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Acronyms and Abbreviations Used in this Final SEIR

AB Assembly Bill

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern

ADEQ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
ADT Average Daily Traffic

ADOA Arizona Department of Administration

ADOT Arizona Department of Transportation

afa acre feet per annum

AFY acre-feet per year

AGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department

ANSI American National Standards Institute

AOC Area of Concern

APE Area of Potential Effect

AQAP 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan

ARAR applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
AR4 IPCC'’s Fourth Assessment Report

ARS. Arizona Revised Statutes

ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
AT&SF Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway

BACT Best Available Control Technology

bgs below ground surface

BIAMP Bird Avoidance and Minimization Plan

BLCA Beal Lake Conservation Area

BLM U.S. Bureau of Land Management

BMP Best Management Practice

BNSF Burlington Northern Santa Fe

BOR U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

CAAQS California ambient air quality standards

CAA Clean Air Act

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model

CALFIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Cal/OSHA California Division of Occupational Safety and Health
Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CARB California Air Resources Board

CBC California Building Code

CCAA California Clean Air Act

CCR California Code of Regulations

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

CESA California Endangered Species Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CGP Construction General Permit

CH. methane

CHPMP Cultural and Historical Properties Management Plan
CHQ Construction Headquarters

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System
CIP Clean-In-Place

CLP USEPA Contract Laboratory Program

CMS/FS Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CNPS California Native Plant Society

CcO carbon monoxide

CcocC chemical of concern

CO, carbon dioxide

CO.e CO; equivalents

COPC chemical of potential concern

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission

Cr(lll) trivalent chromium

Cr(T) total chromium

Cr(Vl) hexavalent chromium

C/RAWP Construction/Remedial Action Work Plan

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources

CRIT Colorado River Indian Tribes

CRPR CNPS California Rare Plant Rank

CSLC California State Lands Commission

CTF Clearinghouse Taskforce

CTR California Toxics Rule

CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency

CWA Clean Water Act

CWG Consultative Work Group

dB decibels

dBA A-weighted decibels

DEIR draft environmental impact report

DEM digital elevation model

DOI United States Department of the Interior

DOT U.S. Department of Transportation

DPM diesel particulate matter

DPR California Department of Parks and Recreation
DQO Data Quality Objective

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Draft SEIR draft subsequent environmental impact report

EHS San Bernardino County Department of Public Health, Division of Environmental Health Services
EIR environmental impact report

EM electromagnetic induction

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

EPAct Energy Policy Act of 1992

EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
EZ exclusion zone

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FCAA Federal Clean Air Act

FCAAA Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

FCR field contact representative

FESA Federal Endangered Species Act

FEIR final environmental impact report

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

FESA Federal Endangered Species Act

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

Final RFI/RI Report Final RCRA Facility Investigation and Remedial Investigation Report (RFI/RI Report)
Final SEIR final subsequent environmental impact report

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act

FMIT Fort Mojave Indian Tribe

FTA Federal Transit Administration

FWPTS freshwater pre-injection treatment system

GANDA Garcia and Associates

Groundwater FEIR Topock Compressor Station Groundwater Remediation Project Final EIR (January 2011)
HDCR Hualapai Department of Cultural Resources

HDPE high-density polyethylene

GHG greenhouse gas

GIS Geographic Information System

gpm gallons per minute

GPR ground-penetrating radar

H,S hydrogen sulfide

HAZWOPER Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response
HAPs hazardous air pollutants

HMBP Hazardous Materials Business Plan

HMD Hazardous Materials Division

HOV high occupancy vehicle

HNWR Havasu National Wildlife Refuge

HSWA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments

NTH National Trails Highway

Hz Hertz

1-40 Interstate 40

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project v ESA/120112

Final Subsequent EIR

December 2017



Acronyms and Abbreviations

IAPMO International Association of Plumbing and Mechanical Officials

IDW investigation-derived waste

IEPR Integrated Energy Policy Report

M Interim Measure

Interested Tribes Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, Cocopah Indian Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribes, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe,
and the Hualapai Indian Tribe

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

IRZ in situ reactive zone

IS Initial Study

kWh kilowatt-hours

LACM Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County

LCR MSCP Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Program

LCWSP Lower Colorado River Water Supply Project

LDL Larson Davis Laboratories

LES Liquid Environmental Solutions

Leq energy-equivalent noise level

Lmax maximum noise level

Lnin minimum noise level

LOS Level of Service

LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank

MACT Maximum Achievable Control Technology

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MCL maximum contaminant level

MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin

MDAQMD Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District

MG million gallons

mg/L milligrams per liter

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram

MLD Most Likely Descendant

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MMTCO,e gross million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

mph miles per hour

MPO metropolitan planning organization

MRZ Mineral Resource Zone

MS4 municipal separate storm sewer system

msl mean sea level

MW monitoring well

MWh megawatt-hour

my million years

N.O nitrous oxide

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NED National Elevation Dataset
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NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NESHAP national emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NO, nitrogen dioxide

NOI Notice of Intent

NOP Notice of Preparation

NOy nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NPS U.S. National Park Service

NRCS National Resource Conservation Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NSF National Sanitation Foundation

NTH National Trails Highway

NTR National Toxics Rule

NWP Nationwide Permit

O&M Manual Operation and Maintenance Manual Final (100%) Design Submittal

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

OHV Off-Highway Vehicle

OSHA U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration

PA Programmatic Agreement

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon

PBA Programmatic Biological Assessment for Pacific Gas and Electric Topock Compressor Station Remedial
and Investigative Actions

PCBs polychlorinated biphenyls

PFC Perfluorocarbon

PFYC Potential Fossil Yield Classification

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company

PM_s fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less

PM;io fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less

ppd pounds per day

PPV peak particle velocity

PQS professional qualifications standards

PRC Public Resources Code

PRMP Paleontological Resources Management Plan

PRPA Paleontological Resources Preservation Act

RAO Remedial Action Objective

RAWP Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Work Plan

RB River Bank

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RFA RCRA Facility Assessment

RFI RCRA Facility Investigation

RFI/RI Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Facility Investigation and Remedial Investigation Report

RMA Risk management analysis
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RMP Resource Management Plan

RMS root mean square

ROG reactive organic gases

ROW right-of-way

RV recreational vehicle

RwWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SBAIC San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center
SBCM Museum of San Bernardino County

SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCF standard cubic feet

SCH State Clearinghouse

Scoping Plan AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan

SCRMA Special Cultural Resource Management Area
SCS sustainable communities strategies

Section 106 Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
SEIR subsequent environmental impact report

SEL sound exposure level

SENEL single event noise exposure level

SERC State Emergency Response Commission

SFs sulfur hexafluoride

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SIP State Implementation Plan

SFL Sacred Lands Search

SLM sound level meter

SO, sulfur dioxide

SOx oxides of sulfur

SOP Standard Operating Procedure

Station Topock Compressor Station

SvOoC semivolatile organic compound

SWMU Solid Waste Management Unit

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

SWRCB California State Water Resources Control Board
TACs toxic air contaminants

TAL/TCL Target Compound and Target Analyte Lists
TBC “To Be Considered” criteria

TCA Topock Cultural Area

TCP Traditional Cultural Property

TCS Topock Compressor Station

TCRA Time critical removal action

TCVA Topock Cultural Values Assessment

TDS total dissolved solids

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project viii ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



Acronyms and Abbreviations

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load

TOC total organic carbon

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons

TRC Technical Review Committee

TW Bench Transwestern Bench

TWG Technical Workgroup

UA Undesignated Area

ug/kg micrograms per kilogram

ug/L micrograms per liter

URBEMIS Urban Emissions model

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

uUS 95 United States Route 95

VMG Vertical Magnetic Gradient

VOC volatile organic compound

VRM Visual Resource Management

WDR Waste Discharge Requirements

Wwil World War Il

XRF x-ray fluorescence

ZEV zero emission vehicle

ZNE zero net energy
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OVERVIEW OF THE FINAL SEIR

OV.1 Purpose of the Final Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report

This final subsequent environmental impact report (Final SEIR) has been prepared to respond to
comments received from responsible, trustee, and other public agencies; Native American Tribes;
interested organizations; and members of the public regarding the draft subsequent environmental
impact report (Draft SEIR) prepared for the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Topock
Compressor Station (Station) Final Groundwater Remediation Project (Project). In accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), in its role as the state lead agency, is required to communicate with
and obtain comments from public agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the
Project, to provide the general public with opportunities to comment on the DEIR (Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 21091), and to respond to significant environmental issues raised
during the public review process. This Final SEIR consists of two volumes:

e Volume 1 contains a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the
Draft SEIR; comments received on the Draft SEIR; and responses to significant
environmental points raised in the review and communication process.

e Volume 2 contains the revised Draft SEIR text in its entirety, including all revisions made to
the DEIR, and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP).

Technical appendices are also considered part of the Final SEIR and are being provided on CD
which is found in the front cover of Volume 1.

OV.2 Project Summary

The Final SEIR addresses the potential environmental effects of actions associated with treatment
of contaminated groundwater at the Station (please see Volume 2, Chapter 3, “Project
Description,” of the Final SEIR for a full narrative of the Project details). Past activities at the
Station have resulted in the release of hexavalent chromium Cr(VI) and other chemicals of
potential concern (COPCs) into groundwater. Under certain exposure conditions, these chemicals
are harmful to human health and the environment. The Final SEIR is tiered off a prior CEQA
document, the 2011 Topock Compressor Station Groundwater Remediation Project Final
Environmental Impact Report (Groundwater FEIR), which provided a programmatic and, in
certain instances, a project-level analysis for the conceptual technical methods selected for the
final remedy that would remediate contaminated groundwater in and around the Station. In
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Overview of the Final EIR

certifying the Groundwater FEIR in January 2011, DTSC adopted the preferred remedy,
identified as Alternative E—In Situ Treatment with Freshwater Flushing.

The Basis of Design Report/Final (100%) Design Submittal for the Final Groundwater Remedy,
PG&E Topock Compressor Station, Needles, California, November (Final Remedy Design) was
completed in 2015 after undergoing an extensive design review process. The Project analyzed in
the Final SEIR focuses primarily on the modifications or changes since certification of the 2011
Groundwater FEIR that were identified through completion of the Final Remedy Design. The
Draft SEIR was prepared for DTSC to consider adoption of the Final Remedy Design for the
Final Groundwater Remedy Project.

The Final SEIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the Project summarized above
and the following three alternatives, in addition to the No Project Alternative:

e Aboveground Pipeline Infrastructure Alternative
¢ Elimination of On-site Soil Storage Alternative

e Freshwater Supply in California Alternative

OV.3 CEQA Requirements

This Final SEIR has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft SEIR. The
Final SEIR has been prepared by DTSC in accordance with Sections 15089 and 15132 of the
CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, as defined under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15204 and 15088,
response to comments is typically reserved to those that specifically pertain to the sufficiency of
an environmental document under CEQA, and ways in which the significant effects of the project
might be avoided or mitigated. Lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith
effort at full disclosure is made.

OV.4 Public Review and Future Steps

As the lead agency, before considering certification of the Final SEIR and approval of the Project,
DTSC must provide no less than ten days for review by commenting responsible and trustee
agencies of the proposed responses to those comments. On December 22, 2017, DTSC provided
commenting agencies and Interested Tribes with proposed responses to their comments for a 30-
day period.
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Copies of this Final SEIR are available for review at:

DTSC Golden Shores Community Library
Cypress Office 13136 South Golden Shores Parkway
5796 Corporate Avenue Topock, AZ 86436

Cypress, CA 90630
Chemehuevi Indian Reservation

Colorado River Indian Tribes Public Environmental Protection Office
Library 2000 Chemehuevi Trail
26600 Mohave Road Havasu Lake, CA 92363
Parker, AZ 85344

Needles Public Library
Lake Havasu City Library 1111 Bailey Avenue
1770 McCulloch Boulevard Needles, CA 92363

Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403

As the lead agency, before approving the Project, DTSC must certify the Final SEIR as adequate
and completed in accordance with CEQA. DTSC must also review and consider the information
contained in the Final SEIR, including all supporting documents, before considering approval of
the Project. DTSC will certify the Final SEIR using independent judgment and analysis. In
consideration of the findings of the Final SEIR, DTSC will approve the Project or an alternative
thereof through a written finding of fact and a statement of overriding consideration for each
identified significant adverse environmental impact and any significant and unavoidable impact
identified in the Final SEIR. Because some Project impacts were found to be significant, DTSC
will adopt mitigation measures that either avoid or reduce those impacts to less than significant
levels where feasible. These mitigation measures are identified in the MMRP in Volume 2,
Chapter 11 of this Final SEIR. If the Project is approved, DTSC will file a notice of determination
with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse within 5 working days
of Project approval.

OV.5 Revisions to Draft SEIR

DTSC has made revisions to the Draft SEIR based on comments received on the Draft SEIR.
DTSC has also made additional minor modifications to the Draft SEIR for clarification purposes
which do not involve “significant new information” that would require additional recirculation of
the Draft SEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The revised Draft SEIR is
included as Volume 2 of this Final SEIR. Changes in the text of the Draft SEIR are indicated by
strikeouts (strikkeent) where text is removed and by underlining (underline) where text is added.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

1.1 Overview of Volume 1

Volume 1 contains a list of persons, organizations, public agencies, and Tribal groups
commenting on the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Topock Compressor Station Final
Groundwater Remediation Project (Project) draft subsequent environmental impact report (Draft
SEIR); comments received on the Draft SEIR; and responses to significant environmental points
raised in the review and communication process.

1.2 Public Review of Draft SEIR

In accordance with Section 15105 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
(CEQA), a public review and comment period was provided for the Draft SEIR, beginning on
January 12, 2017, and ending on February 27, 2017.

Two public meetings were held during the public review period to provide an opportunity for
public comment. These meetings took place on January 31, 2017, in Needles, CA, and on
February 1, 2017, in Golden Shores, AZ. Transcripts of the comments received at these public
hearings are included as part of the final subsequent environmental impact report (Final SEIR) as
Appendix TRANS (see Chapter 4, “Individual Comments and Responses”).

As shown in Table 1-1, a total of 21 written comment letters were received by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on the Draft SEIR and two oral comments were
submitted at the Draft SEIR public hearings.

TABLE 1-1
LiST OF COMMENTERS
Letter # | Commenter Date of Comment
Agency
A1 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District January 12, 2017
Alan J. De Salvio, Deputy Director — Mojave Desert
Operations
A2 Ar?zona State Historic Preservation Office February 22, 2017
Kris Powell
A3 California Department of Transportation, District 8 February 6, 2017
Mark Roberts, Office Chief, Intergovernmental Review,
Community and Regional Planning
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Letter # | Commenter Date of Comment
A4 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality February 16, 2017
Tina L. Le Page, Manager, Remedial Project Section
A5 United States Department of the Interior, Office of the February 22, 2017
Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance
Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental
Officer
AB California Department of Fish and Wildlife February 23, 2017
Richard Kim, Environmental Scientist
A7 California State Lands Commission February 27, 2017
Cy R. Oggins, Chief, Division of Environmental
Planning and Management
A8 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California February 27, 2017
Bart Koch, Interim Water System Operations Assistant
Group Manager
A9 Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control February 27, 2017
Board
Robert Purdue, Supervising Engineering Geologist
Individual
1 Ron Letcher January 12, 2017
12 John K. Ziegler January 14, 2017
13 Russell Morse February 7, 2017
14 Draft SEIR Public Meeting Comment January 31, 2017
Ruth Musser-Lopez
15 Draft SEIR Public Meeting Comment February 1, 2017
Don Oswell
16 Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP, on behalf of Pacific Gas February 27, 2017
and Electric Company (PG&E),
17 Ruth Musser-Lopez February 27, 2017
Tribes
T Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians February 23, 2017
Anthony Madrigal, Jr., Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer
T2 Cocopah Indian Tribe February 27, 2017
Edgar Castillo, Topock Project Manager
T3 Hualapai Indian Tribe February 27, 2017
Dawn Hubbs, Director/Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer/Archaeologist
Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 1-2 ESA /120112
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Letter # | Commenter Date of Comment
T4 Fort Mojave Indian Tribe February 28, 2017
Nora McDowell, Topock Project Manager
T5 Fort Mojave Indian Tribe February 28, 2017
Nora McDowell, Topock Project Manager
T6 Cocopah Indian Tribe March 6, 2017
Edgar Castillo, Topock Project Manager
T7 Fort Mojave Indian Tribe March 6, 2017
Nora McDowell, Topock Project Manager
T8 Cocopah Indian Tribe June 1, 2017
Jill McCormick, Cultural Resources Manager
Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 1-3 ESA /120112
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CHAPTER 2
Master Responses

This chapter contains master responses to comments received on the Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project (Project)
draft subsequent environmental impact report (Draft SEIR). After reviewing all of the comments
received on the Draft SEIR, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
identified several reoccurring themes and has prepared “master responses” that address these
themes individually. The master responses provide comprehensive discussions in response to
select sets of issues that received multiple comments. The master responses are as follows:

e Master Response 1: Cumulative Mitigation for Impacts to the Topock Traditional Cultural
Property

e Master Response 2: Use of the Future Activity Allowance in the Draft SEIR
e Master Response 3: Inapplicability of Assembly Bill 52 in Project Approval

The master responses provide clarification and refinement of information presented in the Draft
SEIR and, in some cases, correct, adjust or update information in the Draft SEIR. In some
instances, the text of the Draft SEIR has been revised and incorporated into these master
responses. Where appropriate, the commenter is directed to these master responses to view
DTSC’s response to individual comments.
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2. Master Responses

Master Response 1. Cumulative Mitigation for Impacts
to the Topock Traditional Cultural Property

Summary of Comments Raised Regarding the SEIR's Analysis of
Cumulative Impacts to the Topock Traditional Cultural Property

Comments were received on the Draft SEIR regarding the cumulative impacts of the Project as a
whole. These comments included concerns regarding impacts associated with the Future Activity
Allowance component of the Project. Commenters express concern that the Allowance
substantially worsens the overall significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project to the Topock
Traditional Cultural Property (TCP). The TCP was determined eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and is therefore a historical
resource under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Comments question why the Draft SEIR, while requiring project-level mitigation in Section 4.4,
“Cultural Resources,” includes no additional cumulative-specific mitigation related to the
significant cumulative effects to the Topock TCP that would result from the combination of
Project-related impacts and impacts from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects. Commenters also question how cumulative impacts to the Topock TCP and sacred area
from these cumulative projects have been considered in the Draft SEIR. Commenters note that
the Draft SEIR concludes that significant and unmitigable cumulative impacts would result from
the Project, but the Draft SEIR takes the approach of “double dipping” by relying on project-
specific mitigation to cover cumulative impacts, which does not meet CEQA’s requirements.

Finally, some commenters indicate that many of the mitigation measures from the Topock
Compressor Station Groundwater Remediation Project Final Environmental Impact Report (2011
Groundwater FEIR; DTSC 2011) apply to the design process, and that some measures that were
also incorporated into the SEIR to address an increase in cumulative impacts due to the final
remedy design are insufficient.

Commenters suggest several mitigation measures that should be considered in order to reduce
cumulative impacts to the Topock TCP to the extent practicable. These include:

1. Compensation of the physical impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments through designation of a nearby cultural preserve;

2. Funding for university scholarships and/or technical training focused in the areas of

archaeology, anthropology, hydrology, engineering, and biology;

Field mapping of extant trails within the landscape in support of a landscape study;

Provision of financial support for tribal interpretive centers and programs on tribal lands;

Provision of funding to support culture and arts programs;

Additional restoration of sections of the Colorado River;

Creation of a trust fund for a Cultural Preserve at Topock;

Provision of funding for increased security measures; and

Continued support of the Technical Review Committee (TRC) and Tribal Project

Managers.

00NN kW
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2. Master Responses

DTSC wishes to thank the Interested Tribes, which include the Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, the
Cocopah Indian Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes (also referred to as CRIT), the Fort
Mojave Indian Tribe (also referred to as FMIT), and the Hualapai Indian Tribe, for their
continued involvement and participation in all matters regarding the Project and related activities
at the Topock site. DTSC has carefully reviewed the comments and suggestions for mitigation
measures for the cumulative impacts as they relate to the requirements of CEQA. DTSC
acknowledges that the context of these comments and the suggested mitigation measures have
been raised by the Interested Tribes in response to past CEQA evaluations (namely the 2011
Groundwater FEIR and the 2014 Soil Investigation Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR)).
In this particular instance, DTSC considered the context of the comments raised in relation to: (1)
the information available regarding the Topock TCP; (2) the information regarding the Project’s
impacts; and (3) DTSC’s obligations under CEQA as the lead agency. Accordingly, this Master
Response is focused on those three areas.

SEIR’s Definition of the Topock TCP, Assessment of Direct
Project Impacts, and Protections for Cultural Resources

To identify impacts to a “historical resource” under CEQA, it is necessary to identify the
elements of the resource that convey its significance. The Topock TCP was identified in the 2011
Groundwater FEIR as the Topock Cultural Area (TCA), and has been further defined since that
time, based on information provided by the Interested Tribes as part of DTSC’s undertaking of
the 2014 Soil Investigation Project EIR, as well as through additional documentation and
discussions that have occurred as part of the development of this SEIR. Specifically, the
character-defining features or “contributing elements” of the Topock TCP that contribute to
defining its historical significance are now more broadly understood as including land
(specifically, soil and clay deposits), water, animals, plants, viewshed, and prehistoric
archaeological resources. See pages 4.4-61 and 4.4-62 of the Draft SEIR specifically for a
discussion of these contributing elements and their importance to the Topock TCP as a whole.
Additional prehistoric archaeological resources have also been identified since 2011. In
November 2013, and by subsequent amendment in February 2014, the Interested Tribes identified
Topock Cultural Values Assessment (TCVA) resources that are also considered contributing
elements of the Topock TCP. Thus, this broader knowledge regarding the context and
characteristics of the resource being impacted directly affect the consideration of what is
appropriate and roughly proportional mitigation for the predicted impact.

In addition to a greater understanding of the resource being affected, the evolution of the Project
design and the increase in the amount of expected impact also directly affects the amount and
nature of feasible and appropriate mitigation. See Tables 3-1 and 3-2 of the SEIR for information
regarding the overall increase in Project components since the 2011 Groundwater FEIR. The
construction, operation, and maintenance phases of the Basis of Design Report/Final (100%)
Design Submittal for the Final Groundwater Remedy, PG&E Topock Compressor Station,
Needles, California, November (Final Remedy Design) would occur within an area identified as
part of the Topock TCP. While this does not differ from the assumption in the 2011 Groundwater
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FEIR, the project-level understanding of impacts related to the additional known information
regarding the Topock TCP as a historical resource is an important consideration.

Potential direct impacts to the Topock TCP could occur as a result of: the importing of
groundwater containing levels of arsenic from Arizona that are higher than the localized
background concentration in water at the points of injection in California, which was not
previously considered by the Groundwater FEIR; construction and operation of the Construction
Headquarters/Long-Term Remedy Support Area and Soil Processing Area/Clean-Soil Storage
Area near Moabi Regional Park, not previously considered in the Groundwater FEIR; a three-fold
increase in soil disturbance from that previously considered in the Groundwater FEIR, as well as
a Future Activity Allowance for soil disturbance; an approximately 12 percent increase in the
number of boreholes from that previously considered in the Groundwater FEIR, as well as the
Future Activity Allowance for boreholes; the use of portable generators and lighting to
accommodate limited nighttime work activities not previously considered in the Groundwater
FEIR; and the use of staging areas, not previously analyzed in detail in the Groundwater FEIR.
The Final Remedy Design, as well as the Future Activity Allowance, have the potential to
directly impact all seven of the contributing elements to the Topock TCP, including land, water,
plants, animals, viewshed, prehistoric archaeological resources, and TCVA resources. The Draft
SEIR concludes that Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4 would reduce project-level
impacts; however, even with the application of those mitigation measures, those project-level
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

The SEIR’'s Cumulative Analysis and Final SEIR Clarifications

While the full geographic boundary of the Topock TCP is currently undefined, it likely comprises
a large part of the geographic cumulative scoping area. The Draft SEIR therefore acknowledges
on pages 6-33 and 6-34, that there are undoubtedly many archaeological resources, landforms,
water sources, and similar features that contribute to the Topock TCP. The Draft SEIR also notes
that there is a potential for ongoing and future development projects, including, most notably, the
Soil Remediation and Potential Pilot Test Project (identified as Project 1F in Table 6-3 of the
Draft SEIR) as well as the Sacramento Wash Improvements, Moabi Regional Park
Improvements, and the Topock Marina Improvements, in the Project vicinity to disturb
contributing elements of the Topock TCP. As stated in the Draft SEIR, the current baseline
condition of the Topock TCP reflects that the resource has already been subjected to impacts as a
result of past projects, including the introduction of transportation, energy, and recreational
facilities; expansion of population centers, flood control management, and water supply; and
through construction of the PG&E projects at the Topock Compressor Station and within
surrounding areas and other activities undertaken in developing the Final Groundwater Remedy
Project. The cumulative projects listed in Table 6-3 may bring additional people into the area that
may directly or indirectly impact resources, as well as introduce other visual, auditory, and other
environmental impacts that may adversely affect the Topock TCP. The proposed Project would
result in direct physical changes to contributing elements of the Topock TCP (including
landforms, water, and the viewshed), and indirect physical changes to the setting, feeling, and
associations of the Topock TCP. In combination with other projects that would also cause similar
and related impacts to contributing elements of the Topock TCP, this Project cumulatively
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increases the severity of the impact and substantially alters the ability of the Topock TCP to
convey its significance. The Draft SEIR concludes that Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through
CUL-4 would reduce project-level impacts; however, it concluded that no feasible mitigation
exists to reduce the Project’s contribution to a less-than considerable level of significance. The
Project’s contribution to cumulative cultural impacts was therefore identified as significant and
unavoidable.

To more fully clarify impacts specific to the Topock TCP, the text on page 6-34 of the Draft
SEIR has been modified as follows:

Many of the cultural resources within the geographic scope have already been subjected
to impacts as a result of past projects, including the introduction of transportation, energy,
and recreational facilities, expansion of population centers, flood control management
and water supply, as well as through construction of the PG&E projects at the Station and
within surrounding areas and other ground-disturbing activities undertaken in developing
the Final Groundwater Remedy Project. Projects undertaken before environmental laws
such as CEQA were in place may not have considered, or mitigated, significant impacts
to cultural resources, and may have resulted in damage to important cultural resources
such as geoglyphs;trails;-and-otherresources-that retain-sienificant-cultural-value to
Interested-Tribes prehistoric archaeological sites, as well as historic-period resources,
paleontological resources, and human remains. Projects that have already-implemented-or
may-oectr-in-the recently been completed, are currently under construction, or are
foreseeable future at or near the Project Area and may eewld impact cultural resources-
TFhese-projeets include: PG&E projects at the Station (1A through 1F), BLM Quarry
Operations (2B), the LCR National Wildlife Refuges CMP (4A), the Topock Marsh
Water Infrastructure Improvement Project on the HNWR (4B), Sacramento Wash
Improvements (4C), Moabi Regional Park Improvements (7A), Pirate Cove Resort (7B),
Topock Marina Improvements (9A), the Sterling Solar Project (9B), and Distribution
System Upgrades (11A).

These projects have the potential to involve ground-disturbing activities that would
directly impact significant cultural resources. These projects may also bring additional
people (e.g., work crews, residents, tourists) into the area that may result in increased
rates of vandalism or Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) use that may directly or indirectly
impact resources.

These projects also include activities such as ground disturbance and construction of
infrastructure that have the potential to directly and/or indirectly impact contributing
elements of the Topock TCP, such as prehistoric archaeological sites (including
geoglyphs and trails), landforms (including soil and clay deposits), water, animals, plants,
and the viewshed, as well as other resources that retain significant cultural value to
Interested Tribes such as TCVA resources. In addition to the direct physical impacts,
Fthese projects may alse result in visual, auditory, and other environmental impacts that
are considered inconsistent with the Topock TCP and may adversely affect the Topock
TCP. The proposed Project would result in direct physical changes to contributing
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elements of the Topock TCP (including landforms, water, and the viewshed), and indirect
physical changes to the setting, feeling, and associations of the Topock TCP.

Physical impacts associated with implementation of the Project, including additional
infrastructure and soil disturbances, and the proposed importation of water containing
arsenic over the anticipated course of 30 years, will result in a substantial adverse change
and an increase in the severity of the cumulative impacts as well as irreversible alteration
of some contributing elements of the Topock TCP. In combination with other projects
that could also cause similar and related impacts to contributing elements of the Topock
TCP (to varying degrees, dependent on the particular project), this Project cumulatively
increases the severity of the impact on contributing elements and constitutes a substantial
adverse change altering the ability of the Topock TCP to convey its significance. The
Topock TCP is a non-renewable resource and the cultural and traditional values
associated with those physical features (contributing elements) that would be damaged or
destroyed as a result of this Project, and which could also be damaged or destroyed by
other cumulative projects, significantly alters critical values which some Tribes ascribe to
the Topock TCP. This Project, combined with other past, present, and future projects, is
in direct conflict with the traditional cultural values and belief systems of the Interested
Tribes and their relationship to the Topock TCP and therefore the project’s contribution
to the cumulative impact is cumulatively considerable.

For these the reasons outlined in the preceding paragraphs, the combined impacts on
cultural resources in the geographic scope weuld-be are considered cumulatively
significant, and unavoidable. This conclusion is consistent with the certified Groundwater
FEIR which also found a significant and unavoidable impact to cultural resources.

As stated on page 4.4-73 of the Draft SEIR, traditional cultural values are often central to the way
a community or group defines itself, and maintaining such values is often vital to maintaining the
group’s sense of identity and self-respect. “Properties to which traditional cultural value is
ascribed often take on this kind of vital significance, so that any damage to or infringement upon
them is perceived to be deeply offensive to, and even destructive of, the group that values them”
(Parker and King 1998:2). Given this, the physical impacts associated with the Project in
conjunction with other cumulative projects will result in irreversible alteration and destruction of
some features of the Topock TCP that convey its historical significance, which is integrally tied
to the values, traditions, and belief systems of Interested Tribes. Additionally, these impacts to
character-defining features that convey the significance of the Topock TCP will likely result in a
fundamental change in the way Interested Tribes interact with the Topock TCP and they also will
result in a significant impact to the integrity of the resource. Although site and vegetation
restoration will be conducted at the end of the Project, it would not restore every aspect that is
important in conveying the significance of the Topock TCP, such as the compositional changes to
soil and water. The physical alteration and destruction of the Topock TCP would result in a loss
in the traditional cultural values and sense of identity of future generations.
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Comments on the Draft SEIR Requesting Additional Mitigation

As mentioned previously, commenters have provided several categories of additional mitigation
measures that some of the Interested Tribes indicate could reduce the overall level of Project-
related impacts, although the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15370 provides a definition of “mitigation” and subsection (e) specifically
states that mitigation should be “compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.” DTSC, as the lead agency, is required to determine whether
mitigation measures would minimize significant adverse impacts and if they are feasible, both for
project and cumulative impacts. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1) [“An EIR shall
describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts”]; see also, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15364[“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal,
social, and technological factors™].)

The assessment of the appropriate amount and extent of mitigation has grown significantly since
the time that the Groundwater FEIR was published and certified (January 2011), for two distinct,
but related, reasons: (1) there is a more thorough and documented understanding of the Topock
TCP and what features are considered contributing elements as compared to when the 2011
Groundwater FEIR was certified; and (2) the Project has been designed and developed more
fully, including its inclusion of the Future Activity Allowance component (see Master Response
2: Use of the Future Activity Allowance in the Draft SEIR, below). Both of these factors result in
increased impacts to the Topock TCP compared to what was projected in the 2011 Groundwater
FEIR.

New Feasible Mitigation to be Included in the Final SEIR

As part of DTSC’s commitment to working closely with the Interested Tribes over many years,
DTSC understands that each of the Interested Tribes can have differing views on the type of
mitigation that could reduce impacts. Additionally, DTSC acknowledges that each of the
Interested Tribes has their own resources and priorities, which are important considerations when
identifying feasible and meaningful mitigation. These are key factors when considering feasibility
of mitigation measures.

DTSC has concluded—based on a comprehensive assessment of the Topock TCP, that the
specific environmental impacts (direct Project and cumulative) of the Project as it relates to this
historical resource, the Tribal considerations regarding feasibility, and the ability of additional
mitigation to minimize significant adverse impacts—that additional mitigation shall be required
as part of the Project. While the inclusion of this mitigation measure reduces the Project’s impacts
to some degree, by providing substitute resources through preservation, interpretation, and
education, the Project’s overall contribution to this significant cumulative cultural impact would
remain cumulatively considerable and therefore significant and unavoidable.

The following provides the new Mitigation Measure CUL-5 as well as the various sections of the
Final SEIR that require revisions. The text on pages 6-34 and 6-35 of the Draft SEIR has been
modified as follows:
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When considered in combination with the impacts of other projects in the cumulative
scenario, the proposed Project’s incremental contribution to impacts on cultural resources
including historical resources (including the Topock TCP), unique archaeological
resources, unique paleontological resources or geologic features, and human remains
would remain cumulatively considerable and therefore significant. Although Mitigation
Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, which are described in detail in Section 4.4, “Cultural
Resources,” and Mitigation Measure CUL-5, which is described below in Impact CUM-
2, would reduce the significance of the impacts to the degree feasible, the only method to
fully mitigate these impacts would be complete avoidance of any future project activity;
therefore, no feasible mitigation exists that would reduce the Project’s contribution to less
than considerable. The Project’s contribution to this significant cumulative cultural
impact would remain cumulatively considerable (significant and unavoidable).

IMPACT Cumulatively Considerable Impacts to Cultural Resources.

CUM-2 Implementation of the proposed Project, in combination with
other projects in the geographic scope, could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of the historical resource
identified as the Topock TCP; cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of unknown historical or unique archaeological
resources; result in a substantial adverse change to a unique
paleontological resource or unique geologic feature; and disturb
human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries. This impact would be cumulatively significant and
the proposed Project’s contribution to this impact would remain
cumulatively considerable as identified in the Groundwater
FEIR.

Mitigation Measure CUL-5: Cumulative
Impacts to the Topock TCP (New Measure).
PG&E shall provide funding to the following
Tribes (Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, Cocopah
Indian Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribes, and
Hualapai Indian Tribe) that would facilitate
actions to preserve the cultural and ecological
integrity of the Topock TCP, and that would
provide interpretation, and/or educational
programs related to the Topock TCP. The funds
shall be used for the purposes of ensuring the
preservation, conservation and transmission of
cultural values associated with the Topock TCP,
including furthering Tribal knowledge and
community awareness of the TCP’s importance
and meaning for each Tribe. The funds shall be
used to implement interpretive facilities or
programs, land preservation/conservation,
educational programs (such as grant funding to
further the cultural understanding, including
research of the Topock area). The Project’s
Conditions of Approval will identify the amount
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Timing:

of the one-time contribution to be made by
PG&E, and the type of funding mechanism to be
utilized as determined by DTSC. The funding
mechanism shall provide for the management of
individual funds for each of the four Tribes, and
shall administer the release of funds upon review
and approval of proposals by Tribe(s). Proposals
must meet the above-described purpose related to
preservation/conservation, interpretation, and/or
educational programs pertaining to the Topock
TCP, and must meet pre-established minimum
criteria. The funding mechanism shall also
provide tracking and verification through
documentation of the appropriate use of the
funds. Within 6 months of Project approval,
DTSC shall develop Tribal Funding Application
Guidelines for distribution to the Tribes. The
Tribal Funding Application Guidelines will
identify the funding management organization
that will manage the funds and will provide
guidance on accessing the funds, including the
identification of minimum criteria by which
proposals will be evaluated. Within 30 days of
notification by DTSC that the funding
management organization has been established,
PG&E shall provide documentation that the
required funding contribution has been made. The
funding organization shall report to DTSC upon
the following three occasions: (1) receipt of a
proposal by Tribe(s), (2) approval and release of
funds, and (3) verification of implementation/use
of funds. Funding shall be available for use within
the duration of the active remedy, currently
estimated to be approximately 30 vears.

Implementation of CUL-1 through
CUL-4 prior to and during
construction, operation and
maintenance, and decommissioning,
and funding required by CUL-5
shall be made available prior to
construction activities and over 30
years of Project operation.

