or

covered, and therefore have direct contact with precipitation; (2) the inadequate

site grading at the facility that allows stormwater to discharge uncontrolled into the
Harbor; and (3) operational areas such as fuel dispensers and maintenance areas
which are uncontained and unprotected. See Draft EIR at pp. 3.4-7 and 3.4-8. L
Further, as discussed elsewhere in these comments, a number of scientific studies
have shown the water quality of the Inner Harbor in the area of the HNP facility to
be significantly degraded. These studies include, but are not limited to: (1) State
Mussel Watch program mussel assays which have shown high concentrations of
toxic metals and synthetic organic compounds near the HNP facility (Draft EIR at
3.4-3); (2) the study of Harbor sediments, conducted by the LAHD in 1993, which
indicated that elevated levels of chromium, lead, mercury, nickel, zinc, DOT and
PCBs are present in Harbor sediments near the HNP facility (Draft EIR at 3.1-4);
and (3) other water-quality studies that were referenced in a Cleanup And

2 1985
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Abatement Order that the RWQCB issued to HNP in 1991 (this Order is discussed
below).®

ety

Despite the significant impacts that have resuited from the HNP facility’s
uncontrolled discharges of contaminated stormwater, the draft EIR fails to provide
any information which demonstrates that the facility is now or will be capable of
properly and adequately managing its contaminating stormwater discharges.
Instead, the draft EIR merely indicates (p. 3.4-7) that stormwater management
issues are being addressed through HNP’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
("SWPPP") without providing any technical support justifying this conclusion. This
SWPPP, which HNP is required to prepare pursuant to the California State General
Industrial Activities Stormwater Permit (the "General Permit"),? has two key
purposes: (1) to help identify the sources of pollution that affect the quality of the
facility’s industrial stormwater discharges; and (2) to describe and ensure the
implementation of practices to reduce pollutants in the HNP facility’s stormwater
discharges. However, the public has had no opportunity to review or comment on
this SWPPP document because it has not been made available for review as part of
the draft EIR process, and has not been described in any specific detail in the draft
EIR itself. Consequently, the draft EIR fails to provide sufficient information which
would indicate whether this SWPPP will effectively reduce the adverse impacts
from HNP’s stormwater discharges into the Harbor. ]

D e

Also conspicuously absent from the draft EIR are the results of the stormwater
monitoring activities that HNP is required to perform under the General Permit. As
the LAHD is aware, California state law requires that HNP sample and analyze the
contents of its stormwater runoff. This General Permit specifically requires that
facilities that are covered by this General Permit must collect and analyze their
stormwater discharges (or participate in an approved group monitoring). See
General Permit Section B(5)(d).?' The General Permit further specifies the types
of analytical parameters which the HNP facility is required to monitor. These
parameters include, among others: pH, total suspended solids ("TSS"), total

organic carbon ("TOC") or oil and grease, and "toxic chemicals and other poilutants

% It is important to note that the Inner Harbor is not subject to the same degree
of tidal fluctuations and flows that affect other areas of the Harbor. Consequently,
contaminants which are discharged into the water in an area of the Inner Harbor
such as the HNP facility are likely to remain more concentrated and less subject to
dilution than would otherwise occur if these contaminants were discharged into
other areas of the Harbor.

20 The draft EIR indicates (p. 3.4-7) that HNP previously submitted a Netice of
intent to be covered by the terms of the General Permit.

21 According to the terms of the General Permit, HNP has been required to
collect and analyze samples of its stormwater discharges from at least one storm
event during the 1992/93 wet season (i.e., October through April) and two storm
events during each subseguent wet season which produce significant stormwater

discharge. Id.

R -Te1
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that are likely to be present in stormwater discharge in significant quantities.” |d.
If HNP is in compliance with the General Permit, the results of this stormwater
monitoring activity would obviously provide significant insight into the
effectiveness of HNP’s current stormwater control activities, including the types
and quantities of pollutants that HNP is discharging to the Harbor. For example,
since PCBs have been found to be present at the site, the SWPPP should be
reviewed to determine whether the facility’s monitoring program analyzes for PCBs
at all appropriate discharge locations, and, if so, whether the analytical results
indicate PCB discharges from the HNP facility to be a continuing problem.
However, the results from HNP’s stormwater monitoring activity are not provided --
or even discussed -- in the draft EIR. I

The draft EIR notes that, in addition to the measures contained in its SWPPP, HNP
has proposed to manage its stormwater runoff through a collection and treatment
system. Draft EIR at 3.4-8. However, the draft EIR fails to provide sufficient data
on the stormwater containment and treatment system design or other controls
which would indicate whether the proposed stormwater control system will, in
fact, be able to effectively mitigate the significant environmental impacts that will
arise from contaminated runoff at the HNP facility. Inasmuch as the specific nature
of the proposed stormwater system design and the calcuiations that were used to
engineer these proposed improvements are not included in the draft EIR, it is not
possible to confirm whether the design is adequate for its intended purpose.

ISR |
sy

However, based on our review of available information, including a rough
comparison of total facility surface area to retention basin volumes (from Figure ES-
3), it appears that the collection and treatment system proposed to handle
contaminated stormwater at the site will not be sufficient. For example, Figure
1.1-4 of the draft EIR shows the Proposed Site Modifications to the existing
facility. A comparison of this Figure with Figure 1.1-3 of the draft EIR indicates
that the two stormwater retention basins depicted in Figure 1.1-4 would collect
runoff only from the Plate and Structural Steel and #2 HMS piles. Although there
are numerous other piles of material on the existing site, the proposed
modifications to the existing site do not indicate that stormwater is either presently
collected or is intended to be collected in the future from these other scrap material
piles. Thus, it appears that the stormwater collection infrastructure is very limited
in nature and that the capacity of both the collection system and its related

26-32
(CONT.)
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treatment system are inadequate for the entire facility.?

Even if the proposed stormwater collection and treatment system somehow could
be viewed as having adequate stormwater coilection and retention capacity, we do

22 |t should also be noted that the draft EIR presents inconsistent information
concerning the extent of the proposed stormwater control system. For examplie,
the text of the draft EIR states (pp. 3.4-9, 3.4-10) that three stormwater retention
basins will be constructed at the site. However, as noted above, Figure 1.1-4,
which purports to depict the physical locations cf these retention basins, indicates
that only two such basins would be buiit. This discrepancy should be explained in

the draft EIR. —_
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not believe that it will be able to remove many of the most toxic pollutants that are
likely to be contained in the stormwater runoff. For example, the brief description
of the stormwater treatment system provided on page 3.4-10 of the draft EIR
indicates that the system may only remove "suspended materials from the
stormwater before it is discharged into a storm drain,” but wiil not properly remove
or treat any dissolved constituents (such as soluble metals and hydrocarbons) that
may be contained in stormwater runoff. Given the nature of HNP’s operations and
the contaminants found on site, it is highly likely that the runoff will contain such
dissolved constituents. Most particulates can be removed from stormwater by

isolating the water and allowing the particulate to settle out. However, dissolved 26-35

constituents would need more extensive treatment processes such as pH
adjustment and flocculation in the case of metals, and carbon adsorption (or an
equivalent removal process) in the case of dissolved organics. Inasmuch as the
proposed HNP stormwater collection and treatment facility does not appear to be
capable of removing these types of dissolved contaminants, it is likely that
stormwater discharges will not meet applicable water quality standards. This
contaminated stormwater would be discharged into the Harbor, potentially
impacting benthic organisms and seabirds, as well as posing a public health threat
to operators of pleasurecraft. ]
Moreover, the draft EIR indicates (pp. 1-19, 3.4-8) that HNP proposes to use
captured stormwater for dust control. Because the stormwater will be in contact
with contaminated surfaces (equipment, scrap piles, contaminated ground surfaces,
etc.), contaminants will be concentrated and then will be spread to other areas of

the facility via dust control activities. This concentrated waste stream wiil then 26-36

_ discharge to the storm drain during rainfall events due to the limited
retention/treatment capability of the system. The impact to the Harbor water and
sediments of this proposed use of captured stormwater was not evaluated in the

draft EIR.

It should also be noted that the implementation scheduie for the proposed project
as presented in Figure 1.5-2 will allow HNP to continue to discharge its
contaminated stormwater into the Harbor for at least five more years before the
proposed stormwater control system is fuily in place. Thus, this aspect of the
proposed project will allow HNP to continue and even increase its pollution of the
Harbor for several years due to several related factors, including: (1) the deilay in
installation of these stormwater contrals; (2) the delay in implementation of the soil
cleanup remedy at the site (which will cause stormwater to come into contact with
contaminated soils at the site for a lengthy period of time); (3) the inability of the
existing stormwater control system to handle contaminated runoff during
remediation activities; and (4) the proposed increase in the HNP facility’s operating
capacity. We believe that these factars, bath individually and collectively, would
be likely to result in significant adverse impacts an any fisheries in the Harbor,
contrary to Tidelands Trust requirements. These factors are also likely to result in
significant adverse impacts to other biota in conflict with the goals of RWQCB'’s
Control Palicy for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries. This delay is also contrary to the
General Permit for starmwater discharges, which indicates that all discharges are
required to begin as soon as possible to implement practices to prevent stormwater

pollution and to operate and maintain their facilities so that stormwater discharges |
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do no cause or threaten to cause pollution or contamination or adversely impact
human heaith or the environment.

In sum, there clearly is a strong potential for continued pollution of the Harbor by
contaminated stormwater runoff from the HNP facility -- even if the proposed
storm-water control measures are implemented. In order to ensure that
contaminated stormwater runoff from the facility will be sffectively managed, we
believe that the design of HNP’s proposed stormwater collection and treatment
system, and the pollution prevention measures contained in the SWPPP, must be
carefully evaluated in order to address their potential for reducing contaminated
stormwater discharges from the facility. Specifically, we believe that the draft EIR
should be revised and recirculated for public review in order to properly evaluate
potential stormwater impacts and to identify all feasible mitigation measures and
alternatives. In particular the draft EIR should document: (1) that adequate
stormwater retention capacity is provided at the site; (2) that the proposed
stormwater treatment system has sufficient capacity to treat the collected
stormwater; (3) that the treatment system can effectively treat all contaminants,
including but not limited to dissolved contaminants (e.g., through neutralization or
precipitation techniques); (4) that the sludge from the treatment plant will be
properly analyzed and disposed of at an off-site location; (B) that adequate
pollution prevention measures will be included in the SWPPP; (6) that stormwater
improvements will be implemented in an expeditious manner; and (7) that there has
been proper consideration of the cumulative impacts of stormwater discharges
from both the HNP facility and other facilities {this issue is not addressed in the

draft EIR). ]

2. QOther Water Quality Concerns

In addition to these stormwater issues, the draft EIR indicates that there are other

significant sources of contamination of Harbor waters due to HNP’s current and ___

proposed future operations. These other sources of Harbor contamination include:
(1) scrap metal falling into the water during ship loading operations, and (2)
airborne contaminants released during facility operations. Draft EIR at 3.4-7.

Again, however, the potential impacts of these sources are merely noted in passing
but are not adequately addressed in the draft EIR. For example, on page 3.4-8 the
document references a Cleanup and Abatement COrder that the RWQCEB issued t0
the HNP in 1991. See RWQCB Cleanup And Abatement Order No. 81-062 (the
"Order"), March 7, 1991 (Revised May 2, 1991). The draft EIR indicates that this
Order was issued because the RWQCB found that HNP was "creating a condition
of pollution through discharge of metal shredder waste into Los Angeles Inner
Harbor waters and sediments.” However, this Order also specifically found, among
other things, that waste metal that was being loaded onto docked ships for export
"via conveyor belt or crane” was falling into Harbor waters during loading
operations, and that HNP did not have a permit to discharge waste 10 Harbor
waters. Order at { 2. The Order also noted that "debris deposited beneath the
conveyor (on land) was heavily contaminated with PCB8s."” Id. at § 3. Moreover,
nottom sediments in the "immediate vicinity of the loader were also found to be
heavily contaminated with PCBs," and the chemical composition af these
sediments was "very similar to that of the conveyor debris on land, while being

—merand

-~ vaacg
20 10 Laiv T28C

SCA: rorovhnoihno.rot

26-38

2839

RO

st -



———

dissimilar to sediments from other parts of the harbor." Id. This Order also found
that shredded automobile waste metal was entering the Harbor waters from the
HNP facility through "airborne or waterborne (as during rainstorms) discharges."
Id. at § 2.# The Order further indicated that concentrations of PCBs that were
found in the Harbor water near these HNP operations exceeded the EPA marine
acute, marine chronic, and fish consumption water criteria. Id. at § 9. Overall, as
a result of these contaminating activities, the Order found that HNP was
detrimentally affecting the Harbor waters for the beneficial uses of marine habitat
and preservation of rare and endangered species. Id. at { 12.%* The draft EIR
asserts (p. 3.4-8) that HNP subsequently impilemented "specific operational and
engineering changes at the facility," and that the Order was rescinded on June 21,
1994. However, no description of the improvements allegedly made by HNP is
provided. Although the draft EIR indicates that a collector plate was installed to
prevent scrap metal from falling into the water during skip loading, the
effectiveness of this measure in eliminating the problem is not demonstrated.
Consequently, it is impossible to verify that HNP’s efforts to control its pollution of
the Harbor were successful.

omassmis)

Moareover, the air quality impact section of the draft EIR indicates {Section 3.3) that
there will be a significant increase in dust associated with the proposed expansion
of HNP’s operations. As noted below, the draft EIR specifically predicts (in Table
3.3-13) that emissions of PM,, (i.e., breathable particles that may include PCBs and
heavy metals) will increase from 347 to 552 pounds per day (a 57% increase) as a
result of the proposed facility expansion. This increase in dust emissions will aiso
result in increased pollution of the Harbor through wind deposition. This potentially
significant impact on water quality was likewise not analyzed in the draft EIR.
Based on our review of the draft EIR, we believe that key potential mitigation
measures need to be evaluated in connection with the facility’s continued
degradation of the Harbor. In light of the demonstrated potential for the buikioader

B
e

2 It has been well-documented that automobiie shredder residue frequently
contains PCBs. For example, as part of recent regulatory policy guidance, EPA
released the resuits of an Agency study concerning the extent of certain
contaminants, including PCBs, in appliance and auto shredder residue, commonly
known as "fluff." See EPA, Memorandum from Linda J. Fisher, Assistant
Administrator, Office of Pesticides and Toxic Substances, to Don R. Clay, Assistant
OSWER Administrator, dated May 28, 1991 (attaching shredder fluff study). This
EPA study found, among other things, that PCBs were present in all sampled
materiais at all studied sites, and that over 98 percent of the PCBs in all shredder
output were associated with fluff. The reported PCB concentrations in fluff ranged
from 0.67 to 760 ppm. !d. at p. 12 of attached study.

D

?* The Order also referenced several findings from the state’s "Mussel Watch”
program and other RWQCB documents which suggested that the leveis of PCBs
found in mussel assays have been significantly higher -- as much as two to three
times higher -- in the vicinity of the HNP site than in other areas of the Harbor. Id.

g

at § 3. ]
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at the facility to contribute to contamination of the Harbor, the draft EIR should
evaluate whether there are reasonable and feasible alternatives to HNP’s proposed
continued use of its bulkloader for ship loading activities, such as the use of
cranes. Moreover, in light of the significant potential of the automobile shredder to |
contaminate the HNP site and Harbor with PCBs and other highly toxic
contaminants, serious consideration should be given to removal of the shredder
from the site, moving the location of the shredder away from the Harbor’s edge, or
at least reducing the amount of time that it is used at the site.

ce—

D ——

Another very significant water quality issue which receives only cursory mention in
the draft EIR is the proposed dredging of sediments in the area of the Harbor
adjacent to the HNP facility. The draft EIR indicates that this proposed dredging
activity would be designed to increase the water depth at the HNP berths from 35
to 37 feet. Draft EIR at 3.4-9. Aithough the draft EIR suggests (p. 3.4-9) that the
effect of this proposed dredging activity on water circulation and the Harbor "in
general will be insignificant,” in fact the potential impacts of the proposed sediment
dredging in the Harbor have not been fully evaluated. These potential impacts
include, among others: increasing turbidity and water column contaminant
concentrations, decreasing water transparency and dissolved oxygen
concentration, and resuspension of toxic constituents from the sediments. The
draft EIR ‘s discussion {p. 3.4-10) of the potential impacts associated with the
resuspension of contaminants from this project is wholly inadequate and fails to
discuss the cumulative impacts from other dredging projects in the Harbor (e.g.,
effect of release of buried PCBs in sediment on saltwater biota or other wildlife).
This omission is particularly unjustified given that the draft EIR also documents that
elevated levels of PCBs and other contaminants have been measured in the waters
near the HNP site and elsewhere in the Harbor (p. 3.4-3) and acknowiedges (p.
3.4-10) that these contaminants may be resuspended as a resuit of dredging
activities. This resuspension is of particular concern in the Inner Harbor, where the
HNP site is located. Since the Inner Harbor is not subject to tidal fluctuations and
flows experienced by sites in the Outer Harbor, mixing in the Inner Harbor is greatly
reduced. Therefore, resuspension of sediments may have a greater effect in the
Inner Harbor because pollutants remain concentrated in the area of release. Further
discussion of the potential impacts of this proposed dredging activity in the draft

D 4

EIR is clearly warranted. :

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the very significant water quality issues discussed above, the LAHD
should take the following steps to provide the public with critical information for
evaluating impacts:

. The LAHD should make the SWPPP and its associated Monitoring
Program, including any analytical monitoring data, available to the
public in order to provide meaningful public review and comment on
the draft EIR as required under CEQA. As noted above, further
consideration of the draft EIR should be postponed pending a full
public review of this information, and the draft EIR should be
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Although all necessary background documents are not available for review, it
appears that the potential for continued poilution of the Harbor is great. Therefore,
at minimum, the following mitigation measures should be imposed.

P
Sl

recirculated for comment with these documents incorporated as
appendices.

The LAHD should require that additional studies be performed to fully
delineate the extent and source of contaminated stormwater runoff
that is being or would be discharged into the Harbor from: (a) the
HNP facility’s current operations, and (b) its proposed expanded
operations. ’

The LAHD should require additional, comprehensive site
characterization studies to fully delineate the extent and source of all
potentially significant Harbor contamination near the HNP facility and

to determine the scope and nature of all feasible and appropriate
cleanup remedies. —

R

The LAHD should evaluate the adequacy of HNP’s proposed
stormwater collection and treatment system and should require, if
necessary, a number of changes in this system, including:

- an increase in the capacity of the HNP stormwater collection
system and retention basins;

- an increase in the capacity of the stormwater treatment system;

- the addition of treatment capability for all expected
contaminants, including but not limited to dissolved
constituents (e.g., neutralization and precipitation); and

- the addition of a requirement that HNP arrange for the proper
disposal of the treatment siudge at off-site locations.

The LAHD should require that effective stormwater control measures

be implemented in a significantly more expeditious and timely manner
than the timetable currently proposed in the draft EIR and prior to any
increases in the facility’s operating capacity.

The LAHD should ensure that HNP does not worsen its contamination
of the Harbor by discharging highly-contaminated stormwater that has
been repeatedly recycled for purposes of dust control.

The LAHD should develop interim stormwater control measures for
construction and remediation activities that will prevent contaminated

discharge to the Harbor.
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u The LAHD should require that the site be paved with concrete which
is underlain by a geosynthetic liner to prevent infiltration of
contamination into the soils from future expanded operations.

L] The LAHD should evaluate dust control measures to minimize
particulate deposition into Harbor waters, inciuding the use of a crane
rather than bulk loader for ship unloading operations and moving the
shredder operation away from the edge of the Harbor.

n Utilize silt screens or other devices as necessary to minimize the
resuspension of contaminants during maintenance dredging.

C. Meteorology and_Air Quality

The draft EIR acknowledges that both project construction and operations will
result in significant air pollution emissions. Draft EIR at 3.3-13, 17. The data in
the draft EIR demonstrate that these emissions have a high likelihood of violating
ambient air quality standards for all conventional pollutants and even creating new
CO hot spots. However, the draft EIR minimizes the true significance of the air
emissions from the proposed project.