Responsibility: PG&E would be responsible for the

implementation of these measures.
DTSC would be responsible for
ensuring compliance.

Significance after Mitigation:  The impact would remain

significant and unavoidable after
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implementation of the mitigation
measures detailed above. The
Project in combination with other
projects in the area would continue
to contribute considerably to a
cumulatively significant impact to
the integrity of those physical
characteristics that convey the
significance of the Topock TCP and
to historical resources unique and
important to the region.

The Prior Settlement Agreements as it Relates to Mitigation
Measure CUL-5

It is important to note that one of the Interested Tribes, the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, has been
excluded from the new Mitigation Measure CUL-5 because of the terms of previously entered
Settlement Agreements. Specifically, the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe is in the unique position of
having previously entered into two separate Settlement Agreements with DTSC and PG&E,
respectively. The Settlement Agreements resolved litigation over DTSC’s approval of the Topock
Compressor Station Groundwater Remediation Project and certification of the 2011 Final EIR
(Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2011-80000802-CU-WM-GDS). The Settlement
Agreement between the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe and DTSC provides that “[t]o implement the
provisions contained in the PG&E Settlement, the Tribe waives any and all legal, equitable, or
administrative claims, and requests for additional mitigation measures, against DTSC, in any
tribunal, court or regulatory forum, related to the groundwater and soils remedies....” (p. 4,
Section 10(c.).) The Settlement Agreement between the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe and PG&E,
states that “[t]he Tribe waives any and all administrative, equitable, or legal claims against the
federal government and California in any tribunal, court or regulatory forum related to the
groundwater and soils remedies...” including “related to PG&E’s implementation of these
remedies as approved as of October 18, 2011[.]” (p. 5, Section X(B).)

The Settlement Funds paid by PG&E to the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe as part of that Agreement
contemplated use of the funds for items such as acquisition and management of land, planning for
a potential cultural heritage center and programs, and scholarships for Tribal members to study
sciences, technologies and legal aspects of environmental impact assessment, among others at the
discretion of the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe. (pp. 3-4, Section VII.) Because of the terms of the
prior Settlement Agreements between the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe and PG&E, and the Fort
Mojave Indian Tribe and DTSC, the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe has not been included in Final
SEIR Mitigation Measure CUL-5. The Final SEIR nevertheless mitigates the significant
cumulative impacts of the Project to the extent feasible by including a measure (CUL-5) which
provides an opportunity for the Tribes identified in the measure to engage in similar activities to
preserve and protect the Topock TCP. Considering the terms of the prior Settlement Agreements,
exclusion of the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe from CUL-5 does not render the SEIR mitigation
ineffective.
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Master Response 2: Use of the Future Activity
Allowance in the Draft SEIR

Summary of Comments Raised Regarding the SEIR's Inclusion
of the Future Activity Allowance

Comments were received on the Draft SEIR that question DTSC’s inclusion of the Future
Activity Allowance as part of the Project. These comments were provided in the comment letters
in response to the Draft SEIR and were further reiterated to DTSC during several meetings after
close of the Draft SEIR public comment period. Comments related to the Future Activity
Allowance include 10 main categories:

1.

2.

10.

Inclusion of this Project component is unprecedented

This Project component is undefined in the project description and not analyzed at the
appropriate level of detail in the SEIR, and the 25 percent limit is arbitrary

Questions about whether the 10 monitoring wells included as part of the Future Activity
Allowance are part of the Project or included as mitigation

Clarification that the Future Activity Allowance applies only to components included in
the Final Remedy Design

Tracking of this Project component within the SEIR to ensure that activities are within
the scope of the SEIR

Concern that the Future Activity Allowance is a way to evade the requirements of CEQA
and Assembly Bill (AB) 52

“Provisional” elements are included in Final Remedy Design and allow DTSC enough
flexibility, and the Future Activity Allowance is not consistent with past Topock projects

The Future Activity Allowance was not part of the cumulative analysis and appropriate
mitigation has not been included in the SEIR

Concerns regarding Tribal notification and consultation of the Future Activity Allowance

This Project component is inconsistent with cultural resources plans and other
agreements for the Topock area

The following master response provides clarification regarding each of these comment categories
as it relates to the Future Activity Allowance.
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Background and Purpose of the Future Activity Allowance as
Defined in the Draft SEIR

As stated on page 3-11 of the Draft SEIR, the Future Activity Allowance includes an additional
allowance for all Project infrastructure established at up to 25 percent of the parameter set forth in
the Final Remedy Design, and up to 10 additional monitoring well boreholes to be installed in
Arizona. As explained during a meeting between DTSC and Tribal representatives on July 18,
2017 and again on August 15, 2017, the Future Activity Allowance is included in the project
description and the SEIR to ensure that a comprehensive environmental analysis has been
conducted and impacts disclosed, should additional activities be warranted over the decades-long
Project implementation. As stated in the Draft SEIR, the Future Activity Allowance could result
in construction of additional Project features during the initial 5-year construction phase of the
Project and/or during the approximate 30-year operation and maintenance phase that constitutes
active remediation.

Minor Work Variances

The current remedy design is heavily based on the fate and transport modeling established from
DTSC’s understanding of the site. All models have inherent uncertainties and cannot predict all
of the site’s variabilities. As such, DTSC anticipates that minor work variances, or what are
referred to as “material deviations” in the Final Remedy Design, during initial construction could
be necessary to respond to any unanticipated onsite conditions, which is typical of projects of this
nature. These minor work variances in response to field conditions during initial construction
activities are not considered to be a part of the 25 percent Future Activity Allowance, as they are
already part of the Final Remedy Design. Such minor work variances caused by field conditions
and whose components are already part of the Final Remedy Design that went through a lengthy
stakeholder and Tribal review and comment period would be addressed as part of the regular
construction communication with Tribes and stakeholders as currently addressed in the Final
Remedy Design and as required by the various protocols defined in the Cultural Impact
Mitigation Program (CIMP) required by Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-8q. Specifically, the
following sections of the CIMP would ensure continued Tribal coordination during construction
activities: Section 2.2 which describes collaboration with Interested Tribes for the treatment of
archaeological materials and pre-construction field verification; Section 2.10 which requires
Tribal notification in advance of Project-related activities; and Section 2.12 which requires
notification and invitation to Interested Tribes to observe ground-disturbing activities.

Future Activity Allowance

There may be other unforeseen activities not specified in the Final Remedy Design, which may be
necessary during both construction and implementation (operation and maintenance) of the
remedy. A practical example of such a possible significant deviation is the change in the siting
location of monitoring well-U (MW-U) due to easement constraints and lack of access approval
from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). If not for the final agreement from
Caltrans, the modification of the well location would necessitate many more linear feet of access
road grading to an undefined alternate MW-U location. While it is a modification of an
infrastructure component that is in the current design, moving of MW-U to another location not
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previously considered and the possible addition of access roads would be considered a substantial
modification rather than a minor work variation leading to the potential reliance on the Future
Activity Allowance.

In addition to the potential need for work variances during construction phase from unforeseen
circumstances as explained above, the active remediation is anticipated to span decades. DTSC
envisions that site conditions would change as a result of the remedy operation and that
adjustment might become necessary in monitoring the contamination plume. Finally, DTSC, in
remedy selection, also considered that some parts of the plume may require treatment refinements
and/or transitioning to Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA), which was not factored into the
current design. Although PG&E’s remedy design included various operational contingencies,
PG&E did not and cannot currently conceive the plume condition when MNA would be
employed. Regardless of whether a change is considered a Future Activity Allowance or a
“material deviation” that was already included in the Final Remedy Design, implementation of all
protective mitigation measures and communication with Tribes would occur.

Clarifications Made in the Final SEIR Regarding the Inclusion of
the Future Activity Allowance and its Related Impacts

The inclusion of the Future Activity Allowance is necessary for DTSC to retain some flexibility
to address unanticipated fluctuations or changes in the groundwater plume during remediation
that may require additional infrastructure. The Draft SEIR text on page 3-12 is revised in the
Final SEIR as follows:

The inclusion of the Future Activity Allowance is not intended to account for minor
adjustments (work variances) of the remedy design during construction resulting from
field conditions. DTSC’s objective for the inclusion of the Future Activity Allowance is
to consider the potential impacts of needing to take additional but previously unforeseen
activities that were not contemplated as part of the Final Remedy Design but are activities
that would improve the performance of the remedy, or are necessary to gather additional
information on the remedy performance, and/or aid in the transition of the active remedy
to monitored natural attenuation.

Therefore, the purpose of including the Future Activity Allowance in the SEIR is to ensure that
DTSC considers all the potential environmental impacts of the Project, including those that may
be needed in the future but that are a part of the whole of the Project. As a result of the comments
raised and further discussions with Tribes about the Future Activity Allowance communication
process, DTSC has determined that specific modifications to Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-14 that
outlines Tribal notification of future activities are warranted.

CUL-1a-14: Tribal Notification of Potential Future Activities (New Measure). For
any potential Future Activity Allowance that requires preparation of a work request, work
plan, or technical memorandum, PG&F shall submit the subject documentation to DTSC,
which will contain a description of the proposed activities, any available information
regarding current conditions, and tracking information regarding how much of the Future
Activity Allowance would be used by the particular activity, should it be authorized by
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DTSC. DTSC shall then provide the documentation to Interested Tribes (and other
stakeholders) for review and comment. Timeline for review and consideration of Tribal
comments shall be made by DTSC on a case-by-case basis, dependent on the known
resources present on the subject location and the urgency of the Future Activity
Allowance to ensure the proper and successful operation of the Remedy. Following
Tribal review of the documentation, next steps could include modifications to the work
plan, additional correspondence (i.e., site walk, meetings), or authorization by DTSC of
the necessary Future Activity Allowance. If the Future Activity Allowance is ultimately
approved by DTSC, all the applicable mitigation measures defined in this SEIR will
aooly. . . e bt tho deeeioe i YT

DTSC acknowledges the dedication of the Interested Tribes in reviewing and commenting on the
extensive preliminary, intermediate, pre-final, and final design iterations that have culminated in
the Final Remedy Design that forms the basis of this SEIR project description. Key stakeholders
and Tribal involvement have been integral to the design process in all stages. DTSC, as lead
agency, has the responsibility to consider the long-term nature of the Project to ensure that the
SEIR considers the whole of the Project and accommodates future uncertainty as it can be
identified and analyzed at this present time. DTSC remains committed to the continued
involvement of the Tribes in future activities associated with the Topock remediation efforts.

1. The Future Activity Allowance is Supported by CEQA Case
Law and Consistent with DTSC Approach

CEQA requires lead agencies to consider the “whole of the project” and all reasonably
foreseeable future activities that may occur as part of the Project. Inclusion of the Future Activity
Allowance at a programmatic level of analysis is not unprecedented under CEQA, and allows
DTSC flexibility to approve certain modifications if new information or new circumstances
which are not or cannot be known today arise during the implementation phase. DTSC has
appropriately included an analysis of the Future Activity Allowance as a program-level
component of the Project that is geographically and situationally related to the whole of the action
of groundwater cleanup within the Project Area. As explained in the Draft SEIR, to the extent
additional activities might be determined as needed in response to results gleaned while
implementing the final remedy, that potential activity has been included and programmatically
analyzed to the extent feasible at this time.

DTSC took a similar approach in the Topock Compressor Station Soil Investigation Project EIR,
which incorporated a 25 percent contingency for additional soil sampling outside of the
parameters established in the Soil Work Plan, depending on the preliminary results of the
investigation activities. The Soil Investigation Project EIR also included other activities such as
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bench-scale tests and pilot studies analyzed at a programmatic level because locations and other
details were not yet known at the time the Soil Investigation EIR was prepared. Similar to the
Future Activity Allowance, these contingency sample locations and other activities necessary to
meet project objectives were in locations that were not known at the time of that EIR.

The hybrid project-specific/programmatic approach and analysis included in the Draft SEIR
regarding the Future Activity Allowance is permissible under CEQA and supported by case law.
An EIR’s description of the project should identify the project’s main features and other
information needed for an assessment of the project’s environmental impacts. An engineering
level of detail is not necessarily required. (See Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare
(1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 26). As long as these requirements are met, a project description may
allow for the flexibility needed to respond to unforeseeable events and changing conditions that
could affect the project’s final design. (See Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City &
County of San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1053). In Citizens for a Sustainable
Treasure Island, the project proponent needed flexibility to account for potential unknown soil
contamination among other issues, and therefore the project allowed the proposed development to
be moved around within certain parameters, depending on the location and level of contamination
that may be found within the project site (Id. at pp. 1053, 1060). Similarly, for the proposed
Project, flexibility is required to be able to respond to conditions that are not known or cannot be
known at this time; this flexibility is provided by the Future Activity Allowance.

2. Claims that the Future Activity Allowance is Undefined,
Analyzed with an Inappropriate Amount of Detail, and
Arbitrary

The Components of the Future Activity Allowance Are Well-Defined in the
Project Description of the Draft SEIR

The Draft SEIR project description is consistent with CEQA and adequately describes the
components of the Future Activity Allowance. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15124,
the project description identifies the Project’s main features, including the Inner Recirculation
Loop, Topock Compressor Station recirculation loop, freshwater injection wells, monitoring
wells, piping and trenching, buildings and enclosed structures, soil processing area and
procedures, staging areas, and various construction activities (Draft SEIR pages 3-9 through 3-
97). Further, the Draft SEIR’s project description quantifies the amount of Project infrastructure
that could be constructed as part of the Future Activity Allowance, which considers the whole of
the Project that is under consideration by DTSC (see Table 3-1 for monitoring well borehole
counts included under the Future Activity Allowance; Table 3-2 for quantification of linear feet
for pipeline trenches, electrical/communication conduit, and roadway improvements, as well as
square feet for buildings and structures for the Future Activity Allowance; Table 3-4 for volume
of soil disturbance associated with the Future Activity Allowance; and Table 3-5 for water needed
to construct components included under the Future Activity Allowance). The project description
related to the Future Activity Allowance is adequately described in accordance with CEQA
project description requirements and allows for appropriate impact analysis.
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Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with the Future Activity
Allowance Are Adequately Analyzed in the Draft SEIR and Appropriate Under
CEQA

The Future Activity Allowance is analyzed in the Draft SEIR at the appropriate level of detail, as
supported by the State CEQA Guidelines and case law. “The level of detail in an EIR is driven by
the nature of the project” (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island, supra, 227 Cal.App.4th at
p. 1051; Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Bd. of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Long Beach
(1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 746 [same]). As the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs., 15000 et
seq.) state, “[t]he degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of
specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR... An EIR on a
construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than
will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146). The
“sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible” (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15151). For projects that are implemented over decades, such as the proposed
Project, detailed information about every component is often unavailable. For example, plans
may be presented at a conceptual level to allow flexibility to respond to future unknowns
(Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island, supra, 227 Cal.App.4th at p. 1053).

For this project, the Final Remedy Design is based on the current plume configuration. With the
implementation of the remedy, the plume configuration will change in the future. Although the
established fate and transport model provides a good prediction of change over time, there are
inherent uncertainties with groundwater flow. When the model is refined over time based on
actual project implementation and monitoring data, it is likely that something presently
unforeseeable could arise that necessitates the need for more monitoring wells or piping (or some
other Project component), although the exact future event is unknowable at this time. The Future
Activity Allowance provides for appropriate Project adjustments or actions to respond to these
unforeseen conditions up to the specified limits presented in the Project description.

DTSC included the Future Activity Allowance in the impact analyses of the SEIR consistent with
the Project objectives and to ensure a complete environmental evaluation as required by CEQA to
the extent such impacts may be reasonably foreseeable at this time given the information known
to date about the groundwater plume. Based on the level of detail available, the Future Activity
Allowance has been given full consideration in the Draft SEIR evaluation. Every resource topic
included in the SEIR addresses and evaluates potential impacts from the Future Activity
Allowance. Where possible, impacts were quantified to provide an upper limit of possible
impacts (such as Biological Resources).

In every applicable section of the Draft SEIR, a summary table was included in the “Approach to
Analysis” section that numerically quantifies the additional infrastructure (well boreholes,
disturbed ground, fluid conveyance pipeline, electrical/communication conduits, buildings and
structures, and roadway improvements) that could be implemented under the Future Activity
Allowance so that impacts could be quantified (where appropriate, such as for biological
resources and water supply) and analyzed in the various impact analysis sections. The Future
Activity Allowance was systematically documented in the methodology such that accurate impact
assessments could be reached.
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See the following sections of the SEIR for detailed evaluation of the Future Activity Allowance:

e Aesthetics Section 4.1.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and Section 4.1.5.3 (Impact Analysis)

e Air Quality Section 4.2.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and Section 4.2.5.3 (Impact Analysis)
o Biological Resources Section 4.3.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and 4.3.5.2 (Impact Analysis)
e Cultural Resources Section 4.4.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and 4.4.5.2 (Impact Analysis)

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section 4.5.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and 4.5.5.2
(Impact Analysis)

e Hydrology and Water Quality Section 4.6.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and 4.6.5.2 (Impact
Analysis)

e Noise Section 4.7.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and 4.7.5.2 (Impact Analysis)

o Utilities and Service Systems Section 4.8.5.2 (impact methodology) and 4.8.5.2 (Impact
Analysis)

o  Water Supply Section 4.9.5.2 (Impact Methodology) and 4.9.5.2 (Impact Analysis)

All mitigation measures identified in the SEIR apply to the Project as a whole, including any
Project components that may be constructed under the Future Activity Allowance, which could
occur during the construction or operation phases over the lifetime of the Project. In addition,
DTSC included mitigation measures that specifically address the Future Activity Allowance to
ensure that protections and protocols are implemented whenever Future Activity Allowance
components may be constructed. For examples, see Mitigation Measures BIO-2h, CUL-1a-9,
CUL-1a-14, and CUL-1a-15, which specifically address the Future Activity Allowance.

The Limit of the Future Activity Allowance is Quantified and Based on
Technical and Site-Specific Expertise

Accordingly, the Draft SEIR analyzes the Future Activity Allowance by assuming all Project
elements are increased by 25 percent, based on the Final Remedy Design’s anticipated
infrastructures, and placed in areas of similar environmental sensitivity as the Project. This type
of “worst-case scenario” approach to analysis complies with CEQA (Citizens for a Sustainable
Treasure Island, supra, 227 Cal.App.4th at p. 1053, fn. 7). The Future Activity Allowance
represents the upper bound (i.e., maximum worst-case effects) that could occur under the
proposed Project within the Project Area. The 25 percent allowance is not open-ended, but rather
represents a quantifiable limit based on the parameters set forth in the Final Remedy Design. The
25 percent limit was selected as a reasonable engineering estimation based on DTSC’s familiarity
with the Final Design, site characteristics, understanding of inherent uncertainties with
groundwater flow, and past activities on-site. This allowance limit is neither arbitrary nor
excessive, but rather is based on DTSC’s considerable experience and expertise as a regulatory
agency that oversees remediation activities throughout the state of California. Further, while the
location(s) of Future Activity Allowance infrastructure is currently unknown, infrastructure
would be situated within the Project Area identified on Figure 3-3 of the Draft SEIR, and
generally near similar infrastructure. For instance, as discussed on page 4.1-66 of the Draft SEIR,
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the Future Activity Allowance would include construction of pipelines and electrical power
underground throughout the Project Area, boreholes potentially located in the floodplain area and
generally in the vicinity of existing/planned boreholes, monitoring well boreholes in Arizona, and
additional structures near existing/planned structures and facilities (like at the Station,
Transwestern Bench, Construction Headquarters, etc.).

3. Ten Monitoring Wells Are Appropriately Analyzed in the
SEIR as Part of the Future Activity Allowance

Commenters questioned whether the 10 monitoring wells included as part of the Future Activity
Allowance are mitigation measures as specified in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-6, or if the wells
are included as part of the project description. As explained in Chapter 3 of the Draft SEIR, the
Future Activity Allowance is included as part of the project description in recognition that
additional activities may be warranted over the decades-long project implementation. The SEIR
therefore analyzes, at a program level, all of the foreseeable, potentially significant impacts of
the Future Activity Allowance, including the installation of up to 10 monitoring wells, as part of
the Project.

In Section 4.6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” for example, DTSC determined that new
monitoring wells could be needed in Arizona to assess and minimize impacts to non-Project water
supply wells in Arizona, and therefore Mitigation Measure HYDRO-6 requires that new
monitoring wells will be installed, but only if necessary based on PG&E’s access to non-Project
water supply wells (see Draft SEIR text on page 4.6-60). These potential new monitoring wells
are added as future activities analyzed in the SEIR (see Draft SEIR pages 3-23 and 3-24).
Including the monitoring wells as part of the Project ensures that the construction of any new
wells in Arizona will go through the same rigorous mitigation measures required under the
proposed Project. Because of this, the mitigation measures included in the SEIR (including all
cultural resource measures) will be implemented, as applicable, during the construction,
operation, and decommissioning of any future monitoring wells in Arizona. This approach was
also taken to ensure the environmental impacts of the 10 potential monitoring wells were fully
analyzed in the SEIR.

4. Clarification in the Final SEIR Regarding the Relationship
of the Future Activity Allowance to the Final Remedy
Design

A comment was raised that questions DTSC’s reasoning for including the last phrase of the
sentence indented below. DTSC acknowledges the ambiguity of this sentence and has therefore
revised it to reflect that the Future Activity Allowance includes the same type of Project features
identified in the Final Remedy Design. The purpose and intent of the Future Activity Allowance
is not to have an open-ended Project that includes major components or new features not included
in the Final Remedy Design, but to anticipate the need for the same types of infrastructure into
the future based on new information discovered after the SEIR and deemed necessary for the
continued implementation of the remedy or for protection of the environment. In response to the
comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 3-11 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:
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The 25 Percent Potential Allowance is intended to apply generally to the development
and implementation of the Final Remedy Design, and includes only those Project features
which are evenifaparticular parameteroraspect-of the Projectisnetlistedinoneo
examples set forth in the following subsections.

5. DTSC Will Require Tracking of Future Activity Allowance
Components Through the Life of the Project

Commenters expressed concern that there is no way to track whether proposed components under
the Future Activity Allowance are within the scope of the SEIR. DTSC as the lead agency has the
responsibility and requirement to monitor the long-term activities associated with the Proposed
Action, including both the compliance with the required mitigation measures and the
implementation of any infrastructure. Page 3-12 of the Draft SEIR states that the Future Activity
Allowance will be tracked by DTSC “to ensure that development of individual components is
within the scope of this SEIR.” Further, any activities conducted under the Future Activity
Allowance will be tracked by DTSC as a condition of approval for the Project. This tracking will
occur as a Condition of Approval as well as a requirement of Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-14 (as
revised in this Final SEIR shown above), which indicates that, for work request, work plan, or
technical memorandum, requested by PG&E, they shall submit the subject documentation to
DTSC, which will contain a description of the proposed activities, any available information
regarding current conditions, and tracking information regarding how much of the Future Activity
Allowance would be used by the particular activity, should it be authorized by DTSC. This
indicates that DTSC has the responsibility to ensure that any and all activities undertaken as part
of the Project are consistent with the assumptions, analysis, and mitigation measures identified in
the SEIR, to determine whether any additional future review under CEQA is required. It does not
preclude the need for future CEQA analysis, if activities are outside and beyond what was already
analyzed under Future Activity Allowance in this SEIR. Additionally, any work plans that may be
prepared for Future Activity Allowance components will comply with Tribal notification and
input provisions of Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-14.

Comments suggested that the analysis of the Future Activity Allowance should be located within
a separate chapter of the SEIR to track and analyze impacts (including cumulative). Because the
Future Activity Allowance is part of the Project identified in Chapter 3, “Project Description,”
and would use the same technologies, construction equipment, and work parameters as the rest of
the Project, the SEIR analysis is holistic in considering the entire Project, and not segmenting the
analysis. In each resource section, the methodologies and impact evaluations consider the Future
Activity Allowance explicitly. Providing this assessment in a separate chapter would not have
different impact conclusions, and could be seen as misleading or confusing in the presentation of
impact conclusions and mitigation measures. DTSC included the analysis of the Future Activity
Allowance within each resource section and Chapter 6, “Cumulative Impacts,” just as every other
Project feature is analyzed. However, as the lead agency, DTSC recognizes and appreciates the
need to track use of the Future Activity Allowance, which is why it will ensure that a tracking
mechanism is included as a requirement of CUL-1a-14 and in the Conditions of Approval for the
Project.
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6. The Applicability of AB 52 Applies to the Project as a
Whole, Including the Future Activity Allowance

Some commenters questioned whether DTSC’s inclusion of the Future Activity Allowance in the
Draft SEIR is an effort to evade CEQA environmental review on those additional Project
components, and requested that it be removed from the SEIR. The inclusion of the Future
Activity Allowance is not an attempt to evade CEQA, but rather a necessary consideration by
DTSC as lead agency to define the whole action in order to conduct meaningful review per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a), which defines a “project” as the “whole of the action, which
has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment...” Including potential Project
components that address unknown changes to the groundwater plume constitutes the whole of the
action, as required to be evaluated by CEQA Guidelines. It is therefore necessary for the Future
Activity Allowance to remain in the SEIR. As described on page 3-12 of the Draft SEIR, there
may be circumstances where additional approval may be required by DTSC and other agencies.
As the lead agency, DTSC will be responsible for reviewing and tracking each of the activities
conducted under the Future Activity Allowance to ensure that they are within the scope of the
SEIR and that the mitigation measures would be applicable for reducing impacts. If Project
components exceed the limits of the 25 percent threshold, fall outside of the Project Area
boundaries as defined in Figure 3-3 of the Draft SEIR, or constitute a new kind of activity from
those described in the SEIR, future CEQA action may be required to evaluate those
environmental impacts. To further clarify this point, the Draft SEIR text on page 3-12 is revised
in the Final SEIR as follows:

It should also be noted that additional facilities beyond those specifically described in the
Final Remedy Design may require approval from DTSC and perhaps other agencies. If
Project components exceed the limits of the 25 percent threshold, fall outside of the
Project Area boundaries as defined in Figure 3-3 of the Draft SEIR, or constitute a new
kind of activity from those described in the SEIR, future CEQA action may be required to
evaluate any environmental impacts outside the scope of this SEIR. Consideration by
DTSC of any such future approvals would be consistent with its existing and ongoing
duties under CEQA laws and the Settlement Agreements with the FMIT and duty to
confer, as may be needed, with Interested Tribes. The purpose of including the Future
Activity Allowance is therefore to be sure that this SEIR evaluates all the potential effects
of the Project, including those that may be needed in the future.

Similarly, some commenters state that DTSC is trying to avoid complying with the requirements
of AB 52 for the Future Activity Allowance components. As explained previously, DTSC
included the Future Activity Allowance within the SEIR to ensure that the “whole of the action”
for the groundwater remedy is analyzed in the SEIR. The intent and goal of AB 52 focuses on
coordination with Tribes for the purposes of identifying tribal cultural resources that could
potentially be significantly impacted by a project early in the CEQA process, including for
purposes of consulting with Tribes and incorporating an analysis of impacts to those resources in
the EIR, and developing appropriate mitigation measures. Although not legally required to
comply with AB 52 (see Master Response 3: Inapplicability of Assembly Bill 52 in Project
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Approval), DTSC has acted in the spirit of AB 52 and good faith throughout the Final Remedy
Design and SEIR process to understand the concerns of Tribal stakeholders, including multiple
in-person meetings and other coordination efforts, thus informing the SEIR’s identification of
Tribal resources and perspectives in the analysis, including the analysis of impacts and
mitigation. As outlined in Mitigation Measures CUL-1a-14, activities conducted as part of the
Future Activity Allowance that require a work plan would involve Tribal notification and input
per provisions of Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-14.

7. Provisional Design Elements and Future Activity Allowance
Are Important to Achieve Remedial Goals

Several commenters expressed concern that DTSC has already made a concerted effort to
anticipate possible expansion of the Project during the design process, and that the project has
grown with each design iteration. Commenters stated that “provisional” features are included in
the Final Remedy Design and therefore already provide flexibility for contingencies, removing
the need for the Future Activity Allowance. DTSC has made a concerted effort to provide more
specificity and details with each subsequent design iteration, as new information has become
available, which may have the appearance that the Project has grown, when in fact more specifics
and details have been provided about the project. Furthermore, during review of the design,
DTSC offered comments and recommended additional provisional wells to account for some
likely scenarios that may result when real data will be available during remedy construction and
initial operation. These provisional Project features were included in the design iterations as a
unique category in the Final Remedy Design and Draft SEIR. For example, provisional well
locations were considered as a conservative approach to “address predictive uncertainty inherent
to groundwater flow and solute transport modeling.” DTSC wanted to ensure that if conditions
did not ultimately occur as the model predicted based on the current plume configuration, the
remediation Project will allow for adjustments to modify or correct the Project operations. While
locations for provisional wells are identified in the Final Remedy Design and analyzed at known
locations in the Draft SEIR (page 3-23 and Table 3-1) based on existing plume data, the Future
Activity Allowance would correspond to unknown plume changes that may occur in the future
and therefore exact locations of those contingent Project features are not able to be identified like
they are for provisional features considered in the Final Remedy Design.

Conversely, some commenters stated that the idea of a Future Activity Allowance is inconsistent
with past work in and around the Topock Project Area, notably the Final Remedy Design, which
was completed through several iterations to achieve specificity in identifying groundwater
remedy infrastructure. Commenters also question why DTSC did not include the Future Activity
Allowance in the Final Remedy Design, particularly because it is an expansion of the Project
footprint.

Although the term “Future Activity Allowance” is not a part of the Final Remedy Design
explicitly, the concept that additional Project changes may be needed throughout the lifetime of
the Project in response to changing conditions in the groundwater plume is recognized in the
Final Remedy Design. The Construction/Remedial Action Work Plan for the Final Groundwater
Remedy, PG&E Topock Compressor Station, Needles, California, page 2-22 (Table 2.3-1), and
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the Exhibit L2.2-1 of the Operation and Maintenance Manual, which are included as Appendix
BOD to this SEIR, identify this idea under the terminology of “material deviations.” All
stakeholders, including the Interested Tribes, have reviewed this language and the communication
framework associated with the changed conditions. The inclusion of the Future Activity
Allowance in the Draft SEIR takes this unknown quantity of future Project changes and puts a
limit on it (not to exceed 25 percent). DTSC considerations of these features associated with the
whole groundwater cleanup at Topock were analyzed appropriately per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15378(a).

8. Cumulative Impacts Associated with the Whole of the
Project, Including the Future Activity Allowance Were
Adequately Addressed

Commenters expressed concern that Project features such as the Future Activity Allowance and
the provisional wells from the Final Remedy Design were not included in the cumulative impacts
scenario (Draft SEIR Chapter 6), and therefore that these additional Project components would
worsen the already significant cumulative impacts to aesthetics, cultural resources, and noise.
However, the analysis presented in Chapter 6, “Cumulative Impacts,” takes into consideration the
whole of the Project, including the Future Activity Allowance, within the baseline of projects
considered; the “proposed Project” references within Chapter 6 include the Final Remedy Design
plus the Future Activity Allowance, which when taken together both constitute the proposed
Project (see Chapter 3, “Project Description”). See Master Response 1: Cumulative Mitigation for
Impacts to the Topock Traditional Cultural Property for a more detailed discussion of cumulative
impacts to the Topock TCP and additional mitigation to reduce the project contribution to
cumulative impacts to the Topock TCP.

Commenters also questioned why cumulative-specific mitigation was not included in the

Draft SEIR. There are three notable differences in the cumulative impact evaluation and
mitigation measures since the 2011 Groundwater FEIR. (1) Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 was
added to the cumulative analysis based on the increase in severity of cumulative impacts from the
2011 Groundwater FEIR to this SEIR. As a result, this SEIR results in a new significant and
unavoidable impact to the cumulative noise scenario even after implementation of mitigation
measures. (2) The level of cumulative impacts related to aesthetic resources has increased in
severity from the 2011 Groundwater FEIR, and while Mitigation Measures AES-1 and AES-2
still apply, the impacts to the aesthetic cumulative scenario are now considered significant and
unavoidable, based on the timing of projects in the geographic scope. (3) Regarding the Topock
TCP, a new measure, Mitigation Measure CUL-5, was added to the cumulative analysis to
address the increased impacts to the Topock TCP compared to what was projected in the 2011
Groundwater FEIR, (please see Master Response 1: Cumulative Mitigation for Impacts to the
Topock Traditional Cultural Property above for additional details). Notwithstanding the new
mitigation measure, the cumulative effect on the Topock TCP remains significant and
unavoidable. While the Future Activity Allowance contributed to this overall increase in
cumulative impacts, this component of the Project is not the sole reason for the increase. As
stated on page 6-34 of the Draft SEIR, the only way to fully mitigate cumulative impacts to
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cultural resources, including the Topock TCP, would be by completely avoiding any future
Project activity.

9. Tribes Were Adequately Notified of the Future Activity
Allowance as a Project Component and Will Continue to
be Involved Throughout the Life of the Project

Several commenters expressed concern that they were not consulted with or notified of the Future
Activity Allowance as a component of the proposed Project while it was being developed by
DTSC, and that the first time it was mentioned to stakeholders was not until the Consultative
Work Group (CWG) meeting in January 2017, when the Draft SEIR was made available for
public review.

As noted earlier in these responses, the concept of potential additional work and adjustment in the
Project is captured within the Final Remedy Design. Material deviations and the communication
framework are specified within the Final Remedy Design, which stakeholders have reviewed and
commented on throughout its iterative development. Also, in a meeting to discuss Tribal
mitigation concepts on July 19, 2016, the concept was introduced by DTSC to the Interested
Tribes as the “25 Percent Unanticipated Project Component.” DTSC explained to the Interested
Tribes that while the proposed Project analyzed in the Draft SEIR is based on the detail presented
in the Final Remedy Design, given the overall length of time to achieve groundwater cleanup and
based on DTSCs technical expertise about the nature of remediation projects, there may be a need
for additional infrastructure (of the same types identified in the Final Remedy Design) over the
lifetime of the Project that is not currently envisioned. Since the July 2016 meeting, and
throughout the development of the Draft SEIR, the Future Activity Allowance terminology
became more fully defined over time as a way to describe this important element of the overall
Project. DTSC as the lead agency has the responsibility to consider the whole of the action and
has been committed to providing timely information to stakeholders, including that of the Future
Activity Allowance.

Commenters further suggest that provisions be made in the SEIR for additional CEQA review to
include Tribal consultation to be performed prior to any ground-disturbing activities. This has
been provided for. All mitigation measures adopted as part of the SEIR will apply to the Future
Activity Allowance. For any activity conducted as part of the Future Activity Allowance that
requires a work plan, Tribes will be notified and provided opportunities for input under
Mitigation Measures CUL-1a-14 and CUL-1a-15. Tribes would also be afforded opportunities to
participate during pre-construction surveys or new surveys under the provisions of the CIMP.

If and when additional information about conditions on the ground is discovered in the future that
does require DTSC to approve additional Project infrastructure included in the Future Activity
Allowance, DTSC would determine if any of the circumstances listed in Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines 15162 trigger the need for additional environmental
review. If so, additional CEQA review will be conducted, which would include any appropriate
Tribal consultation. If, on the other hand, DTSC determines that the activity falls within the scope
of analysis contained within the SEIR as certified, then no additional CEQA review would be
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required. “The obligation to conduct supplemental review under section 21166 applies regardless
of whether the project under consideration has undergone previous project-specific environmental
review, or is being carried out under a plan for which the agency has previously certified a
program EIR” (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island, supra, 227 Cal.App.4th at p. 1051,
citing Guidelines, Sections 15162, 15168, subd. (¢)(2); May v. City of Milpitas (2013) 217
Cal.App.4th 1307, 1326).

Commenters specifically requested consultation on the Future Activity Allowance. In response to
this comment and related concerns, DTSC staff held meetings with Tribal representatives

April 17-20, 2017, where the idea of the Future Activity Allowance was discussed in detail.
DTSC also met with Interested Tribes on July 18, 2017 and again on August 15, 2017, to discuss
the communication process regarding implementing the Future Activity Allowance. DTSC, U.S.
Department of the Interior (DOI), BLM, and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) have also
jointly engaged the Tribes on September 13, 2017 and October 17, 2017 to discuss consultation
protocol if changes arise during construction (see revisions to Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-14
above which clarifies communication protocols).

10.Provisions of Cultural Resource Plans Apply to the Future
Activity Allowance

Commenters expressed concern that the Future Activity Allowance is inconsistent with the
CIMP, and is therefore in conflict with the Programmatic Agreement (PA), the CIMP, and the
Cultural and Historic Properties Management Plan (CHPMP). However, all provisions developed
as part of these governing documents (CIMP, PA, and CHPMP) would still apply to the Future
Activity Allowance and the Future Activity Allowance would be implemented in a manner
consistent with CIMP, PA, and CHPMP provisions.

Commenters expressed concern that the Future Activity Allowance will not meet Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). As stated earlier, the idea of project changes
throughout the construction and operation of the remedy is a concept that is embedded in the
project design. In fact, one example of a necessary “material deviation” is in response to ensuring
legal requirements. The determination that a proposed future project feature is within the Future
Activity Allowance does not automatically imply approval by the agencies. Since the DOI is
obligated to evaluate ARAR compliance of all proposed actions associated with the Project,
activities falling within the Future Activities Allowance definition will not eliminate that
requirement for approval. Although ARAR compliance evaluation is not required under
Corrective Action administered by DTSC, PG&E must ensure that their Project complies with all
legal requirements.
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Master Response 3: Inapplicability of Assembly Bill 52
in Project Approval

Summary of Comments Raised Regarding DTSC's Compliance
with AB 52

Some commenters stated that DTSC should comply with AB 52 before deciding whether to
certify the Final SEIR. These comments revolve around the following two main points: (1) the
SEIR should comply with AB 52’s procedural and consultative requirements regarding tribal
cultural resources regardless of whether they are applicable or not; and (2) the proposed Future
Activity Allowance approach is an attempt to avoid the requirements of AB 52 for future Project
components.

The California Legislature adopted AB 52 and the governor signed the bill into law on September
26, 2014. AB 52 amended and included new sections to the Public Resources Code (PRC) that
require, prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR for a
project, that the lead agency consult with California Native American Tribes that are traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project under certain
circumstances. AB 52 also requires consideration of tribal cultural resources in the environmental
document. AB 52 became effective on January 1, 2015 and applies to projects that had a CEQA
Notice of Preparation (NOP) or a notice of negative declaration/mitigated negative declaration
filed “on or after July 1, 2015.” (See Legislative Counsel’s Digest, AB 52, p. 3; see also Section
11(c) [“This act shall only apply to a project that has a notice of preparation or a notice of
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration filed on or after July 1, 2015”].)

The NOP to initiate a 30-day comment period for the Draft SEIR on this Project was issued on
May 5, 2015, prior to the legislation going into effect. The NOP was sent to all stakeholders,
including Interested Tribes. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines was not revised until
September 2016, following approval of the California Office of Administrative Law to include
two threshold questions of significance relating to AB 52 (see Appendix G, subd. XVII). The
thresholds were established in the CEQA Guidelines after DTSC’s preparation of the Draft SEIR
was well under way. Because many of the procedural deadlines set forth in AB 52 originate from
actions or decisions that have already occurred with respect to the Final Remedy Design, and
therefore, due to the time of release of the NOP and other factors described above, it is not
possible to comply with the strict letter of the law in AB 52 at this time. Because the NOP for the
SEIR was issued prior to July 1, 2015, DTSC is not, and was not, required to comply with AB 52
as part of the SEIR process.

1. DTSC has Met the Intent of AB 52 and Fully Complies with
Other Requirements for Tribal Coordination

DTSC has consulted with Interested Tribes throughout the remedy design, CEQA review, and
Project approval processes, and in many instances has met the legislative intent of AB 52 as it is
outlined in Section 1(b)(1-9) of the PRC. In addition, State Executive Order B-10-11, which was
issued on September 19, 2011, applies to the Project, and has been complied with by DTSC since
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issuance. While AB 52 does not specifically apply to this Project for those reasons identified
above, consultation with the Interested Tribes has been on-going. State Executive Order B-10-11,
which requires the State to enter into meaningful government-to-government consultation with
Tribes, has been carefully executed for this Project through gathering of input from Interested
Tribes at regular project meetings and special meetings with individual Interested Tribes and/or
Tribal Nations collectively at the Tribes discretion. Consultation with the Interested Tribes was
also achieved through compliance with several mitigation measures set forth in the 2011
Groundwater FEIR, such as CUL-1a, which requires development of the CIMP, and CUL-1a-4,
which requires development of the Technical Review Committee (TRC). DTSC’s commitment to
consultation with the Interested Tribes meets the intent of AB 52, as well as requirements
applicable to the Project. The following discussion presents the AB 52 requirements as set forth
in the text from Section 1(b)(1-9) of the PRC and explains DTSC’s Tribal coordination efforts, to
date, after each of the nine points:

(b) In recognition of California Native American tribal sovereignty and the unique relationship
of California local governments and public agencies with California Native American tribal
governments, and respecting the interests and roles of project proponents, it is the intent of the
Legislature, in enacting this act, to accomplish all of the following:

(1) Recognize that California Native American prehistoric, historic, archaeological,
cultural, and sacred places are essential elements in tribal cultural traditions, heritages,
and identities.

DTSC recognizes the importance of Native American resources to Interested Tribes as they
relate to the Topock site and has demonstrated this recognition through coordination with
Interested Tribes that has been ongoing for more than 20 years, since the 1990s, and through
special consideration of these elements in CEQA documentation for the site since the 2011
Groundwater FEIR certified on January 31, 2011 (SCH No. 2008051003).

(2) Establish a new category of resources in the California Environmental Quality Act
called “tribal cultural resources™ that considers the tribal cultural values in addition to
the scientific and archaeological values when determining impacts and mitigation.

Although the NOP for the Project was issued before the July 1, 2015, date identified as
triggering the requirements of AB 52, DTSC has nonetheless already established a working
relationship with the Interested Tribes through regular project meetings, including the
quarterly CWG meetings and Technical Workgroup (TWG) meetings, and the monthly
Clearinghouse Taskforce (CTF) meetings. DTSC has also met numerous times with
Interested Tribes during the preparation of the 2011 Groundwater FEIR in which DTSC has
identified the project area to be within a Topock Cultural Area of Interested Tribes. DTSC
has considered, and continues to consider, resources of Tribal concern—most notably the
Topock TCP—in its environmental documents for their value separate and apart from
typical archaeological and scientific values in the following ways. (1) The Topock TCP was
found by the BLM to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places not
only under Criterion D (scientific value), but also under Criteria A (association with events)
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and C (distinctive characteristics) based on values ascribed to the TCP by Tribes. The Draft
SEIR acknowledges this Tribal value and further treats the resource as eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources under the same scientific and nonscientific
eligibility criteria. (2) Although the TCP is considered in in the Draft SEIR as a “historical
resource” as opposed to a “tribal cultural resource,” the identification of the resource,
analysis of impacts to the resource, and mitigation of the resource in the SEIR are
appropriate and consistent with CEQA requirements to address a tribal cultural resource as
the term has since been established by AB 52 even though that specific term was not used.
(3) DTSC has added Mitigation Measure CUL-5 to the cumulative analysis to address Tribal
concerns regarding the increase in severity of impacts to the Topock TCP identified since
the 2011 Groundwater FEIR was certified, to compensate for these impacts, and that
considers values ascribed to the Topock TCP by Tribes (see Master Response 1: Cumulative
Mitigation for Impacts to the Topock Traditional Cultural Property for additional details).

The Draft SEIR includes a separate discussion (see Section 4.4.3.2, “Native American
Heritage Resources”) that is similar to the concept of “tribal cultural resources,” as referred
to in PRC Section 1(b)(2). As part of this discussion, perspectives expressed by Interested
Tribes have been integrated and contributors to the Topock TCP have been addressed,
including contributing elements of the Topock TCP as identified by Interested Tribes in their
Tribal Cultural Values Assessment (TCVA), which includes both archaeological and non-
archaeological resources of importance to Interested Tribes. The Draft SEIR identifies these
TCVA resources as significant and provides mitigation measures to avoid these resources in
addition to archaeological resources, consistent with the intent of AB 52. Also, as noted in
the previous paragraph, DTSC has added Mitigation Measure CUL-5 to the cumulative
analysis to address Tribal concerns and values (see Master Response 1: Cumulative
Mitigation for Impacts to the Topock Traditional Cultural Property for additional details).

(3) Establish examples of mitigation measures for tribal cultural resources that uphold the
existing mitigation preference for historical and archaeological resources of
preservation in place, if feasible.

The following are examples of mitigation identified in PRC Section 21084.3 (new statute
resulting from AB 52) that may be considered by a lead agency if feasible and in the event
measures are not otherwise identified in the consultation process:

(1) Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to,
planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context, or planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources
with culturally appropriate protection and management criteria.

(2) Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity taking into account the tribal
cultural values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:

(A) Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.

(B) Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
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(C) Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.

(3) Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally
appropriate management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources
or places.

(4) Protecting the resource.

As discussed more thoroughly below, DTSC has promoted the avoidance of impacts to
cultural resources to the extent feasible through numerous iterations of the Final Remedy
Design, including changes made at the request of one or more Tribal members, and has
incorporated aspects of the mitigation strategies listed above into the measures identified in
the SEIR, including: avoiding direct and indirect physical impacts to the Topock Maze,
avoiding impacts to other archaeological sites to the extent practicable, avoiding and
protecting indigenous plants of traditional cultural significance to the extent practicable,
enhancing site security and protective measures, ensuring Tribal access to the Topock area
for ceremonies and other activities, and reducing noise and visual impacts. Prior to
publication of the Draft SEIR for public review, DTSC met with Interested Tribes on two
separate occasions (July 15 and August 9, 2015) specifically to discuss proposed mitigation
measures. DTSC considered Tribal input as the document was prepared. Additionally, DTSC
conducted two meetings (April 19-20, 2017, and August 14-15, 2017) with Interested Tribes
between the Draft and Final SEIR to further discuss their concerns regarding mitigation
measures. In response, DTSC has added Mitigation Measure CUL-5 to the cumulative
analysis to address Tribal concerns regarding the increase in severity of impacts to the
Topock TCP, to compensate for these impacts, and that considers values ascribed to the
Topock TCP by Tribes (see Master Response 1: Cumulative Mitigation for Impacts to the
Topock Traditional Cultural Property for additional details).

(4) Recognize that California Native American tribes may have expertise with regard to
their tribal history and practices, which concern the tribal cultural resources with which
they are traditionally and culturally affiliated. Because the California Environmental
Quality Act calls for a sufficient degree of analysis, tribal knowledge about the land and
tribal cultural resources at issue should be included in environmental assessments for
projects that may have a significant impact on those resources.

DTSC has solicited input from Interested Tribes, regarding their knowledge, and
perspectives of cultural resources that are of importance to them, and has considered their
input in the environmental review process for the 2011 Groundwater FEIR and also
specifically for this SEIR. The coordination and government-to-government relationship
between DTSC and the Interested Tribes has been ongoing since 2008. Tribal perspectives
have been collected through numerous meetings, field visits, and Tribal review and comment
of various documents considered and incorporated by DTSC. The Tribal perspectives
prepared as part of the Draft SEIR, for example, were circulated to Interested Tribes for
review and comment in advance of the public comment period.
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Tribal concerns that were raised and, where feasible alternatives to impacting resources of
concern existed were addressed through the Project design process in coordination with
Interested Tribes. Prior to preparation of the NOP for this SEIR, Interested Tribes were
closely involved in the development of the Final Groundwater Remedy alternatives, the
remedy selection process and its associated environmental analysis for the remedy.
Interested Tribes were similarly engaged in providing comprehensive review and comment
on the 30% (preliminary), 60% (intermediary), and 90% (pre-final) of the Final Remedy
Design. Tribal involvement and specific comments provided during this multi-year (2011—
2016) design process resulted in modifications and changes to the Project in order to
minimize project effects to cultural resources of importance to Interested Tribes. This
included considerable redesign of the proposed approach to soil management, construction
staging area locations, and locations of infrastructure such as pipelines and monitoring wells,
as well as other important Project implementation methodologies. Tribal comments during
this process, and a commitment to avoidance of resources, have specifically been responded
to and resulted in a Project that has incorporated the input of Interested Tribes to minimize
or avoid impacts to cultural resources.

As mentioned previously, DOI, DTSC, PG&E, key stakeholders, and Interested Tribes have
worked diligently to advance the selected design through the 30%, 60%, 90%, and 100%
design stages, as part of the CWG, TWG, and CTF. To accommodate diverse CWG/TWG
member concerns, the design underwent a review and comment period before advancing to
the next design stage. Up through the pre-final design, each member’s comment on the
design was carefully reviewed and responded to by the Agencies and PG&E, then
deliberated openly with CWG members in striving for comment resolution. In response to
input from the Interested Tribes, modifications have been reflected in the Final Remedy
Design and SEIR which include, but are not limited to, the following:

o Removal of the eastern portion of the Topock Compressor Station (TCS) Evaporation
Ponds from Staging Area 11;

e Removal of the quarry and former evaporation pond area from consideration as staging
and soil storage;

e Removal of Staging Areas 15, 16, 19, and 20;

e Limited uses of Staging Areas 6, 7, 12, 13, and 25;

e Restricted practices regarding backfill of monitoring wells;

e Relocation of an access road to Well CW-01;

e Relocation of monitoring well (MW) IRL-1;

e Relocation of MW-P;

e Exclusion of two alternative freshwater source locations from consideration; and

e Revision of the numeric model that provides a prediction of the remedy’s capabilities
during the implementation of the cleanup.
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(5) In recognition of their governmental status, establish a meaningful consultation process
between California Native American tribal governments and lead agencies, respecting
the interests and roles of all California Native American tribes and project proponents,
and the level of required confidentiality concerning tribal cultural resources, at the
earliest possible point in the California Environmental Quality Act environmental
review process, so that tribal cultural resources can be identified, and culturally
appropriate mitigation and mitigation monitoring programs can be considered by the
decision making body of the lead agency.

DTSC has met with Interested Tribes on numerous occasions to collect information and
identify cultural resources of importance to Interested Tribes that might be impacted by
the Project, both through the design development process and through the CEQA
process. The Topock TCP was identified as possessing significant value to Interested
Tribes and this resource was separately and specifically identified as a resource
potentially subject to Project impacts, and impacts to the Topock TCP were evaluated
based on the Tribal perspectives gathered.

On April 20, 2015, DTSC Director Barbara Lee and staff met with Chairman Timothy
Williams and Linda Otero, Director of Cultural Society of the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe
regarding DTSC’s decision to prepare an SEIR on the Final Groundwater Remedy
Project and that DTSC would issue a Notice of Preparation and hold a scoping period for
the SEIR in May 2015. That same day Director Barbara Lee also met with
representatives of the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, Hualapai, Chemehuevi, and Colorado
River Indian Tribes to also inform them of DTSC’s decision to prepare an SEIR.

During preparation of the SEIR, Interested Tribes were invited to and attended a number
of meetings where information was shared including: (1) a Tribal-focused scoping
meeting held by DTSC on May 19, 2015, to ensure that Tribal concerns were heard
confidentially, which was attended by Chemehuevi, Cocopah, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe,
and Hualapai Tribes; (2) a meeting on October 5, 2015, with representatives from the
Chemehuevi, Cocopah, Colorado River Indian Tribes, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, and
Hualapai to garner input regarding the SEIR; (3) a meeting on October 20, 2015, with
representatives of the Chemehuevi, Colorado River Indian Tribes, Fort Mojave Indian
Tribe, and Hualapai at the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe Tribal council office to discuss
general consultation policy development (AB 52) and consultation with Interested
Tribes, and specifically Tribal concerns related to the proposed locations of Monitoring
Wells (MWs) -X and -Y; (4) a meeting on October 21, 2015, with representatives from
the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe to discuss alternatives to the proposed Project and the
Settlement Agreement; (5) site reconnaissance for noise and visual resources evaluation
on March 23 and 24 with representatives of the Chemehuevi, Colorado River Indian
Tribes, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, and Hualapai; and (6) meetings held on July 19, 2016,
and August 5, 2016, with representatives from the Chemehuevi, Cocopah, Colorado
River Indian Tribes, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, and Hualapai to discuss mitigation
measure concepts for the SEIR ahead of issuing notice of availability of the Draft SEIR
for public review and comment. DTSC and Tribes met on April 19 and 20, 2017 to
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discuss mitigation prior to response to comments and issuance of the Final SEIR.
Additionally, DTSC conducted two meetings (April 19-20, 2017, and August 14-15,
2017) with Interested Tribes between completion of the Draft and preparation of the
Final SEIR to again discuss concerns regarding mitigation measures. In response, DTSC
has added Mitigation Measure CUL-5 to the cumulative analysis t to address Tribal
concerns regarding the increase in severity of impacts to the Topock TCP, to compensate
for these impacts, and that considers values ascribed to the Topock TCP by Tribes (see
Master Response 1: Cumulative Mitigation for Impacts to the Topock Traditional
Cultural Property for additional details).

(6) Recognize the unique history of California Native American tribes and uphold existing
rights of all California Native American tribes to participate in, and contribute their
knowledge to, the environmental review process pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public
Resources Code).

DTSC has been and remains committed to affording Interested Tribes the opportunity to
participate in and contribute their knowledge throughout the environmental review process
(and beyond) for this Project. In addition to Tribal-specific meetings that DTSC has hosted
as part of the remedy selection and adoption process, as well as Final Remedy Design and
Draft SEIR development as summarized above, Interested Tribes are also involved
throughout the environmental investigation and cleanup of the PG&E Topock Project. Tribes
participate as important stakeholders in the CWG (which began in 2000 and currently meets
quarterly), the TWG, the monthly CTF, and the Topock Leadership Partnership meetings
that began in 2008. Tribal involvement in the CEQA review process for this Project has been
extensive and effective for purposes of suggesting changes to the Project that would avoid or
substantially lessen impacts and which can feasibly be incorporated into the Project.

In addition, as part of the mitigation measure requirements in the 2011 Groundwater FEIR,
DTSC required that a TRC be assembled that is staffed with technical experts that attend
Project meetings, review Project documents, etc., on behalf of Interested Tribes to assist the
Tribes in navigating the technical complexity of this remediation Project. Tribal participation
in the Project as it relates to the TRC has been an important component of Tribal
involvement in providing Interested Tribes the resources to effectively partner with DTSC in
understanding how Project components might affect sensitive Tribal resources.

(7) Ensure that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents have
information available, early in the California Environmental Quality Act environmental
review process, for purposes of identifying and addressing potential adverse impacts to
tribal cultural resources and to reduce the potential for delay and conflicts in the
environmental review process.

DTSC has been coordinating with Interested Tribes since the 2004 interim measures to
protect the Colorado River and has continued such coordination through the present for the
expressed purpose of continuing to understand Tribal concerns about project impacts such
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that they can be addressed in the appropriate type of CEQA document (in this case DTSC
determined an SEIR was appropriate to fully consider the effects of the Project on the
environment, including resources of Tribal concern), and so that resources of Tribal value
could be fully evaluated and Project impacts determined.

(8) Enable California Native American tribes to manage and accept conveyances of, and act
as caretakers of, tribal cultural resources.

The majority of the Project site is on public lands managed by the BLM which, as the lead
federal agency, consults with Interested Tribes pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. As a result of consultation, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) was
developed to guide preservation and management of cultural resources within the Topock
area. Interested Tribes are actively involved in helping manage cultural resources as a result
of the BLM’s Section 106 consultation and also DTSC’s environmental review process.
Interested Tribes are invited to participate in all archaeological, biological and floristic
surveys of the Project Area. In addition, Tribes also participate in the annual historical
resource condition inspection. They consult with agencies on the preparation of management
and treatment plans, such as the CHPMP, Cultural and Historical Properties Treatment Plan,
and CIMP. Also, as part of the mitigation measure requirements of the 2011 Groundwater
FEIR and the current SEIR, DTSC requires funding for part-time project manager positions
for each of the Interested Tribes to continue interactions between Interested Tribes, PG&E,
and DTSC to ensure coordination during the Final Remedy Design and its construction to
avoid, reduce, or otherwise mitigate impacts on resources qualifying as historical resources
under CEQA. Also, DTSC has added Mitigation Measure CUL-5 to the cumulative analysis,
which provides funding to Tribes for preservation, documentation, and education related to
the Topock TCP (see Master Response 1: Cumulative Mitigation for Impacts to the Topock
Traditional Cultural Property for additional details).

(9) Establish that a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a significant
effect on the environment.

Based on the information gathered through Tribal coordination, DTSC has determined that
implementation of the Project as evaluated in the SEIR will result in a substantial adverse
change to resources of value to Interested Tribes and is considered a significant and
unavoidable impact.

In summary, the intent and goal of AB 52 focuses on coordination with California Native
American Tribes for the purposes of identifying Tribal cultural resources that could potentially
be significantly impacted by a project early in the CEQA process, including for purposes of
consulting with Tribes and incorporating an analysis of impacts to those resources in the EIR, and
developing appropriate mitigation measures. In this spirit, in a manner pre-dating AB 52, DTSC
has acted in good faith throughout the Final Groundwater Remedy Design and SEIR processes to
hear the concerns of Tribal stakeholders, including through in-person meetings and other
coordination efforts. This informed the SEIR’s identification of Tribal resources and perspectives
in the analysis, including the analysis of impacts and mitigation.
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DTSC also worked extensively with Interested Tribes throughout the design process to
incorporate feasible modifications into the Final Remedy Design that would avoid or substantially
lessen impacts. The Draft SEIR included feasible mitigation measures, many of which are
consistent with PRC 21084.3 of AB 52. Additionally, DTSC has added Mitigation Measure CUL-
5 to the cumulative analysis to address Tribal concerns regarding the increase in severity of
impacts to the Topock TCP, to compensate for these impacts, and that considers values ascribed
to the Topock TCP by Tribes (see Master Response 1: Cumulative Mitigation for Impacts to the
Topock Traditional Cultural Property for additional details). DTSC’s efforts have therefore been
consistent with the overall goals and intent of AB 52.

2. The SEIR Evaluates the Whole of the Action and this Does
Not Eliminate the Potential for Future CEQA and AB 52
Compliance

Some commenters raised concerns that the proposed Future Activity Allowance approach is an
attempt to avoid the requirements of AB 52 for future Project components. This is not the case.
Given the nature of this Project, the development of Future Activity Allowance as an element of
the project description is a necessary step by DTSC to fulfill its duty as the CEQA lead agency
and ensure that the CEQA process does not segment the project but addresses the whole of the
action in order to conduct meaningful and thorough environmental review. See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15378(a) which defines a “project” as the “whole of the action, which has a potential for
resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable
indirect physical change in the environment...”. See also Master Response 2, Use of the Future
Activity Allowance in the Draft SEIR, earlier, for additional details. In addition, if Project
components exceed the limits of the 25 percent threshold as defined by the Future Activity
Allowance, fall outside of the Project Area boundaries as defined in Figure 3-3 of the Draft SEIR,
or otherwise constitute a new kind of activity from those described in the SEIR, then future
CEQA actions will be required to evaluate any environmental impacts and these CEQA actions
would be subject to the requirements of AB 52.
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CHAPTER 3

Agency Responses

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project (proposed Project)
draft subsequent environmental impact report (Draft SEIR) and the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) responses to significant environmental points that were
raised in those comments. Each letter, as well as each individual comment within the letter, has
been given an assigned letter and number for cross-referencing. Responses are sequenced to
reflect the order of comments within each letter. In some instances, Master Responses presented
in Chapter 2 of this final subsequent environmental impact report (Final SEIR) may be referenced
in response to comments. Table 3-1 lists all public agencies who submitted comments on the
Draft SEIR during the public review period.

TABLE 3-1

LisT oF AGENCY COMMENTERS

Comment Response
Letter# Commenter Date of Comment = Page Number  Page Number

A1 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District January 12, 2017 3-2 3-3
Alan J. De Salvio, Deputy Director, Mojave Desert Operations

A2 Arizona State Historic Preservation Office February 22, 2017 3-4 3-5
Kris Powell

A3 California Department of Transportation, District 8 February 6, 2017 3-6 3-8
Mark Roberts, Office Chief, Intergovernmental Review,
Community and Regional Planning

A4 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality February 16, 2017 3-9 3-10
Tina L. Le Page, Manager, Remedial Project Section

A5 United States Department of the Interior, Office of the February 22, 2017 3-11 3-12
Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental Officer

A6 California Department of Fish and Wildlife February 23, 2017 3-13 3-14
Richard Kim, Environmental Scientist

A7 California State Lands Commission February 27, 2017 3-15 3-19
Cy R. Oggins, Chief, Division of Environmental Planning and
Management

A8 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California February 27, 2017 3-22 3-26
Bart Koch, Interim Water System Operations Assistant Group
Manager

A9 Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board February 27, 2017 3-31 3-39
Robert Purdue, Supervising Engineering Geologist
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Letter A1: Mojave Desert Air Quality Management
District

Comment Letter A1

~0JAVE

air quality management district

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District

= 14306 Park Avenue, Victorville, CA 92392-2310

K E iE RT ,‘g’ﬁ‘ 760.245.1661 = fax 760.245.2699
- - ‘.;;_:}‘;ff y Visit our web site: http:/hwww.mdagmad.ca.gov

uq Brad Poiriez, Executive Director

January 12, 2017

Aaron Yue, Project Manager
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Ave.

Cypress, CA 90630

Project: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the PG&E Topock Compressor
Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Dear Mr. Yue:
The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (District) has reviewed the Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater
Remediation Project. The Final Groundwater Remedy Project involves in situ treatment of contaminated
groundwater with freshwater flushing.
The District has reviewed the DSEIR and concurs with the summary of air quality impacts and A1-001
mitigation measures associated with the proposed project. As the proposed selected remedy -
method may include additional remediation equipment, the District recommends the submission
of applicable permit applications and the associated application and permit fees to the District as
a condition of approval.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this planning document. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact me at (760) 245-1661, extension 6726, or Tracy Walters at
extension 6122. L
Sincerely,
Alan J. De Salvio
Deputy Director — Mojave Desert Operations
AlID/tw PG&E Topok DSEIR
Ciity of Town of City of City af City of Cily of County of County of City af City of Town of
Adelanto Apple Valley Barstow Blythe Hesperia Needies Riverside San Twentynine Victorville Yucca Valley
Bernarding Palms.
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Letter
Al

Response

A1-001

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
Alan J. De Salvio
January 12, 2017

The commenter summarizes the objectives of the proposed Project and
states that the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
(MDAQMD) concurs with the summary of air quality impacts and
mitigation measures. The commenter also recommends that, because
additional remediation equipment would be used, permit applications and
the associated application and permit fees be submitted to the District as
a condition of approval.

MDAQMD permit requirements are described in Section 4.2, “Air
Quality,” on page 4.2-21; permits regarding fugitive dust associated with
the proposed Project are discussed on page 4.2-36 and mandated in
Mitigation Measure AIR-1, and MDAQMD permits regarding toxic air
contaminants related to the Project are discussed on page 4.2-48. Any
other permits and fees required as a result of implementation of the
Project would be coordinated directly with MDAQMD. For information
on the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) permit exemption that applies to the proposed
Project, please see Section 3.10 of the SEIR.
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Letter A2: Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

. 2 2
H EJO ﬂb'?‘ ‘l‘°i”“»‘”'0"‘ OFF '”/ﬁ Comment Letter A2

\‘ .1 Department of Toxm Substances Control

Barbara A. Lee
Matthew Rodriguez Director Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Secretary for Governor
Environmental Protection 5796 Corpt){ate J_A\.renue
Cypress, California 90630

January 12, 2017

Ann Howard R} derbiifydinenty
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office -

1300 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) Topock Compression Station Final Groundwater
Remediation Project Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Ann Howard:

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is pleased to announce the
availability of the PG&E Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) for public review. The public
review and comment period is from January 12, 2017 to February 27, 2017.

A copy of the Draft SEIR is enclosed for your consideration. Comments must be mailed or
emailed to DTSC no later than 5 p.m. Monday, February 27, 2017 for consideration in the Final
SEIR. Comments can also be submitted to DTSC on the Draft SEIR at public meetings to be
held in Needles, CA on January 31, 2017 and Golden Shores, AZ on February 1, 2017. Please
see the enclosed Notice of Availability for complete details on comment submission and the
upcoming public meetings.

Thank you for your continued interest in the PG&E Topock Project. Your comments on the
proposed Final Groundwater Remediation Project will assist DTSC in making the most informed
decision possible as we consider and respond to all comments received. For more information
on the proposed project, you may contact my staff, Aaron Yue, at (714) 484-5439 or email at
aaron.yue @dtsc.ca.gov. Additional information on the PG&E Topock environmental
investigation and cleanup project can also be found on our website at www.dtsc-topock.com.

Sincerely,

ST Y3 A2-001

-
' / -2~} 7
Karen Baker, Chief M‘;‘ of

Geological Services Branch MZJZ%/” smfl’ 1 ST PLESELIATRIO) OEE

Enclosures (3) q{ML [ﬁm
oy A
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Letter Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

A2 Kris Powell

Response February 22, 2017

A2-001 The commenter thanks DTSC for the information about the proposed

Project and has no comments.

The comment is noted for the record.
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Letter A3: California Department of Transportation

Comment Letter A3

STATE OF CALIFORNIA=CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

PLANNING (MS 722)

464 WEST 4th STREET, 6* FLOOR

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Serious Drought.
PHONE (909) 383-4557 Help save water!
FAX (909) 383-5936

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov/dist8

February 06, 2017 File: 08-SBd-40-PM R154.639

Aaron Yue

California Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, 90630

Subject: Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation — Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report, January 2017

Dear Mr. Yue:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report for the Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation
(Project), located in eastern San Bernardino County about 12 miles southeast of the city of Needles,
California, south of Interstate 40, and one-half mile west of the Colorado River. The project
proposes to construct, operate, maintain and decommission of compressor station to clean up the
groundwater contamination related to the historical release of chemicals at the Station.

A3-001
As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it is our responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. As the responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act, it is also our
responsibility to make recommendations to offset associated impacts with the proposed project.
Although the project is under the jurisdiction of the County of San Bernardino, due to the project’s
potential impact to the State facilities, it is also subject to the policies and regulations that govern
the SHS. We offer the following comments:

1) Caltrans has the discretionary authority to issue special permits for the movement of
vehicles/loads exceeding statutory limitations on the size, and weight. Requests for
such special permits require the completion of a Transportation Permit. Information
regarding Transportation Permit application for travel within the SHS, contact:

A3-002

Transportation Permits Office
P.O. Box 942874, MS #41
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001
Main Number: (916) 322-1297
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/permits/contact.htm

“Provide a safe, i d and efficient p system
to enhance California’s economy and livability™
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Comment Letter A3

Mr. Yue
February 06, 2017
Page 2
2) Issuance of a Caltrans Encroachment permit will be required for any work or activity

performed within, under, or over the State Right-of-Way. All comments above should

be addressed prior to proceeding with the Encroachment Permit process. Review and

approval of street, grading, and drainage construction plans will be necessary prior to

permit issuance. For information regarding the Encroachment Permit application and

submittal requirements, contact:

A3-003
Caltrans Office of Encroachment Permits
464 West 4™ Street, Basement, MS 619
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400
http://www.dot.ca.gov.hg/traffops/developserv/permits/
These recommendations are preliminary and summarize our review of materials provided for our
evaluation. If this project is later modified in any way, please forward copies of revised plans as
necessary so that we may evaluate all proposed changes for potential impacts to the SHS. If you
have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Jacob Mathew at (909) 806-3928 or myself
at (909) 383-4557. 1
Sincerely,
MARK ROBERTS
Office Chief
Intergovernmental Review, Community and Regional Planning
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance Califormnia’s economy and livability”
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Letter
A3

Response

A3-001

A3-002

A3-003

California Department of Transportation
Mark Roberts
February 6, 2017

The commenter summarizes the proposed Project’s location and purpose,
and states the responsibilities of the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) under the State Highway System, and as a
responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

The comment is noted for the record.

The commenter states that Caltrans has the authority to issue special
permits for the movement of vehicles and loads exceeding statutory
limitations on size and weight, which is called a Transportation Permit.
The commenter indicates where information can be obtained.

The comment is noted; all special permits associated with transportation
requirements would be coordinated with Caltrans.

The commenter states that issuance of a Caltrans Encroachment permit
will be required for all work performed within, under, or over a State
right-of-way, and that any comments should be addressed prior to
proceeding with the Encroachment Permit process. The commenter gives
information about the Encroachment Permit application and submittal
requirements.

The comment is noted; all special permits would be coordinated with and
obtained from Caltrans.
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Letter A4: Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Comment Letter A4

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT
OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Douglas A. Ducey Misael Cabrera
Governor Director
February 16, 2017
VRP 17-176
Mr. Aaron Yue

Project Manager

California Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90630

Re:  Comments on Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Topock Groundwater Site
Needles, California
VRP Site Code: 506252-01

Dear Mr. Yue,

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) Voluntary Remediation Program (VRP) has
completed review of the Draft Sub. Envir | Impact Report dated January 2017, and has the

k|

following comments:

ADEQ supports the installation of groundwater monitoring wells X and Y. These wells are vital for the
collection of hydrologic data both prior to, and after the installation of, the remediation system. To date,
existing data of current hydrologic conditions on the Arizona side of the Colorado River are minimal. After A4-001
construction and start-up of the remediation system, these hydrologic conditions may significantly change
and a comparison of baseline data to start-up/operation and maintenance conditions will be necessary to
foresee if corrective es may be required. Data collected from X and Y can be used to determine
capture and/or containment of the remedy or the potential change in field conditions which may negatively
impact the Arizona side of the river.

Installation of these wells anytime after remediation start-up would result in an incomplete understanding
of baseline hydrologic conditions and also in the overall conceptual site model, thereby resulting in an
inability to foresee a negative impact to Arizona groundwater.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 520-770-3127, or LePage. Tinaf@azdeq.gov.
Sincerely,

4 ! 7
75:4{5;/

Tina L. Le Page
Remedial Projects Section, Manager

Main Office Southern Regional Office
1110 W. Washington Street » Phoenix, AZ 85007 400 W. Congress Street » Suite 433 » Tucson, AZ 85701 www.azdeq.gov
(602) 771-2300 (520) 628-6733 printed on recycled paper
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Letter Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
A4 Tina L. Le Page

Response February 16, 2017

A4-001 The commenter summarizes the review conducted by the Arizona

Department of Environmental Quality Voluntary Remediation Program
on the Draft SEIR. The commenter indicates their support for the
installation of groundwater monitoring wells (MWs) X and Y (MW-X
and MW-Y).

The comment is noted for the record; DTSC has analyzed the use of
MW-X and MW-Y in the SEIR.
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Letter AS: United States Department of the Interior
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Letter United States Department of the Interior

AS Patricia Sanderson Port

Response February 22, 2017

AS5-001 The commenter states they have reviewed the Draft SEIR and have no
comments.

The comment is noted for the record.
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Letter A6: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Letter California Department of Fish and Wildlife

A6 Richard Kim

Response February 23, 2017

A6-001 The commenter states they have reviewed the biological resources
section of the Draft SEIR and have no comments. The commenter also
expresses appreciation for being involved in the drafting of the biological
resources section prior to public review.
The comment is noted for the record.
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Letter A7: California State Lands Commission

Comment Letter A7

[STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) i - .EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer - -
-(916) 574-1800. Fax (916) 574-1810
Cnﬁfﬂmm Reiay Service TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929
fmm Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMM|55|0N
100 Howe Avenue, Sulte 100-South”

Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 .-

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1890
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1885

- Edablishodd i zj.rf
February 27, 2017

File Ref: SCH# 2008051003
- . PRC 87371
. Aaron Yue- - e )
-, .-Project-Manager e
California-Department of Toxw Substanoes Contro[
5796 Corporate Avenue :
Cypress, CA 90630

Subject: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the PG&E
Topock Compressor Station Groundwater Remediation Project,
Adjacent to the Colorado River, near Needles in San Bernardino County.

Dear Mr. Yue:

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff has reviewed the Draft SEIR for
the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Topock Compressor Station .
Groundwater Remediation Project (Project), which is being prepared by the Department |
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The DTSC, as the public agency proposing to ﬁ
carry out the Project, is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act | A7-001 J
(CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.). The CSLC is a trustee agency for |
projects that could directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands and their accompanying
Public Trust resources or uses. Additionally, because the Project may involve work on !
sovereign lands, the CSLC may act as a responsible agency.