The draft EIR acknowledges that emissions of reactive organic gases, carbon
monoxide and NO, from proposed operations exceed significance thresholds. Draft
EiR at 3.3-17. However, the draft EIR erroneously concludes that impacts for SO,
and PM,, are not significant by using an "incremental analysis" rather than
analyzing the emissions from the plant as a whole. Table 3.3-13 summarizes the
estimated operational emissions from existing operations and the expanded facility.
The difference between existing and expanded facility emissions is then compared
directly to significance thresholds. This approach is faulty since, in reality, the
CEQA process in this case covers not oniy the expansion but also the lease
renewal for the facility. Therefore, total project emissions should be compared to
significance thresholds. If that comparison is made, air quality impacts for all
criteria pollutants exceed the significance thresholds presented in the draft EIR
several times over, and in some cases by several orders of magnitude. For
example, the significance threshold for emissions of NO, is 55 Ib/day. The total
emissions of NO, from the project are estimated to be 3,324 Ib/day, which is more
than 53800% over the significance threshold. The daily emissions of SO, from
proposed operations exceed the significance threshold by over 700%, yet the draft
EIR concludes that the emissions are not significant because it looks only at the
increase in emissions from expansion of plant capacity. The daily operational
emissions for PM,, (458 Ib/day)?® exceed the significance threshold of 150 Ib/day
by over 200%. 1

Moreover, a review of maximum modeled impacts for PM,, in Table 2-4 of the Air
Quality Special Study indicates that, not only are particulate emissions significant,
but the particuiate emissions from both current and expanded operations exceed
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2% As noted above, this figure appears to be too low.
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National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (see Table 3.3.2 of the draft
EIR). The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for a 24-hour period is 150 ug/m?.
The state standard is 50 ug/m®. Modeled concentrations of PM,, averaged 221.1
ug/m?, exceeding the federal standard significantly and the state standard several
times over. Therefore, current operations cause significant violations of ambient air
quality standards and expanded operations exacerbate those violations. These
violations have significant public health implications: particulates irritate eyes and
the respiratory tract. Particulates also produce haze and limit visibility. Moreover,
as discussed in more detail below, these particulates are known to contain
dangerous contaminants such as lead and PCBs. Unless adequately mitigated,
these emissions may resulit in significant irretrievably adverse environmental
changes. —

Based on the magnitude of emissions for existing and expanded operations
presented in Table 3.3-13 of the air quality section, it is likely that other criteria
poilutant emissions cause or exacerbate ambient air quality standard violations.
However, since no air modeling has been performed for other criteria pollutants,
there is no way of determining the extent of any further unreasonable risks to
public health and the environment that these air emissions may create. Dispersion
modeling is the primary technique used by preparers of CEQA documents to
evaluate specific air quality impacts. Ambient concentrations of poliutants are
modeled at specific locations around the facility to determine whether standards
are violated. While the "CEQA Air Quality Handbook" published by SCAQMD
allows some discretion in the selection of a maodel (it generally lists COMPLEXI,
SHORTZ, and ISC2 for complex terrain in urban environments, and ISC2 for flat
terrain in urban areas), SCAQMD aiways requires air dispersion modeling as part of
an air impact analysis where screening significance threshoids are exceeded. Since
this analysis was not performed, the air quality impact section of the draft EIR is
flawed. ]

Moreover, emissions from operations may be underestimated. The draft EIR
asserts that fugitive emissions from wind entrainment of rust and metallic residue
from scrap piles will not increase even though plant capacity is being increased by
37%. Draft EIR at 3.3-15. Emissions from scrap piles are a function of the surface
area of the piles and the frequency with which materials are added to or taken from
them. The larger the surface area and the greater the frequency of addition to or
removal from the pile, the greater the potential for emissions. An increase in
facility capacity should result in having larger piles with larger surface areas and
therefore higher emissions and/or more frequent movement within the piles. Since
the draft EIR does not adequately support its conclusion that emissions from scrap
piles would not increase, it is possible that this significant emission source has
been underestimated. ]
The draft EIR further minimizes air impacts by analyzing the air emissions from
construction and remediation separately even though these activities wiil occur
simultaneously with operations. Construction and remediation are expected to last
for five years. During that five-year period, the air emissions from the project will
consist of the cumulative total of emissions from operations, construction and

remediation. The draft EIR never examines these combined impacts. For instance,

——meh
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the draft EIR concludes that the emissions from remediation are expected to be
insignificant. Draft EIR at 3.3-14. However, the draft EIR never examines the
significance of these impacts when added to construction and operations

26-50
(CONT.)

emissions.

|

Furthermore, the emissions related to remediation may be underestimated. The
draft EIR considers only the emissions related to trucks used to haul contaminated
soil off site. Draft EIR at 3.3-14. However, as discussed above, the amount of sail
to be hauled off site may be substantially underestimated. As discussed in the
soils and groundwater section, excavation of the upper two feet of soil will require
that 112,000 tons be moved. This volume is substantially more than what was
estimated in the draft EIR. In addition, this extra volume of soil will require a
significant increase in the use of heavy equipment. Finally, the draft EIR fails to

26-51

characterize fugitive emissions of organics or PM,, from the excavated soil.
Moreover, there appear to be several mathematical and procedural inaccuracies in
the draft EIR’s air quality impact analysis that undermine the validity of the
analysis. Some of these problems are:

P —

. Table 3.3-6 presents daily emissions from mobile source exhaust. The
emissions listed on this table simply do not add property; for instance,
NO, emissions total 3,950 Ib/day, not 2,373. This table thus appears
to underestimate emissions from existing operations. —_
= The air quality impact analysis (Table 3.3-10) fails to account for

heavy duty equipment exhaust emissions in analyzing fugitive
emissions due to the proposed increase in scrap handling capacity.
The heavy duty equipment exhaust emissions from current operations
are estimated at 94 Ib/day in Table 3.3-4 (Summary of Existing HNPC
Fugitive Emissions). Thus, fugitive emissions from proposed
operations should be at least 252 |b/day, making total project
emissions of particulates from operations at least 552 Ib/day.

" Annual emissions are not presented in the section at ail even though
the applicability of certain regulatory requirements such as Title V
operating permits is determined by annual emissions. Since marine
vessels contribute significantly to annual emissions, the air impacts
associated with a 50% increase in ship loading days on the
surrounding community is not fully represented in the draft EIR.

e ]

The analysis of CO hot spots in the draft EIR is also problematic. The analysis (p.
3.3-18) correctly focuses on traffic conditions. However, the air impacts of traffic
are not fully analyzed. Most importantly, the analysis is based on the conclusions
of the traffic impact study, which, as discussed further below, examines the
impacts of the increase in traffic as compared to current operations instead of
considering the traffic impacts of the project as a whole. Reliance on this improper
traffic analysis undermines the conclusions with respect to CC hot spots. J
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Furthermore, the traffic analysis is based on conditions in the year 2000, when
improvements will already be in place to improve traffic flow. Draft EIR at 3.6-11.
Thus, use of this traffic analysis as a basis for the CO hot spot analysis may fail to
identify hot spots created in the early years of the project when project-related
traffic is high due to construction, remediation and expanded operations and area
road improvements are not yet in place.?® Moreover, the draft EIR fails to

consider CO impacts from trucks waiting at the HNP facility to be processed.

Idling emissions from truck traffic will increase significantly under the proposed
facility expansion and should be analyzed in terms of CO hot spots. In addition,
the purpose of a CO hot spots analysis is to show conformity with Clean Air
Amendments of 1990. Those amendments mandate an analysis which
demonstrates that the project does not create violations of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for CO or exacerbate existing standard violations. Because these
analyses were not performed, it is impossibie to conclude that impacts are not
significant. .If new standard violations are exacerbations of existing violations and
are triggered by project-related traffic in the early years of the project, then a
significant impact has been overlooked in the draft EIR.

The draft EIR also provides no support for the assertions (pp. 3.3-14, 18) that odor
impacts from operations will be insignificant beyond the statement that the area is
generally industrialized. This cursory approach fails to consider the facility’s
history of odor compiaints, the fact that there are residents nearby, and the
principle that increasing throughput would be expected to cause a corresponding
increase in the frequency of odors. Moreover, the draft EIR fails to consider the
combined odors from construction, remediation, and operations. Since these
impacts have not been properly characterized, it is possible that odors may be a
significant concern in the expanded facility. 1

——ep

Finally, the draft EIR does not properly show that the proposed project is consistent
with all applicable air quality planning requirements. Since the HNP site isin a
severe non-attainment area, EPA requires the SCAQMD to develop Air Quality
Management Plans (as part of the State Implementation Plan} in which an inventory
of existing emissions is compiled and control measures for those sources are
developed along with implementation schedules that show how the region will
come into compliance with applicable standards. If the AQMP is not effective, EPA
can decide to impose its own plan (Federal Implementation Plan). The draft EIR (p.
3.3-18) refers to the 1991 Air Quality Management Plan ("TAQMP") in analyzing
potential impacts on air quality of the proposed project, yet at the same time
references the 1994 AQMP (p. 3.3-8) when discussing the general relationship of
the proposed project to state, regional and local plans. It is unciear from either
section of the draft EIR whether the proposed expansion is specifically included in
the inventory of existing emission sources in the region in the 1994 AQMP or what
control measures will be applicable to either the existing or the expanded operation

et

i

26 postponing facility expansion until site remediation is done and stormwater
control improvements are in place would have the sffect of delaying expansion
until road improvements are in place. This would minimize the potential for

creation of any CO hot spots in the interim.
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as a result of adoption of the AQMP. EPA is currently reviewing the 1994 AQMP
to determine whether it is acceptable or whether the FIP will have to be imposed.
In the event the 1994 AQMP is not approved by EPA, the draft EIR also should
demonstrate that the proposed project would be consistent with control measures
outlined in the proposed Federal Implementation Plan ("FIP"). The draft EIR is
currently deficient in this respect. —_

Given the above, the proposed mitigation measures for air impacts are suspect anﬂ
may be insufficient to address the identified significant impacts. The only
mitigation measures proposed for air quality impacts from construction (p. 3.3-19)
call for HNP to "minimize" concurrent use of equipment, properly tune and monitor
equipment and "encourage" contractors to implement other measures such as use
of low NO, engines and ride-sharing among employees. The proposed mitigation
measures for operational impacts are not much more definitive. The draft EIR
makes a vague reference to best available control technology being applied to
storage tanks and remediation activities. Draft EIR at 3.3-19. Aside from this, the
draft EIR identifies only a few measures that "could” be implemented, including
operating on a 24-hour basis {which would exacerbate noise problems), and
"encouraging" the use of other measures. Draft EIR at 3.3-20. Most of these
measures are not enforceabie as required by CEQA. Since the effectiveness of
proposed mitigation measures has not been quantified (in terms of their ability to
control emissions), it is impossibie to determine whether any of the proposed
mitigation measures can effectively reduce the significant risks posed by these
emissions. This determination can only be made by quantifying the effectiveness
of specific mitigation measures in reducing emissions and then remodeling those
emissions to demonstrate that new standard violations or exacerbation of existing .
standard violations can be mitigated to insignificance. Given the available
information in the draft EIR, air quality impacts remain a significant concern in both
the existing and expanded operations. ]
Having made a half-hearted effort to mitigate significant air emissions impacts, the
air quality section concludes (p. 3.3-20) that since "no additionai feasible measures
are available . . . operational impacts cannot be mitigated to insignificance.” This
conclusion improperly focuses only on mobile sources at the facility. The draft EIR
states that the mitigation analysis focuses on mobile sources because they are the
main sources of operational emissions. Draft EIR at 3.3-19. The draft EIR ignores
the fact that point sources -- essentially the shredder -- are the principal contributor
to emissions of reactive organic gases, and that fugitive emissions account for a
substantial portion of particulates. Table 3.3-13. These sources are not addressed
at all in terms of mitigation.

There are other mitigation measures addressing other emission sources that have
not been considered. Additional mitigation measures that may be feasible that
were not identified include: crane electrification, cold ironing of marine vessels
instead of hotelling, abandoning plans to expand the operations, and regulating the
hours of operation during certain seasons when violations are likely to occur.
Crane electrification and marine vessel! cold ironing techniques would decrease
criteria pollutant emissions substantiaily. Limiting expansion and hours of
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should be seriously considered. Substituting crane loading for buikloading
techniques and relocating auto shredding activities and shredded metals storage
piles away from the wharf would also decrease ambient impacts of PM,, on local
residents and workers on adjacent properties. These measures should also be
considered. )

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

B

To correct the defects in the flawed analysis of impacts from air emissions, the
LAHD should:

. Prepare a new analysis of air emissions impacts that includes an
evaluation of both existing and expanded operations modeling for all
criteria pollutants, corrects mathematical errors and omissions, and
considers the combined impacts of construction, remediation, and
operations.

Even with the problems in the analysis it is clear that the emissions of all criteria
pollutants are significant and must be mitigated to the extent feasible. Other
mitigation measures that should be considered inciude:
u Dust suppression techniques, such as covered conveyors and
chemical suppression methods,

u crane electrification,

. substitution of cranés for the bulkloader,

. cold ironing of marine vessels,

. relocation of shredded metals,

. rejection of expansion plans,

. restriction of hours in operation during the times of the year when

violations are most likely to occur, and

n The LAHD should also ensure that mitigation measures for air quality
are effective and enforceable.

D. Geology

The Faults and Earthquakes section of the geology impact analysis (section
3.1.1.6) indicates that there are at least eight active and potentially active faults in
the vicinity of the site (p.3.1-7). Therefore, the potential for seismic hazards is
high. Indeed, the draft EIR states that "it is highly probable that the Los Angeles
Harbor area will be affected by future earthquakes"” and identifies seismic hazards
as a significant impact of the project. Draft EIR at 3.1-17. In areas of seismic
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activity, adequate construction techniques are paramount in ensuring the protection
of industrial property and worker safety to the greatest extent possible.

The draft EIR implies that HNP will comply with federal, state and local building
codes in order to mitigate seismic hazards impacts. However, the draft EIR is
deficient in that it does not specifically evaluate whether structural improvements
would withstand the effects of strong ground motion. In the Northridge
earthquake, hundreds of millions of dollars of earthquake damage were attributed
to unreinforced masonry. HNP proposes to enclose the perimeter of the site with
sea containers and to utilize concrete block berms for hazardous waste
containment. Unless these structures are amply reinforced, they will create
significant hazards in the event of seismic activity at the site. However, there is no
indication in the draft EIR that such reinforcement is contemplated or has even
been considered. The potential for discharge of hazardous materials into the
Harbor during a seismic-event would be significantly increased if berms and barrier

walls are not reinforced.

Other methods and materials of construction should be evaluated in order to
minimize seismic impacts, particularly with respect to the proposed barrier wall.
These construction techniques should include footings designed to withstand
dynamic forces (both live and dead loading). Live loading includes such forces
generated during earthquakes and major (30-year) windstorms and dead loading
refers to the inherent weight of the materials of construction. A geotechnical
investigation would be necessary to determine the appropriate size of the footings.
Given the surface area of the proposed sea container configuration and maximum
expected loading over 30 years, the size of the required foundation would be
formidable. As a result, other barrier configurations may prove more feasible.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to provide an adequate analysis of impacts, the LAHD should provide a
more complete discussion of seismic hazards in the draft EIR and provide
documentation that structural improvements can withstand strong ground motion.

A major concern associated with seismic hazard is the barrier wall construction.
Therefore, the LAHD should evaiuate other methods and materials of construction
for the barrier wall that provide footings capable of withstanding maximum loads

over the 30-year project life. —

E. Biota and Habitats

The draft EIR identifies various significant impacts on biota and habitats that would
arise from the proposed HNP project. For example, the draft EIR suggests that
there is potential for significant damage to saltwater organisms from metals and
other contaminants generated as a result of construction (p. 3.5-6). As discussed
above, there are numerous contaminants in the soils on site and in the sediments
near the HNP site as well as in the scrap and other materials processed by HNP,
and they undoubtedly occur in the stormwater that has been and will continue to
be discharged into the waters of the Harbor. These contaminants include lead and
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other metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and PCBs. The draft EIR acknowledges
some sources of these contaminants, including stormwater discharges and
maintenance dredging. Draft EIR at 3.5-6,7. Although not identified in the biota
impacts section, deposition of windborne dust from scrap handling operations is
also a source of contaminants, as is metal falling into the water during ship-loading
operations. Many of the contaminants occur at elevated levels in the sediments
near the HNP site. See Table 3.1-1. Research on aquatic hazards from ocean
discharge indicates that both the liquid and suspended particulate phases of
discharge are considered potentially hazardous to water column organisms,
whereas the solid phase is regarded as a threat to benthic organisms (Rose and
Ward, 1981). The damage to saltwater organisms would be exacerbated by the
five-year delay both in stormwater improvements and the remediation of
contaminated soils and groundwater, which would lead to increased contamination
of waters adjacent to the HNP facility through discharges of contaminated
stormwater and the leaching of contaminants from the soil.

—e}
[

m—

The draft EIR states that implementation of the SWPPP will ensure that impacts tc
biota and habitats from construction activities are not significant. Draft EIR at 3.4-
6. However, given that the SWPPP will not be fully implemented until the end of
the construction period, there is no assurance that the SWPPP will in fact prevent
adverse impacts to biota from contaminated stormwater discharges. Moreover, as
discussed above, there are serious questions regarding the effectiveness of the
SWPPP in preventing discharges of contaminated stormwater. [n spite of the
potential adverse impacts to the biota, the draft EIR fails to provide adequate
mitigation measures.

gl
—————

The biota section of the draft EIR also states that impacts from maintenance
dredging will be insignificant because they will be limited to a small area and will be
short-term. Draft EIR at 3.5-6. This conclusion ignores the fact that periodic
maintenance dredging will be required over the life of the leases. Draft EIR at 1-10.
It also ignores the fact that other dredging projects in the area will also stir up
sediments and their associated contaminants. Moreover, the assertion that
maintenance dredging provides a net benefit by removing contaminated sediments
(p. 3.5-6) ignores the fact that pollutants continue to be discharged into the
Harbor, resuiting in continuing contamination of sediments. As noted above, these
contaminants include elevated levels of PCBs, lead and other contaminants. Table
3.1-1. Nevertheless, the draft EIR contains no discussion of potential impacts to
biota associated with the resuspension of PCBs during maintenance dredging, even
though the report (p. 3.4-10) specifically indicates that the resuspension of
contamination of bottom sediments degrades water quality in the Harbor.
Chemicals such as PCBs which are present in low concentrations in Harbor waters
may be chronically hazardous to aquatic organisms because these pollutants may
concentrate in the higher trophic levei of fish (Lee, Jones and Newbry, 1373).
Documented effects of PCBs on fish in polluted environments include deposition of
PCBs in eggs and liver cancer in subseguent embryos (Hendricks, et al, 1981). The
draft EIR does not adequately consider these impacts on fish species and the
related impacts on birds. The draft EIR indicates that 61 avian species in the area
are water-dependent. Draft EIR at 3.5-3. A number of sensitive bird species are
identified as feeding off fish in Harbor waters, fish which may have accumulated

)
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PCBs. These bird species include the endangered California Least Tern and
California Brown Pelican, as well as the Elegant Tern. If, for instance, the Northern
Anchovy (a main food source for the California Least Tern according to p. 3.5-4) is
accumulating PCBs in its tissues, then the impact on the Least Tern could be very
significant. The impacts of dredging on these species must be considered.

The draft EIR does not adequately consider the impacts of the proposed project on
endangered species, even though these impacts may be significant. The significant
water pollution and noise that has been and will continue to be generated by the
HNP facility may potentially impact the California Least Tern. The draft EIR states
that a major nesting colony for this endangered species is located on the south side
of Terminal Island, approximately a mile from the HNP site. Draft EIR at 3.5-4.,

The draft EIR also states that one of the main food sources for the Least Tern -- the
Northern Anchovy -- is abundant in the Inner Harbor, but indicates that no surveys
have been conducted to determine the extent to which Least Terns may forage in
the Inner Harbor. Id.

The draft EIR goes on to analyze potential impacts on the Least Tern only in terms—“1
of ship traffic. Draft EIR at 3.5-6. This analysis ignores potential impacts from
contaminants such as PCBs and from noise. Documented effects of PCBs on birds
include reproductive effects such as lowered hatchability of eggs and behavioral
effects and liver and kidney damage (Dahigren, Under and Carlson, 1972). In
addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USF&W™") is currently revising the
California Least Tern Recovery Plan, which should be published within the next
month. Recent studies performed by USF&W in southern San Diego Bay and San
Francisco Bay in connection with the recovery plan indicate that there is a strong
association between the water quality degradation from industrial discharge and
egg shell thinning and chick viability in many endangered and sensitive species in
California, including the Least Tern. Another critical aspect that affects chick
viability is the availability of certain "bait" species during hatchling feeding periods.
Where industrial pollution reduces the numbers of bait species available during that
critical feeding period, the secondary effects on chick viability are substantial
(Personal Communication, USF&W, July 11, 1995). Contaminants that have been
identified as contributing to these impacts inciude PCBs and lead. PCBs may also
be affecting the endangered California Brown Pelican, which was originally placed
on the endangered species list because of the impacts of DDT and which uses the
Harbor on a regular basis. Surveys are necessary to assess the potential impacts
of contaminants from the HNP site on these protected species; these surveys

should have been conducted as part of the baseline of existing conditions for this___|

—

draft EIR. Moreover, the draft EIR provides no indication that the LAHD has
consulted with the Department of Fish and Game on any potential adverse impacts
to the California Least Tern or the Brown Pelican as required by the Fish and Game

Code. ]

The draft EIR’s assertion that project operations will not significantly impact other

wildlife and biota is also not supported. The draft EIR recognizes that such impacts
may occur as a result of stormwater runoff, but states that the SWPPP will reduce
potential impacts to a level of insignificance. Draft EIR at 3.5-6, 7. As discussed
above, there are substantial concerns regarding the ability of the SWPPP (which is
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not available for review) to ensure that contaminated stormwater is not discharged
to the Harbor. Moreover, the SWPPP does not address contaminants that reach

the Harbor through other means, e.g., windborne contaminants from scrap piles

and shredding operations, contaminant-laden particulates, and metals that fall into
the Harbor waters during ship-loading operations. The cumulative impact on biota

of exposure to these various contaminant sources, including contaminants in
sediments, must be addressed. L
The analysis of cumulative impacts to biota is also deficient. The draft EIR avoids-—q
analyzing cumulative impacts in this area by claiming that the project would not
result in adverse impacts to biota and therefore would not contribute to cumulative
impacts. Draft EIR at 3.5-7. No justification is provided for this statement, and in
fact it is contradicted by the preceding text of the biota section. That text
acknowiedges the potential for impacts to biota from both construction and
operations, although it claims that such impacts are insignificant. Even if they

were insignificant when improvements are in place, the impacts of existing
operations contribute to potential adverse impacts on biota and these impacts will

be increased if expansion is allowed before other improvements are in place. When
combined with individually insignificant impacts from other projects, these impacts
may be cumulatively significant and may require mitigation. Thus, both dredging
and the continued discharge of pollutants in the Harbor are particularly sensitive
issues which should be fully analyzed in the cumulative impacts section of the draft
EIR. —

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS -

In order to provide an adequate analysis of impacts on biota that fulfills its mandate
under CEQA, the LAHD should:

. Examine the potential impacts of PCBs, metals and other contaminants
on biota resulting from delays in implementing stormwater
improvements, expanded facility operations, and performing
maintenance dredging of the Harbor.