CSLC Jurisdiction and Public Trust Lands : 1

The CSLC has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands, ;
submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The CSLC also has |
certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively |
granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 6009, subd. (c); 6009.1; !
6301; 6306). All tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as A7-002 |
navigable lakes and waterways, are subject to the protections of the common law Public ' |

Trust Doctrine.

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all :
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its |
admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these lands for the benefit of all ¥

T
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Aaron Yue Page 2 February 27, 2017

people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes, which include but are not N
limited to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat
preservation, and open space. On navigable non-tidal waterways, including lakes, the
State holds fee ownership of the bed of the waterway landward to the ordinary low
water mark and a Public Trust easement landward to the ordinary high water mark,
except where the boundary has been fixed by agreement or a court. Such boundaries
may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.

A7-002

Please be advised that in 2006, the CSLC approved the issuance of a 20-year General
Lease — Right-of-Way Use, Lease No. PRC 8737.1, to PG&E for the use and
maintenance of groundwater monitoring wells extending from the Havasu National
Wildlife Refuge and into the bed of the Colorado River (Calendar ltem C41, December
14, 20086; http://archives.slc.ca.gov/iMeeting Summaries/2006_Documents/12-14-
06/ltems/121406C41.pdf). The Lease was subsequently amended twice in 2007 to
revise lease provisions and to provide for additional well sites to be drilled from the
Arizona side of the bed of the Colorado River. : A7-003

The alteration, removal, or addition to the existing wells, or proposed new construction
of improvements on sovereign State-owned land, will require a lease amendment and
submittal of a lease application by PG&E to the CSLC. Project elements possibly under
CSLC jurisdiction include the planned California riverbank extraction wells, conveyance
pipelines, and the provisional slant wells extending beneath the Colorado River. Please
contact Ken Foster, Public Lands Manager (see contact information below), to further
discuss these and other Project components that may be under the jurisdiction of the
CSLC, or if you have any questions regarding CSLC leasing or permitting requirements.

Project Description

The Project involves the in situ treatment of contaminated groundwater with freshwater
flushing and the conversion of hexavalent chromium Cr(Vl) dissolved in groundwater to
relatively insoluble trivalent chromium. The Project meets the DTSC's objective to clean
up the groundwater contamination related to the historical release of chemicals at the
PG&E Topock Compressor Station, in a manner that would be consistent with all
applicable regulatory requirements and to do so within a reasonable period of time.

From the Project description, Commission staff understands that the Project would
include a line of injection and extraction wells to distribute groundwater amended with a
carbon substrate for treatment of Cr(V1). Commission staff understands that the
following Project components may have the potential to occur on State-owned
sovereign land:

A7-004

« Five river bank extraction well boreholes (plus up to four future provisional well
boreholes) along the Colorado River (discussed on page 3-27);

« Slant well screens in the Colorado River (as shown on Figure 3-5); and

e Conveyance pipelines.
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AaronYue . . By Page3 = . ‘February 27, 2017

. The'Aboveground Pipeline Infrastructure Alternative is considered the Environmentally e Pt o8
Superior Alternative. However, the construction and long-term maintenance/operation of | A7-004 |
the-alternative would result in greater risks to worker and public safety issues; therefore, -. |. - -
this alternative would not meet the objectives of the Project.

Environmental Review

CSLC staff requests that DTSC consider the following comments on the Project's SEIR.

Project Description

1. Figure 3-5 of the Project description shows the location of a provisional “area for
potential slant well screens,” which.if constructed would likely be within.the.
. ,jurisdiction of the CSLC. However staff was unable to find an explanation: for why: - |. 2
these screens would be necessary, or a thorough description of the construction and . | A7-005 |
operation of these components (e.g., types of equipment or methods that may be
used, maximum area of impact, seasonal work windows, etc.), as well as the details
of the timing and length of activities. If the requested descriptions can be found in
existing documentation, please provide a reference. Thorough descriptions will
facilitate CSLC staff's determination of the extent and locations of its leasing
jurisdiction, make for a more robust analysis of the work that may be performed, and
minimize the potential for subsequent environmental analysis to be required. 4

Hydrology

2. Section 3.6.1.2 explains that “the purpose of the Inner Recirculation Loop (IRL) is to
induce a hydraulic gradient that would flush the plume toward the National Trails
Highway in situ reducing zones (NTH IRZ), facilitate the cleanup of the Colorado
River floodplain, and provide secondary protection for the Colorado River by
controlling the migration of potential byproducts generated by the NTH IRZ.” The IRL | A7-006
includes five river bank extraction well boreholes, and up to four future provisional f
well boreholes, along the Colorado River. Although the IRL system should prevent . :
groundwater with Cr(VI) from flowing into the Colorado River, what contingency plan -
would be put in place should monitoring of the River show an increase in Cr(VI) or i
byproducts? ; ’

Cultural Resources

3. Please identify in the SEIR that the title to all abandoned archaeological sites, and ;
historic or cultural resources on or in submerged lands of California is vested in the
State and under the jurisdiction of the CSLC (Pub. Resources Code, § 6313). CSLC
staff requests that DTSC consult with Attorney Jamie Garrett (see contact
information below) should any cultural resources on State lands be discovered . A7-007
during construction of the proposed Project. In addition, CSLC staff requests that the
following statement be included in the SEIR’s Mitigation and Monitoring Program
(MMP): “The final disposition of archaeological, historical, and paleontological
resources recovered on State lands: under the jurisdiction of the CSLC must be.
approved by the Commission.” : 1
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Letter
A7
Response

A7-001

A7-002

A7-003

A7-004

California State Lands Commission
Cy R. Oggins
February 27, 2017

The commenter states that the California State Lands Commission
(CSLC) is a trustee agency for projects that could directly or indirectly
affect sovereign lands and their accompanying public trust resources or
uses, and that CSLC may act as a responsible agency for the proposed
Project because it involves work on sovereign lands.

The CSLC is identified on page 3-100 of the Draft SEIR as a responsible
agency with regard to State-owned “sovereign” lands such as the beds of
navigable waters.

The commenter provides background on CSLC’s management authority
and jurisdiction over all ungranted tidelands, submerged lands, and the
beds of navigable lakes and waterways since 1850, when California was
admitted into the United States. The commenter provides specificity on
CSLC’s fee ownership of the bed of navigable non-tidal waterways.

The comment is noted for the record.

The commenter provides details about the 20-year General Lease for
Right-of-Way Use (No. PRC 8737.1) for the maintenance of
groundwater MWs in the bed of the Colorado River and indicates that
construction of Project features within State-owned land would require a
lease amendment.

Project features that may require a CSLC lease amendment could include
River Bank Extraction Wells, conveyance pipelines, and potential Slant
Well Screens extending beneath the Colorado River. In response to the
comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 3-97 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

e Any necessary approvals or lease amendments from California and
Arizona State Lands for the crossing of the Colorado River via the
Arched Bridge, or resulting from construction of Project components
in sovereign State of California-owned land within the bed of the
Colorado River.

The commenter reiterates Project description details and Project
objectives presented in the Draft SEIR, and lists the Project features that
have the potential to occur on State of California-owned land (five River
Bank Extraction Wells, Slant Well Screens, conveyance pipelines). The
commenter then reiterates conclusions reached in Chapter 7,
“Alternatives to the Proposed Project.”

The comment is noted for the record.
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A7-005

A7-006

A7-007

The commenter requests additional information about the provisional
slant wells in the area shown in Figure 3-5 of the Draft SEIR.

Because these wells are provisional, the specific locations and
construction details would depend on the response of the contaminant
plume to the Final Remedy Design during Project operation and would
be designed in the future only if needed. Provisional slant monitoring
wells are described in further detail in Section 3.6.3 (Well Design
Selection) of the Basis of Design Report/Final (100%) Design for the
Final Groundwater Remedy in Appendix BOD to the SEIR. If necessary,
two slant wells may be installed in response to chromium detection in
Arizona and to provide additional evaluation of the remedy effectiveness.
If they are needed, Section 3.6.2 in Appendix BOD to the SEIR describes
the various types of design that may be employed. According to Table
3.6.1, the anticipated depths to be monitored will be 160 to 180 and 220
to 240 feet below the ground surface.

The commenter requests information on what actions would be taken in
the unlikely event that Cr(VI) migrates beyond the Inner Recirculation
Loop wells and is detected in the Colorado River.

As shown in Figure 3-3c¢ in the Draft SEIR, the first line of extraction
wells are located along the National Trails Highway. The extraction rates
at these wells in combination with the dosing rate at the injection wells
can be modified in response to the concentrations detected at
downgradient (dose response) wells. Further east, the River Bank
Extraction Wells are located closer to the Colorado River and can be
used to capture Cr(VI) and/or treatment byproducts for further control.
The decision logic and operational framework for the Inner Recirculation
Loop is found in Figure 2.2-4 of Appendix L, Operation and
Maintenance Manual, in the SEIR Appendix BOD. Should contaminants
be detected beyond anticipated locations, then the groundwater remedy
would be modified using a number of options, which could include
changing extraction and injection well rates, modifying the type or
quantity of reductant injected into the aquifer, and adding additional
extraction wells to the remedy.

The commenter states that historic or cultural resources on or in
submerged lands of California are under the jurisdiction of the CSLC.
The commenter requests that DTSC consult with CSLC’s attorney
should any cultural resources on State lands be discovered. The
commenter requests that the following statement be included in the
SEIR’s Mitigation and Monitoring Program: “The final disposition of
archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources recovered on
State lands under the jurisdiction of the CSLC must be approved by the
Commission.”

Treatment and disposition of historical and archaeological resources on
non-Tribal and non-Federal land is governed by provisions in the
Cultural Impact Mitigation Program (CIMP) Section 2.2.2, “Measures
for Treatment of Archaeological Discoveries,” which states that “Any
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A7-008

archaeological materials, including those associated with human remains,
collected on non-Tribal and non-Federal land will be processed in
compliance with state (Arizona or California) law at the landowner’s
request.” Mitigation Measures CUL-1a-8q and CUL-1b/c-4b, which
address historical and archaeological resources, require implementation
of this provision of the CIMP. Therefore, CSLC would be consulted for
any discoveries on land owned by CSLC. DTSC recognizes the benefit to
clearly stating that any treatment of fossils would be recovered in
coordination with the respective landowner. In response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-141 is revised in the Final SEIR as
follows:

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Implement the Paleontological
Resources Management Plan (PRMP) and Paleontological
Monitoring (Groundwater FEIR Measure with Revisions).
PG&E shall comply with all requirements of the Paleontological
Resources Management Plan (Arcadis 2015) related to
paleontological resources prior to and during construction,
operation and maintenance, and decommissioning. The
following is a summary of the procedures in the PRMP, which
includes: retention of a Principal Paleontologist to oversee
paleontological monitoring and to be on-call in the event of
discovery; paleontological resources awareness training; future
survey of any areas ranked PYFC 3a or above if additional work
is planned and they were not previously surveyed;
paleontological monitoring of grading and trenching in known
sensitives areas and also in the event that sensitive sediments are
encountered elsewhere (monitoring of borings, regardless of
depth or diameter, is not required); cease work measures and
notification protocols in the event of a discovery; recovery of
discovered fossils; documentation, preparation, identification,
and analysis of recovered fossils; reporting; and curation of
paleontological resources of scientific value at an accredited
repository. Treatment and disposition of recovered fossils shall
be conducted in coordination with the respective landowner.

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, does not result in
a substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, and does not preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter thanks DTSC for the opportunity to provide comments
on the Draft SEIR and reiterates comments about being a
responsible/trustee agency and potential lease amendments. The
commenter also requests that all copies of future Project-related
documents, including approval documents and all Final SEIR-related
materials, be sent to a specific staff member at CSLC. The commenter
also includes resource-specific staff members that are available to answer
further questions.

The CSLC will continue to remain on DTSC’s mailing list for all Project
related materials, and the comment is noted for the record.
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Letter A8: Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California

. Comment Letter A8
._,{. )
".:g THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

’{"n?\

Office of the General Manager

February 27, 2017

Mr. Aaron Yue

Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630
Aaron.Yue(@dtsc.ca.gov

Dear Mr. Yue:

Topock Groundwater Remediation Project — Comments on the January 2017 Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) would like to express our
continued support and commitment to the groundwater remediation project at the Pacific Gas A8-001
and Electric (PG&E) Topock site. We appreciate being a stakeholder in the project development
process and recognize that a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was necessary to
evaluate potential environmental effects of the Final Remedy Design relative to the Final
Environmental Impact Report, certified on January 31, 2011. Metropolitan has reviewed the
January 2017 Draft SEIR and provides the comments below. .

e Table 1-3 Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4 There are inconsistencies with the
description of the proposed location of the manganese treatment system and further
clarification is needed. HYDRO-4 indicates the system could be installed at the TW
Bench, MW-20 Bench, and/or the Station. However, other sections including Section
3.6.3.1 indicate the system could be installed at the TW Bench or MW-20 Bench, but not
at the Station, the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant, or the FWPTS. Also, the
SEIR refers in several places to the manganese treatment system described in Appendix J A8-002
of the Final Remedy Design. However, the manganese treatment system described in
Appendix J was designed to treat manganese in groundwater from a fresh water supply
well in California (Park Moabi), not manganese generated as a byproduct of the
groundwater treatment methodology, which is the current anticipated source. Thus, the
SEIR should explain how the manganese treatment system described in Appendix J
would be adjusted to account for this change in the potential source of the manganese.
Lastly, the SEIR should explain how long it would take to construct the manganese
treatment system and what steps would be taken to treat groundwater while the treatment
system is being constructed.

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, Califonia 90012 » Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 90054-0152 « Telephone (213) 217-6000
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Aaron Yue
Page 2
February 27, 2017

e Table 1-3 Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5¢ The mitigation measure indicates that “[i]f
the concentration of arsenic at the leading edge of the plume migrates and exceeds the
water quality objective (California MCL) at 225 feet radially from the freshwater
injection point, PG&E shall promptly notify DTSC and resample within 30 days. If the
expedited resample confirms the exceedance, PG&E shall immediately cease fresh water
injection.” The mitigation measure should be revised to be consistent with the direction
provided by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to the Department of ~ |A8-003
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in the Topock Compressor Station: Remedy
Requirements Associated with Injection of Groundwater Containing Naturally Occurring
Arsenic letter, dated November 20, 2013. The SWRCB directed that “[i]n the event the
arsenic plume exceeding the water quality objective extends 225 feet from any of the
points of injection, then PG&E shall immediately cease further injection of untreated
water from the HNWR-1 well and DTSC should either (i) require pretreatment to remove
arsenic prior to injection or (ii) require another source of freshwater in order to meet the
water quality objective.”

e Section 3.6.1.4 This section documents that up to six future provisional well boreholes
are to be located east of the Topock Compressor Station in the southeast portion of the
plume, in addition to the five East Ravine extraction well boreholes designated in the AB-004
Final Remedy Design. The SEIR should consider that the location of the six future
provisional well boreholes will be determined after further project evaluation and may be
needed outside the designated area.

e Section 4.6.3 This section introduces ongoing groundwater monitoring and indicates that
the most recent monitoring report is for the Fourth Quarter 2015 monitoring event.
However, the section references data from more recent monitoring events in 2016. The
reference to the Fourth Quarter 2015 monitoring event should be updated to reflect the
most recent monitoring event evaluated for the SEIR. 1

A8-005

o Section 4.9.2.1 The following sentences should be inserted at the beginning of the
Existing Pacific Gas and Electric Company Entitlements and Usage section to provide
further understanding of the Lower Colorado Water Supply Project:

“The LCWSP consists of wells which pump groundwater into the All-American Canal,
permitting Imperial Irrigation District to use less Colorado River water than would be AB-006
needed absent the LCWSP. Entities whose lands or interests in lands are located adjacent
to the Colorado River in California who do not hold rights to Colorado River water or
whose rights are insufficient to meet their present or anticipated future non-agricultural
needs can use a specified amount of Colorado River water by executing a LCWSP
subcontract with the City of Needles, a holder of a LCWSP contract with the Bureau of
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Letter
A8

Response

Ag-001

A8-002

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Bart Koch
February 27, 2017

The commenter expresses support for the proposed Project and the
decision by DTSC to prepare an SEIR.

This comment is noted for the record.

The commenter identified inconsistencies regarding the manganese
treatment system. Specifically, the commenter identified inconsistencies
for the proposed location of the manganese treatment system between
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4 (Transwestern Bench [TW] Bench,
MW-20 Bench, and/or the Station) and Section 3.6.3.1 of the Project
Description (TW Bench or MW-20 Bench, but not at the Station,
Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant, Contingent Freshwater
Pre-Injection Treatment System).

Upon further review, since the concentration and flow rate of the
manganese is unknown at this time, the location of a manganese
treatment system, if needed, would be further considered in a future
work plan. However, since the Dissolved Metals Removal System for
well rehabilitation water discussed in Volume 3 of the Operation and
Maintenance Manual (Appendix BOD to the SEIR) would potentially
be a part of the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant (see
Figure 3-3g), the manganese byproduct treatment would either use the
Dissolved Metals Removal System if capacity is available or would be
treated by a manganese treatment system preferentially co-located with
the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant if space is available. If
capacity and space are not available at the Remedy-Produced Water
Conditioning Plant, the manganese treatment system could be located at
the TW Bench or the MW-20 Bench (after the Interim Measure 3[IM-3]
system is decommissioned/removed).

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text in the sections indicated
below is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Section 3.6.3.1, page 3-76: Since the concentration and flow rate
of manganese is unknown at this time, the location of a
manganese treatment system, if needed, would be further
considered in a future work plan. However, since the Dissolved
Metals Removal System for well rehabilitation water discussed
in Volume 3 of the O&M Manual would potentially be a part of
the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant (see Figure 3-
3g), the manganese byproduct treatment would either utilize the
Dissolved Metals Removal System if capacity is available or
would be treated by a separate manganese treatment system
preferentially co-located with the Remedy-Produced Water
Conditioning Plant if space is available. If capacity and space are
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not available at the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant,
the manganese treatment system could be located at the TW

Bench or the MW-20 Bench (after the IM-3 system is
decommissioned/removed) Fhe-systemcould-belocated-at TW

Section 4.6.5.3, page 4.6-48: If the manganese is not treated at

the Dissolved Metals Removal System due to capacity
limitations, Fhe the manganese treatment system would be
constructed on a 2,500 square-foot concrete foundation with a
building or partially sided roof (sunshade) that would eeuld be

located preferentially at the FW-Bench-or MW-20Benech(after

the IM-3-Faeility-is-decommissioned/removed); butnot-at-the
Statiensthe Remedy Produced Water Conditioning Plant at the

Station (see figure 3-3g);-orthe- Contingent Freshwater Pre-
injectionTreatment System. If capacity and space are not

available at the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant, the
manganese treatment system could be located at the TW Bench
or the MW-20 Bench (after the IM-3 system is
decommissioned/removed).

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4, page 4.6-58: As described in the
Project Description (Section 3.6.3.1) of this SEIR and in
Appendix J of the Final Remedy Design, PG&E shall implement
manganese treatment using the Dissolved Metals Removal
System in the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant if
capacity is available or install an adsorptive or greensand
filtration treatment system (or equivalent); preferentially located
at the PW-Bench-or, MW-20Bench;andfor-the-Station; Remedy-
Produced Water Conditioning Plant if space is available. If
capacity and space are not available at the Remedy-Produced
Water Conditioning Plant, the manganese treatment system
could be located at the TW Bench or the MW-20 Bench (after

the IM-3 system is decommissioned/removed).

The commenter identifies that the manganese treatment system described
in Appendix J of the Final Remedy Design (Appendix BOD to the SEIR)
is to treat manganese from a freshwater supply well in California (Park
Moabi), not manganese generated as a byproduct of the groundwater
treatment methodology, which is the current anticipated source. The
manganese treatment system described in Appendix J of the Final
Remedy Design (Appendix BOD to the SEIR) does refer to the option of
using a Park Moabi well. However, the manganese treatment system
described in Appendix J would also be used to treat remedy-produced
water, if manganese exceeds water quality standards. In response to the
comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 3-76 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:
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A8-003

A8-004

Available methods for the treatment of manganese and iron are
described in Appendix J of the Final Remedy Design and include
PG&E’s preferred method of adsorptive or greensand filtration
(CH2M Hill 2015a). The manganese treatment system described
in Appendix J was developed as a contingency to treat
manganese from a Park Moabi well if used for freshwater
supply. However, the same system would also be used to treat
remedy-produced water, if necessary. The method would include
two banks of eight filters consisting of filter with filter media in
pressure-rated housings, submersible and process pumps, piping,
valves, chemical storage tanks and metering pumps for sodium
hypochlorite, polymer, and sodium bisulfite, a surge tank and a
decant tank. The equipment would be mounted on a 2,500 square
foot concrete foundation with a building or partially-sided roof
(sunshade).

The commenter asked how long it would take to construct the manganese
treatment system and what steps would be taken to treat groundwater
while the treatment system is being constructed. As described in

Table 3-10 of the Draft SEIR, the Contingent Freshwater Treatment
System would require 11 weeks to construct. If necessary, the
groundwater treatment system would be shut down until the manganese
treatment system is operational. Pre-engineered water filtration units for
manganese removal are commercially available and may be used as a
temporary treatment measure while a more permanent system is designed
and installed. Bench scale and/or pilot testing may be conducted to aid in
system design. Construction duration of a more permanent system would
ultimately depend on the design details. Depending on the complexity, it
could take several months to a few years to construct a permanent
manganese treatment system after the system design is approved by the
regulatory agencies and a contractor is selected for the construction.

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 is not
consistent with the November 20, 2013, State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) letter, which is included as Appendix WAT to the Draft
SEIR.

Because of potential variability of naturally occurring metals and
minerals in groundwater when subjected to hydraulic movement, it is
important to verify the nature of the arsenic detection. The resampling
step is to confirm that the concentration of arsenic exceeding the water
quality objective is repeatable and persistent, which indicates that the
plume has reached the century well. No change is made to HYDRO-5 on
page 4.6-59 as a result of this comment.

The commenter suggests that the sites of the six provisional boreholes
that may be located east of the Topock Compressor Station should be
determined after further project evaluation and may be outside the
designated area.
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A8-005

A8-006

DTSC agrees that location of additional wells should be considered only
after a thorough evaluation of the Project needs. The current designated
area describes the most likely scenario based on accessibility and
possible need for additional extraction within the East Ravine area.

The commenter notes that Section 4.6.3 of the Draft SEIR states the most
recent groundwater monitoring event was for the Fourth Quarter of 2015,
whereas the section references data from more recent groundwater
monitoring events in 2016.

As discussed in Footnote 1 in Section 4.6.3, the second quarter 2016
monitoring event has a smaller set of sampled wells and the second
quarter 2016 report does not present maps of the extent of arsenic,
manganese, and iron. Consequently, the fourth quarter 2015 results are
presented to provide a more extensive larger dataset and maps of the
chemical extents. Further, the smaller subset included in the 2016
monitoring event did not differ significantly from the 2015 monitoring
event, and the extent of the plume and level of concentrations are largely
unchanged.

The commenter requested that additional information be inserted at the
beginning of the Existing Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)
“Entitlements and Usage” Section 4.9.2.1.

This section of the Draft SEIR is intended to be a summary of setting
conditions that were documented at the time the Groundwater FEIR was
published in 2011. DTSC recognizes the importance of the background
information provided by the commenter, and has therefore added a new
“Lower Colorado River Water Supply” Section 4.9.3.2 to the Draft
SEIR. As such, in response to the comment, the text is added on page
4.9-5 in the Final SEIR as follows:

4.9.3.2 Lower Colorado River Water Supply

The LCWSP consists of wells that pump eroundwater into the
All-American Canal, permitting the Imperial Irrigation District
to use less Colorado River water than would be needed absent
the LCWSP. Entities whose lands or interests in lands are
located adjacent to the Colorado River in California who do not
hold rights to Colorado River water or whose rights are
insufficient to meet their present or anticipated future non-
agricultural needs can use a specified amount of Colorado River
water by executing an LCWSP subcontract with the City of
Needles, a holder of an LCWSP contract with the Bureau of
Reclamation. The amount of Colorado River water available for
such needs is equal to the amount of LCWSP water pumped into
the All-American Canal. The Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California executed an LCWSP contract with the City
of Needles and the Bureau of Reclamation to the water unused
by the other LCWSP contract holders.
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A8-007 The commenter requested that the text in Section 4.9.2.1 be revised to
clarify the current status of the trust fund.

This section of the Draft SEIR is intended to be a summary of setting
conditions recorded at the time the Groundwater FEIR was published in
2011. DTSC recognizes the importance of the background information
provided by the commenter, and has therefore added a new “Lower
Colorado River Water Supply” Section 4.9.3.2 to the Draft SEIR. As
such, in response to the comment, the text is added on page 4.9-5 in the
Final SEIR as follows:

The Imperial Irrigation District and Coachella Valley Water
District have agreed not to object to the pumping of LCWSP
water into the All-American Canal, due to the quality of the
water, unless it is unhealthy or unsafe for the term of an
intrastate agreement relating to the storage of water in Lake
Mead. The Metropolitan Water District is contributing monies to
a trust fund for specified purposes to protect LCWSP contract
holders should the increased pumping result in LCWSP water
quality deterioration.

A8-008 The commenter expresses support for DTSC’s extensive collaboration
with stakeholders and acknowledges DTSC’s objective of ensuring
construction of the proposed Project moves forward in a timely manner.

The comment is noted for the record.
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Letter A9: Colorado River Basin Regional Water
Quality Control Board

Comment Letter A9

% Eowuwno G. Brows Ja
) Souss,

ot

eaLiFORNIA " Marmiew Roomauez
Water Boards b N o

Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board
February 27, 2017

Aaron Yue

Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

Dear Mr. Yue:

SUBJECT: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC (PG&E) TOPOCK COMPRESSOR STATION
FINAL GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION PROJECT DRAFT SUBSEQUENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DRAFT SEIR)

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin (Colorado River Basin Water
Board) has reviewed the Draft SEIR for the Topock Compressor Station Groundwater
Remediation Project. The Colorado River Basin Water Board has the following concerns:

On page 4.6-28, the Draft SEIR erroneously states, “[t]he section of the Colorado River adjacent
to the Project Area is not listed on the impaired waters list (USEPA 2007).”

On April 18, 2015, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) approved the
303(d) List portion of the 2012 California Integrated Report for Regional Water Quality Control
Boards 1, 6, and 7. On July 30, 2015, the United States Environmental Protection Agency |A9-001
issued its final decision approving all waters and pollutants that the State Water Board had
identified for inclusion on California's 303(d) List. A reach of the Colorado River from the
Nevada border to Lake Havasu is included on this list for toxicity. The source of the toxicity
impairment is unknown and no Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) has been prepared at this
time. However, the statement on page 4.6-28 should be revised to reflect the Colorado River's
current impairment status.

Further, the Colorado River Basin Water Board recommends that DTSC consider whether the ]
Project has the potential to contribute to the toxicity impairment in the Colorado River. For A9-002
example, the uncontrolled release of chemicals used in an Active Treatment System (Mitigation
Measure Hydro 5) has the potential to cause or contribute to aquatic toxicity (California NPDES
Construction General Permit, 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended, page 36). Additionally, sediment T
from construction areas can transmit pollutants with the potential to cause or contribute to A9-003
toxicity, including but not limited to: metals, oils and grease.

If the Project has the potential to cause or contribute to the toxicity impairment in the reach of -AQ 004

the Colorado River adjacent to the Project, DTSC should require mitigation and monitoring to
specifically address potential sources of toxicity. Examples of mitigation and monitoring that
Nancy WRIGHT, cHan | Jose L. ANGEL, EXECUTIVE OFFICER
73-720 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 100, Paim Desert, CA 92260 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/coloradoriver
&) recvouo eaven
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-2- December 6, 2016

may be considered to avoid or minimize significant adverse impacts to the Colorado River's
toxicity impairment include, but are not limited to:

» Update, as necessary, the SWPPP to address potential sources of toxicity;

» Revise, as necessary, the existing monitoring program to include aquatic toxicity tests on
samples representative of the effluent from any active treatment systems, and the
receiving water;

e If toxicity is found in any of the above samples, conduct a Toxicity Identification
Evaluation/ Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TIE/TRE) to identify and reduce responsible
toxicants.

Finally, the Colorado River Basin Water Board has found a number of typographical and
editorial errors. For your convenience, these edits are listed in Attachment A to this letter in a
redlined/strikethrough format.

If you have any questions concerning this comment letter, please contact Robert Perdue,
Supervising Engineering Geologist by phone at (760) 776-8938 or by email at
Robert. Perdue@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

(et Z okl

Robert Perdue

Supervising Engineering Geologist
Colorado River Basin

Regional Water Quality Control Board

cc: Pamela S. Innis, DOI
Yvonne Meeks, PG&E
Frank Gonzalez, RWQCB
Adriana Nunez, OCC
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Attachment A
Colorado River Water Basin Typographical/Editorial Comments

Page 10-3
* Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): A California agency that salntaine establishes
water quality standards for a specific geographic jurisdiction and enforces federal and state
water quality laws.

Page 3-62
=  Management at IM-3 Facility and TCS Evaporation Ponds
The DOI's ARARs for the operation of IM-3 treatment and injection facilities authorize the disposal of
groundwater generated during well installation, well development, and aquifer testing, and purged
groundwater and water generated in rinsing field equipment during sampling events for the area-
wide groundwater monitoring program at the IM-3 Facility. The lined TCS Evaporation Ponds receive
cooling tower blowdown water and evaporate the water as part of normal Station operations. Solids
are removed from the Ponds periodically and as needed. The Ponds are also operating under Waste

Discharge Requirements issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control (RWEEBLBoard, (< 't [A1]: Global it
Colorado River Basin Region (CRWQCB). Discharge of remedy-produced water to the ponds would terminclogy. Sometimes RWQCE s used generically

1o refer to all regional boards while other times it's
specifically usad o refer 1o the Colorado River Basin
Water Board.

require coordinating capacity with the Station operations and authorization by the RWQCR.

Page 3-63
*  On-Site Reuse
Water from hydrostatic testing of conveyance piping may be reused an-site for dust contral,
backfill moisture control, and other similar uses in accordance with the substantive
requirements of the SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 2003-0003-DWQ, Statewlide General
‘Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges To Land With A Low Threat To Water Quuality.

Page 3-99
= Additionally, the Project may obtain coverage under the General Construction Activity
Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (33 U.5. Code
Section 13442). ) ) Comment [A2]: 1341 is section 401 of the CWA
= The NPDES General Construction Permit is issued by the SWRCE. In order to obtain coverage (Water Quality Certiications).
under this permit, a Notice of Intent and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan must be
submitted tetheRWOCHE. The RWQCE may also wse consider this EIR as the CEQA document for Comment [A3]: Following Matural Resources

: iati it Defense Council v. LISEPA [9th Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d
any other approvals that may be required for response and remediation activities as a 1292, 1308}, the C6 no EAqhE 1ha
Regional Board 1o review and agprove SWPPPs.

p agency and p to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15096,

Pages 4.3-45 - 4.3-46
= Clean Water Act, Section 402

CWA Sectlon 402 regulates point source discharges, including construction-related stormwater
discharges, to surface waters through the National Poll; Discharge Elimination System
(MPDES) program, which is administered by the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).
In California, the State Water Resources Control Board and the nine Regional Water Board:

this case, the Colorado River Basin Water Board, are is authorized by USEPA to oversee the
NPDES prna[ar" Ll r;l L RAAL ll.r" Iut ‘QI el Il Lol L - 'l': RN n_u

T

Page 4.3-46
# Clean Water Act, Section 401
« WA Section 401(a)(1) specifies that any applicant for a federal license or parmit to conduct any
activity that may result in any discharge into navigable waters shall provide the federal licensing
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Attachment A
Colorado River Water Basin Typographical/Editorial Comments

or permitting agency with a certification that any such discharge will not violate state water
quality standards. The SWRCB and the RWQCBs administer the Section 401 program with the
intent of prescribing measures for projects that are necessary to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
adverse effects on water quality and ecosystems.

Page 4.3-49

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, waters of the state fall under the
jurisdiction of the SWRCB and the appropriate RWQCB. The SWRCE adopts statewide policy and
regulations for water guality control, The RWQCB:s must prepare and periodically update water
quality control plans (basin plans). Each basin plan establishes numerical or narrative water
quality objectives to protect established beneficial uses, which include wildlife, fisheries, and
their habitats. Projects that affect wetlands or waters of the state must meet discharge
requirements of the RWQCB, which may be issued in addition to a water quality certification &
wakeer under Section 401 of the CWA.

Page 4.5-10

In accordance with the CERCLA exemption from permits (see Chapter 3, “Project Description,”
Section 3.10, and Section 4.5.4.1 of this SEIR), PG&E would not be required to submit a Notice of
Intent (NOI) or a Stor Pollution Pr jon Plan (SWPPP) te-the-RegionalWaterQuality
Contob-Board fRWRES} et i g i to comply with the+equirement-afthe
state Construction General Permit {CGP). This does not, however, remove the requirement to
meet the substantive provisions of applicable laws. Therefore, as part of the Project, PG&E will
develop and implement an erosion control plan that is in conformance with the substantive
requirements of the CGP. Because the erosion control plan will fulfill the requirements of the
CGP, it will have substantive components similar to those that would be included in an SWPPP.
The g | CGP requir are ized below.

The CRWQUCB administars implements and enforces the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) construction stormwater permitting program in the Colorado River Basin
region. Construction activities disturbing one acre or more of land are subject to the permitting
requirements of the NPDES Construction General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff
Associated with Construction Activity (CGP; Order 2009-0009-DWQ). Project activities such as
clearing, grading, stockpiling, and excavation would be subject to the statewide general
construction activity NPDES permit.

Page 4.6-2

The general description of surface water in the vicinity of the Project Area has not changed since
certification of the Groundwater FEIR; for an in-depth discussion, please see the Groundwater
FEIR Section 4.7.1.2.

Page 4.6-4

Surface Water Quality

‘Water quality samples were routinely collected between July 1997 and October 2007 from 18
surface water monitoring locations along the Colorado River during the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility investigation/remedial investigation (RFI/RI) characterization
activities. The results are summarized in Table 4.7-1 in the G dwater FEIR. The les were
analyzed for hexavalent chromium Cr{V1) and total chromium Cr(T), along with trace metals,
general chemistry parameters, and perchlorate analyses. Although total chromium has been

Comment [A4]: Regional Boards do not have the
discretion to walve 401 certification. State
regulations require us to affirmatively approve or
dany all 401 cartification applications.

[ C [A5]: Mo longer a requirement ]

Comment [AG]: EPA approved the 2012
Integrated Repart on July 30, 2015, As part of this
process the Colorado River Water segment from the
Nevada Border to Lake Havasu was listed a3
impaired for toxicity.

For mare info:

tpeff A
rarms/tmdl201 2state_ir_reports/D1851. shtmiN3(E5
't
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Attachment A
Colorado River Water Basin Typographical/Editorial Comments

detected at some sampling locations in river water, Cr{V1) has anly been confirmed once in the
over 700 samples that have been taken. Cr{VI) was detected on September 18, 2008, at a
concentration of 0.23 micrograms per liter (ug/L) in a small, placid, pond-like inlet connected to
the Colorado River. Na concentrations have exceeded the chemical-specific action levels
developed for this Project for Cr{T) (50 pg/L), or Cr{VI) (11 pg/L) or any other surface water
analytes. Colorado River sampling activities have continued under the quarterly monitoring
program, discussed below in Section 4.6.3.

= P ial Surface Water Recep
The beneficial uses for surface water in the Colorado River Basin are specified in the Colorado
River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board's (CRWQCB's) Water Quality Control Plan
{Basin Plan; CRWQCB 2006).

Page 4.6.4
» Federal Clean Water Act
In accordance with the CERCLA exemption, PGE&E would not be required to apply for or obtain
Clean Water Act (CWA) permits as long as the Project actions are implemented in compliance
with the substantive elements of the guiding principles associated with the relevant sectians of
the CWA, described further below.