= Conduct baseline surveys to allow a determination of the potentiai
impacts of the project on the California Least Tern and the California
Brown Pelican.

. Analyze cumulative impacts on biota, including impacts resulting from
exposure to PCBs and other contaminants.

Although the impact analysis was not fully impiemented, it is clear that stormwater
discharge, dust emissions, scrap metal releases and maintenance dredging have the
potential to harm the biotic resources of the Harbor. Therefore, additional
mitigation measures must be discussed in the draft EIR, including:

. More stringent dust control techniques.
. Implementation of site improvements prior to expansion.
" Dredging techniques that minimize resuspension of contaminants.

28T
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F.  Noise

The draft EIR does a poor job of analyzing the significant noise impacts from the
proposed project. The noise impacts from current operations are substantial. The
draft EIR describes noise from several sources at the HNP facility. These sources
include noise from shredding operations and the noise from ship loading operations.
The most objectionable noise from ship loading operations is in turn traced to three
specific activities related to the bulkioader: trucks dumping loads of metal onto the
ship loading conveyor receiving floor; metal falling from the conveyor onto the ship
loader deflector chute; and metal dropping onto other metal within the holds of
ships. Draft EIR at 3.7-4. The draft EIR describes the impulsive noise from ship
loading operations as "highly intrusive and disruptive to activities such as
conversation and sleeping” and acknowledges that these operations "produce a
noise environment that has resulted in noise complaints.” Draft EIR at 3.7-5, 6.

The draft EIR also acknowiedges that there are significant exceedances of the
applicable noise criteria set forth in the Los Angeles Noise Ordinance during ship
loading operations. Draft EIR at 3.7-5. This conclusion is amply documented in
the draft EIR. The Noise Ordinance establishes a maximum allowable limit of 65
dBA for impulsive noise in heavy industrial areas. ld. Table 3.7-2 (Long-Term
Equivalent Noise Levels) shows that long-term equivalent noise levels from ship
loading during noise monitoring studies exceeded allowable levels at the nearby
marina, where a number of owners sleep on their boats (69.3 dBA on the deck of
the Cherokee), and at the fire boat station, where firemen are required to sleep
(67.3 dBA). Table 3.7-3 (Maximum 1-Hour Equivalent Noise Level During Ship
Loading Operations at HNPC) shows even mare dramatic exceedances on the deck
of the Cherokee (78.5 dBA) and at the fire boat station {72.5 dBA), as well as
exceedances on another boat at the marina (67.0 dBA on the McCorkle boat). As
stated in the draft EIR, even this does not adequately characterize the very
impulsive noise from ship-loading operations; the draft EIR notes that there were
many hours where "levels above 30 dBA were experienced at the receptors” based
on the noise monitoring study conducted by HNP, Draft EIR at 3.7-5, and that
independent HNP data show levels of 80 dBA at the marina, Draft EIR at 3.7-8.%

v

The existing noise problems will obviously be exacerbated by the proposed increase |

in facility throughput capacity. The draft EIR indicates that the proposed expansion
will result in an increase in ship visits that wiil in turn lead to a 50% increase in
ship-loading days, from 154 days to 234 days. Draft EIR at 1-18. When ships are
being loaded, the loading operations are conducted on a 24-hour basis. Thus,
nearby residents will be subjected to the highly intrusive ship-loading noise around
the clock an average of 4.7 days a week if plant capacity is expanded. Moreover,
the noise related to shredding operations, which typically begin at 4 a.m. Monday
through Saturday (p. 1-10) will also be experienced much more frequently. The

]

B

27 These noise levels appear to violate the prohibition against operating ‘
machinery causing noise levels on any occupied premises to exceed the ambient
noise level (65 dBA) by more than 5 dBA. City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Ch.

XI, Art. 2, §8112.04(b).

i
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draft EIR estimates that the added noise will result in an increase in long-term noise
levels of 1.4 dBA. Draft EIR at 3.7-8. —
Thus, the draft EIR documents that the noise impacts from the proposed project ]
will exceed several of the significance thresholds set forth in the noise section.

Ship loading clearly results in exceedance of the applicable levels in the Noise
Ordinance, as the draft EIR itself acknowledges. This exceedance triggers one of
the significance criteria. Draft EIR at 3.7-6. Moreover, ship-loading noise increases
the ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA. For instance, the background noise
level on the deck of the Cherokee was measured at 61.5 dBA. Table 3.7-2. Noise
levels from ship-loading operations were measured at 78.5 dBA, an increase of 17
dBA. Table 3.7-3. Similarly, the background levels on the McCorkle boat were
measured at 53.1 dBA while ship-loading noise was measured at 67.0 dBA, an
increase of nearly 14 dBA. Background levels at the fire boat station were 58.6
dBA while ship-loading noise measured 72.5 dBA, again an increase of nearly 14
dBA. All these increases qualify as significant noise impacts under the criteria set
forth in the draft EIR.

Moreover, increases in noise levels from scrap metal processing also triggers the ]
significance criteria. The long term-equivalent noise level for scrap processing on
the deck of the Cherokee was measured at 66.0 dBA. At the increased processing
levels proposed, this noise level should increase to 67.4 dBA (66.0 dBA + 1.4 dBA
increase). This would represent an increase over ambient levels of 5.9 dBA, which
would be considered a significant increase under the criteria set forth in the draft
EIR. The increase at the other receptors (the McCorkle boat and the fire boat
station) would likewise be considered significant.

Nevertheless, the draft EIR inexplicably finds that the noise impacts from the
proposed project are insignificant. This statement is clearly contradicted by the
evidence in the draft EIR. Even if the long-term increase in noise levels from the
project (an estimated 1.4 dBA, according to the draft EIR) were in itself
insignificant, the relevant question is whether current operations pius the proposed
increase in capacity will result in significant noise impacts. The only possible
conclusion is that these noise impacts are significant.

The draft EIR appears to try to avoid this result by taking this position that "the
proposed project will result in a reduction in the maximum noise levels from daily
activities at the site.” Draft EIR at 3.7-10. This statement presumably refers to
the assertion that the proposed barrier wail will reduce noise from current
operations. Even assuming this is the case--as discussed below, no support is
provided for this assertion--the draft EIR does not assess whether the resulting
noise levels from operations at the site are significant when compared to
background levels. Since the barrier wall will not enclose the dock, it will have no
effect on noise receptors affected by ship loading activities. Given that the barrier
wall will not mitigate the noise impacts from ship-loading operations, the resuiting
noise levels will undoubtedly still be significant according to the criteria in the draft |
EIR. Indeed, the draft EIR states that the noise impacts from metal hitting the —
deflector plate and noise produced within the hoid of the ship--neither of which wiil

be addressed at ail by the proposed barrier wall--is 71 dBA. This noise level is still
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e,

in excess of allowable levels under the noise ordinance and represents an increase
of nearly 10 dBA over background levels, and therefore would be considered
significant. ]
In short, the noise impacts from the proposed project are significant by any
acceptable analysis. Indeed, the draft EIR states that "HNP is aware of the excess
noise created by their activities.” Draft EIR at 3.7-8. By declaring that noise

2673

impacts are not significant, the draft EIR jeopardizes the prospects for meaningful 26-80

public comment because the public will not comprehend the magnitude of the noise
impacts. This approach also deprives the public of the opportunity to comment on
measures that will need to be proposed to mitigate the significant noise impacts.
Because the noise impacts are significant, the LAHD must seek to mitigate them to |
the maximum extent feasible. The draft EIR identifies two proposed mitigation
measures for noise impacts but does not provide any basis for their asserted
effectiveness. First, HNP proposes to construct a noise barrier to a height of 32
feet. Draft EIR at 3.7-8. The draft EIR asserts that this barrier will reduce the
noise generated by dumping metal onto the conveyor belt of the bulkioader by 16
dBA. Id. However, the draft EIR provides no evidence to support this claim. —
Moreover, the draft EIR does not discuss the expected diffraction and bending of ~ |
sound waves over the top of the barrier and the impact of these phenomena on the
noise levels at the marina and the fire station. As is well understood by acoustical
experts, the general relationship between the effectiveness of a barrier and its

26-81

height is quite complex. This relationship has not been addressed in the draft EIR. 26-82

In addition, empty sea containers (which are hollow and constructed primarily of
metal) are not constructed with the most effective noise attenuation materials and
are reflective, not dampening in nature. Other materials should be considered for
perimeter wall construction that more effectively mitigate noise impacts, if the
barrier approach is shown to be effective at all. —

The draft EIR also indicates that HNP is proposing to apply dampening material to |
the back side of the deflector plate. Draft EIR at 3.7-3. The draft EIR claims that
this measure is expected to reduce noise from the deflector plate by 6-8 dBA.
However, no support is provided for this assertion. Beyond this, the draft EIR says
only that a noise consuitant for HNP is studying other ways to reduce noise. There
is no indication what measures might be proposed and whether they would be
effective. Whatever they might be, the public will not have an opportunity to
. comment on them. Other mitigation measures are certainly needed and are —
available. The draft EIR should consider measures such as restricting hours of
operation for ship-loading and/or shredding operations and using cranes instead of
the bulkioader system currently in use. Limiting ship loading operations to daylight
hours will eliminate sleep disruption associated with impulisive noise about which
neighboring residents have complained. The use of cranes instead of the
bulkloading system will eliminate the distance metal drops prior to hitting the
deftector plate and thus reduce impuisive noise impacts significantly. .

In addition, the draft EIR includes many inconsistencies in analyzing noise impacts |
that need to be fully resolved. For example, although the draft EIR indicates that
the plant hours of operation are not scheduled to increase under the proposed

D
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expansion plan, Draft EIR at 1-18, it specifically states that there will be a
significant increase in ship visits and that when ships are present loading
operations will continue on a 24-hour basis for an average period of four to five
days per ship visit. [d. This increase in the number of ship visits will result in a
50% increase in ship-loading days--from 154 to 234 days--and therefore a 50%
increase in round-the-clock operations. Thus, exceedances of the Noise Ordinance
. standards will increase from nuisance level to an almost constant condition (4.7
days a week).

Finally, the draft EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts is inadequate. The draft EIR——-'

simply assumes that cumulative noise impacts will not be significant because the
general area is industrialized without providing any reasonable basis for this
assertion.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS —_—

In order to satisfy its obligations under CEQA, the LAHD should:

. Recognize the noise impacts resuiting from the project as significant;
= Correct inconsistencies in the draft EIR; and
. Provide a more detailed analysis of cumulative impacts.

Furthermore, in mitigating these impacts, the LAHD should:

s Provide support for the asserted effectiveness of mitigation measures
such as the barrier wall and damping material on the deflector plate.

u Restrict hours of ship loading and shredding operations.

= Use cranes instead of the bulkloader to reduce impulsive noise. _J

G. Transportation and Circulation

The draft EIR fails to properly analyze the significant traffic impacts associated with |
the proposed project. As in other sections, the draft EIR analyzes the operations
phase traffic impacts only in terms of the net increase in traffic resulting from
expanded operations over current operations, rather than the entire operations of
the HNP project as a whole. However, because the primary focus of the draft EIR
is on whether the lease should be renewed, the draft EIR must assess the
significance of the traffic impacts generated by the current level of operations as
well as the increase in traffic from the proposed expansion of facility capacity. The
draft EIR states that the net increase in traffic from operations is 268 daily trips.
Draft EIR at 3.6-14. However, the proposed project as a whole is estimated to
generate 954 average daily trips. Id. This represents a significant number of trips
when compared to traffic volumes for some of the roadways in the area of the HNP
site. For instance, Table 3.6-7 (Project Impact on Daily Traffic Volumes, Terminal
Island Roadways) shows a 2.9% increase in daily traffic volumes on New Dock
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Street east of the project site as a result of the proposed project. In reality, the
project will account for 954 of the estimated 9,468 daily trips in 2000, or 10.1%
of the total. Thus, Table 3.6-7 substantially understates the traffic impacts of the
proposed project. The same is true of Table 3.6-6 (Project Impact on Intersection
Levels of Service). —_
Moreover, the draft EIR fails to consider the combined impact of construction and
operational traffic during the construction period. The draft EIR conciudes that
construction traffic would not resuit in significant impacts since the traffic volume
would be less than that generated during operation (p. 3.6-12). However, since
the facility will continue to operate during the implementation of site
improvements, traffic volumes (and impacts) would obviously be additive during
the construction period, which will last for five years. The draft EIR states that
construction activities are expected to add up to 160 daily trips.?® Draft EIR at
3.6-12. When considered with the 954 daily trips from proposed operations, the
project as a whole would add as many as 1,114 daily trips to the area roadways.
.This volume of traffic may well generate significant impacts.?® Consequently, the
draft EIR should examine the impact of traffic during the construction period by
considering the effects of construction traffic in addition to traffic resulting from
operations.

B

ety

The draft EIR fails in other ways to examine the full impact of the project on traffic
conditions. For example, Table 3.6-6 is supposed to present the project’s impacts
on traffic at intersections within the vicinity of the HNP facility. Existing traffic
conditions are presented, but no data are shown as to how traffic will increase at
those intersections in the early years of the project (1995-99). Instead, the
comparison focuses on incremental increases in levels of service in the year 2000.
Table 4 of the Traffic Study Special Report lists the related projects used to
evaluate cumulative traffic impacts. These projects were assumed to have been
implemented in the year 2000 and are accounted for in level-of-service estimates
presented in Table 3.6-6. A close analysis of these projects reveals that many
involve traffic improvement projects that will decrease the intersection traffic in
future years. This analysis is confirmed by the draft EIR at 3.6-11. Therefore, the
draft EIR’s conclusion that traffic impacts are insignificant is based on taking credit
for traffic improvements associated with other projects. In reality, the traffic
impacts associated with the expansion are potentially significant in the early years
of the project and this impact should be quantified (and mitigated) in the draft EIR.

RN

28 |t is not clear whether this includes truck traffic related to remediation
activities.

# Given that traffic volumes wold be lower during the construction period than
during the year 2000, the traffic volume from the project would represent a larger
percentage of total traffic. For instance, the combined total of 1,114 trips
represents 13.9% of the current traffic volume on New Dock Street east of the
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Even the current flawed analysis in the draft EIR indicates that the proposed project
will result in significant impacts by causing the level of service for several
intersections to be lowered. Most importantly, Table 3.6-6 (Project Impact on
Intersection Levels of Service) indicates that the Ocean Boulevard/Terminal Island
Freeway intersection will be downgraded from level of service D (Fair) to E {(Poor)
for the p.m. peak hour as a resuit of the project. The draft EIR states that both the
LAHD and the Los Angeles Department of Transportation consider level of service
D to be the "threshold of acceptability.” Draft EIR at 3.6-2. The fact that the
project causes an intersection to have an unacceptable level of service must be
considered a significant impact. In addition, the Ocean Boulevard/Gate 3
intersection will drop from level of service C (Good) to D (Fair) for the a.m. peak
hour. The draft EIR fails to discuss these significant impacts or any appropriate
measures for mitigating these impacts. ]
The analysis of cumuiative traffic impacts is also inadequate. The draft EIR
concludes that cumulative traffic impacts may occur if the construction of the
Terminal Island Container Transfer Facility occurs simultaneously with HNP
construction. Draft EIR at 3.6-21. The draft EiR also identifies potential
cumulative impacts from the proposed Alameda highway/rail transportation corridor
project. For purposes of conducting a worst-case analysis, the draft EIR should
acknowiedge that these cumulative impacts will occur, quantify those impacts and
determine whether the impacts are significant, and either propose feasible
mitigation measures or explain why the impacts are not significant.

In addition, the draft EIR fails to properly demonstrate that the proposed project is
consistent with the L.A. County Congestion Management Program ("CMP"). The
draft EIR initially concludes (p. 3.16-19) that the proposed project is consistent
with the CMP by looking only at the increase in traffic as a resuit of expanded plant
capacity. However, Table 3.6-5 (Project Generated Traffic) indicates that the
proposed operations will actually add 162 trips during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours. This is well in excess of the threshold of 50 trips estabiished in the CMP for
preparing a traffic analysis which examines all intersections on the CMP network.
Draft EIR at 3.6-19. Thus, when viewed properly, the traffic impacts from the
proposed project require further analysis and review to determine if the project is,
in fact, consistent with the CMP.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to comply with CEQA, the LAHD should:

. Prepare a new traffic impact analysis that examines the traffic impacts
from the project as a whole and determines whether they are

significant;

. Re-examine the impacts associated with heavy duty trucks during
remediation;
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= Conduct the required analysis to determine whether the proposed
project is consistent with the CMP.

if a proper analysis of traffic had been performed in the draft EIR, it would have
most likely concluded that impacts from the proposed project are significant.

Therefore, the draft EIR should:

u Develop measures to mitigate significant impacts, particularly in the
early years of the project, including delaying expansion until

construction and remediation are complete. |

H. Public Health and Safety

26-821
(CONT.)

The draft EIR documents the significant risks to public health and the environment
that are posed by air toxic emissions generated from the HNP facility, yet the draft
EIR fails to acknowledge these risks and gives no indication of how these risks will
actually be mitigated.

In essence, the draft EIR attempts to address this compelling documented evidence
by inaccurately asserting that the total air toxic risks from the proposed project are
insignificant. Draft EIR at 3.8-13. In fact, air toxic risks would be expected given
the high levels of particulates emitted by the facility, see Table 3.3-13, and the
contaminants known to be present at the site. In fact, a variety of contaminants,
including PCBs, lead, and other metals, were found to occur in the particulates
from the facility. Table 3.8-5. These contaminants come from HNP’s metal
recycling operations and wind-blown fluff from auto shredding activities among
other sources. Lead is particularly significant from an air toxics standpoint. Lead
has been shown in epidemiologic studies to adversely affect the respiratory,
digestive, and renal systems in humans as well as to damage the central nervous
system (Cooper, 1976). The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (p. 3-2)
indicates that chronic exposures to low level lead concentrations during infancy
and childhood can result in decreases in |Q performance, psychomotor performance
and reaction time, and growth.

Not surprisingly, then, the data in the draft EIR indicates that the project does have
significant air toxics impacts. Statements in the draft EIR on air toxics risk to the
contrary are misleading because the analysis (summarized in Table 3.8-6, p. 3.8-
12) focuses solely on risks associated with increased capacity rather than the total
risk associated with the operations of the facility as a whole. In fact, according to
the draft EIR (Table 3.8-6), the proposed project wouid cause the predicted acute
hazard index to increase from a background level below one to above one, the
threshold for reproductive developmental effects established by the California Air

Pollution Control Officer Association (CAPCCA) guidelines for industrial facilities __|

under A.B. 2588, the Air Toxic Hot Spots Act. These figures may even understate
the risk because the draft EIR’s air toxic risk analysis fails to account for the
potential adverse risks associated with exposure to toxic and carcinogenic
contaminants during construction and remedial activities, even though these
activities will occur during facility operation. Exposures during cleanup activities
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can occur from inhalation of dust particles during excavation of soil, and emission

of organic compounds during groundwater extraction and treatment efforts. In
short, the draft EIR demonstrates that significant air toxic impacts will occur if the
HNP project is approved. However, no reasonable mitigation measures are either
proposed or evaluated. _—

——

The analysis of cancer risks is also misleading. On Page 3.8-3 of the draft EIR, the
requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1401 are summarized as they apply to the project.
According to this section, "construction of new or modified sources without the

use of best available controi technology for toxics ("T-BACT™) would be granted
only if their installation would result in a maximum individual cancer risk of less

than one-in-million {1x10-6) at any receptor location,” and "Permits for

construction of new or modified sources with the use of T-BACT would be granted
only if their installation would resuit in a maximum individual cancer risk of less

than ten-in-million {1x10-5) at any receptor location."” This section goces on to use
ten-in-a-million as a significance criterion (p. 3.8-4}), compare predicted maximum
individual cancer risk to this criterion (Table 3.8-6), and conclude cancer risk
associated with the expansion is insignificant. However, use of ten-in-a-miilion as

a significance criterion presupposes that T-BACT has been applied to all sources ___]
that contribute to cancer risk (which in this case are primarily dust emissions). The |
mitigation sections for heaith risk or air quality do not list dust mitigation measures,
nor does the "Summary of Significant Adverse Impacts, Mitigation Measures and
Reporting Requirements” table in the Executive Summary of the document. ]
Therefore, the draft EIR provides no information to indicate that T-BACT has been |
applied to project sources and the significance criteria for air toxic impacts shouid
be ten times more restrictive than listed in this section. In the absence of T-BACT,
the impacts of the project on cancer risk from air toxics would exceed significance
thresholds of 1x10-6. ]
Given the significant and unreasonable impacts that are directly associated with the
proposed project expansion plans, the draft EIR’s findings clearly suggest that other
alternatives, such as the renewal of HNP’s lease at existing operational levels, is a
superior alternative to the proposed project and should be fully evaiuated. In
addition, further dust control measures should be considered to reduce public

health risks associated with the expansion to insignificance. Controt measures

such as modifications to or restrictions on the bulkioading operation and auto
shredder should be given particular scrutiny, given that these are significant
sources of airborne toxics. Chemical additives to water used for dust control
should also be considered to suppress dust from scrap piles.

Finally, the draft public health and safety analysis fails to provide any justification
for some of its conclusions. For example, the draft EIR indicates that HNP has had
a history of fires and odor problems associated with the processing of auto
shredder waste at the site (p. 3.8-6). While the draft EIR suggests that
construction of the auto shredder waste storage area will ensure that the potential
for fires and explosion will decrease, it nevertheless provides no justification for

reaching this self-serving conclusion.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to satisfy its obligations under CEQA, the LAHD should conduct a proper
analysis of health risks, analyzing the combined effects of expanded operations and
remedial activities. Even with this deficient analysis, it should be recognized that
the project will resuit in significant air toxics impacts with respect to acute hazards.

Therefore, the LAHD should:

" Examine feasible mitigation measures for these significant
environmental impacts, including:

- use of crane versus the bulkloader,
26-100a
- operational limitations or change in location of the shredder,

- use of chemical dust suporessants, and

- imposition of operational constraints that will reduce heaith risk
to insignificant levels over the life of the project.

" Consider lease renewal without expansion as a mechanism to avoid
significant air toxic impacts.

u Provide more detail as to how the auto shredder storage area will
decrease the potential for fire and explosion hazards.

l. Utilities and Waste Management

The draft EIR’s analysis of utilities and waste management impacts (Section 3.11)
fails to consider the need to dispose of increased amounts of solvents and other
hazardous wastes that may be generated through maintenance activities which are
required to keep existing equipment operating at increased throughput levels. In 28-101
addition, the need to dispose of contaminated materials generated during
maintenance dredging activities is not considered. This material should be tested
for contaminants using methods similar to those utilized for contaminated soils and
then disposed of or treated accordingly.

B

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The analysis of waste management in the draft EIR does not characterize increased
waste volumes generated by maintenance activities and dredging operations.
Therefore, the LAHD should examine the potential impacts and develop measures
to ensure that this waste is minimized and property handled and disposed.
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J. Recreation
The analysis of the impacts of the project on recreation is flawed because it relies
for its conclusions on three other sections of the impact analysis which are
deficient: noise, air quality, and water quality. The draft EIR states that
recreational users in the project area currently experience high noise levels from the
existing HNP facility. Draft EIR at 3.12-2. The draft EIR argues that the proposed
project will reduce levels of noise to insignificance. Id. However, as discussed
above, the draft EIR understates the significance of the noise impacts from the
proposed project and provides no support for the assertions that the barrier wall
and the dampening material on the deflector plate would be effective in reducing
noise to acceptable levels. Thus, the potential impacts of noise on recreational
users remain to be determined. 1
Similarly, the draft EIR states that emissions of dust from the project are not
expected to exceed the significance levels established by the SCAQMD. Id. The
draft EIR therefore concludes that no significant impacts to recreational users are
expected. However, as demonstrated above, the stated premise is simply
incorrect: when properly analyzed, emissions of particulates from the project will
exceed the significance levels several times over. Thus, the draft EIR’s conclusion
that there will be no significant air emissions impacts on recreational users is
without support.
Finally, the draft EIR states that no significant impacts on recreational users are
expected with respect to water quality because the proposed project will ensure
that there are no discharges from the facility to the waters of the Harbor. As
discussed above, there are serious doubts about the ability of the proposed
stormwater control system to ensure that there will be no discharges of
contaminated stormwater to the Harbor. Thus, this conclusion regarding impacts
on recreational users is without adequate support.

D ——
emagnd

In short, the analysis with respect to recreation is based on flawed premises drawn
from other sections of the draft EIR. As a result, the analysis of impacts on
recreational users is also inadequate.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed project has the potential to impact recreational users through
increases in frequency of impuisive noise, dust emissions and contamination of
Harbor waters. The LAHD shouid reexamine the potential impacts of the project on
recreational users once it has completed proper analyses of the project’s impacts in
the areas of noise, air quality, and water quality.

lL. CONCLUSIONS
Despite conclusions presented in the draft EIR, the proposed projéct poses a

significant threat to public health and the environment. !n addition, the critical
technical inconsistencies in the draft EIR mask the fact that these threats are more
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corrected using the techniques discussed in these comments and the draft EIR
should be recirculated for public comment.

Smansemd

The draft EIR fails to include proper and reasonable mitigation measures as require—é—_‘

by CEQA. Additional mitigation measures must clearly be evaluated in order to
address the significant environmental impacts from this project that have not been
fully identified or analyzed. Examples of these measures include: use of cranes
versus bulkloader, relocation and operation restrictions on shredder, use of electric
cranes, cold-ironing of marine vessels during unloading operations, restricting HNP
to the use of vessels which can utilize the dampening plate for noise control, and
use of chemical dust suppressants on scrap piles, use of silt screens during
maintenance dredging, and structural reinforcement of the barrier wall. In addition
to these physical controls, operational constraints should also be considered where
appropriate. Moreover, existing mitigation measures should be quantified and
translated into enforceable conditions of lease renewal so that the environmental
acceptability of the proposed HNP project is ensured. '

———

CEQA requires that a more complete range of project alternatives must be
developed and properly analyzed, particularly if identified mitigation measures are
not capable of reducing project impacts to insignificance. Alternatives that are
environmentally superior to the proposed project and should be analyzed include: 1)
continuing the existing operation and implementing site improvements and
remediation, but prohibiting plant expansion; 2) implementing site improvements
and remediation prior to cperational expansion; and 3) relocating the facility in
order to expedite cleanup and subsequent use of the HNP site.

P

The LAHD should solicit further guidance and input on critical environmental issues
identified in the draft EIR such as the impacts of exposure of nearby residents to
increased air toxics and noise from the proposed project, the risks of the proposed
cleanup remedy for the site, appropriate stormwater discharge requirements, and
endangered species impacts from other responsible governmental agencies prior to
producing a final CEQA document. —_

———

The LAHD shouid make key background documents (e.q., site characterization
studies; the RAP and accompanying risk assessment; the free-phase Hydrocarbons
Work Plan; and the SWPPP for this site) available in order to provide meaningful
public review and comment on the draft EIR as required under CEQA. Further
consideration of the draft EIR should be postponed pending a full public review of
these background documents, as well as other reievant site-related workplans and
remedial investigation data. Foilowing this review, the draft EIR shouid be
recirculated for comment with these documents incorporated as appendices.
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THE CREDENTIALS OF ROY F. WESTON, INC.

Roy F. Weston, Inc. (WESTON®) has been providing quality services to clients for
35 years. An innovative leader in the environmental fieid, WESTON provides
diversified environmental engineering, design, and consuiting services and has
successfully completed projects throughout the world. WESTON provides
complete assistance in air quality management, hazardous waste management,
process safety, emergency planning and management support, process design and
hazard analysis, regulatory compliance analysis and other related services.

WESTON's staff of more than 2,800 employees provide, through its 45 offices and
laboratories nationwide, the technical talent, specialized expertise, physical
resources, and requisite facilities that are necessary to efficiently and effectively
comply with complex regulations, to reduce or eliminate potential liabilities, and to
control the rising cost of environmental and safety management programs.

WESTON’s experts have extensive experience in National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document preparation
and review. WESTON'’s work in environmental impact assessments began over 30
years ago. Since then, the firm has successfully completed over 1,000 EA/EIS
assignments for government agencies and industrial clients including smaill and
large-scale projects. In the last four years, WESTON conducted over 300
permitting projects and nearly 150 regulatory compliance audits for industry.
WESTON experts also have extensive experience communicating technical
information, in assembling results from complex environmental into documents for
public review, and-in coordinating interdisciplinary scientific and engineering project
teams.

WESTON’s leadership in the environmental services industry is clearly based on the
technical expertise and quality of its staff. Full professional profiles of the
WESTON staff members who participated in the review of the draft EIR are
included in Appendix A to this report.
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JEFFREY BANNON, R.G.

Registration

Registered Geologist in the State of California (1992)

Fields of Competence

Hydrogeologic/hazardous materials investigations, inciuding environmental assessments
(EAs), site investigations, and remedial investigations/feasibility studies (RI/FSs) at solid
waste, hazardous waste, and radioactive waste facilities: technical mentoring; site
management; project management; proposals and costing; underground storage tank (UST)
management and compliance; health and safety compliance and raining; design and
installation of groundwater monitoring systems:; aquifer testing; drilling and sampling
techniques (auger, mud rotary, air rotary, rock coring, and Hydropunch « sampling); field
screening techniques and instrumentation; and physical oceanography, stratigraphy, and
geologic mapping.

Experience Summary

* Seven years of environmentai coosulting experience in hazardous materials
investigations.  Participated in federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
Department of Energy (DOE), Department of Defense (DOD), Department of
Interior (DOI), and state, municipal, and industrial site assessments and RIs.

* Project manager on several RI/FSs, UST site assessments, remedial actions, and
preliminary endangerment assessments (PEAs).

* Site management of soil and groundwater investigations (o delineate and characterize
contamination at sites invoiving hydrocarbon fuels, solvents, metals, polychiorinated
biphenyls (PCBs), explosive compounds, semivolatiles, and sanitary waste.

* Section manager responsible for the performance of the Los Angeles Geosciences
Group.

* Project manager/technical manager for over 20 Phase II investigations primarily
involving real estate transactions.

* Experience on projects involving contamination associated with USTs (inciuding
sumps, clarifiers, piping, trenches, etc.), landfills (sanitary and hazardous), mining
activities, spills, manufacturing activities (metal plating, solvent recovery, machining,
and refining), and wastewater ponds.
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JEFFREY BANNON, R.G.
(continued)

Experience Summary (continued)

* Field experience in drilling and sampling techniques, monitor and exmraction well
installations, soil gas screening, air sampling, drum sampling, and use of remotely
operated equipment for explosive soils, groundwater sampling, and aquifer testing.

® Prepared health and safety plans (HASPs), work pilans, and technical reports for
various soil and groundwater swmdies. =

* Regional Safety Officer involved in the implementation of federal health and safety
requirements for company personnel, review and approval of site safety plans, and
conduct of training programs. Certified to supervise field activities in EPA Levels
of Protection C and B.

* Two years of experience in geologic research on a National Science Foundation
(NSF)-funded program.

Credentials

M.S.,Geology — University of Southern California (1987)

B.A., Geology — University of Northern Colorado (1983)

Hazardous Waste Site Health and Safety Training, WESTON (1987)

Hazardous Waste Site Health and Safety Coordinator Training, WESTON (1988)
Personne! Air Monitoring Training, WESTON (1991) :
Construction Safery Training, WESTON (1991) -~

Employment History

1987-Present WESTON
1986-1987  NSF Research Assistant
1983-1986  University of Southern California

Key Projects

Project Manager for a Pilot Study of the German-made UVB Vacuum Vaporizer Well
Technology at March Air Force Base, Riverside, California. The UVB is an innovative
remedial technology for in-situ weatment of contaminated aquifers, particularly for VOCs.
The high-profile study has run for over one year and has required developing comprehensi.ve
plans (Quality Assurance Project Plan, Field Sampling Plan, Work Plan, Health and'Sat'ety
Plan), design of the weil and off-gas treatment system, installation, and system monitoring
and maintenance. A preliminary report has been submitted for the smudy. The study is
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JEFFREY BANNON, R.G.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

being evaluated concurrently under the U.S. EPA’s Superfund Innovative Technology
Evaluation (SITE) program for which WESTON is the lead.

Project Manager Remediation of Metals- and Solvent-Contaminated Soils, Confidential
Foundry Facility. Approximately 45 yd® were remediated by removal and off-site disposal
in a limited access area between buildings. Project required coordinating activities between
a number of parties, including the property owner, the client (a former tenant responsible
for remediation by a court settiement), the current tenant, the property owner’s consultant,
and the Cal-EPA/Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Work required
submittal of a PEA to DTSC.

Project Manager for Site Characterization and Remedial Action Plan Development for Soil
and Groundwater Contamination at the Base Service Station, China Lake Naval Air
Weapons Station, California. The contamination was delineated with one phase of fieid
investigation using the Hydropunch screening technique coupled with minimal monitoring
wells installed after plume deiineation. A mobile laboratory was used to allow for real-time
evaluation during drilling. An aquifer test and groundwater capture zone modeling using
the U.S. EPA Weil Head Protection Model was performed. The remedial action
recommended was vapor extraction with thermal oxidation for the soil, and pump-and-treat

with tray aeration and thermal oxidation for groundwater.

Project Manager for Site Characterization and Development of a Remedial Action Plan for
Diesel-contaminated Soil Associated with USTs, Confidential Glass Manufacturing Facility,
Huntington Park, California. Managed the characterization and remedial design for diesel-
contaminated soil. Closure activities were performed on 13 USTs and associated piping.
The remedial design evaluated in-situ bioventing due to site access limitations and the
composition of the diesel fuel (No. 4 diesel). Agency oversight was handled by the Los
Angeles County Waste Management Division, Local Oversight Program.

Project Manager for Remediation of Soil Contaminated with Metals, Confidential Glass
Manufacturing Facility, Huntington Park, California. Project involved removal and off-site
disposal of 220 cu-yd of soil containing high concentrations of cadmium and cyanide.
Responsible for all agency interaction and successfully obtained a "No Further Action”

position from Cal-EPA/DTSC using the PEA process.

Project Manager for Site Investigation, Confidential Electroplating Facility California.
Assessment of solvent-contaminated soil beneath an operating facility using innovative
technology (limited-access high-torque drill rig; air rotary slant boring used to instail nested
soil-gas sampling ports at depth).
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JEFFREY BANNON, R.G.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Site Safety Officer/Project Geologist, Operating Industries, Inc. (OI) Landfill, Monterey
Park, CA,EPA Alternative Remedial Contracts Strategy (ARCS) Project. Responsible for
implementing safety protocols at a large Superfund site. In addition, involved as site
geologist for a geotechnical study of the landfill’s stability. Managed several field
assignments conducted in Level B protection in atmospheres containing concentrations
exceeding IDLH levels for hydrogen cyanide and hydrogen sulfide.

Project Geologist for Extensive RI, California, Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Facility,
Confidential Client, Project Geologist. Responsible for the instailation, development, and
sampling of monitor and extraction weil networks. Managed the installtion of three soil
vapor extraction systems. Involved in an aquifer testing program for the design of a
groundwater treatment system. [nvolved in the preparation of work plans, technical reports,
and site safety plans. Involved in regulatory negotiations for NPDES permits

Site Safety Officer/Project Geologist for RI (Verification Phase), Seal Beach NWS,
California. = Responsible for compliance with Occupational Safery and Health
Administration (OSHA) regulations and personnel safety in performing the RI on nine sites.
Level B and C protection was required on several sites, and soil sampling using remote-
controlled equipment was necessary for one site containing explosives rinse water. Oversight
of sampling procedures and protocol for soils and groundwater testing. Monitored wells for
tidal influence. Responsibie for hydrogeologic interpretation of complex, tidally controlled
groundwater regime. Responsible for the preparation of technical reports and foilow-up
work plans for numerous sites at the facility.

Site Manager for Removal of Lead-Contaminated Soil, Confidential Used Oil Refinery,San
Diego, California. Responsible for contractor oversight, verification sampling and final site
closure report.

Site Safety Officer for RI/FS, Los Angeles, CA, California Department of Transportation
(CDOT). Project involved soil-gas sampling, geophysical screening, soil borings, monitor
well installation, and exploratory wenching of a dump site located along the Century
Freeway corridor.

Project Geologist for Hydrogeologic Investigation at a Confidential Valve Manufacturing
Facility, Long Beach, California. Responsibie for the installation, development, and
sampling of a monitoring well network. Involved in the instailation and operation of a soil
venting system. Vent installation was performed in Level B protection. Assisted in final
closure activities for several USTs. Performed a detiled literature search on a
contaminated aquifer for other potentially responsible parties (PRPs).
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JEFFREY BANNON, R.G.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

~ Project Geologist for three Site Investigations, DOI, Bureau of Land Management (BLM),

Nevada. Three sites were ranked for possible Listing as an NPL site using the USEPA
Hazard Ranking System. The sites included a pesticide container disposal site, a mine
tailings site, and a buried rail car containing residual elemental phosphorus.

Project Manager for Water Supply Development, Long Beach Unified School District, Camp
Hi-Hill, San Gabriel Mountains. Project involved the design, permitting, and installation
of one groundwater supply well to supplement this remote facility’scurrent, unreliable water
supply (a spring).

Task Manager for two Site Investigations, San Bernardino, CA, USEPA. Responsible for
site investigations and Hazard Ranking System scoring for two sites in San Bernardino (a
metais-plating facility and a foundry).

Project Manager for Industrial Hygiene Support, California Department of Health Services
(DOHS), California. Assisted DOHS personnel in the inspection of the BKK landfill.
Responsible for air sampling and monitoring for suspected air emissions.

Extensive Hydrogeologic Site Characterization at a Nuclear Weapons Facility, Confidential
Client, Geologist. Conducted environmental sampling, well log analysis, well design, and
installation required for the analysis of chemical, low-level radicactive, and mixed
radioactive chemical waste contamination.

Research Assistant for Geochemical, Geophysical, and Limnological Research, California,
University of Southern California. Assisted in soft sediment coring for geochemical,

geophysical, and limnological research on several Sierran lakes and paleomagnetic research
offshore of California.

Research Assistant for Regional Stratigraphic/Tectonic Study, Southern California and
Baja California, University of Southern California. Conducted a regional stratigraphic/
tectonic study of southern and Baja California strata. Included extensive field work,
proposal writing and generation, and interpretation and presentation of results.

Publications

Bannon, J.L.,Chu, R.J., and Sabol J.R., 1994, "In-situ Groundwater Treatment Using the
UVB Vacuum Vaporizer Well." Presented at Hazmacon, San Jose, California.
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JEFFREY BANNON, R.G.
(continued)

Publications (continued)

Bannon, J.L.,D.J. Bottjer, S.P. Lund, and L.R. Saul. 1989. "Campanian/Maastrichtian
Stage Boundary in Southern California: Resolutions and Implications for Large-Scale
Depositional Patterns.” Geology, Vol. 17, pp. 80-83.

Bannon, J.L.,D.J. Bottjer, and S.P.Lund. 1986. "Magnetostratigraphy of Peninsular Ranges

Terrain Upper Cretaceous Strata: Maastrichtian Reversal in the Point Loma Formation,
San Diego, California.” Geol. Soc. Amer. Abstracts With Programs, Vol. 18, p. 534.
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MICHAELGREENSPAN, P.E.

Registration

Registered Professional Engineer in the states of California (No. M28037) and New Jersey
(No. 23721)

Fields of Competence

Plant engineering and design in refinery/petrochemical/utility industries; hazardous waste;
cogeneration; project management and engineering management; facilities revamp and
expansion; NDPES permitting; regulatory agency interface; wastewater treatment; air toxics:
energy conservation and system design.

Experience Summary

¢  QOver 25 years of technical and managerial experience in environmental consulting,
engineering, and the coostruction industries.

e  Established corporate philosophies and standards in wastewater treatment and air
toxics which included the safe disposal of hydrocarbons in petrochemical plants and
refineries to limit air and wastewater emissions, condensation of hydrocarbons, flare
and point source radiation levels; treatment of power plant emissions (i.e. flue gas
desulfurization) to meet Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) stationary source
requirements.

e Executed projects in hazardous waste, petroleum refining, utilities, chemical,
manufacturing, and public sectors in various engineering, project, and engineering
management positions.

e Responsible for technical and administrative management for projects ranging from
84 to $200 million for the utility and petrochemical industries.

e Strategized with clients, reguiators, environmental attorneys and other interested
parties in what objectives are necessary and how best to achieve those objectives.

e Responsible for detailed engineering, design and specifications and their associated
quality assurance.

Credentials

B.S.,Chemical Engineering — Columbia University (1966)
Graduate Studies, Chemical Engineering — Columbia University (1967)
Lecrurer, California State University, Long Beach, Continuing Education Program (1993,

1994)

SCA: BIOS\12445\1

Vi



MICHAELGREENSPAN, P.E.