The CWA (33 USC 1251-138745) is the major federal legislation governing water quality. The
CWA established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of
the United States gnd regulating water guality standards for Waters of the United States. The
LCWA also gave the USEPA the authority to Implement pollution control programs, such as
setting wastewater standards for industry. The CWA sets federal water quality standards for all
contaminants in surface waters where no state- smcrflc water quality standards have heen

401 -0 4 4 =l
F iy T

developed of approved.

gedelnesy The statute employs a variety of regulatory and nonregula'(ory tools to reduce direct
pollutant discharges into waterways, finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and
manage polluted runoff. The CWA gave the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) authority to

administer the permitting for discharges of dredge and fill material into has-yuﬂ:-dkuen-mf—all
waters of the United States-inchiding-but-natlimitad-ta-p Ialaped

+ Section 401 Water Quality Certification Section
401 of the CWA states that any person applying for a federal permit or license (e.g, 404 permit
or Section 10 Rivers and Harbors Permit) that may result in the discharge of pollutants into
waters of the United 5tates must obtain a state certification that the activity complies with all
applicable water quality standards, limitations, and restrictions. In California, this certification is
administered in California by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) via the
RWQCBs. In Arizona, this certification is administered by the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality. No license or permit may be granted by a federal agency until
certification required by Section 401 has been granted Further, no license ar permit may be

|ssued if certification has been denied. fe-ert Ly bbbt b g e
ypicaliy-must-abiain-a-CAA Sestion-04-pasmitiram-LSACE. P L B R e ]
drives the 401 certifcation not the other way
nd.
Page 4.6-10 arou
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Attachment A
Colorado River Water Basin Typographical/Editorial Comments

# The SWRCB letter clarifies that if these conditions occur, then PG&E must immediately re-assess
its modeling calculations and identify interim actions, including the construction and activation
of the contingent arsenic pretreatment system to limit the migration of arsenic,

Page 4.6-28
# Water Quality Criteria and Standards

Under federal law, the USEPA has published water quality regulations under Volume 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations. Section 303 of the CWA requires states to adopt water quality
standards for all surface waters of the United States. As defined by the CWA, federal water
quality standards consist of two el 5: identified desigi i beneficial uses of the water
body in question and criteria that protect the designated uses, Section 304(a) requires USEPA to
publish advisory water quality criteria on the kind and extent of all effects on health and welfare
caused by pollutants in water. The criteria must accurately reflect the latest scientific
knowledge. Where multiple uses of a water body exist, water quality standards must protect the

most sensitive use. In California, USERA hacprantad SWRCE and its nine RWQCBs the-authosity [mn [AB]: SWRCE/RWGLE's have ]
& are responsible for identifying beneficial uses and adopting applicable water quality criteria state authority to set

ebjectves, In Arizona, water quality is regulated by the Arizona Department of Environmental Comment [A9]: “Water Quality Objective” is ]
Quality. Porter Cologne Terminalogy.

* Section 303(d) Impaired Waters List
Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, states must develop lists of water bodies that would not
attain water quality standards ebjectivesfor specific pollutants after implementation of
required levels of treatment by point-source dischargers (e.g., municipalities and industries).
Section 303(d) requires that the state develop a total maximum daily load (TMDL) for each of
the listed pollutants, The TMDL is the amount of loading that the water body can receive and
still be in compliance with water quality standards ebjestives, It can also act as a plan to reduce
loading of a specific pollutant from various sources to achieve compliance with water quality
standards ebjectives, The TMDL prepared by the state must include an allocation of allowable
loadings to point and nonpoint sources, with consideration of background loadings and a margin
of safety. The TMDL must also include an analysis that shows the linkage between loading
reductions and the attainment of water quality standards ebjectives, USEPA must either
approve a TMDL prepared by the state or, if it disapproves the state’s TMDL, issue its own,
NPDES permit limits for listed pollutants implement waste load allocations and must be
consistent with the E ] ibad-in assumptions and requirements of the
TMDL. After implementation of the TMDL it is anticipated that the problems that led to
placement of a given pollutant on the Section 303(d) list would be remediated. The section of

the Colorado River adjacent to the Project Area is aat-listed as impaired for toxicity on the Comment [A10]: £PA approved the 2012
impaired waters list (USEPA 206715), e e
MNevada Border to Lake Havasu was listed as.
Page 4.6-31 Impaired foe toxicity.
# Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act Foc rore Infi
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 of the California Water Code) provides L ca.gov)water i i

rams;tmdl /201 Zstate_Ir_reports/0186 1 shtmig3055
1

Comment [A11]: While true, water right laws

the basis for water quality regulation within California and defines water quality objectives as
the limits or levels of water constituents that are established for reasonable protection of

beneficial uses or the prevention of nuisance. The SWRCB administers weterghs water are sat forth primarily in Division 2 of the Californie
pollution control- and water quality functions throughout the state, while the Colerade-River Water Code. May not make sense i include this
Basis nine RWQCBs conducts planning, permitting, and enforcement activities within specific TR N e, 1 ""m":'.:":rb"’"
watersheds. The Porter-Cologne Act requires the RWQCBs to establish a regional basin plan with Porter Cologna [division 7).
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Attachment A
Colorado River Water Basin Typographical/Editorial Comments

water quality objectives, while acknowledging that water quallw may be changed to some

degree without unreasonably affectmg beneficial uses. £ ~tepath ith-th,

'H s 1 o i dati al 5 dazd, fad vl VETS

i & ) : a g
I i, il o =L ks |n il fairnth L e L7 Liat Rl 1
" £ £ &

i ARy ek Changes in waler quality are allowed if the change is [A12]: » i what this Is

consEstent with the ma xlrn um beneficial use of the state, does not unreasonably affect the Ty se, but this 't entleoly wocurets bockise
foderal water quality standards protect only surface

present or anticipated beneficial uses, and does not result in water quality less than that waters whereas water quality objectives are In the
prescribed in the water quality control plans and policies. This project is within the jurisdiction Basin Plan for surface and groundwater.
of the Colorado River Basin RWQCH, The basin plan for this location is discussed below.

« Water Quality Control Plan for the Colorado River Basin
The Colorado River Basin RWQCB, under the authority of the state Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act e H-ta-the-EWHA: s responsible for authorizing and regulating [mn [A13]: No federal authority to
activities that may discharge wastes to surface water or groundwater resources. The fepulate proundvater.
preparation and adoption of water quality control plans (Basin Plans) are required by the
California Water Code (Section 13240). According to Section 13050 of the California Water Code,

Basin Plans consist of a desi ion or establist for the waters within a specified area of

beneficial uses to be protected, water quality objectives to protect those uses, and a program of

!mplementaﬂon needed for achieving the objectives. 8 beneHeatusestogetherwith

th i wiator num‘hh; biacti an-bhadafi o £l L lati A aabar

quqlih’» darde the Bacin Planc aro o nlnl'\ln'\,‘ 4 foE i ofh::l-ﬂ and-fedaral

s ot desdquetliy ek [enmm[am: See comment 12 ]
Page 4.6-32
* The Basin Plan for the Colorado River Basin, originally adopted by the Colorado River Basin
RWQCH in 1993 and last ded in 4 26646 January 2017, identifies the beneficial uses of

water bodies and provides water quality objectives and-standards for waters of the Colorado
River Basin. The beneficial uses for sach-typaof relevant water bodiesy in the Basin are;

SurfaceWatersof The Colorado River — municipal and domestic water supply,
agricultural supply, aquaculture, industrial service supply, groundwater recharge,
contact and noncontact water recreation, warm and cold freshwater habitats,
hydropower generation, and preservation and enhancement of rare, threatened, or
endangered species

‘Washes (ephemeral streams) = potent[af’ municipal and domestic, groundwater
recharge, contact and noncontact water recreation, warm freshwater habitats, and
preservation and enhancement of rare, threatened, or endangered species

Groundwater in the East Colorado Basin, Piute Hydrologic Unit (713.00) — municipal and
domestic water supply, industrial service supply, and agricultural supply

The Colorado River Basin Plan identifies specific narrative and numeric water quality objectives
for a number of physical properties (e.g., temperature, turbidity, and suspended solids),
biological constituents, and COPCs, including inorganic parameters, trace metals, and organic
compounds. Water quality objectives for toxic priority pollutants (i.e., select trace metals and
synthetic organic compounds) are also identified in the Basin Plan.
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“Regulatory Background,” the current WDRs for the evaporation ponds do not include the
discharge of the remedy-produced water Lo the ponds and would require a revision of the WDR
and acceptance by the CRWQCE. The CRWQCE would review the pond improvements (physical
and chemical changes), and approve the revised WOR if consistent with the CRWQCB standards
for WDRs. The CRWQCB would use the Revised Report of Waste Discharge (PG&E 20147) and
this SEIR In support of their review and revision of the WDR. Compllance with the WDR
requirements would ensure that the Project would not result in any new significant impacts or
substantially more severe impacts on water guality than previously identified in the
Groundwater FEIR and no mitigation measures would be required.
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Letter

A9
Response

A9-001

A9-002

Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality
Control Board

Robert Perdue

February 27, 2017

The commenter states that the reach of the Colorado River from the
California-Nevada border to Lake Havasu, which would include the
section of the Colorado River adjacent to the Project Area, was included
on California’s 303(d) list of impaired waters for toxicity, as of July 30,
2015.

The source of the toxicity is unknown and Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) has not yet been developed. In response to the comment, the
text on page 4.6-28 of the Draft SEIR has been modified in the Final
SEIR as follows:

The section of the Colorado River adjacent-to-the Project-Areais
notlisted-on-the-impaired-waters Hst (USERPA2007) from the

California-Nevada border to Lake Havasu, which would include
the reach of the Colorado River within the Project Area, was
included on California’s 303(d) list of impaired waters for
toxicity as of July 30. 2015. The source of the toxicity is
unknown and TMDL has not yet been developed.

The commenter requests that DTSC consider whether the Project would
have the potential to contribute to the toxicity impairment of the
Colorado River and cites the potential release of chemicals associated
with the contingent arsenic treatment plant identified in Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-5 as an example.

The arsenic treatment plant, if ever built, would be located within the
general footprint of the Remedy-Produced Water Conditioning Plant
within the fence line of the operating Topock Compressor Station, which
is a significant distance away from the Colorado River. It would be built
with similar or identical spill prevention and containment measures.

Nevertheless, there is a potential for the Project to contribute to the
toxicity impairment of the Colorado River if the groundwater remedy
does not operate as expected. For example, if manganese byproduct
production was much larger than currently modeled, then the Project
could potentially affect Colorado River water quality. However, there is
a groundwater monitoring program associated with the remedy.
Operational adjustments could be made to reduce or eliminate the
possibility of toxicity contribution should contaminants be detected
beyond anticipated levels or locations, in monitoring wells downgradient
of the in situ reactive zone (IRZ). If needed, the groundwater remedy
would be modified using a number of options that could include
changing extraction and injection well rates, modifying the type or

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 3-39 ESA /120112

Final Subsequent EIR

December 2017



3. Agency Responses

A9-003

A9-004

A9-005

quantity of reductant injected into the aquifer, and adding additional
extraction wells to the remedy.

The commenter expresses concern that sediment from construction areas
may transmit pollutants with the potential to cause or contribute to
toxicity, including but not limited to metals, oil, and grease.

The Project does have the potential for runoff during construction
activities; however, because of the construction site runoff control
measures discussed in Section 4.6.5.3, Impact HYDRO-1 and Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1, potential impacts associated with this runoff would
be reduced to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measure HY DRO-
1 requires the preparation and implementation of a project-specific
Stormwater Best Management Practice (BMP) Plan (essentially a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) that would control surface water
runoff during construction activities.

The commenter states that if the Project has the potential to cause or
contribute to the toxicity impairment of the reach of the Colorado River
adjacent to the Project Area, then DTSC should require mitigation and
monitoring to avoid or minimize the potential adverse impact.

As discussed above in the response to Comment A9-002, components of
the Final Remedy Design and Mitigation Measure HY DRO-1 have been
required to address and prevent toxicity impairment of the Colorado
River from the Project. The groundwater and surface water monitoring
program established for the remedy should be able to identify and
address any potential threats to both groundwater resources and Colorado
River quality.

The commenter provided a number of typographical and editorial
corrections of a non-technical nature in an attachment titled
Attachment A.

DTSC agrees with these editorial revisions and has accepted and made
them in the various sections of the Draft SEIR.

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 3-40 ESA /120112

Final Subsequent EIR

December 2017



CHAPTER 4

Individual Responses

This chapter contains the comment letters received from members of the public on the Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (PG&E) Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation
Project (Final Groundwater Remedy Project, or proposed Project) draft subsequent environmental
impact report (Draft SEIR) and the Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) responses
to significant environmental points that were raised in those comments. Each letter, as well as each
individual comment within the letter, has been given an assigned letter and number for cross-
referencing. In some instances, Master Responses presented in Chapter 2 of this final subsequent
environmental impact report (Final SEIR) may be referenced in response to comments. Responses
are sequenced to reflect the order of comments within each letter. Table 4-1 lists all individuals
who submitted comment letters on the Final Groundwater Remedy Project, including the
individual comments submitted at the two public hearings, during the public review period. This
chapter includes the transcripts of the comments on the Draft SEIR that were provided during the
two public hearings and responses to those comments. The parts of the transcripts that did not
include public comments were removed in the attempt to be more concise, but the full transcripts
are included in the public record and in Appendix TRANS to this Final SEIR.

TABLE 4-1
LiST OF INDIVIDUAL COMMENTERS
Comment Page Response Page
Letter # Commenter Date of Comment Number Number

1 Ron Letcher January 12, 2017 4-2 4-3
12 John K. Ziegler January 14, 2017 4-5 4-6
13 Russell Morse February 7, 2017 4-7 4-8
14 Ruth Musser-Lopez January 31, 2017 4-10 4-17
15 Don Oswell February 1, 2017 4-22 4-24
16 Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP, February 27, 2017 4-25 4-46

on behalf of Pacific Gas and

Electric Company (PG&E)
17 Ruth Musser-Lopez February 27, 2017 4-98 4-119
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Letter I1: Ron Letcher
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Letter
I1
Response

11-001

Ron Letcher
January 12, 2017

The commenter expresses concern over the groundwater contamination
in the Topock/Golden Shores area, particularly related to purchasing a
home in the area.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s question, and the fact that the
commenter took the time to share their concerns with DTSC. DTSC
wishes to thank the commenter for participating in this process and
provides the response below to address the commenter’s questions and
concerns. DTSC responded to the commenter in an email on January 12,
2017, as represented below, stating the Golden Shores community, as
well as its water supply, is upgradient of the groundwater contamination
at the Topock site and therefore not affected by the groundwater
contamination associated with the proposed Project. This is based on
years of active groundwater and surface water sampling and monitoring.
The eastern boundary of the contaminated groundwater plume is shown
in various figures throughout the Draft SEIR (see for example Figure 3-
3) that illustrate that the contamination has been controlled within
California and has not reached the Colorado River or Golden Shores,
Arizona, or the community’s water supply. DTSC also suggested that the
commenter reach out to Golden Shores Water Company and the Arizona
Department of Environmental Quality regarding groundwater quality in
Golden Shores.
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From: Yue, Aaron@@DT5C <AsmonYuedisc.cagovs

Sent: Thursday, lanuary 12, 2017 10:52 AM

To: ‘Ron Letcher’

Ce: Nichole Osuch, ADEQ (nso@azdeq.gov)

Subject: RE: Contamination

Attachments: Topadk_Flier_Color_12-19-16 Final pdf, Figurel-2_2G2016.pdf, Compasite_Flume_
4Q2014.pdf

Dear Mr. Letcher,

Thank you for reaching out to me and congratulations an your impending retirement. The California Department of
Texie Substances Contral {DTSC) is a California government agency averseeing the investigation and cleanup of the PGRE
Topock Compressor Station, We have spent years investigating and mapping the extent of the hexavalent chromium
plume attributable to PG&E. This was not done r but by sy ically installing gr itoring wells
[see attached map of manitoring well locations and frequency) and observing detected concentrations over time at
various depths. Since initiating the investigation in 1996, we have mapped the contamination and have been monitoring
It carefully. | have hed a figure depicting the b dary of the cor ination from PG&E's historical operation
based on our investigation. Golden Shores is located several miles from the boundary of the PG&E hexavalent
chromium plume contamination. In 2006, PG&E began capturing the plume under DTSC's direction to ensure that the
plume does not migrate further towards the Colorado River,

Please note that the Colorado River divides California and Arizona. Although political boundaries do not dictate the
spread of contamination, in this case, the river does have a major effect because groundwater on both sides actually
flows toward the river. Golden Shores is located up gradient (upstream), and on the opposite side of the river from the
contamination. These factors as well as our menitoring well data over the years allowed us to conclude that
contamination from PG&E did not impact the Golden Shores water supply.  Flease be aware, however, that there are
many factors that can affect water quality aside from contamination by local industries. Water quality varies with
naturally occurring minerals and metals from the water source, as well as the water delivery system. | would
recommend that you contact your local water supplier [Golden Shores Water Company) about the water quality that is
being delivered to your property andfor have your water tested to ensure it is within regulatory standards for drinking
water. You may alsc contact the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality with envirenmental concerns regarding
Golden Shaores. Finally, if you want to find out more about the PG&E site. DTSC has set up a website at www. dtsc.
topock.com to provide information on the PG&E cleanup project. On the website, you can download and review
groundwater and surface water monitoring reparts and learn about the latest activities on that project.

| believe you are doing the right thing by reaching cut and learning about the envirenment of your future home. Finally,
please join us in an open house regarding the investigation and cleanup that is taking place at the PG&E Topock facility.
The open house will provide an opportunity for interaction and discussion about what we know of the PGEE site, It will
be hosted by DTSC in Needles, California on Tuesday, January 31, 2017 and Golden Shores on Wednesday, February 1,
2017. The open house will be from 5:30 ta 6:30 local time followed by a public hearing on the available groundwater
remedy Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Please see the attached flier for detailed information.

With Regards,
Aaron Yue

Project Manager
Department of Toxic Substances Control
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Letter 12: John K. Ziegler
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Letter John K. Ziegler

12 January 14, 2017

Response

12-001 The commenter requests a printed copy of Final Groundwater Remedy
Project Draft SEIR.

DTSC wishes to thank the commenter for participating in this process.
DTSC responded to the commenter in a letter on February 17, 2017, with
a hard copy of the “Chapter 1, Summary” to the Draft SEIR, which
includes a summary of the proposed Project and all impacts and
mitigation measures included in the Draft SEIR, as well as links to the
Draft SEIR on the Project website.

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-6 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Letter 13: Russell Morse
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Letter
I3
Response

13-001

Russell Morse
February 7, 2017

The commenter expresses concern that the value of his property, located
within one mile south of the PG&E property, might be decreased due to
the listing of the PG&E Topock Compressor Station (Station) as a
hazardous waste site and due to contamination migrating to his property.
The commenter stated his property is in the upper (assumed north)
portion of Section 16, which, according to U.S. Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) maps, is about one mile southwest of the Station.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s thoughtful questions and that the
commenter took the time to share their concerns with DTSC. DTSC
wishes to thank the commenter for participating in this process and
provides the response below to address the commenter’s questions and
concerns.

Soil contamination at the Station has been adequately characterized and
the soil data collected does not suggest that the commenter’s property
could be affected by the remediation activities at the Station. There is,
therefore, no evidence gathered from the soil and groundwater
investigations, to date, that the commenter’s property has, or will be,
affected by the contamination at the Station.

The groundwater hexavalent chromium plume attributed to releases in
the 1950s and 1960s from the Station is not known to exist in close
proximity to the commenter’s property. As shown on Figure 3.6 and
Figures 4.6-4, 4.6-5, and 4.6-6 of the Draft SEIR, the approximate extent
of hexavalent chromium contamination from PG&E resides within about
3,000 feet of the Station. As shown in Figure 4.6-2 and explained in
Section 4.6.3.1 of the Draft SEIR, the direction of groundwater flow in
the “Shallow Zone” is east from the Station toward the Colorado River
except where extraction wells just northwest of the railroad river crossing
are removing groundwater. Furthermore, the distribution of the highest
chromium contaminant concentrations begins on the Station and extends
to the northeast suggesting that a northern component of groundwater
flow away from the commenter’s property existed in the past. In
summary, the flow direction of the contaminated groundwater plume is
not toward the commenters’ property. Additionally, a groundwater
computer model utilized to simulate groundwater flow and contaminant
transport during the anticipated 30-year life of the groundwater remedy
does not indicate that the contaminant plume will migrate toward the
commenter’s property.

Groundwater and surface water monitoring will continue as part of the
Project to ensure that flow direction and contaminant transport are under
control and behave as anticipated.
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No criminal charges are warranted as PG&E is working cooperatively
with DTSC under a Corrective Action Consent Agreement to clean up
the contamination.
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Letter 14: Ruth Musser-Lopez
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PUBLIC MEETING January 31, 2017

30

questions on it, but I have some more questions. .
First of all, some of you were here when I
objected to the idea that Needles wasn't impacted by this
project.
Unfortunately, that attitude that was expressed
during the presentation has been a problem with this

project from day one.
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19 about the water? What about the hundred year floods? Is
20 that all in there?
21 I -- I just got this volume, huge volume. i
22 I want to put on the record tco that I object. 1
23 I object to -- to the archaeological firm that did -- I
14-008
24 don't know i1f they did this last -- if they did any more
25 work; but Earth Works.
v
TRI-STATE REPORTING (928.855.1366)
www,tri-statereporting.com
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Letter
14
Response

14-001

Ruth Musser-Lopez
January 31, 2017

The commenter states that the City of Needles will be impacted by the
proposed Project, and expresses concern that the commenter never
received notice in the mail about the proposed Project and Draft SEIR.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s thoughtful questions and that the
commenter took the time to share their concerns with DTSC. DTSC
wishes to thank the commenter for participating in this process and
provides the responses below to address the commenter’s questions and
concerns. Needles is approximately 12 miles north of the Project Area
and is also upgradient of the groundwater contamination at the Topock
site and therefore not affected by the groundwater contamination
associated with the proposed Project. This knowledge is based on years
of active groundwater and surface water sampling and monitoring. The
boundary of the contaminated groundwater plume, which is the object of
this investigation and cleanup project, is shown on various figures
throughout the Draft SEIR (see for example Figure 3-3) that illustrate the
extent of the known hexavalent chromium release and contamination
from the PG&E Topock Compressor Station (Station). DTSC cannot
comment whether there are other sources or release mechanisms (i.e., the
Needles Landfill) that could potentially impact the City of Needles.
Since DTSC does not have the authority or jurisdiction over the use and
closure of the Needles landfill, DTSC suggests that the commenter
inquire with the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) and the County of San Bernardino for information
associated with the closed landfill.

With respect to the hexavalent groundwater plume at the Station, DTSC
has concluded that the contamination released from the Station as a result
of PG&E’s historic operation has not impacted the City of Needles.

DTSC wishes to thank the commenter for their active involvement on the
proposed Project and for attending the public meeting. We regret that the
commenter did not receive DTSC’s direct mailing of the Notice of
Availability (NOA) at the beginning of the 47-day Draft SEIR comment
period on January 12. However, immediately upon request from the
commenter on January 26, 2017, DTSC did send a hard copy of the Draft
SEIR via overnight mail, which the commenter received on January 27,
2017, according to FedEx records. Regarding the comment period
extension, in an email from DTSC dated February 28, 2017, DTSC
agreed to accept additional comments no later than March §, 2017,
giving the commenter the same 47-day review period as was given for
the Draft SEIR. A letter was sent by Ms. Musser-Lopez dated February
27,2017, within the comment period (see letter and responses to Letter
17 below). DTSC has updated the master contact list for this Project to
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14-002

14-003

14-004

14-005

ensure the commenter receives all general public CEQA-related notices
in the future.

The commenter states that residents of Needles have not been
compensated for the closed landfill and that the City of Needles does not
have a landfill.

As stated above, DTSC cannot comment whether there are other sources
or release mechanisms (i.e., the Needles Landfill) that could have
potentially impacted the City of Needles. Since DTSC does not have the
authority or jurisdiction over the use and closure of the Needles Landfill,
DTSC suggests that the commenter inquire with the Colorado River
Basin RWQCB and the County of San Bernardino for information
associated with the closed and existing landfill.

The commenter states that the Topock Maze is controversial and has
brought tourism to the area, but that there have been instances where
people have not been able to visit the Topock Maze. The commenter also
states that no mention was made about any land status change to the
properties in the Topock area, and questions why the Topock Maze is no
longer open to the public, and says that it affects the tourism industry
regardless of whether it is historic or prehistoric.

The history of the Topock Maze can be found in Section 4.4, “Cultural
Resources,” of the Draft SEIR. The Topock Maze is located on lands
owned and managed by the federal government, and as such it is the
entity that can either allow or restrict access. Access to the Topock Maze
and associated roadways has not been modified as a result of the
proposed Project and DTSC does not have authority to grant or deny
access to federal property.

The commenter questions which entity has the power to approve or deny
the proposed Project and to grant an extension of the Draft SEIR
comment period.

As indicated in the response provided by DTSC at the public hearing,
DTSC is the entity responsible for approving the Project and granting
comment period extensions, and Karen Baker serves as the DTSC
Branch Chief of the Office of Geology and the lead person for the project
approval.

The commenter questions who pays for the [remediation-related] testing,
and whether it is taxpayers or whether PG&E raises rates.

In response, PG&E is the party responsible for the cleanup cost. DTSC
does not know and is not in control of the mechanism for PG&E to cover
the cost of their cleanup action. For informational purposes, the Final
Remedy Design does include a cost estimate for the remedial action;
please see Appendix H to the Final Remedy Design (within Appendix
BOD to this SEIR).
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14-006 The commenter questions whether residents of Needles were involved in
the development of the Final Remedy Design, similar to how the Tribes
were involved. The commenter also questions what information was
gleaned from the City of Needles regarding the Final Remedy Design.

The general public and the City of Needles were kept informed of the
progress of the investigation, remedial alternatives evaluated, remedy
selected, and the general remediation approach through DTSC’s
factsheets issued on July 2009, March 2010, June 2010, January 2012,
July 2014, September 2015, and November 2016. DTSC also held open
houses/public meetings in May 2008, June 2010, December 2012, July
2014, May 2015, and January 2017. The public and the City of Needles
were given opportunities to provide comments during the comment
periods for the environmental impact report (EIR) Notice of Preparation,
Draft EIR review, SEIR Notice of Preparation, and Draft SEIR review.
Responses to all comments received are part of the respective final
documents.

14-007 The commenter states that the information presented at the public
hearing was confusing and that DTSC did not answer any questions
posed at the public hearing. The commenter further states that it seems
like the Project is recycling the soil for cleanup, and questions whether
the material stays at the site and whether the contamination is then
impacted by the rain and flood events.

DTSC apologizes that the commenter did not understand the meeting
format and found the remedial approach confusing. As explained at the
beginning and repeated during the public meeting, there were two parts
to the meeting held on January 31, 2017, which consisted of an open
house and a public hearing. The open house portion was an open format
that encouraged information sharing and discussion between DTSC,
technical experts, and the public. This was the format in which DTSC
staff was available for question and answer. The purpose of the public
hearing portion of the meeting was to provide a more formal presentation
of the Project by DTSC and to receive public comments that were
documented by a court reporter for the record, so that DTSC as the lead
agency could prepare comprehensive responses in the Final SEIR.

DTSC hopes that the commenter’s discussion with Mr. Aaron Yue,
DTSC project manager, after the public hearing portion of the meeting
was helpful to the commenter’s understanding of the remedy approach.
Regarding the handling of soils, any soils that would be excavated as a
result of Project Activities within the Project Area are sensitive to the
Tribal Nations and contributes to their ties to the Traditional Cultural
Property (TCP). Therefore, the excavated soil would be taken to the
on-site Soil Processing Area/Clean-Soil Storage Area (see pages 3-48
and 3-51 of the Draft SEIR for a description) for further evaluation.
There is the potential that some excavated soils might contain
contaminants of concern. The Soil Management Plan included in
Appendix BOD to this SEIR (Construction/Remedial Action Work Plan
for the Final Groundwater Remedy, PG&E Topock Compressor Station,
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14-008

14-009

Needles, California (C/RAWP, Appendix L, Soil Management Plan))
describes the handling, sampling, and disposal procedures for both
contaminated and uncontaminated soil. Figure 4.5-1 of the Draft SEIR
illustrates those areas of known soil contamination. All soils that are
excavated as part of the Final Groundwater Remedy Project would be
screened for hazardous materials and would be handled appropriately as
defined by waste-characterization sampling results. If soils are shown to
have contamination that defines the material as hazardous, the hazardous
materials would be containerized, labeled, and transported to an off-site
disposal facility permitted to accept hazardous material. Hazardous
materials would not be recycled on-site. However, soil that is not
contaminated will be retained for future use within the general area.

The commenter objects to the use of the archaeological firm responsible
for work at the Topock site [Applied Earthworks] and gives reasons
based on past experience. The commenter goes on to explain the firm’s
involvement in the archaeological site evaluation of a green mansion and
arrowweed home in Needles.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s thoughts and experience with
Applied Earthworks. However, DTSC would like to note that
Environmental Science Associates (ESA), not Applied Earthworks, is the
consulting firm responsible for the independent evaluation and
preparation of the Draft SEIR cultural resources section. Although
Applied Earthworks is hired by PG&E to conduct the necessary site
surveys and report on the conditions of the cultural resources, DTSC
notes that Applied Earthworks does meet the definition of a Qualified
Cultural Resources Consultant as defined in Mitigation Measure CUL-
la-3 from the 2011 Groundwater FEIR, which states: “The Qualified
Cultural Resource Consultant shall be a person who is acceptable to
DTSC and who is also a qualified archaeologist with a graduate degree in
archaeology, anthropology or closely related field, plus at least 3 years of
full-time professional experience in general North American
archaeological research and fieldwork, with expertise/experience in the
Southwest preferred.” The commenter’s concerns regarding Applied
Earthworks have been forwarded to PG&E. DTSC is unfamiliar with the
findings by Applied Earthworks on the green mansion and arrowweed
home in the City of Needles. Since DTSC does not have involvement
with that project under the City of Needles’ direction, DTSC cannot
comment on the findings by Applied Earthworks and DTSC cannot reject
PG&E’s use of Applied Earthworks based on the statements made by the
commenter.

The commenter objects to the scoping process conducted for the Project
because notice was not sent to people in Needles, and requests a
comment period extension. The commenter further states that DTSC
needs to start the Project over.

The commenter is referred to response to comment 14-001 regarding the
scoping process and comment period extension. Additionally, public
notices for the comment period and the scoping meeting for the SEIR
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were provided, in addition to direct mailing, at the Needles Public
Library as well as published in the Needles Desert Star newspaper, which
is circulated within the City of Needles. DTSC believes it has met the
notice obligations required under the CEQA Guidelines Section 15087
and no further action is necessary.
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Letter I5:

Don Oswell

Comment Letter 15

FUBLIC MEETING February 1, 2017
29
1 All comments must be received by DTSC or
2 postmarked by 5 p.m. Monday, February 27, Z017.
3 DTSC will review and evaluate the comments.
4 DTSC will respond to all the comments, and these
5 responses will be included in the final SEIR.
6 The SEIR can be -— You can access it at the
7 DTSC website, www.dtsc-topock.com; and the SEIR is also
8 available at the seven locations listed on the slide; and
9 the addresses, if you need them, we have them on a fact
10 sheet, and we can provide it to you.
11 Ckay. Next slide.
12 As I mentioned earlier, you may submit your
13 written comments today or mail it or Email it. Today we
14 will not respond to any verbal comments.
15 That ends our presentation and now we will
16 receive your verbal comments.
T Do we have any cards, Joan?
18 (No audible response.)
19 M3. AKULA: Does anybody have any comments?
20 Questions?
21 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Do you have an estimated
22 or target date for completion where this will all be
23 taken care of? 15-001
24 MS. AKULA: I'm sorry. Do you have a comment
25 card? We will not be able to respond te your comments.
v
TRI-STATE REPCRTING (928.855.1366)
www.tri-statereporting.com
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Letter Don Oswell

I5 February 1, 2017

Response

15-001 The commenter asks whether DTSC has an estimated target date of

completion of the remediation activities.

DTSC wishes to thank the commenter for participating in this process.
As indicated in the response provided by DTSC at the public hearing, as
well as the information provided in the SEIR (see page 3-86 of the Draft
SEIR), the groundwater remediation is anticipated to last 30 to 50 years,
with monitoring of the groundwater plume to occur for 10 to 20 years.
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Letter 16:

www,coxcastle.com

of PG&E

Comment Letter 16

Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP, on behalf

s Cox, Castle & Nichol LLP
. . | COX CASTLE SI)Uéafifnurtlit:aS.‘;(lr::l. s?ufrl:naznu
N $an Francisco, California 94

8l NICHOLSON P 415262.5100 F: 4153625199

Michael H. Zischke
415.262.5109
mzischke@coxcastle.com

File No. 055016
February 27, 2017

VIA E-MAIL AARON.YUE@DTSC.CA.GOV

Mr. Aaron Yue

Project Manager

Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

Re:  Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Topock
Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Dear Aaron:

The Pacific Gas & Electric Company (“PG&E™) writes regarding the Draft
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Draft SEIR”) for the Topock Compressor Station
Final Groundwater Remediation Project (the “Project”) recently published by the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”). The Project has undergone years of planning and
environmental studies, and PG&E understands that synthesizing all of that information into the

Draft SEIR has been difficult.

While the Draft SEIR meets the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”), PG&EL offers clarifications and minor modifications that would improve
the readability of the Draft SEIR and ability of PG&E to implement the mitigation measures.
PG&E’s comments can be grouped into four catcgorics: (1) clarifications regarding the analysis
and conclusions in the 2011 Final EIR, (2) clarifications about the Project, (3) suggestions to
make the Draft SEIR more uniform in its presentation of information, and (4) questions PG&E
has regarding its mitigation measure obligations. For Categories | and 2, PG&E has suggested
text edits shown in Attachment A,

Category 3 consists of the following global comments:

® Please be sure to put the scientific names of species in parenthesis after the
common name the [irst time the common name appears, and then refer to
the species by its common name in subsequent text (see Draft SEIR pages
4.3-3,4.3-4, 4.3-23, 4.3-24, and 4.3-33);

16-001

T 18-002

Los :'\ngt:h_'s | ()rang_{c County | San Francisco

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-25
Final Subsequent EIR

ESA /120112
December 2017



4. Individual Responses

February 27, 2017
Page 2

o Please include the word “approximately” before any reported acreage
obtained from GIS data to reflect the fact that GIS data is an 16-003
approximation (see Draft SEIR pages 4.3-23, 4.3-24, and 4.3-25);

e For clarity, pleasc reference documents to the date they were finalized, 16-004
rather than the date when they were subsequently included as Appendices
in the C/RAWP; and 1

e Throughout the Draft SEIR, it is sometimes uncertain whether the textis T
referring to mitigation measures in the Draft SEIR or the 2011
Groundwater Final EIR (“FEIR™). Thus, at cach mention of a mitigation 16-005
measure from the Groundwater FEIR, PG&E suggests that text be
included, such as “(FEIR),” after the name of the mitigation measure.
(See Attachment A, Comment 102, for an example.) Such an identifier
would make it absolutely clear whether a mitigation measure is from the
Draft SEIR or the Groundwater FEIR.

Category 4 consists of questions about mitigation measures. PG&E appreciates T
DTSC’s effort in creating Appendix GWMM (Groundwater FEIR and SEIR Mitigation
Measures Comparison Table), finding it useful for reviewing the draft mitigation measures. To | |5_00g
ensure PG&E understands its obligations, PG&E would like a complete list of all mitigation
measures that apply to the Project and seeks reassurance that Table 1-3 in the Draft SEIR
provides that list. In addition, PG&E has questions about how to implement certain mitigation
measures for noise and biological resources.

Regarding noise, please confirm that the list of five sensitive receptors on pages T
4.7-6 through 4.7-70f the Draft SEIR is complete and supersedes any prior list. PG&E would
like this clarification so that it understands how to implement the noise mitigation measures that
require certain actions within certain distances of sensitive receptors. PG&E also has suggested 16-007
specific text edits in the Attachment A that would add the clarity needed for field workers to
understand how to implement mitigation measures NOISE-2 and NOISE-3. (Attachment A,
Comments 8 and 9.) Please confirm that PG&E’s understanding of how to implement these
measures is correct, and if it is incorrect, please provide additional detail about how to
implement the measures.