(continued)
Employment History
1994-Present WESTON
1990-1994 The MARK Group, Inc.
1988-1990 James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc.
1987-1988 H.W. Campbell & Associates
1973-1987 M.W. Kellogg .
1971-1973 AIRCO/BOC
1970-1971 Davy Powergas
1966-1970 M.W. Kellogg
Key Projects

Engineering Design, Installation and Operation of Wastewater Treatment Systems, Southern
California, Numerous Clients including Monsanto, City of Los Angeles, and Xerox,
Engineering Manager, Project Director, and Manager of Engineering/Design. Conducted
investigations leading to the subsequent engineering design, installation and operation of
wastewater treatment systems for various projects. The projects have remediated existing
facilities to comply with newer regulations including OCPSF, Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), and EPA discharge requirements.

Engineering Design and Construction, Southern California, Broad Base of Facilities and
Plants for Numerous Petrochemical, Utility and Municipal Clients incinding Shell Oil,
Texaco and ARCO, Engineering Manager, Project, Director, and Manager of
Engineering/Design. Responsible for. conceptual process. design as well as the detailed
engineering for these projects which included interfacing with the regulatory and permitting
authorities.

Remedial Design/Construction Management, Water Treatment Plants Burbank and
Giendale, California, Project Director. Both facilities were part of Superfund cleanup in the
San Fernando Valley of separate operabie units. Scope of Work for the Burbank facility
included:

Conceptual and detailed design.
e Conostruction management.
e Operations and maintenance training.

City of Glendale activities inciude:

e Review of conceprual process design.
e  Determination of adequacy of existing water facilities.
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MICHAEL GREENSPAN, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Future phases include:

®* Detailed design.
Construction management.
® Operations and maintenance training.

Turnkey Engineering and Construction, and Compliance Testing, Monrovia, California,
Xerox Medical Systems, Project Manager. Performed detailed engineering and construction
management for this fast-tracked wastewater project. Also performed compliance testing
and quarterly reports for industrial wastewater discharges.

NPDES Permitting, Southern California, Landfills, Manufacturing Facilities, and Chemical
Plants, Project Director. Performed site inspections and authored pollution prevention
plans and monitoring programs for numerous industrial facilities. Provided Quality
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/AC) on annuai reports.

Air Toxic Inventories, Southern California, Huntway Refining and Morton Chemicals,
Project Director. Responsible for projects invoiving air toxic inventories and plans for
submittal to Southern California Air Quality Management Deparmment (SCAQMD).

Site Characterizations, Southern California, Broad Base of Facilities including Chevron,
Techalloy, Morton Chemical, Project Director. Established strategy and provided quality
assurance for numerous projects with environmental attorneys and clients and represented
company in negotiations with RWQCB, Department of Toxic Substance Controi (DTSC),
and EPA on the client’s behalf.

Regulatory Review and Compliance, Simi Valley, California, Waste Management of North
America, Project Manager. Conducted studies to evaluate compliance with California Title
22 in accordance with the classification of materials as hazardous waste.
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ,Ph. D.

Registration

Registered Environmental Assessor, State of California, REA 00747

Fields of Competence

Air pollution control; regulatory compliance; risk assessment: permitting; impact analysis;
environmental liability audits; hazardous waste management; and expert witness support.

Experience Summary

18 years of experience in management of multidisciplinary environmental assessment
programs in Southern California.

Strategic environmental planning support to industry in Title V and Clean Air Act
conformity issues.

Air Quality Program Management for a major Southern California refinery.

Air permit negotiation and CEQA/NEPA support for offshore oil development along
the Pacific coast.

Superfund program experience in risk assessment, regulatory negotiation and
enforcement support.

Comprehensive hazardous materials and waste managemeat programs for automotive
industry and educational/research institutions.

Audit program development for environmental compliance, health and safety, vendor
liability, and real estate transfer purposes.

Credentials

Ph.D., Environmental Science and Engineering — University of California,
Los Angeim 1983

M.S.,Biological Science — California State University, Northridge, 1979
B.S.,Biological Science — University of California, Los Angeles, 1974
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ, Ph.D.

(continued)

Employment History

1995 - Present WESTON

1991-1994 Radian Corporation

1987-1991 ICF Kaiser Engineers

1984-1987 Jacobs Engineering

1981-1984 Ralph M. Parsons Co.

1979-1981 UCLA ES&E Program -

1977-1979 China Lake Naval Weapons Center

1977-1979 UCLA NPI Medical Genetics Laboratory

Key Projects

Strategic Environmental Planning Support, Various Industries, Project Manager. Title V
and other Clean Air Act strategic compliance support in the aerospace, petroleum, and
transportation industries. Support included Title V training, detailed planning functions,
applicable requirements analysis.

NEPA/CEQA Regional CO Conformity Analysis, Los Angeles, Alameda Corridor
Transportation Authority,Project Manager. Evaluated carbon monoxide conformity issues
associated with rail transportation and traffic resulting from surface street infrastructure
improvements using modified CALINE modeling techniques. Prepared EIR/EIS air quality
technical appendices for a major rail transportation project.

Air Quality and Regulatory Compliance Programs, Southern California Oil Refinery,
Project Manager. Project included AB 2588, SARA, NESHAPS, Proposition 63, and source
and ambient air monitoring programs.

Air Pollution Policy Evaluation, Republic of China, Taiwan Environmental Protection
Administration, Project Manager. Directed the evaluation of air pollution policy and
contol technology in the United States for use in subsequent rule-making in Taiwan.

Technical Support and Hearing Testimony, California, City of San Diego, NEPA/CEQA
Expert Witness. Services focused on air quality implications associated with a proposed
merger between two major California utilities.

Project Management and Technical Support, California, Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District, Project Manager. Project involved the evaluation of permit
applications for major oil and gas development projects in the Santa Barbara Channel.
Support inciuded emissions verification and air dispersion modeling, BACT/LAER analysis,
offset evaluation and AQAP consistency determination.
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ,Ph.D.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Oil and Gas Development Consolidation Study, California, Santa Barbara County Resource
Management Division, Project Manager. Evaluated the air quality implications of
consolidating oil and gas development in selected sites within Santa Barbara County. The
results of the study were used to support policy decisions on future oil and gas development.

NEPA/CEQA Provided Techmical Assistance and Public Hearing Support, California,
Department of Energy, the Department of the Interior, the California State Lands
Commission, and a Variety of Local Governments, Project Manager. The assistance
included the analysis of air quality and noise impacts related to mining, oil and gas
development, and uranium mill tailings remedial action projects.

Air Toxics Inventory Plans, Southern California, Various Industries, Project Manager.
Prepared plans pursuant to AB 2588 for companies in the aerospace, chemical,
pharmaceutical, electronics, and energy industries.

SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan Adequacy, Los Angeles, Western Oil and Gas
Association, Project Manager. Evaluated the plan with respect to EPA SIP guidelines for
control measures.

Evaluation of Historic and Current Trends in U.S. air pollution policy and control
technology for criteria pollutants, Republic of China, Taiwan EPA. Evaluation focused on
appropriate regulatory mechanisms and pollution control technologies applicable to Taiwan
industries.

Control Measure Development, Los Angeles, South Coast Air Quality Management District,
Technical Advisor. Evaluated possible process changes to be required by South Coast Air
Quality Management Plan as control measures for a variety of induswies, inciuding the
foundry, cast metal, and refining industries.

Solar Energy Siting Issues, Los Angeles, Department of Energy, Task Manager. Studied
technical and health and safety issues related to siting of four major solar thermal power

systems.

Feasibility Study, Platform Electrification, California, San Luis Obispo County Planfu'ng
Department, Project Manager. Evaluated feasibility issues associated with the 'retronf of
a wrbine powered offshore platform to grid power. Issue areas included air quality, satety,
reliability, and energy efficiency.
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ,Ph.D.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Development of Pollution Control Technologies, California, Santa Barbara County, Project
Director. The control technologies developed were used as interim strategies for attaining
air quality standards prior to their Air Quality Attainment Plan update.

Flare Gas and Spill Containment Systems Design, Alaska, Sohio Endicott, Task Leader.
The projects supported the design of an offshore crude oil production/processing facility on
the north slope of Alaska.

Regulatory Negotiation Support, Arizona, Goodyear Aerospace, Task Manager. Developed
and implemented a regulatory negotiation permitting program for a groundwater
remediation project at a major Superfund site.

Landfill Investigation, San Diego County, California, Hillsboro Homeowners, Project
Director. Coordinated a site investigation and directed a team of experts in developing a
remedial action plan and cost estimate for a closed municipal landfill. Conducted a post-
closure review of as-builts to ensure remedial action was implemented properiy.

Risk Assessment Protocol Development, Idaho, EPA Region X, Task Manager. Developed
a risk assessment protocol for EPA Region X as part of remediation activities at a lead
smelter Superfund site.

RCRA Part B/Closure Plan, Vernon, California, Norris Industries, Technical Advisor.
Directed preparation of RCRA Part B and closure pian for a metal finishing waste TSDF
in Vernon, California. Other services included accidental releases analysis and heaith risk
assessments supporting facility permitting efforts.

Coal Conversion RCRA Part B, Henderson, Kentucky, W.R. Grace & Co.,Senior Engineer.
Directed waste characterization and RCRA Permitting activities as well as participated in
public hearings for a coal-to-methanol-to-gasoline plant in Kentucky.

Hazardous Waste Management Program, Los Angeles, California, Los Angeles Unified
School District and Nissan, Project Manager. Prepared comprehensive hazardous
materials/waste management programs, which included regulatory background and policy,
a primer for waste generators, and detailed technical practice documents.

Responsible Party Searches, Arizona, EPA Region IX, Project Manager. Directed a team

of evaluators conducting responsible party searches of companies suspected of contributing
to groundwater contamination at Superfund sites.
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ,Ph.D.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Site Investigation, Los Angeles, California, Los Angeles Unified School District, Project
Manager. Managed a site investigation and risk assessment of a property under
consideration for an elementary/high school in an industrial redevelopment area. Presented
project status reports at school board meetings.

Permitting Study, California, Southern California Edison, Project Manager. Managed a
study of permitting considerations related to siting of a commercial hazardous waste
incinerator.

CEQA Evaluation, Los Angeles and San Diego Counties, California, Industry Coalitions
and Citizens Groups, Project Manager. Assessed the adequacy for public review process
and process design for hazardous waste incinerators.

Emissions and Waste Inventories, Nationwide, Various Clients, Project Engineer. Compiled
inventories for major coal conversion projects, Pacific Coast oil and gas development
projects, and chemical munition facilities.

Regulatory Analysis and Permitting Plan, Weldon Spring, Missouri, Department of Energy,
Compiiance Coordinator. Provided regulatory analysis and permitting plan for radioactive
and hazardous waste (mixed waste) remedial action site.

Pollution Control and Permitting, Fermald, Ohio, Departinent of Energy (DOE),
Environmental Coordinator. Services were provided during the engineering phase of the
pollution control revamp of the DOE Feed Materials Production Center.

Environmental Audits, Nationwide, Various Industries, Project Manager. Industries
included aerospace, oil refinery, railroad, aluminum extrusion, wood products, furniture
manufacturing, wire coating, electronics, retail automotive, television, and pharmaceutical
and audits were conducted for the purpose of divestiture or acquisition of property, or for
developing long-term corporate compliance strategies.

National TSDF Audit Programs, Various Locations, Chevron and Lockheed, Program
Manager. Directed multi-year TSDF audit program for corporate pewoleum and aerospace
clients. Services included coordination of international and domestic audits, development
of the vendor ranking system and corporate support on strategic issues such as financial
responsibility and litigation.

Environmental Compliance Services, Various Locatioms, Various Industries, Project
Director. Provided technical direction in the area of environmental compliance to electronic
manufacturers, aerospace firms, automotive distribution centers, mumtion production
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ,Ph.D.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

facilities, and television stations; services included regulatory review, control technology
assessment, permit preparation and negotiation, waste minimization, compliance audits,
hazardous waste management, and training.

Environmental Management System Evaluation, Palo Alto, Electric Power Research
Institute, Task Manager. Designed a strategic environmental health and safety compliance
program for the research arm of the utility industry. The project included the identification
of key areas of potential liability, audits of representative research facilities, and
development of management systems to provide long term environmental protection to the
institute.

Pollution Control and Permitting Support, Central and Southern California, Wilmar,
Minnesota, Energy Projects, Environmental Coordinator. Generated environmental design
criteria and siting analysis and implemented permitting requirements for a variety of
cogeneration facilities requiring CEC review and approval, and for a coal gasification/fuel
cell and cogeneration plant.

Permitting Support and Environmental Monitoring Plan, Uintah, Utah, White River Oil
Shale Project, Task Manager. Work products included an environmental assessment of a
stormwater runoff retention pond, NPDES permitting of waste water treatment plant, and
a multimedia environmental monitoring plan for the processing piant.

Risk Assessment and Permitting Support, Glendale, California, Furahe Products,

Environmental Coordinator. Directed air toxics risk assessment, and air and waste water
discharge permit activities for a resin manufacturing facility in Glendale, California.

Publications

Lobnitz, M.M. 1993. “Environmentai Compliance in the Warehouse Industy.”
Proceedings, Warehouse Education Research Council, Annual Meeting, Huntington Beach,
California.

Lobnitz, M.M.,B. Sokolow, and M. Peterson. 1991. "Lenders’ Environmental, Regulatory
and Legal Liability Seminar.” American Women Banking Association, El Segundo,
California.

Lobnitz, M.M. 1990. "Current Developments in Environmental Assessment Techniques for
Property Transactions.” Pertit and Martin, Legal Seminar, Laguna Beach, California.
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ,Ph.D.
(continued)

Publications (continued)

Lobnitz, M.M.,and M. Peterson. 1990. "Environmental and Legal Liabilities in Real Estate
Appraisal.” Present to National Association of Real Estate Appraisers, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Lobnitz, M.M. and J. Witz. 1989. "The Role of the Environmental Consultant; Stemming
the Legal Torrent.” Toxic Torts Seminar, Center for Continuing Legal Education, Los
Angeles, California. ’

Lobnitz, M.M. 1986. "Turbine Versus Grid Power: controversy in California Offshore Qil
and Gas Development.” Proceedings, 9®*World Energy Engineering Congress, Atlanta, Georgia.

Smokler, P.E.,M.M. Lobnitz, and S.M. Byers. 1985. "Eavironmental Protection Strategies
for the First Arctic Offshore Oil Production Island.” Proceedings, ASCE Specialty
Conference, "Arctic 1985: Civil Engineering in the Arctic Offshore,” San Francisco,
California.

Lobnitz, M.M. 1984. "Monitoring Pollutants in the Emerging Oil Shale Industry.”
Proceedings, International ~ Chemical Congress of Pacific Basin Societies (American
Chemical Society), Honolulu, Hawaii.

Lobnitz, M.M. and M.G. Webb. 1984. "Synthetic Fuel Combustion in Utility Boilers:
Trade-offs in the Emissions of Non-Criteria Pollutants.” Presented at Air Pollution Conrtrol
Association Meeting, San Francisco, California.

Smokler, P.E. and M.M. Lobnitz. 1984. "Environmental Engineering in an Arctic Region."
Proceedings, ASCE National Conference on Environmental Engineering, Los Angeles,
California.

Lobnitz, M.M. and P.E. Smokler. 1984. "Meeting Regulatory Constraints in an Arctic
Environment.” Presented at Association of Environmental Professionals Conference,

Sacramento, California.

Lobnitz, M.M. and M.G. Webb. 1983. "Solving Environmental Chailenges of Indirect
Liquefaction: W.R. Grace & Co., CMG Plant.” Proceedings, AICHE Diamond Jubilee

Meeting, Washington, D.C. (also published in Environmental Progress, 1984).

Bailey, D.A. and M.M. Lobunitz, et al. 1983. "High Temperature Fluid Wall Reactor”
Permitting Considerations for Commercialization.”  Proceedings, 2™ Conference on
Municipal Hazardous and Coal Waste Management, Miami Beach, Florida.
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MARGARETM. LOBNITZ,Ph.D.
(continued)

Publications (continued)

Morris, P.J.,M.G. Webb, and M.M. Lobnitz. 1983. "A New Coal-to-Methanol-to Gasoline
Plant: Clean Coal Conversion Using Innovative Environmental Technology.” Presented at
Association of Environmental Professionals Conference, Asilomar, California.

Lobnitz, M.M., B.J. Loren, and J.A. Firley. 1982. "Environmentai Impact of Solvent
Refined Coal Processes.” Proceedings, 17® Intersociety Energy Conversion Engineering
Conference, Los Angeles, California.

Sokolow, B.,and M.M. Lobnitz. 1981. "A Critical Review of Siting Issues for Major Solar
Thermal Energy Systems.” Proceedings, America Section, International Solar Energy
Society, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Zembal, R., C. Gall, M.M. Lobnitz, and D. Kruska. 1979. "An Inventory of the Vascular
Plants and Small Mammais of the Coso Hot Springs Area of Inyo County, California.”
Natural Resources Management Office, Public Works Department, China Lake Naval

Weapons Center, NWC Ad Pub 202.
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CARL J. RONER, P.E.

Registration

Registered Professional Engineer in the State of California

Fields of Competence

Geotechnical and soils engineering; analysis of groundwater flow, movement, and
contamination; landfill design and construction: inspection and evaluation of hazardous
wasic treatment, storage, and disposal facilities (TSDFs): state and federal regulatory
analysis consultation and auditing; permitting; construction observation; solid waste disposal;
large-scale triaxial testing; and railroad bailast mechanics. '

Experience Summary

Eight years of technical and managerial experience in the environmenmal and
geotechnical fields.

Geotechnical and regulatory aspects of solid and hazardous waste treatment, storage,
and disposal.

Construction observation and management- experience in both contaminated and
uncontaminated environments.

Development of waste-related permit applications, closure plans, drawings, and
specifications for state and federally regulated hazardous waste units.

Development, design, and implementation of remedial measures for contaminated
sites.

Auditing of industrial and institutional facilities for regulatory conipliance.

Credentials

M.S.,Civil Engineering (Geotechnical) — University of Massachusetts (1985)
B.S.,Civil Engineering (Structurai) — Oregon State University (1983)
American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)

Employment History

1991-Present WESTON
1989-1991  Harding Lawson Associates
[987-1989  Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc.
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CARL J. RONER, P.E.
(continued)

Employment History (continued)

1986-1987  IT Corporation
1985-1986  Rockwell Hanford Operations
1983-1985  University of Massachusetts

Key Projects

Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Facility Permitting, Colton, CA, General
American Transportation Corporation (GATC), Project Manager. Preparation of a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B submittal operations plan to
reflect addition of new treatment and storage facilities. Upgraded operations plan to comply
with state seismic requirements; developed new and modified existing waste handling
procedures; provided regulatory support for other permitting issues relevant to facility
expansion; participated in public hearings; obtained a recycling exemption for railcar
washwaters and secured a downgraded fee category and permitting requirements for the
nonhazardous evaporation basins; developed information letters for GATC regarding the
impact of the new used oil regulations and the California backflow prevention requirements;
negotiated with the state to accelerate: the Part B application review process; and provided
professional engineering certification for waste units. Part B submittal was approved by the
Department of Toxic Substances Control without the issuance of a Notice of Deficiency.

Wastewater Treatment and Compliance Evaluation, Pittsburg, CA, Praxair, Inc., Project
Manager. Advised client on various teatment and disposal options for wastewaters
previously discharged under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Researched compliance of local sanitary district with their NPDES permit.

RCRA Training, Department of Developmental Services, California Office of the State
Architect, Project Manager. Conducted training of state hospital health and safety officers
on the fundamentals of RCRA and their responsibilities in the hazardous waste system.

Emergency Excavation, Fremont, CA, Union Pacific Railroad, Task Manager. Supervised
the excavation and remediation of a riprap spillway at the site of a railroad accident. Spiil
was located in a major stream that was a source of drinking water for the area and was thus
under intense scrutiny by the agencies and press. Developed and implemented measures
to clean large riprap and remove smailler solids in respomse to agency requirements.
Coordinated sampling efforts to characterize the spill area.

Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI), Fresno, CA, California Department of Transportation
(DOT), Project Manager. Managed an investigation of a former gas station site located in
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CARLJ. RONER, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

a proposed Caltrans right-of-way. Investigation included use of geophysics to locate existing
and former tanks on the site. '

Regulatory Support, Santa Fe Springs, M.A.Hanna, Project Engineer. Provided regulatory
support for a custom rubber formulator regarding compliance with California hazardous
waste and recycling laws. Prepared a Hazardous Waste Management Plan for the facility.

Compliance Audits, Northern California, Confidential Client, Project Engineer. Conducted
RCRA compliance audits on two fertilizer manufacturing facilities in the San Francisco Bay
area. Provided regulatory analysis regarding the compliance status of the facilities and
provided suggestions for improving compliance. '

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Upgrade Recommendations, Santa Cruz, CA, Salz
Leathers, Inc., Project Manager. Developed recommendations for physical upgrades for a
tannery WWTP. Primary focus on reduction of chrome and suifide levels to meet sewer
district criteria. Assisted client in selecting equipment for upgrades.