Regarding biological resources, PG&E secks clarification that compliance with
the Topock Groundwater Remediation Project Habitat Restoration Plan for Riparian Vegetation
and Other Sensitive Habitats (Appendix V to the C/RAWP) salisfies the requirements of 16-008
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a(a). (Attachment A, Comment 4.) II'not, please provide additional
information regarding the new impact to jurisdictional waters that could not have been known
when DTSC prepared the Groundwater FEIR and the mitigation measure needed to address that L
new impact. In addition, why does mitigation measure BIO-2h require two focused special l 16-009

status plant surveys within five years? Protocols from the United States Fish and Wildlife

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-26 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-27 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

aLoal

SLoral

rLo-al

g

Zho-gl

(Al

81 401 39V EAPESTESH\SI0SS0

N[ B0 347 Y sniau € SY38] pUE 0) [euniodoid ANENo] J0u S| SAaNINS oM} J0 JuBLIBAINGS) BUY oddns JaLLn) T30 T
INOYIM, “A3AINS BUD UEL] oW 30NDES YA JO 13YIEU SIS PUR M40D wody sjoaoioid Aauns tueid yim FULI3J003 1501 IO SIUEd STETE-[21394E J0 399] 05 =_E=s TEalE 1Ied] APsianpe AEW 1B .
1515003 30 0 s12aA § snowmaid 3yl ulgum Aanns auo Ajuo annbai o) amseaw uonedw sy Suismal 15a88ns _“m_“_.n.m L 123
T : 5 EpddESERS
paloagayy | REE e PR A TR R -, u) punoy osje ) 5
40 sedw) 3y 0F [eucipodosd 2U0W AUNSESW 3y} 3YEL O} PUE 3INseaw uoyeBiny ay) jo Aupgepom ay) aseany; | 2PISING Palanpuoo g TouuEs in.s 3y x an20 sp2e LU 1231pUL S0 3201P OU INSUS 0] SUCHEIT| -
L] pue uoneayuaep say1ng apIcid 03 1431 B3 01 UMGYS SATUBL) JAUI0 UL SPUBLIWICORI 33O UORIPPE U] ‘siayng | PRUNUAPITE PUSIQEISa 2q IjEys S[AFSO SIS0 193] 0F 1583) 1€ 40 J3Na aduepione WOMBANSU03 | | 0 F e
5 VI SHINSEDLU BOUBPIOAE JUB|d BYY UG MA0D YIM 3N5U03 03 Apgissad U3 MOJ|E 0} 349] 343 01 UMOYS SIPR e pue ‘s Buisn paddew pue paBFey) aq |eys sjueid sniejs-eRads payRUAP) 0 SUoNE0|
a3 15888 ‘Sjued UMDUY JO 199) (5 UNJIIM SBIMAILIE 10} UBAB s3IedW Jurjd PIOAE o] Bjgissod g AW Y asneag WL * {pinsEay MON) SIuRid SMiEIS-(epads JO Hz-o1 N uohiedniN
- " BYY ) uMOys se uondo Jeyl ppe aseajd saaude 3510
#1 "wesdosd a3y nai-ul panosdde-30vsn J0/puE p400 B ul uoiedionsed ag pinom uoneBniw oy uondo Buo Jey -
seudosdde swaas ¥ ‘os)y "seunosas pajseduwn 1o) uonefniw aeudoidde m_._.,En_.__u.:La.,_.. sjueq [enuajod iog N3 :.m.aa.n E.x:mn .._o:mw:_.: pano &?%ﬂ MA0D B EE_ n_vw.ﬁa mmu._“:_._._
aus jueq panoadde 30wsn 1o/pue M40 B 39 pInod jueq uoneBw ay jey) SWaIS Y ‘UoRIppPE u| + " e ' apnun Aew uos d pue uos! “la
‘aiendosdde suiewa. sueyd AouaBe panoudde Asnowmasd S— el
Buwnono; ' pue oo p d o] sease pajzedun jo Buipess uonesoisas saeyd | MPSEAA ueneip o ..23. UB|g UDITEIOISEY JENGRH |BUl] B AG papInG ag jjw 138foug pasedosd
-ul 10y S35 & 1p ayy 1e inbias 2 Jou 51 uoy 121 (E)T-018 Ul P3YLIER 30 PNOYS 31 ‘310§ ) Jo SunioiEE IMO|I0; SeaIE [eucIpsLINf Jo uoREIsaY Jaalolg pasodasd ay; jo [TE 313
w15 " u | Jeup 1ndas e L 'soedu) ADSWSY J3EMPUNCIS) [BUL J0] SEaly Hupopssiwwooap Fulmog oy N0 oy mw:_uuﬂ 1aloig Ag paidnaao g | 1Y) SB318 JO UDHRIDISaS EpdESERS
funuelg co.zm._._z v-woaan_ I o B Y1 P puep ApEasje aaey O5|E saOUDEE DS us.p.:._ T 323 ucooum Ep .mwﬂ.qu _ H s.u ..Q ELNETE] mz 9 A ﬂ Hu.m _m w.ﬂ uﬂ ui pune; osje 1) 1
Byl "T-0IA ¥I34 U PassaIppe asam 18y saysem |esawayda pue ‘ueiedy spuepiam o} spedw) 105 uonedniw ay) £T 3198l
sajendns 18yl SIENgey Sasuas sy pue uoelaBap ueuedly 1oy uRly UONEI0)S3Y JENQEH 133l0ud UDnEIPWaY i LT-T-9T-T1d 8T
JEmpUNDIS Y3odo], ‘AN UEld 3Y7 YIIM PALINIUDI PUE pam31A3) APESIE 38eY SM4SM PUB 100 M4aD EUONIPU0D PUE SINOJ000 pal 01310 07 S22l pojIedill Jo SUIpeld a1inbal pinoMm Uonelogsal
FIEE0] uonangsucd Funadwod jo seak T ulyim uifaq jeys uoneioisas Jo aseyd 15y ay) Hm
“LSMASN PUB “IWTE '940 "I5L0 40 sMod anuelsgns .
21 yam wagssuo ueyd uor 1eugey e jo n 343 ydnoay *Ajziewsje "o ‘sapuaie asayl o “(aunseayy man)
apqeaaufie 1 1Byl SMASN PUB ‘W18 "940 03 paiwgns ueyd uoy 1engey e du | pue dun Aq SNJEA, 10 UOIDUN SIVEM/SPUEION [EUCIPIPSING JO S50}-19U-ON :T-018 MInsEaly uonEdiIN
paamyae ag |Bys saunseaw asay] uoneiuawsduw) 1afoad asojeg Busia sanjes pUB SUDIIUNY JB1IGEY 4O S50}-13U
L| -ou, arsigoe o) saunseail apnjpul [Ieys SEaIE paqInsIp Aue jo ‘VEL SBIEIS W34 31 40 T-018 Mnseapw
T qr-039 pue .
o e 7 TR ey SAEnwnG, g Jejdens
ET-039 el Ajuep o} suoy { ‘Moj2q ‘TTT Pue 01T Sjuawwo) 3as aseald Bussiw | __
. passn o _—
U8 "Y13S LI FYD JO UONRIF SISKEUE BMIEINUND BUL U1 PAUORUBL ‘GT-03D PUE BT-0ID SaINse uoRefnw PUE sshiewy _E:M“EE__me B ..mam..w_..__ i M!_mn . P SH 4L 2 e £
myyamackin'y “Kisnns paloy st 3vgg a0y WS SERMIFA BT S{EAL IS SOISYRSENd o3 paniuedio uaaq sey ,‘uoneBniy pue speduw) Jo AlBLIwNG,, £-T 3|1 Ul UORBWUOU|
18] 2y o3 umoys 1xa) 2y Fuippe 515088ns 3954 ‘sseydwa pue Ajuep 104 ‘papniul
e pE e 10al) I od
10U 818 (S1UBUodWo] 181004 APIWSY JDIEMPUNDIS [BUL) T'9°E UON20S Ul pauasasd (18 “Juswdinba An3as '§JL HIISTNE UL pRENeRS F9101g AP SRXUIEI SUBUOCURD e .
' Yy jo Asewnuns e apiwosd Z-T 2|qe) pue T-T Q2L PUE T E =a:uannm §'F wonaas 'uondudsag g1 d'ErT ]
18 ped uoneuILEIL0IER JuAdINba “13)IEL YIeano (Buonewuosu Areiodwa) se yans) saunjeay paloud wiepad
ey L2 1afoud Aay jo UE TE P3PUAIUI 51 UHIIES SIY] 315 wofoig, € smdey uf punoj aq uea 4 e
1 “HI34 JIEMPUNDIS PRYIIED 31 U) S1shjeue 1aedu)
. . (aaaj-wesBosd ay) 03 3| Y135 Syl 4o £ sasdeyd w uwn_bmmn Jayuny se pue uFisag Apaway
di
"] USSP B SIINIE. Buorss)wwo ue dnis SIIEN|EAD OF o mwzu_nunu-w“_u:“ mh.ﬂ. iy 18Ul B3 Uo paseq ‘Pafoig Apauiay Ll ¥
1 pAqUISIP SE SRR EI 40 Buworss) ap pue dnie) ay) sajen) 12 4135 U3 W Jey) 53100 359d _az_; m:mn‘” _. ol Em_.._ u..m m_ .m Ao
UYL Y PRIED0SSE 510343 [EIUSWUOIAUS 3] |383) um___u.n B JE “sajen|ens y|35 Syl
Tamdeys
iajing/aqeL oN
U YIS eI JELLLIDY JNOBYLIS, apun Ul umoys) syp3 pajsaliing pue x| acualajay i
ye (yeussey 3% faupapun uy (=1 _ alfieg Wopas | udwwod
I35 Heag oy Huipseioy H 3 pue 3 W INIWHIVLLY

ESA /120112
December 2017

4-28

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Final Subsequent EIR



4. Individual Responses

81 407 19V EAPESTESH\SI0ES0

N 83 RSIAREARIG 5 o) JERUE 12 %) T 510U 0 SAIISUIS DL JE1 SIUDAD [BIUOWAIN) 143
e o o o ep o oo g | L5 SR SWE 014 0Bt s e R S | v 4450V |
ozoal A3y 'TT°T uoIas gD jo asodnd ay) Jo4 1sanbas ayads ay) ssnosip o1 Suijuss w o Qews ‘suoydagal Ag uonels o 1 puncy o 1
sossaudwod yrodo) ) je JaBeuely 23S 5,.355d PEIUOD Arw Auowauao & wuopad o) Bulysim aqul Aue (easy “{SUOISIADY YIM DINSEDR ¥(34 10IEMPUNCID) oL eet o Y
[Rn}n3 o000 | Buinosul SBLIALIE 10 531 |equy o} 5| d) TT'Z UOIIas dNID J3pun SPIEPUES BSION PUE S[3na] asiop 0f spedu 17 ISION
‘{bg-21-1nD 3unsea uoneSuy w1 3n0ge paquIsap Se) dNdHD B
40 SBNIANTY WIELIET JO 3IUBARY Ul UDNEJNSUOD PUE USHEIYNON [BqUL I0) 0301044, £'9 UDIDag
PUE dIAID 3L JO ,SWBLINI0Q PaIRI2Y-S30INDS3Y [BANIIND JO MAIABY A1) J0) 5[020103d;, €°Z UOIAS
UM JUBISISUOD MBINDS [BGLIY 40} SBGLL P g o ued i PaInguUIsip ey (wer
 OSIE s 3309 ‘|erosdde PUB MBIAD 40§ ISLQ O UR|d UL ) FETIWGNS w-l....!.n 1994 P
“L10Z 'STAIENIGAS U0 | - (pa.edasd Suisg-kussns-sHpue 61-E-1N1D AINSEaly uoREERIA U 3n0ge vrdESTrs
L0491 T8 PUB D510 ©F UB|d JUBLUIEAIE [BUY B PATIIUGNS PUE JEIP BUL LD SIUBLIWOD 0) papuodsal 9 "FTOT W Saquy WITOT 801 pue sauew] wonnys Jossaidwiey) y2oday ay Jof unig Juapas) Auadoig _E_u:n_!_:_ uj punoy os|e 1xa) L
3y} pue sannuade ay) 0] UB|4 JUSWIEAI) YERIP B P3IIWGNS 330¢ Aseinade anosdun o) paysading ase sypa xa) PO [EARINT - UBlg WBWIEAA] MRS U] 5| SIY7) S3ITEWN WEIIURS 03 1algns a5 M JeY) pue } . ‘m”«
1380044 BY1 AQ PAPIOAE B9 J0ULED 1BUY 471 ¥20d0] BY) UBY] JAYI0 582N0SAY |EILCIS 0f sideduy | L EFTEET
uassa| 0} YuEp! ey ueld e T pue Fasedaid Teeys 35804
¥ fe-Hetr o ereng | Y ETEE ] ) d31 yeodoy
ayy uey sayio 10} ueyg Le 1w pue aledaid :€-3/qT-1N2
T ‘(bg-RT-1ND BINSEALY UONETIIN Ul IAOGE PIQUISEP SE) JINdHD BUYI JO SNy
UIEB) O SIUBAPY UI UDHETNSUS) PUE UDREMNON [EQUL J0j S|000104d,, £'G UDIISS PUE dINID
MY O SIUBLUINIOE PIIRISY-5ANN05IY [BINYND JO MBIAGY BU) J0) SI000I0,, £'Z UORIPS LIm
JUBIEISUOD MBIAB [EGUT 10) S3GLL P auyy 03 uelg ap ISP 0512 [|BYS IEDG
ebek S te-er MR SR en enudde pue mamad Joy
um_b o .._ox Eu:._n!h g ng:&.ﬂ_}m Iged | Bl siyy jo i {zzt
“JT0Z ‘5T Alenagag uo | U3 AJSTIES O Pasn aq UED UIYM ‘'dWdHD Y1 j0  Snsealy Juaweal] dynads-Apadosg [einynd, | by dESERS
ghrgl W18 PUE D510 0 UB|d JUBLIREAI] [EUY B PARILGNS PUE YEIP 34} UD SIUAWW0D 0] papuodsal 3394 PTOZ W saqu £ UDIIIS Ul PIIUBURERI UR]d JUSLLIERI| SWES 3y} 51 SI4Y) 401 ¥P000] 3U3 UBY JYL0 SATIN0SES | Ul punoy os|E 133 9
ay3 pue sapuale 2yl 0] uejg UML) YeIp B PRGNS 350 Aeunade anosdu) o pagsalEng ale sipa xa) LIOISIY O3 UDIHpRE ul 2 53 pUE ) yiodo) 3y} 0 JuBwiess SEssappefteys E-T219eL
URd JUBIEAIL AL M4 JAIEMPUNEIS 3] JO £-3/T-1ND Anseaw uoPER MW pue vd 210 8 | Er-T-ZrTd BT
1puaddy pue g1 uenemdns ayi 4o bas 03 Juensind pasedasd TI0G T0Y Soe-5t yiym
‘[s5a4Baiday TO7 24 pUE 53ueH) uonels Jossasdwo) yaodo] auys Joy ueld Juawieal) Auadolg
|B3UOISIH PUE [BINYIND B3 O d yum 1 3 Jjeys ufisag Apaway
|2ung 3y 4o Bupicy pue ‘a: pug uoy UCINISUGD YHM pRIBI0sSE
L SORIAE [y (HINSERN MAN] dDL 20401 B3 10j Ul WIWIEDIL udwaIdw] T-ET-IND
T "SAINSEaL uonednu
PuE Loy doadd) o B -seud (400 198003
1EYs 3755 ua_uz!_m aq HQ_._:B .U_uwnu Jued snjes- _m_...wnw -} S 1834 05 UM 20UBgmnsIp 4|
ool “BIQIERIUI 51 IDHNG 1004-05 & § S1ueid SA0wds 03 359d uanp se pataadiayu)
2 PINo2 pue BUISnjucd 0S| 13|, MO0 Yim BULLIBJUD 1514 INCULIM SIUEND SPEIS-IBaads 40 133 05 UIgIM “SIBA § SHONDIK B UM SABAINS Pasn3y jo SIeah #T 15ea) 18 Wolj elep
sease Pedun Aeapul so Apsanp Asw jey) sagiiae Suignisip punosd yum paaoosd 10U (|BYs 3594, Sa1els ypym | 34nbaijjeys atuasge/aouasaid JO uoiEIyUB,, pIRedus 3q 0F JENGEY SIGENS Bu urim shanins
1| reovsuas Suwono) syn yum anaeandnp s 1 asnesaq sienpivpu) Sumowas o soud, asesyd syl Fupejap 1sa8ing aussqe/fauasad pasmoy Fulwiopad Aq sienprapul Jo SJUEpIOAe J0 aJuasge Ajuag .
oLl ‘payeBiw Buiag -
12|na/aqeL ‘oN
uMUWO) HI3S ¥R (¥ewiog ancayuis auipapun Uy umoys) sp3 paisadiing pue Jxa aduasagay ‘afleg ‘wopdas | uawwod

ESA /120112
December 2017

4-29

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Final Subsequent EIR



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-30 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-31 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

LDl

B1 405 3% GAFEEISSRSTOE0

YU PUE 30UAYAE BT AJUE)D DINGM UWOUS SURT SaAEY ajeuxosdee ol B2

‘sHB5Ap oM 353l uaamizq Mepunog atewixeidde ue SWLD) SEAy Cpel|

sisdjeue Buipaoand 347 yRin JUS]5I5U00 30 A SUWINS STY] SYEW 01 143) SY1 o

SR0rsl

POYEBIGL MEU SI) MG{E] BIE TuD
STOT PLISID Ay Waum Payzi of Aep/sq) 59 01 ABpfsq) 28 Wel “ing

il
Sy PR 51 150P 3HENy [CIIU0 OF unseRpy uoneSny §i24 2yl se odd e e

2E08

‘axuepnE 1uada 3500W s, QWD

mmc.wé

“azuepan® JuElau 3500 5, QWD

Wanuwe) YIS YeIg

ESA /120112
December 2017

4-32

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Final Subsequent EIR



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-33 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

B1 40 £ 20 GAPEELSSHAIT0E50

AU FUOTUY W PRIATHUIUDE JE 70p PUE T0Y SUDRISE 100 10 BAY UBHD MO

PUE Umoug ‘540 Ag Aanuns Bunads B Ul 'STOZ "OE [1dy U0 pUNDy SEM 1B B

puE uoISEALIOS U] BGEUNS A|BRIIE 51 1EIEY SIY 18Y] UIELIA3 10U 51 1| 2ShE

Hl34 JAIEMPUNDID Y1 JO UONEDYILED 30UIS PAUES UDIIBLLICH| jO
paedaad SEM i 34 A3 MPUINCIS 41 BN M 1R OEIEAT SUBday YN @

U0 AIAAED B U 51 220E 13aoag By) 0 YInos jsocs Ajusatew 3y spsoos Az
I8 ‘SOTR1IQ PUE SLBAIND BU3 FUIST AP BIE S18Q ‘S3IE3IPUI Lioda JEy

Ul Aujswageioipel pue Sunjau-13IW Woly 53 RS3I UD pEseq 515000 AjuiEiEw

1H Ag pagdusos shamns 38] pasnig) uenbasgng ‘Saina.D pue smoun
[E1UBY00 PASSNONP PUE ‘[SI015018D 1BGEUE) HI0M JIISNOIE PUE SABAINS [ENSA W
IENGEY 184 B WOY PAALEP S PAlEER B 0F peisalBing 1e) ay) Aeindae sy |Is

“Efuog e}t Ajdde OOST LONIEs P00 BWED PUE LS BILLGHIE) U) STuS

g |

LRIM PASIJUET 36 100 pINoYS 1EY) stued UsEiaia,, a8 ysnigng v pue 52

esoa1 )

WMUWE] HI3S HHg

ESA /120112
December 2017

4-34

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Final Subsequent EIR



4. Individual Responses

908

B 40 8 39%d GAREEIASHIL0E50

B B O S1PE BT UMDYS SE G MYHD U Wl aompuaddy S papnpu) Al
IRLLEs BRIEULG Duaw ABL ER Byl A STusunIop Buusieya 1safling k)
21 Bumaiyae 51 5533305, 1Y) JAIES(D }| BYEW PINOM 3B B4 0] UDHEIYUE
el d & sey HEBIW S 23S pa
OKIEEI A B4] 40; PRRPU IS BOUEWLOJIED S0 3520 B0 SN Uy Buisniu

S80r31

ra-a

g

7 UAMOYs 5B J135 e 3y 40 o) 2 o) sued sjqe3adde Sunse 2yl jo sius

UDIMPELINT 33960 AJUD JBpUN 18YY BB BS0U) WOL UKD
BUE I2Y) SBINIR, DIEIRORS OF PAPUSIUI BIE UMOYS S1IPD BUYL "UORIPSUNT MIa

[, Fooy ysey & Fulnp SIUEURUSIIDD 40 SJUBLIIPSS ABAUaT Pyl

ane) 18 ul paceld aq pnoa sauadid pue “speod ‘5| “Alleuonppy.] TEEL
peduw syl ‘epgey ueuedy Fuiinyisuod uoneiafas Jo [BADWa) Jo o) 3Ee
s By UREch) LIBTUOD Y30 YSEN, SAED 188 UI PUE JAAH CREI0N0TD M
BININATEAN] 10 PUB ‘TPEOS SILNRdN 'SP S2-E b 18 HI3: JNEMpUNC
B Jo si3Edun | Endoie | Y1 POTA|BUR W34 SEMPUNCIE

BSE P PUE 2B-T'p STy Saled uo pe3) ay) 0 apew ag pinoys uoiiaal 3L
By U Baaymass PABR MM OUPE S {SE-T b-52-T'F "52-E 0d 18 1134 serempul
a0 ppnost sauipdid syl o Auolew By eyl pMansse §i34 1aiempun

U] M4 00 umous se kg 21 Buisiaa 15aEEnG HI3d JRIEmpUNoIE §

43| 343 O3 ume

AumUwE] HI3S g

ESA /120112
December 2017

4-35

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Final Subsequent EIR



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-36 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-37 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-38 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-39 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-40 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-41 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

BY 40 §T 30Vd BAPEETGSFIST0550

uﬂﬂqg.ﬂugﬂnqﬂgﬂ .._...E::.uoo SN edy s.-?_u .o S..B.:..Sﬂ

Yo my
UMOUS SIPD ) S1SHEENS 39 "INOGE SUDSEAI DY JOF “dIWID BYI YIIM BIUBPIOIIE W) SHIUCWIANIO [BGLIL OF UCHIE|a) St PINOM Z-35I0N PHET-2SHON |21 wonaag ass)
1 s3IARTE 133(0ad Jo Bl 3y3 J3PISUDD 0F JOIRUIPIDOD BIUBGINISIP 34} 10} Inbai ay; oy J21 ou 51 130 12U Z-3510N PHET-351ON 31n5eayy UOREBN "Pedun s13 3nPa1 01 J3pI0 U] deT
&0l 213y} "AfISE] "3510U 0] SNP 3JUEISIP WIELIA0 WIYIIM UOIINUISUOD SULWI| Z-35I0N J0u T-35I0N Jayiau ‘Jayimy -asiou aee GSETS 9%
10U “UO(LEIGIA O 3NP UDIIINIISUOD JO W) O SujeLIad 19y S JO BOURISIP PAIED BYL “APEIILUIS "BS5I0U 10U ‘SN e
pafoud Ag pasned uoiieigia swsoqpunoud wuag-Loys o) suleuad 1-36)0N anseal vonedniw 1eyl sa10u 3§04 Aundora
1 [Ny jeuompes L yodo) ayl yim spasal asiop 13alolgd aiming jo Aupgnedwo) asn pue)
T “HI34 JMIRMpUNoIS
By Ul pay wnad SEm UBYY jun uo Pedus weagudis asanas
0w z_ua:m“m_u._a B Ul JN534 PIN0mM yaigm ho __w .uo_._n.su__.«_ Apanzy asnyng e snjd TII0STT
PABGINITIP 105 BULIAPITUCT UBYM JBGLINU Ay 34 51y B 40 yBua) sy Ajuep osje supa p o
A e
20481 ) punoifiapun paoed ag pnom sauladid jo Auolew ayy uu.i.zw IEE] E.s.s_u.!n._u DY} PAOGE PIIOU Sy JOTJO0Z E5 W PO il punnciopun 10395 Jeou) 008 17T zm.mE.sEn_._m Hinss) 5 ETs 58
T4 20y it iaa s A ¥
oY L AR BTt AER SOUT BTN 30 SOUIUI
._ oy _3 70 BIUBGINISIP PASEAII BUE © © * 40 JINS2 B SE N30 P03 5eduw 134Ul PUB P30
T “jxa3 ayj jo Axeanode pue Ajep 2y asealoul o} p3ysaBEns aue yaym 'Ya| ay3 o) spa ay) @5 [5-E QI3 TT-E "sE3UE
d“Z “|on 4134 335) "HI3S 3y w pasapiswod sease Buifels auyp 4o 3W0s JO 35N 3Y) PRISPISUDT OS[E |34 JAIEMPUNDID w.._wﬂm [MEER) 3 ELETH _u_._n b P BB
L0091 | | BuL {915 "p5 ET6 P SOV Y LE-T Y 05 TP LT 0 6810 LE-T0 PE-T'p '62-1'v 538ed 'Z oA W14 395 samme DR _Eo.uue .%os_ Jeau eay Buissanolg 105 pue easy Loddng PR . -
oM DUIYE 4O SISARuR 104 O TE-0 'ZE-9 "TE-9 629 LT W 'O 1Ty 'T-IUY ‘TT6'Y 126 6167 'BT16Y Apaway wia) -Buoy P 3 oyl jo pue ‘eusoped
LTEYES VY EETY TETY LZTY LTy 9Ty Le-T ' sofed 7 jop ¥i34 295 ‘sioiesausd ajqenod jo sishjeue 0} BUDZUY LD JIUBSIE JO 5]aA3| paseasaun Sulu 3 Ay # jo Buipodun
104) “s3IAIIE jlom awniyfiu pajue) pue siojesauad ajgeyod Jo 35N ay] PAIapsUOD Y|4 JSIEMPUNDIS 3] B 0 YNSAI B 5B INIIO PINO3 Y34 JAJEMPUNDIS 3Y3 Ul ua.ecm_._w 10U ‘spaeduwn Panp may
5 smdeysy
T “annalgo Apjenb sajem ay anoge “(1/80) 0] s0d swesBosonu
o018l 51 Apeasie yT-4ANH (12 18 Ayjenb sajem Jeys Ajue o) pasodosd 1p3 “1/8M 0T 3A0Ge SUOHEIUAIUGD Judtie O Jo anaigo Aljjenb Jajes ay) asoge su) pobesen HUISIE JO 6 dTE6T €6
PeY 58 YT-HALNH [19M TTOZ PUE OTOZ W1 5juana Buydwes Juanbasqns Aq pRousping 5¢ 'UONEJIEISUI 53 aUIS a3 ) epronsed u) ‘5|33 aqeIdacoeun o) S3IRI0LAIAP YT-HMNH |3M 18 Ajgenb Jatem syl
- “13af04g pasodosd ay PaYad 18] a1 axew
s)pa paisading Ay|0ey ajsem snopieTey e Je jo pasodsip aq PINOM palesaual aysem ay) jo (|8 10U ‘aI0jBuayL
“pAuodae)
up il 1eu) I3p WOy ajsemm pIjos Jo pinbi uoneuwEINOIa] S
40 pasodsip 10 PAIBADIDI B AR WIMYM NSNS 51 “215eMm By} 108008 0 PajiwLad AN|OR) [BSOdSIP DISEM SNOpIETRY
M se pos puep P 94 1 1B 51 i + pasua e “muﬂﬂﬂemnan_m_ug ST 1E SIEU0 Pasomeip Palentas] aq pinom PP
" d H % by ed d STgrdEssy 6
cok-al _ﬁa SIp 0) Joiid PSIEUIUEIL0ISR 30 10U AJayi| [|IM YaIym ‘3sem pjos n.ou__wamx 13 “ajsem pinby) jo suojed uogpw z o dn pue
‘anoge T AsoBaey wn Fuueapy woyy ajsem pilos pue pinby Buweay Z 3)5EM PIDS 4O u_u_m_‘ 2gNn3 0005 3 dn mum._memm Pmom Ajjoed g-y) 241 Jo Suluoissiuwooap ay|
*J0 PASOUS|P 0 PAISAODSI B ARW UIYM “BISEM DIJOS SNOpIETRY-UON ‘T
“uonsodsip jo spoylaw
Ay pue sagsem jo sadAy p 13ue aay 1p (8 xipuaddy ‘dwiD pue 4 ap i ‘dMVHD) VBl oM
A Buluoissiunwoaag g 3y o (ue)d juswaBeus)y 315ep)) § UDIRES pus (S3INPadoly BucissuwoIag) f uipag
“faeinae a0y ﬁaﬁﬁﬂa BB Y3 Y] O] UMOYS SHIpa 13| eaue a T8 -1
h [EY BAD M
o8l H PBTiSHD AfSOJAAI & G £] LENIpN D 1 10 TULIAI00) SU LI PAIESD] 8] 0) pasdaid an cyue dss sy BRUE PROINISIPUA AjSNOMaId 1B PaQed0 TG pINOM THHD Byl 18 DIUE] J0as om) ay) ') OH P 16
-_ll ik T _11 Lol v
£04-gI opetts-Supped pue-Suiping doympom-or e sieued-1ei05 9 HOH0-057-DH{1-SOPAPUI-O%
R Pafe-aut Fuiping Ay Bunsxe ays ul pasnoy ag _u__._D.s.s.: (SICIEN]IE BA|BA PUE 'SEABLUED
(g /HqeL oN
i 1 I N Uj LMo 13 au
awwe) YIS Jeig (ewus04 3n0DYIS fauIHIPUN Ul UMOYS) S3P3 PatsadEng put IxaL aaudIajay ‘aSeq woppas | juawnwon

ESA /120112
December 2017

4-42

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project

Final Subsequent EIR



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-43 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-44 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project 4-45 ESA /120112
Final Subsequent EIR December 2017



4. Individual Responses

Letter
16
Response

16-001

16-002

16-003

16-004

Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP, on behalf of PG&E

February 27, 2017

The commenter gives an introduction to their comments and indicates
that comments will be broken down into four categories that consist of
clarifications and minor modifications.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s thoughtful questions and that the
commenter took the time to share their concerns with DTSC. DTSC
wishes to thank the commenter for participating in this process and
provides the responses below to address the commenter’s questions and
concerns. The comment is noted for the record.

The commenter states that scientific names of species should be put in
parenthesis after the common name the first time it is used, and then only
referred to by the common name thereafter.

Based on the page numbers provided, it appears as if the commenter is
referring to scientific names for habitat types. ESA, the preparer of the
Draft SEIR, does not typically use scientific names when referencing
habitat types/vegetation communities. For example, the scientific name
for creosote is not typically provided when referring to Creosote Bush
Scrub; the scientific name would be provided when identifying creosote
specifically as a dominant plant species in that community. The changes
proposed do not affect the accuracy or adequacy of the analysis within
the Draft SEIR, and as a result no changes to the text are made.

The commenter requests that all geographic information system (GIS)
acreage data include the word “approximately” before its use in the Draft
SEIR because GIS data itself is an approximation.

Specific habitat acreages were calculated for the proposed Project on
pages 4.3-23 through 4.3-25. To indicate that these acreages are an
approximation based on GIS data, the introductory text to that section on
page 4.3-3 of the Draft SEIR is modified in the Final SEIR as follows:

Section 4.3.3 provides updated vegetation and habitat
information for this SEIR (all acreages presented in this section
are approximate).

The commenter requests that documents be referenced on the date they
were finalized, rather than the date they were subsequently included as
appendices to the Construction/Remedial Action Work Plan for the Final
Groundwater Remedy, PG&E Topock Compressor Station, Needles,
California. The commenter does not give a specific example for this
comment.
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16-005

16-006

16-007

16-008

Because the Final Remedy Design and C/RAWP are appended to the
Draft SEIR, DTSC decided to cite any appended reference documents
under the Final Remedy Design or C/RAWP Appendix BOD so that the
public would have an easier time accessing the referenced documents.

The commenter requests that any references to the Groundwater FEIR
mitigation measures in this Draft SEIR be identified as such so that it is
clear which mitigation measures apply to which EIR. The commenter
does not provide any specific examples of this comment (the reference to
comment 102 in Appendix A does not clearly indicate an example of this
comment).

DTSC made an effort to be very clear about which mitigation measures
applied to the Groundwater FEIR (and whether they may still be
applicable to the Draft SEIR) and which new measures are included

in the Draft SEIR. DTSC advises the reader to pay attention to the
subsection headings, which indicate if the section is a summary of the
Groundwater FEIR mitigation measures, a comparison between
Groundwater FEIR and Draft SEIR mitigation measures, etc. The reader
can also access Appendix GWMM, which clearly indicates in strikeout
underline which measures from the Groundwater FEIR are still
applicable and the new mitigation measures proposed as part of the Draft
SEIR.

The commenter thanks DTSC for including Appendix GWMM in the
Draft SEIR, which the commenter states is a useful tool. The commenter
wants clarification that Table 1-3 in the Draft SEIR is a complete list of
all mitigation measures that apply to the project.

Table 1-3 does include all mitigation measures that are applicable, and
DTSC recommends that the commenter use the version published as part
of the Final SEIR to see the changes made as a result of the response to
comment process. In addition, a Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting
Program (MMRP) is included as Chapter 11 of this Final SEIR, which
does present the final full set of mitigation measure requirements that
DTSC has approved.

The commenter requests confirmation that the list of noise-sensitive
receptors on pages 4.7-6 through 4.7-7 of the Draft SEIR is complete and
supersedes any other list.

The commenter is referred to response to comment 16-092, which
addresses this topic in detail. The commenter also requests text edits
regarding Mitigation Measures NOISE-2 and NOISE-3; the commenter
is referred to responses to comment 16-020 and 16-021, respectively,
where those are specifically addressed.

The commenter seeks clarification that the Topock Groundwater
Remediation Project Habitat Restoration Plan for Riparian Vegetation
and Other Sensitive Habitats satisfies the requirements of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1a(a).
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16-009

16-010

16-011

16-012

16-013

Please refer to response to comment 16-014, which addresses the topic in
detail.

The commenter questions why Mitigation Measure BIO-2h requires two
focused special-status plant surveys within 5 years, and states that the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) require only one such survey within a 5-year
period. The commenter requests substantial evidence supporting the need
for more than one survey.

Please refer to response to comment 16-016, which addresses the topic in
detail.

The commenter indicates they look forward to constructing the
groundwater remedy as soon as possible so that the historic
contamination in the Topock area can finally be remediated.

The comment is noted for the record.

The commenter requests adding text that describes the “lay-up” process
associated with IM-3.

To further clarify the IM-3 treatment process within the purview of the
SEIR without introducing that specific term, the text is revised below. In
response to the comment, the text on page 1-4 is revised in the Final
SEIR as follows:

This SEIR evaluates, at a project level, the environmental effects
associated with the cessation of the IM-3 treatment, the
decommissioning and removal of the IM-3 Facility, the
construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning
of the Final Groundwater Remedy Project based on the Final
Remedy Design and as further described in Chapter 3 of this
SEIR, relative to the program-level impact analysis in the
certified Groundwater FEIR.

The commenter requests a text modification to clarify Project details.

In response to the comment, the text on page 1-6 is revised in the Final
SEIR as follows:

More information about the Project features and details can be
found in Chapter 3 “Project Description,” Section 3.6<
Subsection 3.6.1, and Table 1-1 and Table 1-2 provide a
summary of the main components that comprise the Project;-and
that-are evaluated in this SEIR.

The commenter notes that Mitigation Measures GEO-1a and GEO-1b,
described in the Groundwater FEIR, were not included in Table 1-3 of
the Draft SEIR.
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16-014

Because there were no substantial changes to the 2011 Groundwater EIR
Geology section, that section was not brought forward into the Draft
SEIR. For completeness, mitigation measures from the Groundwater
FEIR are included in Table 1-3. The mitigation measures have been
revised as discussed in Comment [6-123.

The commenter summarizes Mitigation Measure BIO-1 of the
Groundwater FEIR and notes CDFW, the U.S Department of the Interior
(DOI), and USFWS have reviewed and concurred with the Topock
Groundwater Remediation Project Habitat Restoration Plan for
Riparian Vegetation and Other Sensitive Habitats and the Assessment of
Proposed Mitigation Planting Areas for Final Groundwater Remedy
Impacts. The commenter recommends clarifying in Mitigation Measure
BIO-1a of the SEIR that revegetation for in-place restoration of
disturbance sites is not a requirement, and that grading to pre-impacted
contours and vegetation replacement in accordance with previously
approved restoration plans remain appropriate.