RCRA and California Regulatory Assistance, San Jose, CA, FMC Corporation, Project
Manager. Provided regulatory assistance for hazardous waste and fire code issues at a
armored vehicles plant. Characterized waste, conducted compliance audits, and found
appropriate disposal facilities for wastes generated on site.

RCRA Part B Application, Riverbank, CA, Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant (RBAAP),
Project Engineer. Assisted with and wrote sections for a RCRA facility operations plan
(Part B submittal) for an ammunition parts manufacturing plant. Developed seismic criteria
for tank certification and assessment. Made determinations on regulatory status of various
reatment processes. :

Compliance Audits, Southern California, Lucas Industries, Project Engineer. Conducted
RCRA compliance audits on four aircraft maintenance facilities in Van Nuys, Mohave,
Santa Barbara, and Santa Maria, CA. Provided regulatory analysis regarding compliance
status of facilities.

RCRA Training, Camarillo State Hospital, California Office of the State Architect, Project
Manager. Conducted taining of senior management and supervisory staff on the
fundamentals of RCRA and their responsibilities in the hazardous waste system.

Tank Certification, Kern County, CA,China Lake Naval Weapons Station (NWS), Project
Engineer. Provided structural and seismic recommendations for compliance and/or RCRA
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CARLJ. RONER, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

required Professional Engineering Certifications for 36 RCRA hazardous and permit-by-rule
nonhazardous waste tanks.

RCRA Tank Closure, Merced County, CA, Castle Air Force Base (AFB), Project Manager.
Prepared a closure plan for two waste JP<4 tanks. Developed sampling methods for
concrete containment and tank piping.

Remedial Action (RA), Richmond, CA, Sherwin-Williams, Project Manager. Provided
oversight, construction management, and sampling for the removal of DDT- and Endrin-
contaminated soils from a Superfund site. Project required immediate respomse to avoid
impending Land Ban prohibition on disposal of pesticide-contaminated soils. Prepared final
report for submission to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Radiation-Contaminated Wastewater Tank Excavation and Removal, Fairfield, CA, Travis
AFB, Project Engineer. Developed and wrote an excavation plan for the removal of an
underground storage tank (UST) that received radiation decontamination wastewaters from
a facility that handled nuclear material.

RAs, San Jose, CA, Quebecor Printing, Project Manager. Responsible for the design and
umplementation of remediation efforts at a printing facility with soil and groundwater
contamination. Work includes installation of vapor and groundwater extraction wells, and
quarterly monitoring of the groundwater.

Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plans, Various California Sites,
Confidential Client, Project Engineer. Managed and provided professional engineering
certification for field verification and development of SPCC plans for six California solvent
recycling facilities.

Environmental Audits, Various West Coast Sites, Alco Standard Corporation, Project
Engineer. Conducted comprehensive eavironmental audits on four aerospace parts
manufacturing firms. Provided regulatory analysis regarding environmental status of these
facilities to parent company for impending sale.

RCRA Storage Units Clean Closure, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL),
Project Manager. Provided oversight and professional engineering certification for the
clean closure of two hazardous waste storage areas.

Environmental Audits, Various California Sites, Confidential Client, Project Engineer.
Conducted environmental audits on wood waste and rice hull waste burning energy plants.
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CARL]J. RONER, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Provided regulatory analysis regarding environmental stams of these facilities to parent
company for liability assessment.

RCRA Tank Closure, Merced County, CA, Castle AFB, Project Manager. Preparation of
closure plans, drawings, specifications, and cost estimates for RCRA-regulated hazardous
waste tank closure.

Oil-Water Separator Replacement and Closure, Merced County, CA, Castle AFB, Project
Manager. Preparation of closure plans, drawings, design specifications, and cost estimates
for the replacement and closure of 13 oil-water separators.

Construction Oversight, Sacramento, CA, Former PG&E Power Plant, Jibboom Street,
Department of Water Resources, Project Manager. Construction observation for jet grout
underpinning operations on a contaminated site. Provided the Department of Water
Resources with waste handling, regulatory, and disposal guidance. Interfaced with regulatory
and waste disposal agencies. Sampled and analyzed jet grouting spoil.

Geotechnical Investigation, San Francisco, CA, City of San Francisco Municipal Railway,
Project Manager. Geotechnical 'investigation for a large heavy bus handling facility 1o be
founded on driven piles. Site conditions were difficuit and required novel solutions.

Geotechnical Investigation, Napa, CA, Napa Human Services, Project Manager.
Geotechnical investigation for two-story additions.

Geotechnical Investigations, Wainut Creek, CA, Kaiser Hospitals, Project Manager.
Geotechnical investigation for a large hospital and medical office building to be founded on
drilled piers. '

Geotechnical Investigations, Various Locations, Central Valley, CA, Kaiser Hospitals,
Project Manager. Geotechnical investigations for seven microwave towers.

Reguiatory Consultation, San Leandro, CA, ACPC, Inc., Project Manager. Creation of a
SPCC plan for an aluminum cable manufacturing facility.

Cobstruction Observation, Martinez, CA, Contra Costa County, Project Manager.
Supervised technicians and monitored day-to-day geotechnical operations for grading and
site development.
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CARLJ. RONER, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Construction Observation, Vallejo, CA, Kaiser Hospitals, Project Manager. Supervised
technicians and monitored day-to-day geotechnical operations for foundation and pier wall
construction. _

Geotechnical Investigations, Benicia, CA, City of Benicia, Project Manager. Evaluated
geotechnical aspects of four surplus parcels owned by the city.

- Geotechnical Investigation, Mare Island Naval Shipyard, California, Harris and Associates,
Project Manager. Geotechnical investigation for resurfacing and realignment of streets over
uncontrolled fill and bay mud.

Geotechnical Investigation, Concord NWS, CA,Moffit and Nichols Engineers. Geotechnical
investigation for heavy weapons container pads to be built over soft compressible bay muds.

Geotechnical Investigation and Construction Observation, Pittsburg, CA, Dow Chemical,
Project Engineer. Performed soil sampling, density testing, and pile observation for
industrial production and waste disposal facilities. All tasks were performed in a highly
contaminated environment.

Environmental Investigation, Benicia, CA, City of Benicia, Project Engineer. Conducted
eavironmental sediment sampling from a barge drill rig to determine the feasibility of
marina dredging.

Construction Observations, Danville, CA, Ahmanson Developments, Project Engineer.
Observed pier wall construction, landslide repair, and site grading. Implemented emergency
landslide remedial measures.

Regulatory Inspection and Compliance, Various Sites, Western United States, EPA, Project
Manager. Managed project team that conducted RCRA compliance evaluation inspections
for west coast military and county hazardous waste facilities.

Regulatory Inspection and Compliance, Various Sites, CA, EPA, Project Manager.
Managed project team that conducted RCRA Land Ban inspections for California solvent
treatment facilities.

Environmental Training, Nevada Environmental Department, EPA, Project Manager.
Trained state and local officials in the use of UST leak detection equipment.
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CARLJ. RONER, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Environmental Compliance, Salinas, CA, Crazy Horse Landfill, EPA, Prbject Manager.
Conducted potentially responsible party (PRP) search that resulted in the listing of the
landfill as a Superfund site.

Pond Solidification, Benicia, CA, LT. Corporation, Quality Control (QC) Engineer.
Conducted QC and construction observation for the solidification of more than 20 surface
impoundments at I.T.’s Panoche landfill facility. Responsible for sludge/cement flow
monitoring and testing. Developed spreadsheets for tabulating QC parameters.

Landfill Construction, Benicia, CA, L.T. Corporation, QC Engineer. Conducted nuclear
density testing, construction observation, and geotechnical testing for construction of I.T.’s
Panoche hazardous waste landfill. Calcuiated conswruction materials quantities, hydrological
properties, and wave heights on surfacs impoundments.

Pond Sounding, Martinez, CA,LT.Corporation, QC Engineer. Conducted and coordinated:
pond sampling and sounding at I.T.’sBaker facility.

Basait Waste Isolation Project, Repository Seals Evalnation Testing, Richland, WA,Project
Manager. Conducted testing of materials for sealing nuclear waste repository shafts.

Railroad Ballast Mechanics Research, American Association of Railroads, Amherst, MA,
University of Massachusetts, Research Assistant. Conducted research on properties of
railroad ballast using physical simulation of trackside environment. Tested various bailasts
for desirability using both trackside simulation and large-scale triaxial tests.

Publications

Roner, C.J. 1985. "Some Effects of Shape, Gradation, and Size on the Performance of
Railroad Ballast." Master’s Report, Department of Civil Engineering, University of
Massachusetts at Amherst.

Roner, C.J. 1985. "Finite Difference Modeling for the Holyoke Aquifer.” Department of
Geology, University of Massachusetts at Amherst.

Roner, C.J. and E.T. Selig. 1984. “Bailast Shape Test Methods." Paper AAR84-316,
Deparument of Civil Engineering, University of Massachusetts at Amberst.

Roner, C. and E.T. Selig. 1984. "FAST Ballast Test Resuits.” Paper AARS84-305R,
Department of Civil Engineering, University of Massachusetts at Amherst.
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CARLJ. RONER, P.E.
(continued)

Publications (continued)

Roper, C. 1984. "Ballast Preparation and Testing Procedures for Box Tests.” Paper
AAR84-3071, Department of Civil Engineering, University of Massachusetts at Amberst.
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T.R. "DUKE"WOODRUFF

Registration .

Registered Asbestos Abatement Certification in the State of California.
Registered Hazardous Waste, SARA, in the State of California.
Registered Environmental Assessor in the State of California.

Fields of Competence

Mechanical Engineering; engineering design of mechanical systems, including
chemical process, phase separation, pumping and compression stations, tank farms,
terminals, truck and shipment of subsurface and subsea pipelines, river crossings,
Systems Control and Data Acquisition (S.C.A.D.A.)systems, corrosion control.

Construction Management; oil and gas processing plants, on-shore and off-shore
pipelines, 2-4-6-8 pile off-shore platforms and jackets, loading terminals, singie point
mooring systems, tank farms.

Environmental engineering and project management; soil and groundwater
investigation; characterization and remediation, Phase 1 Site Assessments, Remedial
Action Plan (RAP) development, regulatory interface, underground tank removal and
remediation, environmental audits, alternative manufacturing and process
development, industrial and groundwater treatment design and installation. Project
management.

Engineering, design and project management; develop remediation plans and
specifications for soil, groundwater, industrial wastewater, site
assessments/characterization, environmental  audits; project management;
Environmentai [mpact Reports (EIRs).

Experience Summary

Twenty-eight years of experience in engineering, design, construction management,
and project management.

Conduct Environmental site assessments/characterization, environmental audits,
develop remedial action plans (RAPs), specifications, schedules, regulatory 'mterf;ce,
permits, contractor evaiuation and award of conwmact, constuction and project
management.

Develop Remediation plans and specifications for soil, groundwater, indusq'ial
wastewater, site assessments/characterization,  environmental audits, project
management.
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T.R. "DUKE"WOODRUFF
(continued)

Experience Summary (continued)

Coordinate projects, schedule manpower, and equipment loading, estimating, project
planning, develop project procedures, business development, value engineering,
design of waste treatment and recovery systems, training, asbestos abatement,
groundwater remediation, biological in situ treatment of soil and product recovery
systems, project management, environmental audits.

Designed and supervised the installation of waste to energy systems, groundwater
remediation systems, hazardous and toxic waste remediation procedures, industrial
wastewater treatment systems, product recovery systems, safety training, developed
waste reduction procedures that included manufacruring methods, storage,
transportation, disposal and/or treatment on site, site assessments and remediation
plan development, site characterization, and environmental audits.

Provide engineering and construction management services to the oil, gas and mining
industry throughout the European- Common Market Countries. Developed hazardous
and toxic waste management procedures, transportation and disposal and/or
treatment systems and procedures. for the UK government and private Industries, also
was responsible for business development.

Credentials

B.S.,Mechanical Engineering — Brookiyn College, New York (1960)

Employment History

1995-Present WESTON

1989-1994  Deeco, Inc.

1988-1989  Coast Contractors, Inc.

1987-1988  Owner/Manager, Woodruff Associates
1985-1987  Falcon Environmental Engineering Inc.
1982-1985  Aquatic International

1980-1982  Kuwait Qil, Co.

1974-1980  Pipeline Technology, Inc.

1967-1974  Poilock Engineering, Inc.

Key Projects

Oil and Gas Gathering, Process and Transportation System, Kuwait, Kuwait Oil Company,
Project Director. Supervised the design to project specifications and project bid documents
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T.R. "DUKE"WOODRUFF
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

for the Southern Gas Project, located in the neutral zonme between Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.
Project included off-shore platforms, marine pipeline, processing plant, HS & SO, extraction,
land pipeline to the City of Ahmadi, living quarters, roads, sanitary and power systems,
desalination and reverse osmosis system for potable water and cooling tower water.

Product Pipeline, Tank Farm and Terminal, Auckiand, New Zealand, New Zealand
Government, Project Manager. Supervised the design and construction of a 190 kilometer
pipeline, tank farm, waste treatment plant, pumping and distribution system, security and
alarm system, administration building and terminal facilities. Supervised the design and
construction of a 150,000 GPD sewerage system substation for the Auckiand and adjacent
communities. Provided technical support in the evaluation of aviation fuel leaking from
underground storage tanks, piping and aboveground storage tanks. The objective was to
remove the product from the water table for processing and reuse, and to clean up the soil.

Oil and Gas Process, Transportation and Treatment Systems, Gulf Coast, Major Oil and
Gas Companies, Project Manager. Managed the design and construction group that
provided services to the oil, gas, and mining industry within the USA, Mexico, Central and
South America. Projects involved process systems, treatment systems, waste to ermergy
systems, air scrubbing, primary and secondary treatment systems, wastewater recovery
systems and prereatment for injection. '

Product Recoveryand Soils Remediation, Blythe, CA, Confidential Client, Project Manager.
Responsible for the development of geological investigative information and developing a
drilling program for rapid recovery of product (diesel and gasoline) from the water table.
Design of process equipment for product recovery, reinjection of remediated water treated
with biological microbes and nutrients for final soil clean-up. Water quality after project
completion had less than 0.05% BTX&E.

Product Recoveryand Wastewater Treatment System, Auckland,New Zealand, New Zealand
Petrolemm Co., Project Manager. Responsible for the design and construction of an
elaborate storm drainage system within the boundary of a tank farm and truck terminal.
All stormwater was gathered to a 200,000 gallon hoiding tank, where skimmers removed oil
product from the top of the water. The balance of the water was run through scavenger
pumps, a two-phase separation system to remove additional oil and be suspended in the
wastewater prior to injection. Additional storage capacity has been added to handle larger
amounts of wastewater and to prolong retention time.

Oil Process Facility Closure, Weil Abandonment, Pipeline Gathering System and

Contaminated Soil Remediation of a 74-Acre Site, Santa Maria, CA, McFarland Energy,
Project Manager. Responsibilities included the site assessment to establish the perimeters
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T.R. "DUKE"WOODRUFF
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

and extent of contamination, development of the remediation plan (RAP), schedules, project
cost projection, QA/QC management, obtaining all necessary permits, remediation through
bio-augmentation and soil washing, solidification and disposal of contaminants at a class [II
landfill and a closing report from Department of Toxic Substances Control.

Product Recovery System and Soils Remediation, Island of Fji, Fiji International Airport,
Project Director. Responsible for the technical supervision and construction management

for the design and fabrication of equipment required to remove aviation fuel from the soil
and water table beneath the airport terminal and runway. Provided supervision during
drilling and installation of the gathering system, placement of the process equipment and
product loading facilities. Product was loaded onto ocean going barges and transported to
New Zealand for rerefining. All wastewater was processed and reinjected into the perimeter

of the plume for advanced recovery.

Desalination and Wastewater Treatment Plant, Mina Soud, Kuwait, Kuwait National
Petroleum Co. (K.N.P.C.),Project Director. Responsible for the design and sizing of
equipment to produce 300,000 gallons per day of potable water for drinking and general
household use, make-up water for cooling towers, swimming pools, and irrigation of plants
and shrubs within the compound area. Wastewater was treated and comixed with potable
water and used for irrigation along the highway between Ahmadi and Mina Soud.

Study For the Treatment of Wastewater From a Chemical Refinery and a Petroleum
Refinery, Baton Rouge, LA, Cibagigi and Mobil Oil, Project Manager. Both refineries were
located south of Baton Rouge and were discharging effluent into the Mississippi River
causing large fish kills during heavy rains. A joint system was designed and installed to treat
both plants, resuiting in clean water discharge and a cost savings to each plant of over 40%
including operational expense. :

7.5 Megawatt Waste To Energy Power Generating Facility, West Covina, CA,B.K.K. Project
Manager. Respoosibilities inciuded the redesign of a gas processing system that was
designed for a much smailer facility and required additional processing to meet the design
standards of the compressor and turbine manufacture. Cooling water was extracted from
wells on site and treated before it was used in the cooling system. Supervised the
construction phase and startup operation. Methane fuel gas was extracted from a municipal
landfill that had a projected half life of 50 years.

Feasibility Study of Wastewater Treatinent System, Design and Construction Management,
Northern England, UK, The British Army, Project Manager. One of the British Army
munitions plants had commingling of storm water, cooling water, process water and
wastewater due to leaks in the system and was contamipating the aquifers just below the
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T.R. "DUKE"WOODRUFF
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

plant. Conducted a study to evaluate the feasibility of installing a new system and/or to
treat the water. Upon completion of the study, it was recommended that a complete new
drainage system be installed and a remediation plan developed.

Feasibility Study, Oslo Norway,Norsk Hydro, Project Manager. Feasibility study for a gas
pipeline from off-shore northern Norway, to Oslo and southern coastal cities of Norway.

Feasibility Study, Czechoslovakia, Prague, U.S.S.R.Project Manager. Feasibility study for
a pipeline process facility expansion and additional transportation capacity.

Design of Wastewater Treatment System, Ecuador, Quito, Ecuadorian Government, Project
Manager. High elevation wastewater treatment system for refining process water and
cooling water system.

Feasibility Study, Taiwan, Kondia, Project Manager. Feasibility study and design of metal
working machinery company, including equipment selection and plant layout.

Publications

Woodruff, T.R. 1983. "Incentives for Inplant-Wastewater Treatment System.” Rocky
Mountain Business Journal, pg. 47.

Woodruff, T.R. 1985. 'Phase Separation of Ihdustrial Wastewater.” Presented at the
Mewropolitan Water District Technical Meeting.

Woodruff, T.R. 1986. "A Technical Approach to Product Recovery and Groundwater
Remediation.” Methods of Groundwater Remediation.

Woodruff, T.R. 1990. "The Individuals Responsibility for Environmental Compiiance."
Environmemtal Contractor Magazine, pg. 19.

MKONMKTO:BIOSW12833 SCA/S



JOHN P. WOODYARD, P.E.

Registration

Regti‘stered Professional Engineer in the States of California and Colorado, and in the Commonwealth
of Virginia

Fields of Competence

?olychlorina.ted bipheayi (PCB) management, including audits of past and present practices; regulatory
interpretation/compliance; plant and equipment chemical decontamination; spiil response, cleanup, site
assessment, and remediation under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (Superfund) (CERCLA) and the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA);
property transfer audits, particulary for piant buildings and equipment; and hazardous waste
incineration and treatment technology, including siting, permitting, and management of fossil fuel
combustion waste.

Experience Summary

Twenty years of professional experience in electric power and natural gas industry waste
management conducting projects ranging from siting, permitting, and engineering of waste
management systems to field implementation and technical direction of major remedial
projects.

Active in siting, permitting, and planning for fixed and mobile waste treatment/disposal
systems, including more than 50 incineration, chemical treatment and energy recovery
projects.

Recognized expert in PCB management and the TSCA.

Credentials

M.S., Mechanical Engineering — University of Tllinois (1976)

B.S., Industrial Engineering — University of Qllinois (1974)

Air and Waste Management Association — Chairman, Waste Division (1985-1988); Chairman,
Technical Council (1993-1996)

Editorial Review Board, Journai of the American Waste Management Association

Editorial Review Board, Jowrnal of Environmental Regulations

Institute for Professional Environmental Practice, Exam Advisory Committee (QEP)
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JOHN P. WOODYARD, P.E.
(continued)

Employmedt History

1988-Present  WESTON

1983-1988  International Technology Corporation

1975-1983  SCS Engineers

1974-1975  U.S. Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory

Key Projects

PCB Contamination Assessment and Remedial Technology Research Program, Nationwide,
Gas Research Institute (GRI), Program Director. Manage GRI multiyear PCB management
research program in support of gas transmission and distribution companies throughout the United
States. Responsibilities include monitoring and assessment of PCB remediation technologies, statistical
sampling guidance, risk assessment, and management of pipeline PCB migration research.

Natural Gas Systemwide PCB Contamination Assessment, Midwestern Gas Transmission
Company, Project Director. Responsible for developing system sampling strategy, data
mterpretation, and development and negotiation of PCB management/remediation work plan with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Natural Gas Pipeline PCB Contamination Litigation, Various Locations, Multiple Clients,
Expert Witness. Supported gas transmission companies in several landmark suits involving the
inadvertent use of PCB valve grease in high-pressure valves.