The commenter’s recommendation that in-place restoration of
disturbance sites be performed in accordance with previously approved
restoration plans is consistent with Mitigation Measure BIO-1a.
Mitigation BIO-1a does not require “revegetation” for in-place
restoration, and the measure notes “[r]estoration of jurisdictional areas
within the Project Area shall be guided by the Havasu National Wildlife
Refuge Habitat Restoration Plan (Appendix G to the C/RAWP (CH2M
Hill 2015b)) and Habitat Restoration Plan for Riparian Vegetation and
Other Sensitive Habitats (Appendix O to the C/RAWP (CH2M Hill
2015b)), as approved by CDFW, USFWS, and DOI” (page 4.3-73 of the
Draft SEIR). The measure further notes “[iJmplementation of these plans
will be informed by the technical memorandum, Assessment of Proposed
Mitigation Planting Areas for Final Groundwater Remedy Impacts,
included as Appendix V to the C/RAWP (CH2M Hill 2015b), which
provides preliminary information on the condition within fourteen
proposed mitigation planting areas” (page 4.3-73 of the Draft SEIR). In
response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-72 is revised
in this Final SEIR as follows.

a) In-place restoration of jurisdictional areas directly impacted
by construction at a 1:1 ratio (i.e., 1 acre of restoration for
each acre of direct impact to non-disturbed jurisdictional
area) shall occur in accordance with the Havasu National
Wildlife Refuge Habitat Restoration Plan (Appendix G to
the C/RAWP (CH2M Hill 2015b)) and Habitat Restoration
Plan for Riparian Vegetation and Other Sensitive Habitats
(Appendix O to the C/RAWP (CH2M Hill 2015b)).

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, result in a
substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, or preclude meaningful review and comment.
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The commenter also recommends revising Mitigation Measure BIO-1a to
include an option to purchase credits from a U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE)-approved mitigation bank, as well an option to
participate in a CDFW- and/or USACE-approved in-lieu fee program.
The recommendations of the commenter are consistent with the intent of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a and, therefore, the suggested additions are
incorporated for the purposes of increasing flexibility. In response to the
comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-72 et seq. is revised in this
Final SEIR as follows.

b) To address temporal loss of jurisdictional areas directly
impacted by construction, PG&E shall provide
compensatory mitigation at a minimum 2:1 ratio (2 acres of
compensation for each acre of direct impacts to non-
disturbed jurisdictional area). Compensatory mitigation to
address temporal loss shall be agreed upon with CDFW prior
to the start of construction, involve the same amount and
quality of jurisdictional area(s) disturbed, and include one or
more of the following approaches: 1) acquisition and
preservation in perpetuity; 2) restoration; and/or 3)
enhancement. Acquisition and preservation may include
establishment of a conservation easement, or purchase of
credits from a CDFW- and/or USACE-approved mitigation
banking program, or compliance with an applicable CDFW
and/or USACE-approved in-lieu fee program. Restoration
may include conversion of non-wetland habitat to
functioning wetland habitat. Enhancement may include
removal of non-native species in existing wetland habitat...

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, result in a
substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, or preclude meaningful review and comment.

16-015 The commenter recommends revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-2h to
increase the workability of the measure, make the measure more
proportional to potential impacts, and clarify requirements. Specifically,
the commenter suggests edits to Mitigation Measure BIO-2h to allow the
possibility to consult with CDFW on special-status plant avoidance
measures for activities within 50-foot avoidance buffers.

The commenter’s recommended revision is consistent with requirements
of Mitigation Measure BIO-2h. The measure already states, “[i]f
disturbance within 50 feet of a special-status plant species cannot be
avoided, PG&E shall contact CDFW prior to removing individuals to
determine appropriate minimization and mitigation measures” (page 4.3-
117 of the Draft SEIR). In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text
on page 4.3-116 et seq. is revised in this Final SEIR as follows to provide
additional clarification.
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Mitigation Measure BIO-2h: Disturbance of Special-Status
Plants (New Measure). To reduce potential construction-related
impacts to populations of mousetail suncup and other potentially
occurring special-status plant species, at least one pre-
construction survey shall be conducted prior to the start of any
ground-disturbing activities in areas of suitable habitat. The
survey shall be conducted in areas where construction is planned
and during the blooming period of those species which are either
known to occur or likely to occur in the area (i.e., generally
March through May but dependent on rainfall patterns). The
survey shall be conducted by a qualified botanist skilled at
identification of the plant species in the region. The qualified
botanist shall determine where pre-construction surveys are
required based on existing habitat conditions. The locations of
identified special-status plants shall be flagged and mapped
using GPS, and an construction avoidance buffer of at least 50
feet where possible shall be established at identified locations to
ensure no direct or indirect impacts occur. If the work cannot be
conducted outside of the 50-foot buffer, the qualified botanist
will identify construction limits and access routes that avoid
impacts to known plants. PG&E shall not proceed with ground-
disturbing activities that may adversely impact areas within 50
feet of special-status plants without first conferring with CDFW.

To the maximum extent feasible, additional Project facilities to
be constructed under the Future Activity Allowance shall be
sited to avoid suitable habitat for special-status plant species. If
additional Project facilities to be constructed under the Future
Activity Allowance cannot be sited to avoid suitable habitat, one
of the following measures shall apply.

e Assume suitable habitat is occupied by special-status plant
species and provide mitigation (as prescribed in (i) through
(iii) below); or

e Verify absence or avoidance of individuals by performing
focused presence/absence surveys within the suitable
habitat to be impacted. Verification of presence/absence
shall require data from at least 2 years of focused surveys
within the previous 5 years. Focused presence/absence
surveys shall be performed by a qualified botanist during
the blooming period of potentially occurring species (i.e.,
generally March through May but dependent on rainfall
patterns). If special-status plant species are observed and
avoidance cannot be achieved, mitigation shall be provided
(as prescribed in (i) through (iii) below).

Results of all surveys performed following construction of the
Proposed Project shall be incorporated onto a comprehensive
map of suitable habitat and known rare plant populations within
the Project Area.
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16-016

16-017

As noted above, ilf disturbance within 50 feet of a special-status
plant species cannot be avoided, PG&E shall contact CDFW

prior-to-remevingindividuals to determine appropriate

minimization and mitigation measures...

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, result in a
substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, or preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter suggests revising Mitigation Measure BIO-2h to require
only one survey within the previous 5 years to be consistent with plant
survey protocols from CDFW and USFWS. The commenter suggests that
protocols from these agencies do not require more than one survey, and
notes the requirement for two surveys is not roughly proportional to and
lacks a nexus to potential impacts to special-status plants. The
commenter incorrectly asserts CDFW and USFWS plant survey
protocols require only one survey within the previous 5 years.

Among other stipulations regarding the timing and need for rare plant
surveys, CDFW special-status plant survey guidelines (CDFW 2009)
note “[v]isits to the site in more than one year increase the likelihood of
detection of a special status plant especially if conditions change.” The
CDFW guidelines also include the following footnote: “Habitats, such as
grasslands or desert plant communities that have annual and short-lived
perennial plants as major floristic components may require yearly
surveys to accurately document baseline conditions for purposes of
impact assessment” (CDFW 2009). In addition, the USFWS guidelines
for botanical surveys (USFWS 2000) note, “[p]roject sites with
inventories older than 3 years from the current date of project proposal
submission will likely need additional survey.” Given that the proposed
Project is located in a desert environment that is subject to considerable
annual variations in conditions (e.g., rainfall amounts and patterns), one
survey every 5 years is not adequate to sufficiently update and maintain a
record of known special-status plant populations in the Project Area.
This is consistent with the input received from CDFW, a responsible
agency, during the development of the mitigation measure, and DTSC
notes that CDFW had no comment regarding the measure presented in
the Draft SEIR. Consistent with CDFW and USFWS guidelines,
Mitigation Measure BIO-2h as currently written is designed to address
annual variations in climatic conditions that affect presence and
population sizes of special-status plants, as well as uncertainty regarding
additional facilities that could be constructed during the operational
lifespan of the project.

The commenter suggests deleting the phrase “prior to removing
individuals” in Mitigation Measure BIO-2h because it is duplicative with
the sentence that states “PG&E shall not proceed with ground disturbing
activities that may directly or indirectly impact areas within 50 feet of
special-status plants without first conferring with CDFW.” The
commenter also states that the phrase is confusing and could be
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16-018

16-019

16-020

interpreted as directing PG&E to remove plants if a 50-foot buffer is
infeasible.

Refer to comment response 16-015. The phrase “prior to removing
individuals” is deleted from Mitigation Measure BIO-2h and additional
edits are provided to increase clarity of the measure.

The commenter suggests changes to the text in Mitigation Measure
CUL-1a-19 to reflect the fact that PG&E submitted a draft Treatment
Plan to the agencies and Tribes in 2014, and that PG&E responded to
comments and submitted a final Treatment Plan to DTSC and the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) in 2017.

The Treatment Plan is currently being reviewed by the Interested Tribes
and it is possible that there may be further changes to the Treatment Plan.
Until DOI and DTSC have considered Tribal input, the Treatment Plan is
not considered final. Therefore, the suggested changes have not been
made.

The commenter suggests changes to the text in Mitigation Measure
CUL-1b/c-3 to reflect the fact that PG&E submitted a draft Treatment
Plan to the agencies and Tribes in 2014, and that PG&E responded to
comments and submitted a final Treatment Plan to DTSC and BLM in
2017.

The Treatment Plan is currently being reviewed by the Interested Tribes
and it is possible that there may be further changes to the Treatment Plan.
Until DOI and DTSC have considered Tribal input, the Treatment Plan is
not considered final. Therefore, the suggested changes have not been
made.

The commenter requests text modifications to Mitigation Measure
NOISE-2 to reflect consistency with CIMP Section 2.11 regarding
protocols to accommodate Tribal ceremonies involving Topock Cultural
Area.

DTSC concurs with the clarification and, in response to the comment, the
text on page 1-65 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Mitigation Measure NOISE 2: Potential Impacts to Noise
Levels and Noise Standards (Groundwater FEIR Measure
with Revisions)....The disturbance coordinator will also
consider the timing of Project activities in relation to Tribal
ceremonial events that are sensitive to noise in a manner
consistent with the Cultural Impact Mitigation Program (CIMP)
Section 2.11 (see Appendix H to the C/RAWP)which-will-be

secommodated-by PG&Eto-theextent practicable.

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, result in a
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16-021

substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, or preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter requests clarification on the term “any sensitive
receptor” used in Mitigation Measure NOISE-3. The commenter also
requests an explanation of the term “near” in Mitigation Measure Noise-
3, and suggests text edits to clarify the term.

The term “near” in the context of cumulative noise is difficult to define,
since it is dependent on the noise levels produced by each activity, the
geometric arrangement, and the ambient conditions—all of which can
vary greatly with field activities such as those proposed. Therefore, the
construction contractor must be diligent in performing monitoring
whenever the potential for cumulative impacts arises, based on the types
of activities proposed, proximity, time of day, etc. The distances
recommended by the commenter apply to a single source of noise. The
introduction of another source of noise in the vicinity would expand the
distances within which the combined noise levels of two or more
activities could exceed the noise thresholds. Noise levels from concurrent
activities do not combine linearly. For these reasons, a precise distance
cannot easily be defined in advance as pertaining to cumulative noise
impacts. Best practice indicates that the construction contractor performs
in situ noise monitoring when typical, real-life concurrent activities are
first begun, and that documentation be provided to DTSC to help
establish the appropriate distances at which further monitoring is not
required (until and unless a noise complaint is received).

Regarding the comment requesting clarification on what the term “any
sensitive receptor” means, DTSC intends for this to apply to any
sensitive receptor defined within Chapter 4.7 of the SEIR. As a result, in
response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 6-42 is revised in
the Final SEIR as indicated below. Notwithstanding the above, additional
edits are made to Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 to clarify thresholds and
requirements.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3: Cumulative Noise Increases
from Remedial Activities (New Measure). Coordination
between teams implementing soil remedial activities (including
investigation, pilot testing, and remediation) and groundwater
remediation shall occur as to avoid cumulative noise impaet
levels to exceed ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or greater, or to
exceed applicable County standards at te any sensitive receptor
(as defined in Chapter 4.7 of this SEIR). If concurrent activities
must occur near common sensitive receptors, real-time noise
measurements of representative activities shall be conducted by a
qualified acoustical consultant (or contractor trained by an
appropriate qualified acoustical consultant) at the nearest noise-
sensitive land use with a sound level meter that meets the
standards of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI
Section S14 1979, Type 1 of Type 2). If exceedances are not
observed, monitoring can be discontinued. If exceedances are
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16-022

16-023

16-024

experienced, temporary barriers shall be erected as close to the
construction activities as feasible, breaking the line of sight
between the source and receptor where noise levels exceed
applicable standards. If noise cannot be effectively mitigated,
one or more of the concurrent activities shall be modified
(options include but are not limited to using lower-noise-
producing equipment or manual methods, relocating activities
further away from each other, or avoiding/rescheduling
concurrent activity, etc.) so as to result in appropriate noise
levels.

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, does not result in
a substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, and does not preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter requests text modifications to reflect the fact that DTSC
alone, and not the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), certified the
2011 Groundwater FEIR.

In response to the comment, the Draft EIR text on page 2-17 is revised in
the Final SEIR as follows:

The design review process began in 2011 after DTSC and- DO}
approved certified the Final Groundwater EIR, DOI issued their
Record of Decision, and both agencies jointly approved
Alternative E as the groundwater remedy project.

The commenter notes that the remedy-produced water portable treatment
unit may also process non-hazardous remedy-produced water and
requested the addition of the underlined text below.

In response to the comment, the Draft EIR text on page 3-31 is revised in
the Final SEIR as follows:

e Permitted transportable treatment units — if needed,
permitted transportable treatment processes for hazardous
and non-hazardous remedy-produced water would consist
of one or more of the following treatment processes,
depending on the produced water chemistry.

The commenter requests adding a footnote to better explain the
contingency plan for arsenic.

Instead of adding a footnote, clarification has been added by referencing
the discussion of the arsenic pretreatment system. In response to the
comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 3-33 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

e Ifthe leading edge of the arsenic plume extends more than
150 feet away from the injection well locations, PG&E
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16-025

16-026

16-027

must immediately reassess its modeling calculations and
quickly identify interim actions it can take to limit the
migration of the arsenic plume. These interim actions may
include triggering activation of the contingency plan for
arsenic pretreatment PG&E was directed by DTSC to
include in its 60 percent groundwater remedy design. See
Section 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” Subsection
4.5.6.3, “Impact Analysis” for discussion of the arsenic
pretreatment system.

The commenter suggests moving the description of the Auxiliary
Building to a footnote since it is not a groundwater-remedy-related
building.

Because the Auxiliary Building will house equipment that will support
the remedy, DTSC believes it is appropriate to describe this use in the
table and describe the structure as existing. This is similar to staging
areas’ uses being defined in the remedy. Additional description on the
use of the existing Auxiliary Building and the impact considerations in
the cumulative analysis are presented in Section 3.6.1.9, under
“Compressor Station, Existing Auxiliary Building.”

The commenter requests that the text in Section 3.6.3.1, page 3-76, be
made consistent with the text in Mitigation Measure HY DRO-4, which
provides more detail on the manganese concentrations that would prompt
contingencies to mitigate exceedance in manganese concentrations.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 3-76 is revised
in the Final SEIR as follows:

The Final Remedy Design includes contingencies in the event
that the treatment methodology results in generating manganese,
an in-situ byproduct, at concentrations above basin-water-quality
objeetives those identified in Table 2.2-1 of Appendix L, O&M
Volume 2 (e.g., 1 to 2.5 mg/L at California wells downgradient
of the IRZ, or above baseline concentrations in Arizona wells).

The commenter requests that the text in Section 4.1.2.1 be revised to
clarify that the BLM determined the Area of Potential Effect (APE)
constitutes a TCP eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) in 2010.

DTSC notes that during preparation of the Draft Groundwater EIR in
2010, the BLM had not yet designated the Topock Cultural Area as a
TCP; the Draft Groundwater EIR assumed eligibility of the Topock
Cultural Area for purposes of the analysis. Following completion of the
Draft Groundwater EIR, but prior to certification of the Groundwater
FEIR, the Topock TCP was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP.
This was acknowledged on page 4.4-58 of the Groundwater FEIR;
however, the analysis was focused on the Topock Cultural Area. In
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16-028

16-029

response to the comment, the text on page 4.1-4 is revised in the Final
SEIR as follows:

Since 2011, however, additional Tribal perspectives regarding
the Topock Maze and Topock Cultural Area—whwh—w&s

EBI M) to eenstﬁute a ;;adlﬁeﬁa;eu.lm;al_ppepeﬂ.y_gpeg_ have
been provided. The U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

had previously determined that the area within the Area of
Potential Effect boundaries (which includes the Topock Maze
and overlaps in large part with the Project Area) constitutes a
TCP and is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places

(NRHP).

In addition, the text on page 4.4-10 is revised in the Final SEIR as
follows:

This historical resource was referred to as the “Topock Cultural
Area” (TCA) in the Groundwater FEIR and its boundaries
corresponded to the Groundwater FEIR Project Area. Following
completion of the Draft Groundwater EIR, but prior to Since
certification of the Groundwater FEIR, the U.S. Department of
Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM) determined
that the area within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) (which
overlapped in large part with the Groundwater Project Area),

constitutes Fepeek-Cultural- Area-has-been-designated-by-the

U-S-Department-of the Interior (POD-a traditional cultural
property (TCP) eligible for listing in the NRHP, known as the

Topock TCP, and detailed information about this process and the
Topock TCP is provided below in Section 4.4.3.1 of this SEIR.

The commenter requests that the text in Section 4.1.3.1 be revised to
clarify that the BLM determined the APE constitutes a TCP eligible for
listing on the NRHP in 2010.

See response to comment 16-027. In response to the comment, the text on
page 4.1-29 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

The Project Area and vicinity is considered by Tribes to be part
of a broader cultural landscape and, sinee in 20140, the BLM has
been determined by the area within the APE (which overlaps in
large part with the Project Area) BEM-te constitutes a TCP and
is eligible for the NRHP, as described in further detail in Section
4.4, “Cultural Resources,” subsection 4.4.3.2.

The commenter suggests text additions to improve the clarity and
accuracy of the text.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.1-68 is
revised in the Final SEIR as follows:
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Improvements at the Station include construction of
infrastructure associated with the Topock Compressor Station
Recirculation Loop (TCS Recirculation Loop), the contingent
Dissolved Metals Removal System, and a Remedy-Produced
Water Conditioning Plant and associated tanks and chemical
storage. The existing Auxiliary Building would be used for new
power generators and the existing Hazardous Materials Storage
Building for storage of hazardous materials and wastes.

Improvements at the Transwestern Bench include construction of
a 2,200-square-foot Operations Building, concrete pads,
stormwater catch basins, and a fence surrounding the perimeter,
and remedy wells/piping associated with the TCS Recirculation

Loop.

16-030 The commenter notes an error regarding the descriptions of the
Groundwater FEIR aboveground/belowground pipelines.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on pages 4.1-68, 4.1-75,
4.1-87, and 4.3-58 are revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Page 4.1-68: The Groundwater FEIR assumed subsurface
trenches for piping at the northern and southern crossing under
Bat Cave Wash:-hewever and the majority of the piping
proposed for the remedy was below abeveground.

Page 4.1-75: In particular, aboveground conveyance piping has
generally been replaced with underground piping;-whichresults

Page 4.1-87: Inaddition;-aboveground-conveyance-piping-has
oo aced with und L inine.

Page 4.3-58: This results primarily from additional roadways and
facility footprints (described above), and the fact that remedy

pipelines are to be constructed underground (versus-abeveground

16-031 The commenter suggests text additions to improve the clarity and
accuracy of the text regarding security lighting.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.1-69 is
revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

With the exception of security lighting in the Construction
Headquarters area, and existing lighting at MW-20 Bench and
TW Bench, temporary lighting would be supplied by portable
generators and lights, as needed and consistent with any
applicable mitigation measures and conditions of approval.
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16-032

16-033

16-034

16-035

The commenter suggests text additions to improve the clarity and
accuracy of the text regarding facilities at the Topock Compressor
Station Evaporation Ponds (TCS Evaporation Ponds).

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.1-71 is
revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Operation and maintenance activities at the TCS Evaporation
Ponds would include ongoing maintenance of the drip system
and agitators, the power system, the natural gas pipeline
extension, the containment area for truck loading/unloading, and
remote sensing equipment.

The commenter requests clarification to text in Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,”
regarding the fact that the Project has already been designed to meet the
requirements of Mitigation Measure AES-1.

DTSC recognizes that PG&E may have fully explored ways and means
to reduce aesthetics impacts during completion of the Final Remedy
Design. However, the basis of DTSC’s Final Remedy Design approval is
that the Project will adhere to all adopted mitigation measures. In the
event any conflicts are discovered during construction or subsequent
implementation of the project, including implementation of any
additional Project elements as necessitated by the Future Activity
Allowance, PG&E must use the mitigation measures as the governing
factor on the path forward.

The commenter requests clarification to text in Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,”
regarding the fact that the Project has already been designed to meet the
requirements of Mitigation Measure AES-2.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.1-85 is
revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Mitigation Measure AES-2: Substantial Damage to Scenic
Resources within a Scenic Corridor (Groundwater FEIR
Measure with Revisions). The proposed Project shall be
designed-and implemented to adhere to the design criteria
presented below and the Future Activity Allowance, if needed,
shall be designed and implemented to adhere to the design
criteria below:

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, does not result in
a substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, and does not preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter states that “mercaptans” should not be referred to as
odorants as done in the Draft SEIR, as this is just one of many
components of typical natural gas odorants, and requests text changes to
the Draft SEIR accordingly.
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16-036

16-037

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.2-5 is revised
in the Final SEIR as follows:

No known odor sources are in the immediate vicinity of the
Project Area, except for existing Station operations such as

exhaustgases-and natural gas odorants (mereaptan).

The commenter suggests text edits to reflect the Mohave Desert Air
Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD’s) most recent guidelines.
The MDAQMD’s 2016 guidelines were adopted in August of 2016.

The analysis for the project and the Notice of Preparation were
completed prior to the adoption of the 2016 Guidelines; therefore, the
2011 guidelines were the applicable guidelines for use in the Draft SEIR.
Nevertheless, the Final SEIR will incorporate the 2016 Guidelines that
have stricter emission thresholds for fine particulate matter with an
aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PMas)
(reducing the annual threshold from 15 to 12 tons per year and the daily
threshold from 82 to 65 pounds per day). As shown in the Draft SEIR
(Table 4.2-8 on page 4.2-38 and Table 4.2-10 on page 4.2-42), the
maximum daily construction emissions are 10.73 pounds per day and
0.78 tons per year. These are well below both the 2011 and 2016
thresholds. Therefore, the incorporation of the 2016 thresholds does not
alter either the less than significant finding or the mitigation measures as
presented in the Draft SEIR. In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR
text is revised to incorporate these newer thresholds in the Final SEIR on
the indicated pages as follows:

Page 4.2-10 (Table 4.2-3): SOURCE: MDAQMD 2016a.
Page 4.2-15 (Table 4.2-6): SOURCE: MDAQMD 2016a.

Page 4.2-27: Based on the MDAQMD Guidance (MDAQMD
20H 2016b) the proposed Project...

Page 4.2-28 (Table 4.2-7): SOURCE: MDAQMD-20H 2016b.

Page 8-5:

. 2016a. Rules & Plans. Available at:
http://www.mdaqmd.ca.gov/index.aspx?page=13.
Accessed on April 2016.

. 201 2016b (August). California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and Federal Conformity Guidelines.

The commenter suggests text edits to reflect MDAQMD’s most recent
guidelines.

As detailed in response to comment 16-036, the incorporation of the 2016
Guidelines, which make the emissions thresholds for PM; s more
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restrictive, does not change the less than significant findings for the
Project or require new mitigation measures. In response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Page 4.2-28 (Table 4.2-7):

PMy s 1512 82 65
CO,e (GHGS) 100,000 548,000
(90,719 MT)

SOURCE: MDAQMD 20442016b.

Page 4.2-38 (Table 4.2-8):

MDAQMD 137 137 548 137 82 82 65
Threshold

Page 4.2-42 (Table 4.2-10):

MDAQMD
Threshold 25 25 100 25 15 1512
16-038 The commenter identifies an inconsistency in the nomenclature used for

identifying mitigation measures.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on pages 4.2-29 to 4.2-
30, and 4.2-36 are revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Pages 4.2-29 to 4.2-30: Specifically, the Final Remedy Design
incorporates design details and plans called for under Mitigation
Measure AQAIR-1 to reduce fugitive dust emissions in the
Project Area. Project details and plans that address Mitigation
Measure AQAIR-1 are contained in the Final Remedy Design
Table 6.1-1.

Page 4.2-36: Additionally, the Final Remedy Design
incorporates design details and plans called for under Mitigation
Measure AQAIR-1 from the Groundwater FEIR to reduce
fugitive dust emissions (which further enforced compliance with
MDAQMD’s Rule 403).

16-039 The commenter suggests that the thresholds for PM, 5 be updated from
82 Ibs/day as reported in the Draft SEIR to 65 lbs/day to correspond with
the 2016 updated air district guidance.

The thresholds have been updated to correspond to the new guidelines
that were issued in August 2016. The change in thresholds does not
change the significance findings as identified in the Draft SEIR. Changes
are made to the text as identified in response to comment [6-037 above.

16-040 The commenter suggests a revision to the text for clarification.
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In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on pages 4.2-44 is
revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

The proposed Project is incorporating solar-generated electricity
to offset some of the on-site electrical uses and therefore,
although the proposed Project is not a project type intended
regulated under the CARB Scoping Plan, it would further the
intent of the Plan in that it would use renewable energy to offset
electrical usage.

16-041 The commenter suggests revisions to the text to improve document
consistency in the air quality discussion with regard to the toxic air
contaminants (TACs) analysis.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.2-48 is
revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

However, beeause even though there are emissions of TACs
during construction activities and some of the receptors are
closer to activities in the proposed Project than were identified in

the Groundwater FEIR -there-are-ne-provided regulatory
hresholds & . ivities, and il

| ities il I Proiect il
identified-inthe-Groundwater EEIR; the proposed Project

identifies these impacts as less than significant. This less than
significant finding remains because only a few individual
activities would occur closer than 1,000 feet to any receptor and
these activities would be temporary (lasting days to months).

16-042 The commenter recommends an editorial revision to page 4.3-1 of the
Draft SEIR to clarify that the Colorado River forms an approximate
boundary between the Colorado and Mojave Deserts.

This revision does not materially affect or clarify the Draft SEIR’s
analysis of biological resources. Thus, no revision is made to the SEIR in
response to this comment.

16-043 The commenter requests a text edit to clarify a description of Interstate
40 (I-40) and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway in
relation to the Project Area.

The proposed change is unnecessary because the 1-40 and the BNSF
Railway alignments do not contribute to an actual geographical
distinction in the Project Area. Thus, no revision is made to the SEIR in
response to this comment.

16-044 The commenter recommends replacing “Scirpus” with “Schoenoplectus”
to reflect most recent naming convention for bulrush.

The use of “Scirpus” on page 4.3-3 of the Draft SEIR is a relic of its
reference in the Groundwater FEIR, and is used purposefully in Section
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16-045

16-046

16-047

16-048

16-049

4.3.2.1, which is a summary of the setting identified in the Groundwater
FEIR. The more current naming convention is correctly used in Section
4.3.3.1 (see page 4.3-25), and is the current (2016) baseline condition
information. Thus, no revision is made to the SEIR in response to this
comment.

The commenter recommends replacing “western pipistrelle (Pipistrellus
hesperus)” with “western canyon bat (Parastrellus hesperus)” to reflect
most current naming convention per CDFW.

The use of “western pipistrelle (Pipistrellus hesperus)” on page 4.3-4 of
the Draft SEIR is a relic of its reference in the Groundwater FEIR, and 1s
used purposefully in Section 4.3.2.1, which is a summary of the setting
identified in the Groundwater FEIR. The more current naming
convention is correctly used in Section 4.3.3.1 (see page 4.3-33), and is
the current (2016) baseline condition information. Thus, no revision is
made in the SEIR in response to this comment.

The commenter recommends adding references for the updated wetland
delineation survey noted on page 4.3-6 of the Draft SEIR.

The applicable discussion notes, “Section 4.3.3 of this SEIR provides
updated sensitive habitat information.” Section 4.3.3 of the Draft SEIR
includes the references noted by the commenter in this comment (i.e.,
CH2M HILL 2013 and PG&E 2014a). The suggested revision does not
materially affect or clarify the Draft SEIR’s analysis of biological
resources and no revision is made in the SEIR in response to this
comment.

The commenter recommends an editorial revision to increase the
accuracy of the description of riparian habitat within the Project Area.

The text is presented purposefully in Section 4.3.2.2, which is a summary
of the impacts and mitigation measures included in the Groundwater
FEIR, and therefore can be summarized, not changed. Therefore, no
revision is made in the SEIR in response to this comment.

The commenter recommends an editorial revision to clarify a statement
on page 4.3-12 of the Draft SEIR regarding the reports and data
summarized in Section 4.3.3, “Existing Setting.”

The suggested revision is not made because there are reports listed on
page 4.3-13 et seq. that were not referenced in the Groundwater FEIR
and which pre-date finalization of that document. Thus, it would not be
accurate to revise the statement on page 4.3-12 suggesting that the list
contained only documents not available at the time the Groundwater
FEIR was certified.

The commenter recommends adding reference to the 2014 Programmatic
Biological Assessment (PBA) to the list of additional reports and data
that were reviewed for the Draft SEIR, as listed on page 4.3-13 et seq.
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The 2014 PBA was reviewed in preparation of the Draft SEIR and is
cited throughout Section 4.3 as “Appendix U to the C/RAWP (i.e.,
CH2M Hill 2015b).” In response to the comment, the following citation
is added to page 4.3-14 of the Draft SEIR in this Final SEIR.

e Programmatic Biological Assessment for Pacific Gas and
Electric Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater
Remedy. April 28 (CH2M HILL 2014), included as
Appendix U to the C/RAWP (i.e., CH2M Hill 2015b)

16-050 The commenter recommends inserting reference to the 2017 USFWS
Concurrence Letter that adds the northern Mexican gartersnake to the
2014 PBA, to the list of additional reports and data that were reviewed
for the Draft SEIR, as listed on page 4.3-13 et seq.

While this letter was not available at the time of Draft SEIR preparation,
it has been reviewed and added to this list of documents reviewed for
completeness. In response to the comment, the following citation on page
4.3-14 of the Draft SEIR is added in this Final SEIR as follows:
e Request to Reinitiate Informal Consultation under Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act Regarding Pacific Gas and
Electric Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater
Remedy AESO/SE 02EAAZ00- 2014-1-0335 (RI) (USFWS
2017)
In response to this comment, a reference has been added accordingly to
Chapter 8, “Bibliography” on page 8-10 of the Draft SEIR:
. 2017. Request to Reinitiate Informal Consultation under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act Regarding Pacific Gas
and Electric Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater
Remedy AESO/SE 02EAAZ00- 2014-1-0335 (RI) (USFWS
2017).
The following additional revisions are provided in light of recent
issuance of the above-referenced document:
Mitigation Measure BIO-2g: Disturbance of Northern
Mexican Gartersnake (New Measure). The following
measures, as detailed in the USFWS Concurrence Letter
(USFWS 2017), shall be implemented for activities undertaken
within 600 feet of potential northern Mexican gartersnake habitat
at the southern end of Topock Marsh in Arizona. These measures
are additional to the general measures required by Section 3.4 of
the PBA (included as Appendix U to the C/RAWP).
This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, result in a
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16-051

16-052

16-053

16-054

substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, or preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter suggests removing reference to reports prepared prior to
2011 from the list of additional reports and data that were reviewed for
the Draft SEIR, as listed on page 4.3-13 et seq.

While prepared prior to the certification of the document, these reports
were not referenced in the Groundwater FEIR. They were reviewed for
the Draft SEIR and are appropriately listed on page 4.3-13 et seq. of the
document. Therefore, no revision is made in the SEIR in response to this
comment.

The commenter recommends editorial revisions to clarify that Sawyer
et al. did not perform vegetation mapping, and that vegetation was
instead mapped per standards established by Sawyer et al. (2009).

Chapter 8, Bibliography, of the Draft SEIR correctly cites Sawyer et al.
2009 as “A manual of California vegetation, 2nd ed.” Further, citations
provided on page 4.3-14 of the Draft SEIR related to vegetation
community mapping (i.e., GANDA and CH2M Hill 2013a, 2013b;
CH2M Hill & Transcon Environmental, Inc. 2016) further clarify the
source of the data. The Draft SEIR provides an accurate reference for
Sawyer et al. 2009 and the proposed revision does not materially affect
or clarify the Draft SEIR’s analysis of biological resources. Thus, no
revision is made in the SEIR in response to this comment.

The commenter recommends editorial revisions to clarify the
composition of desert lily (Hesperocallis undulata) within portions of the
Project Area mapped as creosote bush scrub.

The preceding statement to the statement highlighted by the commenter
states, “[c]reosote bush scrub totals 285.2 acres of the Project Area.”
Taken in context, the discussion is clear that the total acreage referred to
in the statement highlighted by the commenter relates to the total acreage
of creosote bush scrub. The proposed editorial revision does not
materially affect or clarify the Draft SEIR’s analysis of biological
resources. Thus, no revision is made in the SEIR in response to this
comment.

The commenter recommends a technical revision to clarify the biology of
broad-leaved cattail and California bulrush as emergent plants rather than
“submerged” aquatic plants.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-25 is
revised in this Final SEIR as follows to increase technical accuracy of the
applicable discussion:

Along the Colorado River and its inlets are patches of wetlands
with various marsh plants forming three principal wetland

communities, from the mestly-submerged emergent broad-leaved
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16-055

16-056

cattail (Typha latifolia) marshes and California bulrush
(Schoenoplectus californicus) marshes, to the adjacent but
somewhat drier common reed (Phragmites australis) marshes.

The commenter recommends an editorial revision to page 4.3-26 of the
Draft SEIR to clarify that jurisdictional wetlands and other waters subject
to California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 include those located
within the state of California, as the California Fish and Game Code does
not apply outside of California.

The proposed editorial revision does not materially affect or clarify the
Draft SEIR’s analysis of biological resources as this fact is an underlying
assumption of how jurisdictional resources were delineated (i.e.,
jurisdictional areas subject to California Fish and Game Code Section
1600 were not delineated in Arizona as part of wetland delineation
surveys). Nonetheless, the following revisions to page 4.3-48 of the Draft
SEIR are provided to clarify the discussion of wetlands and other waters
under the CDFW’s jurisdiction per Section 1600 of the California Fish
and Game Code.

California Fish and Game Code Section 16020 et seq. — Lake
and Streambed Alteration Program

Pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game
Code, the CDFW regulates activities that would substantially
alter the flow, bed, channel, or banks of streams or lakes located
within the state of California that support wildlife resources
unless certain conditions outlined by CDFW are met. AU

2 2 2

2 b 9

supports wildiife fese?*ees are ;S“bﬂ.e“.te regulation by SE.; X

Under Section 1602, it is unlawful for any person, governmental
agency, or public utility to do the following without first
notifying CDFW-:...