Remedial Design/Construction Oversight, Coal Creek Site, Washington (Electric Utility
Potentially Responsible Party [PRP] Group), Project Director. I[mpiemented remedial
design/remedial action (RD/RA) involving the on-site incineration of 10,000 tons of soil, tank removal,
building demolition, and on-site landfill at a former transformer salvage yard. '

Contamination Assessment, Remedial Engineering and Oversight, New York, Kensico
Reservoir Shaft 18, Project Director. PCB, lead, mercury, and asbestos contamination assessment,
engineering specification, and remedial construcion management at New York City's Kensico
Reservoir Shaft 18, involving a full compiement of sampling and decontamination technologies in a
particularly sensitive environmental setting.

PCB and Asbestos Removal From a Former Power Plant Site, Austin TX, Texas Power and
Light, Project Director. [mplemented a state Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
RD, construction, and closure program for an abandoned power plant foundation, underground tanks,
and a wet well that were allegedly backfilled with PCBs and asbestos~containing soil.
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JOHN P. WOODYARD, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

PCB Spill and Fire Litigation/Arbitration, Various Locations, Muitiple Clients, Expert Witness.
PCB spill and fire litigation/arbitration for major cleanups in San Francisco and Palo Alto, CA;
Santa Fe, NM; and Canton, OH

Numerous PCB Manuals, California, Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), Project
Manager. Managed the development of the first (1979) and second (1983) editions of EPRT's PCB
Disposal Manuals; Manual for Upgrading Utility Waste Disposal Sites (1982); and case studies of
several major PCB transformer fires.

PCB Decontamination, Central Ihinois, Die-Casting Facility, Project Director. PCB
contamination assessment and remediation in operating die-casting facility, including engineering of
wastewater treatment system modifications and decontamination/encapsulation of plant floor and
drainage system. '

Closure Plan Development and Impiementation, California, Department of Corrections, Project
Director. Developed and implemented closure plans for 10 state PCB waste storage facilities at
Department of Corrections sites.

Assessment and Remediation of Past PCB Contamination, Operating Electrical Component
Manufacturing Facility, Project Director. Work included preliminary and detailed assessment of
contamination in and around plant, employee risk assessment, standards negotiation with state
regulatory agency, RD, and decontamination of piant equipment.

Specialty Chemical Plant Assessment and RD, Project Director/Technical Advisor. This project
involved a chemical piant where PCBs had been used as a heat-transfer fluid. Work included sampling,
assessment, cleanup standards negotiation, remediation, and expert witness testimony.

Contamination Assessment and Remediation, Connecticut, Operating Electrical Component
Manufacturing Facility, Technical Advisor/Project Director. Assessment and remediation of
chemical contamination at an operating electrical component mamifacturing facility. Work included
preliminary and detailed assessment of contamination in and around plant, employee risk assessment,
standards negotiation with state regulatory agency, RD, and decontamination of plant equipment.

Emergency PCB Spill and Fire Responses, Various Locations, Muitiple Clients, Project
Director/Technical Advisor. This project involved numercus emergency PCB spill and fire responses
and subsequent remedial efforts, including LSU Medical Center, Shreveport, LA; Columbus and
Southern Ohio; Electric Company, Columbus, OH; Owens Ilinois, Oakland, CA; Exxon, Baton
Rouge, LA; National Aeronautics and Space Agency (NASA), Cleveland, OH; Pennsyivania Power
and Light (PP&L), Scranton, PA; and the City of Austin Electric Utility Department.
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JOHN P. WOODYARD, P.E.
(continued)

Key Projects (continued)

Electrical Equipment Survey/Audit, Various Locations, State of California, Project Manager.
PCB electrical equipment survey/audit at 94 State of California facilities, including TSCA compliance
and electrical code inspection, remedial engineering and cost estimates, and PCB disposal/management
plans statewide.

Permitting of Cement Plant, California, IT/Geustar, Project Manager. Responsible for proposed
permitting of a cement plant to burn PCB and solvent wastes as fiels.

Research, Planning, and Design, Various Locations, Muitiple Clients. Directed mumerous
research, planning, and design projects involving innovative PCB treatment and technology, inciuding
KPEG, retrofill, and in situ treatment technology. In addition, responsible for contract preparation,
negotiation, and license administration. '

Publications

Woodyard, J.P., D.G. Linz, and E.C. Geer. 1993. "Prediction and Control of PCB Migration in Gas
Pipelines." Presented at the Pennwell PCB Forum, Houston, TX.

Linz, D.G., J.P. Woodyard, and E.C. Geer. 1993. “New Understandings in Prediction and Control of
PCB Migration in Gas Pipelines." Presented at the IGT Hazardous and Environmentally Sensitive

Waste Management in the Gas Industry, Albuquerque, NM.

Woodyard, J.P. and C.B. Amandes. Winter 1992/1993. "“Current Trends in PCB Regulation and
Enforcement." Journal of Environmental Regulation.

Woodyard, J.P., C.A. Hays, and K.J. Shortsleeve. 1992. "Waste Minimization Practices in Chemical
Decontamination.” Presented at the EPRI Noncombustion Waste Seminar, Oriando, FL.

Woodyard, J.P., JM. Tayior, and T. McVeigh 1992. "PCB Data Management and Recordkeeping:
Current Practices and Trends." Presented at the Pennweil PCB Forum, Houston, TX

Frank, JR. and J.P. Woodyard. 1991. "Examination of PCB Management Tec}molo.g'y [ssues."
[nsttute of Gas Technology Conference: Hazardous and Environmentally Sensitive Waste
Management Issues in the Gas Industry, Chicago, IL.

Woodyard, JP., RT. O'Comnor, and KJ. Shortsieeve. 1991. "“PCB, Merczqy, and Lead
Decontamination From a Municipal Water Supply Facility." EPRI PCB Seminar, Baitimore, MD.
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JOHN P. WOODYARD, P.E.
(continued)

Publications (continued)

Woodyard, J.P. 1991. "State-of-the-Art PCB Spill Clearrup." Amenmn Public Power Association
Engineering and Operations Workshop, Orlando, FL.

Linz, D.G. and J.P. Woodyard. 1991. ”Gas'Re.wa'chInmndePlpelmePCBResewchProg?mL
American Gas Association Anmial Meeting, Nashville, TN.

Woodyard, J.P. and J.J. King. 1991. PCB Management Under TSCA. Second Edition, Executive
Enterprise Publications, New York, NY.

Woodyard, J.P. 1990. "Current Approaches to PCB Spill Cleanup in the U.S." Dioxin '90, Bayreuth,
Germany. i

Linz D.G. and J.P. Woodyard. 1990. "PCB in Gas Pipelines: Tectmical Issues and Control
Technologies." Presented at the Institute for Gas Technology, Gas Quality Measurement Symposium,
Chicago, IL.

Woodyard, J.P. 1990. "PCB Detaxification Technologies: A Critical Assessment." Environmental
Progress, Vol. 9, No. 2.

Woodyard, J.P., T.R. Marrou, and T. Williams. 1990. "Sofid and Hazardous Waste Management
Issues for Gas Processing Facilities." Presented at the 70th Annual GPA Convention, San Antonio,
™

Woodyard, J.P. 1989. "Comparative PCB Regulation and Policy Interpretation Between Gas and
Electric Utilities." Presented at the EPRI PCB Seminar, San Diego, CA.

Woodyard, J.P. 1989. "PCB Detoxification Technologies - A Critical Assessment." Presented at the
AIChE Summer Annual Meeting, Philadelphia, PA.

Woodyard, ].P. 1988. "Negotiating Clearup Standards: Environmental Impact Versus Property
Transfer." 81st Anmual Meeting of the Air Pollution Control Association, Dallas, TX

Woodyard, J.P. 1988. "Buying and Selling PCB-Contaminated Real Estate." Presented at the
EEI Environmental Auditing Forum, New Orleans, LA

Woodyard, J.P. and ].J. King. 1987. "Recent Technology Deveiopments for PCB Destruction and Oil
Recycling.” Presented at the DOE Oak Ridge Model Conference, Oak Ridge, TN.
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JOHN P. WOODYARD, P.E.
(continued)

Publicationé (continued)

Woodyard, J.P. 1987. "Commercial Nonsodium Treatment of PCB-Contaminated Mineral Oil*
Presented at the EPRI PCB Seminar, Kansas City, MO. :

Woodyard, J.P. and EM. Zorrato. 1987. "The Use of Liquid Reagent for In<Situ Treatment of PCBs
in Concrete and on Surfaces." Presented at Electric Power Research Institute PCB Seminar.

Woodyard, J.P. and R L. Wode. 1986. "Sampling and Decontamination Methods Jor Buildings and
Equipment Contaminated With Polychlorinated Dibenzodiaxins.” Presented at the American
Chemical Society, Division of Environmental Chemistry Symposium, New York, NY.

Woodyard, J.P. and EM. Zoratto. 1986. "State-of-the-Art Techmology for PCB Decontamination of
Concrete." Presented at the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Conference on PCBs and
Replacement Fluids (Motech '86), Montreal, Quebec.

Woodyard, J.P. 198S. "State-of-the-Art Decontamination Technology for PCB Spills and Fires."
Presented at HAZMAT '85, Long Beach, CA.

Woodyard, J.P. 1985. "Hazardous Waste Incineration in Califormia - Benefits, Uses, and Problems."
Presented at HAZMACON 1985 (APCA Workshop), Oakiand, CA.

Woodyard, JP. 1984. "dvailable PCDF Decontamination Technology and its Ability to Meet
Standards." Presented at the EPRI PCB By-Product Formation Workshop, Palo Alto, CA.

Woodyard, J.P., W.C. Trench, P. McCormick, and T. Juhasz 1983. "The Cost of PCB Spiil
Clearrup: A Question of Degree." Presented at the EPRI PCB Seminar, Atlanta, GA.

Woodyard, J.P., P. Hypnarowski, and J. Tappa. 1981. "PCB Equipment Inventory and Management
Plan for State of California Facilities." Presented at the EPRI PCB Seminar, Dallas, TX.
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VIA FACSIMILE NO. (310) 547-4643

Ralph Appy

Assistant Director

Environmental Management Division
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

P. O. Box 151

San Pedro, California 90733-0151

Re:  Draft EIR for Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal Project
(State Clearinghouse Number 93071074)
Request for Extension of Comment Period

Dear Mr. Appy:
As you know, this office represents Hiuka America Corporation ("Hiuka"). By letter dated July 11,
1995, Hiuka requested an extension of time to comment on the Draft EIR for the Hugo Neu-Proler
Lease Renewal Project on the ground that, among other things, its consuliant was unable to obtain
needed documents from the Harbor Department in a timely manner. '

During our telephone conversation around noon today, you indicated that the Harbor Department
had yet to make a decision on Hiuka’s request, but that a decision would be made sometime this
afternoon. I have since made several telephone calls to your office and I left you a voice mail
message asking whether the extension had been granted. Unfortunately, it is now approximately 7:30.
p.m., and I have yet to hear from you.

27-1

We were previously informed by your office that unless an extension is granted, the last day to
submit comments on the Draft EIR is July 14, 1995. Therefore, time is of the essence, and '

NET\1722\01CS01RATMB(07/12/95)



Ralph Appy, Assistant Director
July 12, 1995
Page 2

it is very important that we hear from you immediately. Please give me a call tomorrow moming.
If I am not available, piease leave a voice mail message.

Very truly yours,

REZNIK & REZNIK
A Law Corporation

M oo

JOHN M. BOWMAN

JIMB:glg
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Donald Rice, Director
Environmental Management Division
Los Angeles Harbor Department

425 South Palos Verdes Street

P. O. Box 151

San Pedro, California 90733-0151

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal Project
Submitted on Behalf of Hiuka America Corporation

Dear Mr. Rice:

Hiuka America Corporation submits the following comments on the draft Environmental Impact
Report (the “draft EIR”) for the Hugo Neu-Proler Lease Renewal (the "project”).

The project involves a proposal by Hugo Neu-Proler Company ("HINP") to continue and expand its |
operations at an existing scrap metal facility on a 26-acre site located in the Port of Los Angeles that 281
is heavily contaminated with lead and other metals, petroleum hydrocarbons, and polychlorinated.]
bihpenyls ("PCBs"). HNP, which failed to restore the site to a clean condition as required under its ™|
current lease with the City of Los Angeles, is apparently seeking to renew the lease for a period of | 282
30 years. According to the draft EIR, the requested lease renewal will have the effect of delaying |
remediation of the contaminated soil on the site, and will leave much of the contaminated soil in ™)
place. In addition, HNP is seeking to expand the capacity of the facility by over 37%, which will 283
cause additional adverse environmental impacts. As set forth in detail below, the draft EIR fails to

adequately address these significant environmental effects. ]

INTRODUCTION

Hiuka America Corporation ("Hiuka") is a major supplier of steel scrap to Pacific Rim countries. |
In order to accommodate its present and future needs, Hiuka recently completed construction of its
new 20-acre terminal and 15,000 square foot headquarter building at Berth 118 on Pier Tin the Port
of Long Beach. This new facility includes several innovative features which make it the most modern 28-4
and environmentally advanced steel scrap handling facility in the world:

° Hiuka’s facility employs a bulk loading system which utilizes a rail-mounted crane instead
of a conveyor, thereby eliminating potential air pollutants and reducing noise impacts to
minimum levels.

net\1722\01CS0SDR.IMB(07/21/95)



Donald Rice, Director
July 21, 1995

Page 2

The facility employs an innovative and unique debris catcher system which prevents
recyclable steel from falling into the water during shiploading operations.

The entire site is paved with a 12-inch thick concrete slab sealed by a 60 millimeter
geomembrane liner. This concrete pad incorporates an environmentally-sound water
recycling system that ensures that potentially contaminated storm water is not discharged into
the bay.

All shredding is conducted off-site at remote locations, thereby avoiding the potential for

dispersal of wind-blown toxic fluff generated by shredding activities. |

In short, Hiuka’s facility represents the "state of the art", and is a model for the industry. In stark
contrast, the HNP facility, as described in the draft EIR, will continue to utilize outdated equipment
and unsound environmental practices, as follows:

The proposed project will clearly have significant adverse effects on the environment which, under |
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), must be fully evaluated in the project EIR and
mitigated to the extent feasible. Unfortunately, the draft EIR in this case is woefully inadequate,
and does not remotely fulfill its role as an informational document. The draft EIR fails to comply
with many of the most basic procedural requirements of CEQA, in that the draft EIR fails to
adequately describe the proposed cleanup plans and other significant aspects of the project, and

HNP proposes to continue using an uncovered and outdated bulkloader conveyor, which |
generates substantial amounts of noise and dust. These impacts will become even more
severe if the facility is allowed to expand as proposed. L
Much of the site is currently unpaved, with virtually no storm water collection or treatment |
capacity. Even with the proposed site improvements, the facility will continue to discharge
potentially contaminated storm water into the Harbor. _J
Notwithstanding the potential environmental impacts and health risks, HNP proposes to |
continue dockside shredding operations, even though shredding is not a water-dependent use. |

Although the soil and the groundwater beneath the site is heavily contaminated, HNP |
proposes to delay remediation for at least three years, during which time HNP is planning
to expand its operation from 950,000 to 1,300,000 gross tons of scrap per year. ]

HNP apparently proposes to leave a significant amount of soil contamination in place, which |
will expose the environment and the public to significant additional risk, and will expose the
Port of Los Angeles to substantial and long-term liability. —

HNP has a history of environmental violations which raises serious concerns regarding HNP’s
ability and commitment to impiement a comprehensive clean up plan and proposed
mitigation measures.

net\1722\01CS0SDR JMB(07/21/95)
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Donald Rice, Director
July 21, 1995

Page 3

references various other documents such as the Remedial Action Plan which have not been made] 281

available for review. Indeed, Hiuka has requested that the Los Angeles Harbor Department™ |

("LAHD") provide copies of these documents and to extend the comment period on the draft EIR

until such documents are made available for review. The LAHD, however, has denied these__|
requests. The draft EIR also fails to properly identify, address, resolve and/or mitigate any of the™ |

significant environmental impacts that will arise if this project is approved and implemented. In

short, the draft EIR violates both the letter and spirit of CEQA.

The primary adverse environmental effects of the project, and the key deficiencies in the draft EIR,
are discussed in detail below and in the accompanying technical report prepared by Roy F. Weston,
Inc. ("Weston"), a nationally-recognized environmental consulting firm. This technical report
(hereinafter the "Weston report") is incorporated herein by this reference, and constitutes a portion
of Hiuka’s comments on the draft EIR.

SUMMARY

Unless substantial additional mitigation measures are identified and implemented, the proposed
project will result in significant and adverse effects on the public health and the environment, as
follows: ’ *

The proposed remedy for soil contamination will not adequately protect the public health
and the environment in light of the elevated levels of lead and other contaminants that
HNP proposes to leave in the ground. In order to mitigate this impact to a level of
insignificance, HNP must be required to fully remediate all soil contamination on the site
in an expeditious manner (e.g. within two years), and prior to any expansion of the
facility. —
The proposed groundwater remedy is totally inadequate in that the nature and extent of
groundwater contamination has not been adequately determined, and an adequate
remediation plan has not been developed. HNP must fully characterize the groundwater
problem, and be required to implement a full groundwater remedy in an expeditious
manner. ]
The proposed stormwater collection and treatment system will not be able to properly

and effectively treat contaminated stormwater before it is discharged into the Harbor.
Increased capacity and/or additional storm water improvements must be required to fully
mitigate this potential impact on water quality. —
The project will result in significant emissions of air pollutants, further exacerbating ]
regional air quality problems. Additional mitigation measures must be developed and
implemented to lessen these impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

pu——
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Donald Rice, Director
July 21, 1995
Page 4

L Project operations will potentially release airborne toxics such as PCBs and lead, resulting.;—1
in a significant public health risk. This potential impact can be avoided by, among other 2818
things, prohibiting dockside shredding operations. '

—y

. Project operations will continue to result in significant noise impacts to nearby residents.
Additional mitigation measures must be considered, including the use of a crane instead 2818
of a bulkioader conveyor. - - ' : —

The draft EIR also contains serious technical deficiencies and fails to comply with the procedural
and substantive requirements of CEQA for the following reasons:
] The draft EIR fails to provide sufficient information to allow for meaningful comment by_—‘

interested members of the public and to ensure appropriate permit decisions by
responsible agencies. The draft EIR does not fulfill the basic role of an EIR nor does it

satisfy applicable CEQA requirements because it fails to properly evaluate (using
appropriate technical methodologies) the environmental impacts of the proposed HNP
lease renewal and expansion project, many of which are significant and have not been
adequately mitigated as required by California law. Moreover, the draft EIR fails to
adequately describe proposed cleanup plans and other significant aspects of the proposed 28-20
project, such as the Remedial Action Plan ("RAP") and the Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan ("SWPPP"), in sufficient and necessary detail as required under CEQA.
In many cases, the draft EIR simply makes reference to key documents which have not
been made available for review as part of the CEQA process, thereby depriving the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on important aspects of the project which
affect public health and safety.

o The draft EIR fails to use acceptable techniques and methodologies for analyzing the
environmental impacts associated with the HNP project. The draft EIR improperly relies

on many self-serving and conclusory statements that are not supported by factual 28-21
documentation, violating a fundamental precept of CEQA that all conclusions be
supported by substantial evidence. Examples of some of these self-serving statements not=
supported by the technical analysis in the draft EIR include: (1) the claim in the draft

EIR that odor impacts will be insignificant when HNP’s existing operations have indeed 2822
resulted in numerous odor complaints in the past, (2) the unsubstantiated assertions in =

the draft EIR that the proposed barrier wall to be included in the HNP project will 28-23
reduce noise levels by 16 dBA, and (3) the unverified and unsupported claim that fugitive=
emissions from wind entrainment of rust and metallic residue from scrap piles will not 2824
increase even though plant capacity is being increased by 37%. Many other =
unsubstantiated claims are outlined in the accompanying Weston report. Moreover, the

draft EIR fails to follow generally-accepted assessment techniques for CEQA projects, 2825

relevant guidance documents, and/or reflect appropriate consultation with responsible
governmental agencies. Finaily, the draft EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts is
perfunctory, again violating the mandates of CEQA.
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Donald Rice, Director
July 21, 1995

Page 5

The draft EIR demonstrates that there are many significant environmental impacts
associated with the proposed HNP project that have not been adequately addressed

and/or mitigated. For example, the draft EIR shows that there is significant soil
contamination at the site, including highly-elevated levels of lead. Nevertheless, as
described in the technical analysis accompanying these comments, the proposed cleanup
options do not satisfactorily address this significant environmental hazard. In addition,
the proposed groundwater remediation strategy that is included in the draft EIR is ill-
defined and lacks any reasonable assurance of success. Moreover, the draft EIR indicates
that the proposed HNP project would have significant adverse environmental impacts on
the nearby air and water quality and noise levels that have not been fully recognized
and/or addressed.

The draft FIR does not address all reasonable project alternatives that should be
considered. CEQA requires that all reasonable project alternatives be considered.
Nevertheless, in spite of this clear statutory mandate, the draft EIR fails to consider all
project alternatives that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic purposes of the
project while substantially lessening one or more significant impacts. Some of the
additional alternatives that are feasible and appropriate and that should be considered in
detail include: (1) approval of the lease with project improvements designed to mitigate
environmental impacts, but without an increase in throughput capacity; (2) completion of
site remediation and stormwater improvements prior to increasing throughput capacity;
(3) alternative use; (4) relocate shredding operation; (5) shorter lease term; and (6)
relocate to alternative site. ]

The draft EIR fails to properly consider and analyze feasible mitigation measures to
reduce the project's adverse environmental impacts as required by CEQA. Many of the

mitigation measures that are proposed are highly suspect and may not effectively reduce
impacts to insignificance or be implemented in a timely and appropriate manner. For
example, the draft EIR documents significant environmental impacts with respect to air
quality (in both criteria and air toxic pollutants), noise (with regard to impulsive noise
associated with ship loading), and water quality (with regard to significant stormwater
contaminant runoff and other sources of water quality degradation of the Harbor) that
would arise as a result of the proposed HNP project. CEQA requires that the Los
Angeles Harbor Department ("LAHD") analyze all feasible mitigation measures that
would eliminate or substantially reduce these significant impacts. Nevertheless, as
described in the accompanying Weston report, many of these proposed mitigation
measures are either unsatisfactory or would be ineffective in addressing most, if not all, of
these significant environmental impacts. Moreover, the draft EIR fails to consider other
feasible mitigation measures that might effectively address these and other significant

impacts as required under CEQA.

net\1722\01CSO0SDR JMB(07/21/95)
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Donald Rice, Director
July 21, 1995
Page 6

For all of these reasons, the draft EIR is fundamentally flawed and fails to comport with CEQA ]
requirements, both procedurally and substantively. On procedural grounds, the draft EIR fails to
achieve "CEQA’s fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to the environmental
consequences of action by their public officials.” Laurel Heights Improvement Association of
San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of the University of California (*Laurel Heights I”), 47 Cal. 3d
376, 404 (Cal. 1988). Substantively, the draft EIR fails to properly evaluate and resolve many of
the key environmental impacts that will undoubtedly arise as a result of this project. ]

Given these significant deficiencies, Hiuka believes that the LAHD must take a number of steps ‘T
in order to comply with CEQA. First, the LAHD must address these significant technical
problems and concerns with the draft EIR and provide the necessary and appropriate technical
and project information to allow for meaningful public comment on the draft EIR.

Second, the LAHD should specifically make key background documents (g.g., the Remedial
Action Plan ("RAP") and the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan ("SWPPP")) for this site
available in a timely manner in order to provide meaningful public review and comment on the
draft EIR as required under CEQA. Further consideration of the draft EIR should be
postponed pending a full public review of these background documents, as well as other relevant
site-related workplans and remedial investigation data. .

Third, the LAHD should solicit further guidance and input from other responsible governmental
agencies on critical environmental issues identified in the draft EIR such as the impacts of
exposure of nearby residents to increased air toxics from the proposed project, the risks of the
proposed cleanup remedy for the site, possible continued stormwater discharges from plant
operations, the applicable water quality requirements, and endangered species impacts prior to
producing a draft CEQA document. The LAHD should further consider other ways to avoid or
minimize the significant environmental impacts that would result from the proposed project.

Finally, once the above actions are taken, the draft EIR should be recirculated for public
comment with the key documents incorporated as appendices. Hiuka believes that only in this
way can the LAHD and other responsible governmental agencies that must rely on this draft EIR

—

to support their approval processes comply with the mandates of CEQA.

DISCUSSION: THE DRAFT EIR SUFFERS FROM MANY FUNDAMENTAL PROCEDURAL
AND SUBSTANTIVE FLAWS AND THEREFORE VIOLATES CEQA REQUIREMENTS

Hiuka submits that there are significant technical deficiencies in the draft EIR and that the
LAHD has, in fact, failed to comply with CEQA in issuing this draft EIR.

Most of Hiuka’s comments relative to the technical and substantive aspects of the project and the
draft EIR are set forth in detail in the accompanying Weston report, and those comments will
not be repeated here except by way of illustration or for emphasis. The balance of these
comments will focus on the legal deficiencies in the draft EIR, including the draft EIR’s
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Donald Rice, Director
July 21, 1995
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incomplete and shifting description of the proposed HNP project and its flawed analysis of the
associated environmental impacts. These comments will also outline possible options for
addressing these deficiencies in order to satisfy CEQA requirements.

A, The Draft EIR Fails to Provide Sufficient Information to Allow for
Meaningful Public Comment

The draft EIR does not fulfill the basic purpose of an EIR nor does it satisfy applicable CEQA
requirements because it fails to provide some of the most critical and essential information
regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed HNP lease renewal and expansion project.
For example, the draft EIR fails to adequately describe proposed cleanup plans and other
significant aspects of the project in sufficient and necessary detail as required under CEQA. In
addition, the draft EIR fails to properly describe the proposed HNP project in sufficient detail to
permit for an appropriate public review. These deficiencies clearly impede the ability to provide
meaningful public comment on the draft EIR. See, e.g., Sierra Club v. United States Army
Corps of Eng’rs, 701 F.2d 1011, 1029 (2d Cir. 1983) (to fulfill its role under the National
Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA”), an environmental impact statement (*EIS”) must contain
sufficient information to allow the general public to make an informed evaluation of the project
and to allow the decisionmaker to give full consideration to the environmental factors involved in
its decision).! ' _]
Rather than providing all of the necessary information to allow for a meaningful public review of
the proposed project and its environmental impacts, the draft EIR in many cases simply makes
reference to various technical documents that were considered by the LAHD, but still not made
available for review as part of the CEQA process. This approach clearly does not comply with
CEQA requirements and deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on
important aspects of the project which affect public health and safety.> See, e.g., Coalition for
Canyon Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774, 782 (Sth Cir. 1980).

vy

—

California courts have held that NEPA case law is persuasive authority in interpreting

CEQA. Laguna Village of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors, 185 Cal. Rptr. 41, 44 (Cal.

Ct. App. 1982) (because CEQA was modeled on NEPA, judicial interpretation of NEPA is
persuasive authority in interpreting CEQA). ]

——

1

* It is important to note that representatives of Weston were effectively denied access to
LAHD records regarding the HNP site and HNP’s request for the renewal of the lease during the
public review period for the draft EIR. Failure to provide access to referenced documents is
“fundamentally unfair to the rights of the public.” Environmental Protection Information Center
v. Johnson, 170 Cal. App. 3d 604, 629 (1st Dist. 1985). This action violates both the letter and spirit
of CEQA, which is *an environmental full disclosure statute.” Rural Landowners Ass’n v. City
Council of Lodi, 143 Cal. App. 3d 1013, 1020 (3d Dist. 1983).
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One of the most important of these documents is the Remedial Action Plan ("RAP”), which
outlines the proposed cleanup plan for the soil/groundwater contaminants presently existing at
the site. Even though the draft EIR continually references the RAP as the basis for conducting
all remedial action at the HNP site, [see, €.g., Draft EIR at 3.2-14 (*Restoration and
remediation of the site will be undertaken in accordance with a RAP to be approved by the
RWQCB and the LAHD”)], the LAHD has failed to make this document available for review.
Even more disturbing, the draft EIR itself does not even specify or outline the selected cleanup
option, describing instead a range of options and putting off a final determination on this
significant issue to another day. This approach precludes the public from effectively commenting
on some of the key, if not the most significant, environmental impacts that may arise out of the
proposed project. Moreover, given that the draft EIR relies heavily on the RAP, a detailed and
timely review of the data underlying this document is critical to a meaningful understanding of
the proposed project and the public’s ability to comment on it.?

*  The LAHD cannot excuse this failure by merely relying on another governmental agency to

conduct its own review at a later day. See Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d
296, 307 (1st Dist. 1988) (requirement in EIR that applicant adopt mitigation measures to be
recommended in a future study is “in direct conflict” with CEQA). While any governmental agency
preparing an EIR may rely on data or studies generated by other agencies pursuant to other
statutory or regulatory requirements, the California courts have long required that the governmental
agency preparing the EIR must exercise its own independent determination regarding the
implications of the data on the proposed project’s environmental impacts and must support that
determination by including all of the relevant data in the EIR. Friends of LaVina v. County of 1.os
Angeles, 232 Cal. App. 3d 1446, 1454 (2d Dist. 1991) (lead agency may make use of analysis
prepared by others but must independently review, evaluate and exercise judgment over the
information); Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and County of San
Francisco, 106 Cal. App. 3d 893, 908 (1st Dist. 1980) (same). Thus, by merely referencing the RAP,
the LAHD cannot fulfill its duty to independently determine whether the environmental impacts
associated with soil contamination at the HNP site have been adequately mitigated. Sierra Clubv.
United States Army Corps of Eng’rs, 701 F.2d 1011, 1031 (2d Cir. 1983) (while NEPA allowed an
agency issuing an EIS to rely on another agency to prepare the EIS, the issuing agency was required
to make its own independent evaluation of the issues raised by the EIS). This abdication of the
LAHD’s non-delegable responsibility is especially troublesome given the vastly different statutory
purposes of CEQA and the California Carpenter-Presley-Tanner Hazardous Substance Account Act
(*HSAA”), Cal. Health & Safety Code, § 25300 et seq., under which the RAP is being prepared.
See, e.g., Greenpeace, Inc. v. Waste Technologies Industries, 37 Env’t Rep. Cas. (BNA) 1736, 1744
(N.D. Ohio), rev’d on other grounds, 9 F.3d 1174 (6th Cir. 1993) (noting that remediation activities
conducted pursuant to the federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act were not exempt from review under NEPA because CERCLA is a remedial statute
concerned with assigning liability for the cleanup of existing hazardous waste sites, as opposed to a

regulatory statute); Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 716-17
(5th Dist. 1990) (citing differences in goals underlying CEQA and federal and state air pollution

control laws in rejecting conclusions in an EIR which were based on compliance with the air laws).__‘
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Another key document that was not made available for public review and comment is the
proposed Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (*SWPPP”) for the site. Unfortunately, the
draft EIR continually references this key document in discussing how stormwater discharges will
allegedly be mitigated at the site but the SWPPP is not provided for actual review. See, €.g.,
Draft EIR at 3.4-10. This document obviously must be made available if there is to be
meaningful public review regarding the stormwater impacts of the proposed project. This review
is especially important in this case since there are significant technical concerns regarding the
effectiveness of the proposed stormwater control system, such as:

. the capacity of the proposed stormwater control system to collect and contain stormwater
during major storm events;

] the ability of the proposed wastewater treatment system to effectively deal with dissolved
constituents (both metals and organics) which may result in further contamination of the
Inner Harbor; and

L the fact that the HNP facility will continue to operate (and even be allowed to expand
operations) for an additional five years before any stormwater control improvements are
required to be put in place.

In spite of the importance of the SWPPP in reviewing the proposed project, the draft EIR never
describes the proposed SWPPP in any meaningful detail nor indicates where the document may
be reviewed by the public.

In addition, the draft EIR also fails to describe and/or include the Free Phase Hydrocarbons
Investigation Workplan, another key document essential to conduct a meaningful review of the
proposed project. This Workplan is intended to assess the extent of groundwater contamination
due to prior petroleum or petroleum-product releases. The LAHD has similarly not made this
document available for review and comment even though it has already been approved by
RWQCB. Draft EIR at 3.2-3. : _
Finally, contrary to CEQA requirements, the draft EIR fails to even describe the proposed HNP
project itself in sufficient detail to allow for sufficient public review. The California courts have
long-recognized the need to provide sufficient description of any project that is the subject of an
EIR review. See County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 192-193 (3d Dist.
1977) (*A curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the objectives of the reporting
process. Only through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public
decisionmakers balance the proposal’s benefit against its environmental cost . . . .”); McQueen v.
Board of Directors of the Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space District, 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136,
1143 (6th Dist. 1988) (accurate project description necessary for intelligent evaluation of
potential environmental effects of proposed activity). Unfortunately, the draft EIR provides only
a limited description of the proposed project. It fails to provide a detailed map of all of the
proposed new operations, the specific time-table for implementing project activities, and an
adequate description of the Auto Shredder Waste storage building, tanks, and fire suppression

2835

28-36

28-37

et\1722\01CSOSDR JMB(07/21/95)



Donald Rice, Director
July 21, 1995
Page 10

systems, among other things. The LAHD’s failure to provide all of this critical information in
the draft EIR effectively precludes meaningful public comment and informed decisionmaking on
this proposed project.

Furthermore, as discussed in further detail below, the draft EIR fails to provide adequate
information regarding plans for mitigating significant environmental impacts. Some mitigation
plans are described only vaguely while no mitigation at all is offered for other significant
environmental impacts. Such a curtailed project description "draws a red herring across the path
of public input.” County of Inyo, 71 Cal. App. 3d at 197-98.

CEQA has long encouraged adequate public comment on any EIR. In fact, the requirement to
encourage effective public review has been called “the strongest assurance of the adequacy of
the EIR.” See, ¢.g., Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Commission, 214 Cal. App. 3d
1043, 1051 (1st Dist. 1989). In order to ensure effective public participation in the development
of the EIR, the courts have specifically required that a detailed analysis and technical review of
all of the environmental impacts associated with a project be incorporated into the EIR --
including all underlying data that is necessary to support the agency’s decision. See Santiago
County Water District v. County of Orange, 118 Cal. App. 3d 818, 830 (4th Dist. 1981) (EIR’s
failure to analyze additional water delivery facilities needed to support a proposed mining
operation “frustrate[d] one of the core goals of CEQA” because “important ramifications of the
proposed project remained hidden from view at the time the project was- being discussed and
approved.”); Grazing Fields Farm v. Goldschmidt, 626 F.2d 1068, 1072 (1st Cir. 1980) (studies
and memoranda containing information on a project’s environmental impact must be
incorporated in some way into an EIS if the EIS is to inform agencies and the general public
properly, and the mere presence of such documents in the administrative record does not meet
this requirement). The CEQA Guidelines themselves have incorporated specific requirements to
encourage and facilitate public review and comment, making clear that the EIR must include
underlying technical detail sufficient to permit full assessment of significant environmental
impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21061
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 1995); Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 (hereinafter
“Guidelines”) §§ 15147, 15150(a) (1995); L.A. CEQA Guidelines art. VI, § 2.h.(7) (1981). See
also San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco, 193 Cal. App.
3d 1544, 1549 (1st Dist. 1987); Coalition for Canyon Preservation, 632 F.2d at 782 (studies
supporting an EIS must be available and accessible; EIS was inadequate when it did not indicate
where to search for such studies or whether such studies were performed at all because it failed
to give decisionmakers not involved in the initial decision on the project sufficient data to draw
their own conclusions). —

In sum, the draft EIR fails to provide adequate information to the public. See Rural
Landowners Ass’n, 143 Cal. App. 3d at 1020 (CEQA is "an environmental full disclosure
statute”). Because of the lack of critical information in the draft EIR and the LAHD’s refusal to
allow timely access to its records, the public has been deprived of an opportunity to provide
meaningful comment on many aspects of the proposed project, thereby thwarting the goals of the

EIR process. Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal. App. 3d at 712. In order to satisfy CEQA
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requirements, Hiuka submits that the LAHD must address these information deficiencies and
then recirculate the draft EIR for additional comment.

B. The Draft EIR Fails to Properly Evaluate the Environmental

Impacts of the Proposed Project —

In addition to the above-mentioned procedural deficiencies, the draft EIR is fundamentally
flawed because it fails to properly analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed project.
Because of these improper evaluation procedures, the draft EIR presents a misieading and
inaccurate characterization of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed HNP project
and therefore fails to provide the public with a proper assessment of the scope and nature of the
environmental issues associated with this project. These failures seriously affect all of the key

portions of the draft EIR and render much of the report’s mitigation analysis suspect and

questionable. —

—

CEQA specifically requires that responsible governmental agencies must use proper and
acceptable evaluation techniques in issuing EIR’s. See Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal.
App. 3d at 718 (misleading nature of analysis rendered EIR inadequate as informational
document). The use of proper evaluation assessment techniques is absolutely essential to achieve
CEQA’s fundamental goal of providing public agencies and the general public with detailed
information about a project’s significant effects on the environment and how those effects can be
mitigated or avoided. Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002.1(a)-(b), 21061; Guidelines §§ 15126.(a)-(c),
15147; L.A. CEQA Guidelines art. I, § 5.b., art. VI, §§ 2.a.(3), 2.h.(8). As the California
Supreme Court has stated, the EIR is the “environmental ‘alarm bell' whose purpose is to alert
the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached
ecological points of no return.” Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal. 3d at 392. Consequently, it is
imperative that the EIR properly analyze environmental impacts associated with a project in
order to "demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and

considered the ecological implications of its action.” Id. —

There are numerous instances in the draft EIR where the LAHD has failed to use proper
evaluation/assessment techniques, as discussed below.

1. Air Quality

First of all, the draft EIR air quality analysis is flawed for the simple reason that there are
mathematical errors and omissions in the emissions summary tables. For instance, a careful
analysis of Table 3.3-6 (Summary of Existing HNP Mobile Source Exhaust Emissions) of the
draft EIR shows that the columns of numbers simply do not add up. These errors and omissions
lead to the obvious conclusion that the analysis itself cannot be relied upon to support of the

LAHD’s recommendations. v -—

Additionally, the draft EIR demonstrates that the “significance criteria” were exceeded for all
criteria pollutants, the LAHD failed to conduct any air dispersion modeling for contaminants
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other than PM,, in order to properly evaluate compliance with ambient air quality standards.
This deficiency violates the long-standing rule that an EIR must contain some cogent analysis of
the impacts of air emissions from a proposed project on the surrounding area. See Laurel
Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco v. Regents of the University of California
("Laurel Heights II”), 238 Cal. Rptr. 451, 460 (1st Dist. 1987) (EIR failed to present adequate
information concerning the venting of toxic chemicals and radioactive substances into air from
project); Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. Ventura County, 176 Cal. App. 3d 421, 432 (2d Dist.
1985) (EIR for modification of oil refinery must include a detailed analysis of onshore impact of
outer-continental shelf emissions); Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal. App. 3d at 734-35 (draft
EIR failed to adequately document and analyze emissions from increased truck and train traffic
associated with proposed cogeneration project).

Dispersion modeling is the primary technique used by preparers of CEQA documents to evaluate
specific air quality impacts and is typically required by SCAQMD. This modeling work allows
the evaluator to identify specific locations in the vicinity of the project site where ambient air
quality standards or risk criteria are exceeded and then to assess the effectiveness of proposed
mitigation techniques in relieving project burdens on those locations. However, contrary to
generally accepted practices, the LAHD failed to conduct appropriate modeling work, and thus,
the draft EIR fails to include critical scientific. data and analysis that is generally used by the

2843
[CONT )

public to review and comment on air quality scenarios. —]

The draft EIR also improperly limits the scope of its review and examines only those narrow
environmental impacts that will arise solely from an increase in the plant’s capacity, rather than
looking at the entire plant as a whole and examining all of the environmental impacts that will
arise from the proposed HNP project itself. Specifically, in examining air quality impacts, the
draft EIR examines only the increase in air emissions resulting from the proposed expansion of
plant capacity, rather than all of the possible air emission impacts resulting from all operations at
the expanded capacity level. (Obviously, the proposed project includes both the renewal of the
HNP lease and the expansion of the facility, not just expansion alone.) In addition, the draft
EIR examines separately the air emissions impacts of construction and remediation activities
without ever considering the combined cumulative impacts of construction, remediation and plant
operations. See Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal. App. 3d at 716 (CEQA "is designed to
measure all project-related pollution emissions and prohibits the division of a project into parts
for purposes of environmental review"). Unfortunately, as discussed in further detail below, this
faulty analytical approach has been followed in addressing the impacts of the proposed HNP
project on other environmental media as well.*

* In adopting this faulty approach, the LAHD attempts to minimize the overall environmental
impacts of the proposed project by examining the impacts of different components of the proposed
project in isolation. The draft EIR thereby suffers from the "fallacy of division, that is, overlooking
[the] cumulative [impact of a project’s various parts] by separately focusing on isolated parts of the
whole." McQueen , 202 Cal. App. 3d at 1144. This approach is analogous to that rejected by the
court in Rural Landowners Ass’n, 143 Cal. App. 3d 1013. In that case, the Lodi City Council

——
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The draft EIR’s approach also fails to properly evaluate overall air impacts or provide an
adequate overview of all environmental impacts that would resuit from the approval of the
proposed HNP project. It also fails to comport with CEQA guidelines requiring that the draft
EIR assess the impacts of current operations and the construction and operation of facility
modifications resulting in expanded plant capacity. See Bozung v. Local Agency Formation
Commission of Ventura County, 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283-84 (1975) (CEQA mandates “that
environmental considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many
little ones -- each with a . . . potential impact on the environment — which cumulatively may have
disastrous consequences”); San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus,
27 Cal. App. 4th 713, 729 (5th Dist. 1994) (use of "truncated project concept” which omits key
aspect of project in analyzing impacts violates CEQA); Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal.
App. 3d at 716 ("The requirements of CEQA cannot be avoided by chopping up a proposed
project into bite-size pieces which, individually considered, might be found to have no significant
effect on the environment"); Cady v. Morton, 527 F.2d 786, 793-95 (9th Cir. 1975) (long-term
lease of coal rights on 30,876 acres of land required an EIS covering the entir