The commenter recommends revisions to the discussion of bat habitat
within the Project Area on page 4.3-33 of the Draft SEIR. The
commenter specifically recommends deleting reference to suitable bat
roosting habitat, including small animal burrows, because bats are
mainly using culverts and bridges for maternity roosts. The commenter
suggests adding results from subsequent focused bat surveys performed
by H.T. Harvey & Associates (2016b) that identified actual maternity
roost sites based on mist-netting and radiotelemetry in addition to
acoustic monitoring, which would increase the technical accuracy.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-33 is
revised in this Final SEIR as follows:

Suitable bat roosting habitat was documented in locations
scattered throughout the Project Area, including the sides of Bat
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16-057

16-058

Cave Wash, the East Ravine, and the red rock exposed adjacent
to the Lower Colorado River eceurs-within-the-erevices-and
smalb-mammal- burrows-alongeliff faces-and slopes-associated
with-the-desert-washes (Brown 2015a).; Focused-and bat surveys
confirmed 10 roost sites within the Project Area (H.T. Harvey &
Associates 2016b). Roosting activity at these sites could include
day roosting and/or maternity roosting. In addition, one
postlactating female pallid bat was successfully tracked back to
her roost in the southern portion of Bat Cave Wash during 2016

urvey d-ay—fees%mg—aetﬁqwﬂﬁﬁ—Ba{—GaVW&sh—aﬂd—benea%h

It is important to note that results from H.T. Harvey & Associates
(2016b) are reflected in Table 4.3-3, and the revised text is consistent
with information presented in Section 4.3.5 of the Draft SEIR. Therefore,
the analysis and conclusions in the Draft SEIR remain unchanged with
these clarifying revisions are provided.

The commenter recommends removing reference to survey reports
available at the time the Groundwater FEIR was prepared when noting
that western yellow-billed cuckoo has been documented within and
immediately adjacent to the Project Area.

The referenced reports note observation of the western yellow-billed
cuckoo and are appropriate to cite. In response to the comment, the Draft
SEIR text on page 4.3-43 is revised in this Final SEIR as follows:

The Groundwater FEIR determined that the species, a candidate
for federal listing under FESA at the time of publication, was
unlikely to occur given that little suitable nesting and foraging
habitat is present in the Project Area (DTSC 2011). However,
sinee-certification-of the-Groundwater EEIR; presence of the
species in and immediately adjacent to the Project Area has been
confirmed during survey efforts beginning in 2009 (GANDA
2009a, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2015).

The commenter recommends a revision to characterize habitat within the
mouth of Bat Cave Wash as “potentially” suitable Lucy warbler habitat
given uncertainty that the habitat is large enough and has proper
composition to support the species.

The recommendation to clarify the habitat as potentially suitable is
consistent with findings presented in CH2M Hill & Transcon
Environmental, Inc. 2016, and is added to the Draft SEIR to increase
technical accuracy. In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on
page 4.3-43 is revised in this Final SEIR as follows:
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Within the California portion of the Project Area, potentially
suitable Lucy’s warbler habitat occurs within the mouth of Bat
Cave Wash (CH2M Hill & Transcon Environmental, Inc. 2016).

The analysis and conclusions in the Draft SEIR remain unchanged with
these clarifying revisions provided.

16-059 The commenter recommends revising the citation related to
documentation of a single male Townsend’s big-eared bat to more
accurately report the finding.

The current citation included in the Draft SEIR (i.e., H.T. Harvey &
Associates 2015) notes the documentation of the Townsend’s big-eared
bat by Dr. Brown and Dr. Rainey, and is thus not an inaccurate citation.
While the commenter suggests a citation that more directly documents
the observation of the Townsend’s big-eared bat, a report from Dr.
Brown and Dr. Rainey was not available for citation. Therefore, in the
absence of a standalone report prepared by Dr. Brown and Dr. Rainey,
the existing report citation is sufficient to provide evidence of this
finding and no revision is necessary.

16-060 The commenter suggests revisions to page 4.3-45 et seq. of the Draft
SEIR to clarify how Sections 401 and 402 of the Clean Water Act are
administered in Arizona.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-45 et seq. is

revised in this Final SEIR as follows:
Clean Water Act, Section 402
CWA Section 402 regulates construction-related stormwater
discharges to surface waters through the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, which is
administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA). In California, the State Water Resources Control
Board is authorized by USEPA to oversee the NPDES program
through the RWQCSB, in this case, the Colorado River (Region 7)
RWQCB. In Arizona, the Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality (ADEQ) is authorized by the USEPA to oversee the
NPDES program.
Clean Water Act, Section 401
CWA Section 401(a)(1) specifies that any applicant for a federal
license or permit to conduct any activity that may result in any
discharge into navigable waters shall provide the federal
licensing or permitting agency with a certification that any such
discharge will not violate state water quality standards. In
California, tFhe RWQCBs administer the Section 401 program
with the intent of prescribing measures for projects that are
necessary to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects on
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16-061

16-062

16-063

water quality and ecosystems. In Arizona, the ADEQ administers

the Section 401 program (except on Tribal lands) with the intent
of ensuring that a project will not violate surface water quality
standards, adversely impact impaired waters (waters that do not
meet water quality standards) and that a project complies with
applicable water quality improvement plans (total maximum

daily loads).

The commenter recommends revisions on page 4.3-50 of the Draft SEIR
to clarify the description of the Lower Colorado River Multi-Species
Conservation Program.

The existing text refers to “listed and candidate species” without
distinguishing between state- and federally-listed species. While the
recommended revision would provide added clarity, the existing text is
not inaccurate and the proposed revision does not materially affect or
clarify the Draft SEIR’s analysis of biological resources. Therefore, no
revision is made in the SEIR in response to this comment.

The commenter recommends revisions to pages 4.3-58, 4.1-75, and
4.1-87 of the Draft SEIR based on the Groundwater FEIR assuming the
majority of pipelines would be constructed underground.

Please refer to Response to Comment 16-030, which responds to this
comment in detail.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on pages 4.1-68, 4.1-75,
4.1-87, and 4.3-58 are revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Page 4.1-68: The Groundwater FEIR assumed subsurface
trenches for piping at the northern and southern crossing under
Bat Cave Wash:hoewewver and the majority of the piping
proposed for the remedy was below abeveground.

Page 4.1-75: In particular, aboveground conveyance piping has
generally been replaced with underground piping;whichresults

Page 4.1-87: Inaddition;-aboveground-conveyance-piping-has

e 1 lacodwith-und L oinine
Page 4.3-58: This results primarily from additional roadways and
facility footprints (described above), and the fact that remedy

pipelines are to be constructed underground (versus-abeveground

The commenter recommends revisions to page 4.3-58 of the Draft SEIR
regarding impacts of constructing infrastructure in Bat Cave Wash that
were identified in the Groundwater FEIR.
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16-064

The text states that although the subsurface trenching within Bat Cave
Wash was identified in the Groundwater FEIR, the specific biological-
resource-related impacts resulting from subsurface excavation and soil
disturbance were not specifically identified. This is still true. DTSC has
clarified in this Final SEIR that the text is specifically related to soil
disturbance. In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page
4.3-58 is revised in this Final SEIR as follows:

Additionally, while subsurface trenching for fluid conveyance
piping at the northern and southern crossings under Bat Cave
Wash was envisioned in the Groundwater FEIR, an analysis of
potential impacts to biological resources as a result of soil
disturbance from subsurface trenching was not specifically
included in the Groundwater FEIR.

The commenter recommends revisions to page 4.3-61 of the Draft SEIR
to clarify which Project facilities are located in areas subject to both
USACE and CDFW jurisdiction versus those in areas subject to USACE
jurisdiction only given their location within Arizona.

DTSC agrees with these edits which increase the accuracy of the Draft
SEIR. In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-61 is
revised in this Final SEIR as follows:

In accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-1 of the
Groundwater FEIR, the Final Remedy Design avoids USACE
and CDFW jurisdictional areas to the extent feasible. However,
avoidance was not feasible for the following known Project
facilities within USACE and CDFW jurisdictional areas: Inner
Recirculation Loop Well IRL-4; remedy and monitoring wells
and associated piping/conduits in Bat Cave Wash; freshwater

| 1 LINWR ’ ; Site B well tod
equipmentand a portion of the freshwater pipeline within the
100-year floodplain of the Colorado River; and Riverbank
Extraction Well RB-5, monitoring well MW-W, a portion of
Pipeline C, and a portion of an access road within the 100-year
floodplain of the Colorado River. Other facilities within USACE
jurisdiction, but not CDFW jurisdiction, include the freshwater
supply well HNWR-1A, the contingent Site B well and
associated equipment in Arizona. Based on the locations of
proposed Project facilities, approximately 2.44 acres of
ephemeral waters under USACE and CDFW jurisdiction
delineated within the Project Area would be directly impacted
during construction of the proposed Project. Of these 2.44 acres
of potential direct impacts, approximately 1.58 acres of impact
would occur to jurisdictional areas that are currently disturbed or
developed. Thus, approximately 0.86 acre of non-disturbed
jurisdictional ephemeral waters would be impacted during
construction activities for installation of proposed Project
facilities. Direct impacts to wetlands and CDFW-jurisdictional
riparian habitat are not anticipated with construction of proposed
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16-065

16-066

Project facilities. Direct impacts to jurisdictional areas are
depicted on Figure 4.3-4 through 4.3-4d.

The commenter recommends revisions to page 4.3-69 of the Draft SEIR
to clarify in-place restoration requirements of habitat restoration plans.

DTSC concurs with these suggested edits which clarify practices and
protocols related to habitat restoration included in Appendix V to the
C/RAWP. In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-
69 is revised in this Final SEIR as follows:

These plans were developed with oversight and approval by
CDFW, USFWS, and DOI in compliance with Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 of the Groundwater FEIR and describe the
approach for restoration in the HNWR and broader Project Area
for the duration of the construction and operation and
maintenance phases of the proposed Project. In accordance with
these plans, in-place restoration would require grading of
impacted areas to pre-impacted contours and conditions. Any
vegetation replacement would be completed at the mitigation
planting areas identified in the Assessment of Proposed
Mitigation Planting Areas for Final Groundwater Remedy
Impacts, included as Appendix V to the C/RAWP (CH2M Hill
2015b). Additional c€omponents of these plans, including
avoidance and minimization measures, success criteria,
monitoring and reporting requirements, and adaptive
management guidelines, are summarized in Mitigation Measure
BIO-1a below.

The commenter suggests revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-1a to
avoid confusion regarding the performance standard for the measure.
Also, the commenter suggests revisions to citations in the measure to
clarify the referenced habitat restoration document.

In response to the comment regarding performance standards, Mitigation
Measure BIO-1a on page 4.3-73 of the Draft SEIR is revised in this Final
SEIR as indicated below.

b) ... PG&E shall prepare a mitigation plan prior to the start of
construction to specify methodology, sueeess criteria for
meeting the 2:1 mitigation requirement, and monitoring and
reporting for compensatory mitigation.

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, result in a
substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, or preclude meaningful review and comment.

Regarding the citations comment, no revision is made as the referenced
version of the C/RAWP (i.e., CH2M Hill 2015b) includes the appropriate
specificity of the habitat restoration plans.
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16-067

16-068

16-069

16-070

16-071

The commenter recommends editorial revisions on page 4.3-75 of the
Draft SEIR to clarify the PBA citation relating to conservation measures
for minimizing impacts to bonytail critical habitat.

The applicable text on page 4.3-75 of the Draft SEIR appropriately cites
“Appendix U to the C/RAWP (CH2M Hill 2015b).” Appendix U to the
C/RAWP prepared by CH2M HILL in 2015 is the 2014 PBA. Therefore,
no revision is made in the SEIR in response to this comment as the
suggested revisions would not provide needed clarity to the Draft SEIR.

The commenter recommends an editorial revision to page 4.3-76 of the
Draft SEIR to clarify reference to the PBA.

Similar to the response provided in 16-067, no revision is made in the
SEIR in response to this comment as Appendix U to the referenced
version of the C/RAWP (i.e., CH2M Hill 2015b) is the 2014 version of
the PBA. Thus, the proposed revision does not provide needed clarity.

The commenter recommends adding text to page 4.3-77 of the Draft
SEIR to note that active bird nesting has not been confirmed within the
Project Area.

No revision is made in the SEIR in response to this comment. The
suggested addition could be misleading as focused nesting bird surveys
have not been completed within the Project Area. While no incidental
observations of nests have been made, nests for many birds are generally
inconspicuous; thus, the lack of incidental observations does not provide
substantial evidence regarding the status of nesting within the entirety of
the Project Area.

The commenter recommends an editorial revision to clarify reference to
the PBA avoidance and minimization measures for desert tortoise are
derived from the 2014 version of the document.

Similar to the responses provided in 16-067 and 16-068, no revision is
made in the SEIR in response to this comment as the applicable
discussion subsequently notes, “[t]he PBA is included as Appendix U to
the C/RAWP (CH2M Hill 2015b).” Appendix U to the referenced
C/RAWP is the 2014 version of the PBA. Thus, the proposed revision
does not provide needed clarity.

The commenter recommends revisions to page 4.3-94 of the Draft SEIR
to increase the accuracy of statements related to the finding of skeletal
and fur remains observed during desert tortoise surveys in April 2015.

To increase the technical accuracy of the discussion in the Draft SEIR,
DTSC concurs with these edits. In response to the comment, the Draft
SEIR text on page 4.3-94 is revised in this Final SEIR as follows to
increase technical accuracy of the applicable discussion.
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Potential impacts to the Nelson’s bighorn sheep were not
analyzed in the Groundwater FEIR as the species was not
previously known to occur. Nelson’s bighorn sheep were most
recently observed in the Project Area on March 3 and March 7,
2016. Additionally, skeletal and fur remains of an unknown large
ungulate (pessibly-aNelson’s-bighorasheep) was observed on
the Project Area in April 2015 during a focused desert tortoise
survey (Transcon Environmental, Inc. 2015).

The analysis and conclusions in the Draft SEIR remain unchanged with
these clarifying revisions provided.

16-072 The commenter recommends revisions to page 4.3-96 of the Draft SEIR
to clarify and increase specificity of the discussion of impacts to bat
maternity roosts. The commenter specifically suggests revisions to note
that activities adjacent to known maternity roosts in the Project Area
during the maternity roosting season could result in disturbances to these
roost sites.

In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 4.3-96 is

revised in this Final SEIR as follows:
The primary risk to special-status bat species associated with the
Final Design include potential disturbances to foraging habitat
and active day and maternity roost sites. The operation of
machinery in desert washes could disturb the vegetation that
attracts insects for bats to prey on, thus impacting their foraging
habitat. In addition, activities adjacent to maternity roost sites
slopes-and-cliff faces in the Project Area and during the
maternity roosting season of March 15 through August 31 could
result in disturbance to female bats and their young reesting-bats
g o . ; March 154 |
Avgust 3+

The analysis and conclusions in the Draft SEIR remain unchanged with

these clarifying revisions provided.

16-073 The commenter requests adding a reference to support the conclusion
that construction-generated dust could adversely impact plants by coating
the surfaces of leaves and reducing the rates of metabolic processes.

To increase the technical accuracy of the discussion in the Draft SEIR,

DTSC concurs with these edits. In response to the comment, the Draft

SEIR text on page 4.3-102 is revised in this Final SEIR as follows:
Construction activities could result in removal or indirect
disturbance of special-status plant individuals. Indirect
disturbance of individuals resulting from construction activities
could include generating dust which can adversely impact plants
by coating the surfaces of the leaves and reducing the rates of
metabolic processes, such as photosynthesis and respiration
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16-074

16-075

16-076

(Wijayratne et al. 2009). Indirect disturbance could also occur
from the use of water from the IM-3 Facility for dust suppression
during construction which has higher salt loading. Studies have

found that high concentrations of salts in soils can thateould
potentially damage, reduce or impede growth of by-changingthe
. .] ). | e it to-be far less £ bl

native plants (Hirpara et al. 2005).

These references are also added to the Draft SEIR Chapter 8,
“Bibliography,” to Section 4.3, “Biological Resources” starting on
page 8-6:

Hirpara KD, Ramoliya PJ, Patel AD, Pandey AN. 2005. Effect
of salinisation of soil on growth and macro- and micro-
nutrient accumulation in seedlings of Butea
monosperma (Fabaceae). An Biol. 2005:27:3—14.

Wijayratne, U.C.: Scoles-Scilla, S.J.; Defalco, L.A. 2009. Dust
deposition effects on growth and physiology of the
endangered Astragalus Jaegerianus (Fabaceae). Madrofio
2009, 56, 81-88.

The analysis and conclusions in the Draft SEIR remain unchanged with
these clarifying revisions provided.

The commenter requests adding a reference to support the conclusion
that the use of IM-3 Facility water for dust suppression could potentially
damage reduce or impede plant growth.

The commenter is referred to revisions under response to comment 16-
073 for a response to this comment.

The commenter recommends adding reference to the need to confer
with CDFW prior to proceeding with ground-disturbing activities within
50 feet of special-status plants in the summary of Mitigation Measure
BIO-2h on page 4.3-105 of the Draft SEIR.

The requirement to confer with CDFW prior to ground-disturbing
activities within 50 feet of a special-status plant is clearly outlined in
Mitigation Measure BIO-2h. The recommended revision does not
materially affect or clarify the Draft SEIR’s analysis of impacts to
special-status plants. Therefore, no revision is made in the SEIR in
response to this comment.

The commenter recommends revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-2b to
note that pre-activity desert tortoise clearance surveys will occur
according to USFWS protocols, other than the timing requirement and
the recommendation to confer with USFWS.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b in the Groundwater FEIR notes, “[i]f
feasible, the preconstruction desert tortoise surveys would coincide with
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one of the two peak periods of desert tortoise activity (i.e., if feasible, the
surveys should be conducted in either the period from April through
May, or from September through October). The preconstruction surveys
shall be in full accordance with the substantive requirements of USFWS
protocols” (page 4.3-29). In response to the comment, Mitigation
Measure BIO-2b in the Draft SEIR on page 4.3-110 is revised in this
Final SEIR as indicated below to be consistent with the Groundwater
FEIR and to avoid the potential misinterpretation noted by the
commenter. Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that there should be
no requirement to confer with USFWS, conference with agency staff is
required to report desert tortoise encounters and may be required when
special circumstances arise (e.g., a desert tortoise in a deep burrow that
cannot be excavated without harming the individual). The qualified
desert tortoise biologist will determine when to seek input from USFWS.
No revision is necessary in response to this specific comment and
concern.

A qualified desert tortoise biologist shall conduct pre-activity
desert tortoise clearance surveys immediately prior to activities
that would result in unavoidable impacts to tortoise habitat. The
pre-activity survey will occur immediately prior to ground-
disturbance. If feasible, the preconstruction desert tortoise
surveys would coincide with one of the two peak periods of
desert tortoise activity (i.e., if feasible, the surveys should be
conducted in either the period from April through May. or from
September through October). Otherwise, pPre-activity clearance
surveys shall be in full accordance with the substantive
requirements of USFWS protocols. Any desert tortoise burrows
and pallets outside of, but near, work areas shall be flagged so
that they may be avoided during work activities. At conclusion
of work activities, all flagging shall be removed. Should any live
tortoises be found during the clearance survey, or if a tortoise
moves into the work area, all work shall stop immediately and
the animal shall be left to move out of the work area on its own
accord. To the extent feasible, tortoises shall not be handled.
PG&E will have a USFWS-approved desert tortoise handler
available if and when a tortoise requires active relocation.
USFWS shall be contacted prior to handling any live tortoises.
All encounters of desert live desert tortoises shall be reported to
USFWS, BLM, CDFW, and DTSC. Information to be reported
will include for each individual: the location (narrative,
vegetation type, and maps) and date of observation; general
conditions and health; any apparent injuries and state of healing;
and diagnostic markings.

16-077 The commenter suggests a clarification to the meaning of the “Interested
Tribes” in the text in Section 4.4.2.1.
DTSC notes that the term “Interested Tribes” is defined on page 4.4-40;
however, to provide clarity to the reader and, in response to the
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comment, the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-9 is revised in the
Final SEIR as follows:

Table 4.4-1 briefly summarizes concerns expressed during the
environmental review process for the Groundwater FEIR. As
noted in Table 4.4-1, six of the Tribes are designated as
“Interested Tribes,” which for the purposes of the Groundwater
FEIR indicated the six Tribes that substantially participated in
the various administrative processes surrounding remediation of
the site with DTSC, PG&E, and DOI, including throughout the
development of the Groundwater FEIR. Since the Groundwater
FEIR was prepared, the Fort Yuma-Quechan Indian Tribe has
become a less active participant and has subsequently been
removed from the list of Interested Tribes. Additional meetings,
information, and materials have occurred since certification of
the Groundwater FEIR and is are provided in Section 4.4.3 of
this SEIR.

16-078 The commenter notes that the final Treatment Plan was submitted to
DTSC and BLM in February 2017.

Please see response to comment 16-027 regarding the status of the
Treatment Plan.

16-079 The commenter suggests clarification to the text in Section 4.4.3.1
regarding the fact that the BLM, not the State Historic Preservation
Officer, made the eligibility determination for the NRHP.

DTSC acknowledges this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-24 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

A total of 19 segments of the National Old Trails
Highway/Route 66 have been documented within the Project
Area (Table 4.4-4) (Mead & Hunt 2015; BLM 2015). Of these
19 segments, six (A, J, L, U, X, and Y) were determined eligible
for the NRHP under Criteria A and C by the BLM.

16-080 The commenter requests to add the missing reference to Section 4.4.3.1
regarding the 2013 update of the AZ L:7:16 (ASM) by Applied
Earthworks.

DTSC acknowledges this missing reference and, in response to the
comment, the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-31 is revised in the
Final SEIR as follows:

AZ L:7:16 (ASM) consists of a multicomponent archaeological
site originally documented by MacNider and Pedro in 1990 and
updated by Applied Earthworks, Inc. in 2010 and 20132
(McDougall and Moloney 2010; Hearth and Price 2013).
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16-081

16-082

The commenter suggests edits to the text in Section 4.4.3.2 regarding the
designation of the Topock TCP and APE boundaries. In addition, the
commenter suggests that the SEIR include a figure that shows the
boundaries of the APE and the boundaries of the SEIR Project Area,
which would clarify how these two areas relate to one another.

To provide more clarification regarding the APE, in response to the
comment, the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-61 is revised in the
Final SEIR as follows:

Since-certification-of the Groundwater EEIR; In 2010, the BLM
determined that the area within the APE boundaries (which
overlapped in large part with the Fepoek-Cultural AreafTCA) as
it was defined in the 2011 Groundwater FEIR) was-formally
designated constitutes a TCP, which is eligible for the NRHP.
The BLM made this determination as a result of Section 106
consultation for the Topock Remediation Project (defined by the
Y-S Burean-of Land Management {BLM{ to include remedial
investigations and groundwater and soil removal and response
actions pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act [CERCLA]). Through the
Section 106 process, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) (BLM et
al. 2010) and a Cultural and Historical Properties Management
Plan (CHPMP) (BLM 2012) were prepared and the BLM
determined that there was a TCP of religious and cultural
significance to several Interested Tribes within the Area-ef
Potential Effeets{APE) for the Groundwater Remediation
Project, an larger area of approximately 1,600 acres that
surrounds-and-encompasses is larger than the Project Area and
overlaps the Project Area to a great extent. The BLM defined the
boundaries of the TCP as corresponding to the then identified
APE. However, the BLM also acknowledged that “Tribal
members believe that the area known as the Topock TCP is part
of a broader cultural landscape that includes the Colorado River,
extending beyond the limits of the currently designed APE, and
should not be understood as a discrete or detached site, but as
part of a larger area of cultural significance” (BLM 2012).

The BLM determined that the TCP was eligible for inclusion in
the NRHP under Criterion A (BLM et al. 2010). Because the
TCP has been determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, it
is automatically listed in the CRHR (Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1(d)(1)) and is considered a historical resource per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a). The resource identified in
the Groundwater FEIR (DTSC 2011) as the TCA is-withinand
part-ef overlaps to a great extent with the TCP defined by the
BLM.

The commenter requests clarification to the text in Section 4.4.3.2
regarding what is meant by “area” as used on page 4.4-63.
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16-083

16-084

16-085

To provide more clarification, the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-
63 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

The TCVA concluded that the entire Topock Maze area is
associated with spiritual and religious beliefs and traditional
cultural practices. The Tribes recommended that a TCVA be
completed for the entire area Topock Landscape (McDowell et
al; 2014).

The commenter requests clarification in Section 4.4.3.2 on page 4.4-63
regarding who determines all Tribal Cultural Values Assessment
(TCVA) resources to be contributing elements to the Topock TCP and
why all TCVA resources are considered to be contributing elements to
the Topock TCP.

To clarify DTSC’s position on this topic, the following Draft SEIR text
on page 4.4-63 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

All TCVA resources are considered contributing elements to the
Topock TCP by DTSC for the purposes of this Project.

In response to the second part of the comment, the commenter is directed
to page 4.4-63 of the Draft SEIR, which indicates that TCV A resources
are considered contributing elements to the Topock TCP since they are
of importance to the Topock landscape from a Tribal perspective and
reveal interconnections reflecting movement of people and materials
around the Topock landscape. TCVA resources hold spiritual, religious,
natural, and cultural values for Tribes and these values relate to minerals,
resource areas, artifacts and features, visual landscapes, and teaching
areas.

The commenter suggests an edit to the text in Section 4.4.3.3 to clarify
that a paleontological report was produced by Arcadis and Cogstone.

DTSC concurs with the suggested clarification. The following Draft
SEIR text on page 4.4-68 is revised in the Final SEIR to correct the
citation to this report:

A Paleontological Resources Management Plan (PRMP) was
prepared for the Project by Arcadis and Cogstone in October
2015 (Appendix J of the C/RAWP). ... Review of online
databases included the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles
County Invertebrate Paleontology Section and of the University
of California Museum of Paleontology database (Arcadis and

Cogstone 2015).

The commenter suggests edits to the text in Section 4.4.4.1 to provide a
more complete overview of current federal guidance from the BLM
Manual.
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DTSC concurs with the suggested clarifications, as the new BLM
manuals were issued in December of 2016, immediately prior to
distribution of the Draft SEIR in January 2017. In response to the
comment, the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-78 is revised in the
Final SEIR as follows:

Bureau of Land Management Manuals 8100 and
1780, Handbook 8120-1 1780-1

Seetions-SH0-through-8140-ofthis BLM Manual 8100 provides

specific guidance for the BLM concerning cultural resources,
which may include TCPs. Manual Section (MS) 8100 provides a
general summary of the framework for managing cultural
resources. Specific objectives include, among others, the
recognition of the public uses and values attributed to cultural
resources on public lands, the preservation of cultural resources
on public lands for current and future generations, and the
assurance that proposed land uses would avoid inadvertent
damage to cultural resources. Seetion MS 8110 outlines the
procedures recommended for the identification and description

of cultural resources. Speetfic-objectives-of Section-8120-ineclude
l hat Tribali | .

ehigibleforthe NRHP-inecluding FCPs-Seetion MS 8130
provides planning guidance for the BLM that considers the
current and future use of cultural resources with the aim to
resolve use allocation conflicts that have the potential to affect
cultural properties. EinallysSeetion MS 8140 outlines objectives
for the preservation of cultural resources, including the
safeguarding of cultural resources from improper use and
responsibly maintained in the public interest. Seetior MS 8140
also outlines the BLM’s responsibility to adequately consider the
effects on cultural properties from land use decisions.

' .A‘.n‘ ava N ava' avValla' )
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In December 2016, the BLM officially released Manual 1780
and accompanying Handbook (H) 1780-1, which replaces MS
8120 and H-8120-1. This new guidance presents a
comprehensive and coordinated approach to Tribal consultation
across all federal agency program areas and stresses the
importance of formal agreements and working partnerships with
Tribes. Manual 1780 and H-1780-1 reflect extensive discussions
the BLM held with Tribes, including discussions held through a
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16-086

16-087

working group of Tribal and departmental officials that explored
new approaches to Tribal consultation and resulted in issuance of

Secretarial Order 3317, the DOI Policy on Consultation with
Indian Tribes. Manual 1780 and H-1780-1 provide centralized
guidance that federal programs can turn to for instructions on
how to carry out Tribal consultation and partner effectively with
Indian Tribes. H-1780-1 is composed of individual program
chapters, including energy, mining, forestry, range management,
and fire management, which describe how Tribal consultation is
carried out for each of these programs under the program’s
respective legal authorities.

The commenter recommends removing activities under federal control or
that depend on Tribal desires from Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-19. The
commenter states that the BLM has indicated that the Tribes have a
desire to revise the nomination package to treat the property as an
archaeological property only, and that the Site Steward Program is a
BLM program.

DTSC concurs with these clarifications and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-108 is revised in the Final
SEIR as follows:

Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-19 requires implementation of a
Treatment Plan for the Topock TCP, which would include
additional documentation, interpretation, and protective

measures an-formational-kkdoskto-educate-the-public-on-the

The commenter suggests adding text to Section 4.4.5.3 to clarify the
mitigation measure requirements in Mitigation Measure CUL-1a-11
regarding open grant funding.

DTSC concurs with the clarification and, in response to the comment, the
following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-119 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:
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16-088

16-089

16-090

16-091

These positions shall be inclusive of those referenced by CR-1e-
9 in the Topock Soil Investigation Project EIR and MMRP and
not additive.

The commenter suggests editing the text in Section 4.4.5.3 to clarify that
the analysis is of unknown historical resources other than the Topock
TCP.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.4-131 is revised in the Final
SEIR as follows:

However, for historical resources that are eligible to the
NRHP/CRHR under Criteria A/1, B/2, or C/3, {erasa
contributor-to-the TopeekTCP) data recovery may not
adequately mitigate impacts to those aspects of the resource that
convey its significance and make it eligible for listing in the
NRHP/CRHR, and even with the implementation of these
mitigation measures, impacts to such resources from the Project
may not be mitigated to a less than significant level.

The commenter suggests a clarification regarding arsenic background
levels.

DTSC agrees that the arsenic concentration from the Arizona well is
above the localized concentration at the injection points and not above
the regional background. In response to the comment, the following
Draft SEIR text on page 4.5-2 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Groundwater from the Arizona wells would provide a sufficient
water quality for the remedy purpose; however, naturally
occurring arsenic was found at levels above background in the
proposed injection locations in the Project Area in California.

The commenter states that Figure 4.5-1 of the Draft SEIR depicts a small
orange area (undesignated area, or UA) just to the southeast of Area of
Concern 28c and that the commenter is not aware of a UA in this area.

DTSC notes that the area in question is the Former 300B Pipeline
Liquids Tank that has been designated as UA-2. DTSC disagrees with
the request to remove this feature from the figure, and has maintained the
UA-2 location in addition to other undesignated areas in Figure 4.5-1.

The commenter suggests clarifications to the discussion of chemicals of
potential concern (COPCs).

As stated in the 2011 Statement of Basis for the adoption of Alternative
E in situ treatment with freshwater flushing as the groundwater remedy,
molybdenum, nitrate, and selenium are identified as contaminants of
potential concern that “...contribute to a total non-cancer risk at localized
areas within the plume boundary in excess of risk assessment
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16-092

16-093

guidelines.” DTSC has revised the SEIR to reflect that the source of
these COPCs “may have been” from historical activities at the Station
but rejects all other suggested revisions. In response to the comment, the
following Draft SEIR text on page 4.6-11 is revised in the Final SEIR as
follows:

The extent and concentrations of molybdenum, nitrate, and
selenium as of the fourth quarter of 2015 are shown on Figures
4.6-7, 4.6-8, and 4.6-9, respectively (Arcadis 2016a). Since these
three COPCs occur at concentrations above background and
higher concentrations are located at or downgradient of the
Station, the distribution indicates that the historical activities at
the Station may have been were the source of these elevated
COPCs.

The commenter suggests text edits to clarify the description of sensitive
receptors to noise and vibration, and to indicate which sensitive receptor
1S sensitive to noise, vibration, or both. In addition, the commenter
requests the locations of the Tribal sensitive receptors so that the
commenter knows how to comply with the SEIR’s noise mitigation
measures.

DTSC purposefully included the language (that is suggested to be
stricken by the commenter) to explain the reasoning for including
additional sensitive receptors above what was included in the 2011
Groundwater FEIR. In addition, the last phrase indicated that new
information regarding distances were unknown at the time the 2011
Groundwater FEIR was certified, and this is important criteria upon
which sensitive receptors are better understood and defined. For these
reasons, no changes to the text are made in response to the comment.
DTSC confirms that the list on pages 4.7-6 and 4.7-7 is the complete list
of sensitive receptors. As indicated on page 4.7-6, the list is provided in
the setting and represents “new sensitive land uses.” For a discussion of
which locations are related to noise versus vibration impacts, please see
the analysis in Section 4.7.5.3 starting on page 4.7-28. Finally, regarding
the request to share locations of Tribal sensitive resources, DTSC will
coordinate with PG&E prior to construction start-up regarding avoiding
noise- and vibration-sensitive areas prior to construction.

The commenter requests modification to the text to clarify that the
Construction Health and Safety Plan portion of the C/RAWP is being
referenced.

DTSC concurs with these clarifications and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.7-23 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

Appendix D (Construction Health and Safety Plan) of the
C/RAWP provides health and safety procedures that would be
applied during construction activities. Section 7.4.6.2 of this
Construction Health and Safety Pplan requires noise level
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monitoring and the use of hearing protection when noise levels
exceed the action level of 85 decibels over an 8-hour work day.

16-094 The commenter asks for an explanation of the term “Compressor at the
Station” on page 4.7-29, Table 4.7-11.

DTSC notes that a typographical error was made. In response to the
comment, the text on page 4.7-20 within Table 4.7-11 is revised in the
Final SEIR as follows:

Pumps 6x (Compressorat-the Station)

16-095 The commenter suggests text modifications regarding a description of
existing TCS Evaporation Pond infrastructure for accuracy.

DTSC concurs with the clarifications and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.7-29 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:
The TCS Evaporation Ponds contain agitators and drip systems
pends that would filter reduce the volume of contained
wastewater through evaporation.

16-096 The commenter notes that Table 4.7-14 does not have a Footnote 2.
DTSC notes this is a typographical error; the two instances where
superscript “*” is used should be superscript “® and the correct
information is present within the table. In response to the comment, the
following two rows of the Draft SEIR text on page 4.7-39 are revised in
the Final SEIR as follows:
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TABLE 4.7-14
ESTIMATE OF NEW CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS (Leo) AT
EXISTING OFF-SITE SENSITIVE RECEIVER LOCATIONS

Estimated
Construction
Noise Levels at

Distance the Noise-
Ambient between Sensitive
Sound Nearest Receptor by Combined Ambient
Nearest Construction Level Receptor and Construction Sound Sound
Noise-Sensitive  Activity (not including Leq Construction Phase,? Level Leq Level Exceed
Receptor boreholes) (dBA) Activity (feet) Hourly Leq (dBA)¢ (dBA)° Increase Threshold?

Daytime Noise Levels (7:00 a.m.-10:00 p.m.)

Residences Pipeline Construction 43.5% 220 73.3 73.3 29.8 Yes
located on the and Staging Area 26

south side of

1-40 in Arizona

Topock 66 Spa & Pipeline Construction 43.5% 180 75.1 75.1 31.6 Yes
Resort and and Staging Area 27

adjacent

residences

NOTES:

a Estimated construction noise levels represent the worst-case condition when noise generators are located closest to the receptors and are
expected to last the entire duration of each construction phase.

 These locations are a similar distance to 1-40 and would have a similar ambient sound level.

¢ Construction equipment assumptions for each construction activity is detailed in the model outputs in Appendix NOI.

SOURCE: LIN Consulting 2016 (see Appendix TRA).

16-097 The commenter requests that the facility name cited in Section 4.8.2.1 is
revised to match the correct name on the permit.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on pages 4.8-2 to 4.8-3 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

At the time the Groundwater FEIR was certified, the-Statien
PG&E Topock Interim Measure No. 3 operated under Order No.
97-03-DWQ (General Permit No. CAS000001 [General
Industrial Permit])...

At the time the Groundwater FEIR was certified, the-Statien
PG&E Topock Interim Measure No. 3 was operating under
Waste Discharge Identification Number 7361019443.

16-098 The commenter notes that although the Station does receive some
electrical power from the City of Needles, city electricity does not act as
backup power for the Station. Instead, the Station has a backup diesel
generator for use if the main natural gas fired generators fail.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 4.8-3 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:
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In 2011, the Station primarily generated and still generates its
own electricity on-site;-but-eanrely-on-backup-onsupplyfrom
the-City-of Needles;asneeded. The Station utilizes a backup

diesel generator if the main natural gas fired generators fail.

16-099 The commenter requests a clarification that the sludge generated from
the IM-3 Facility is a non-RCRA hazardous waste.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 4.8-4 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

This sludge is considered a non-RCRA hazardous waste because
of its toxicity, and was sent on a monthly basis for disposal at the
Kettleman Hills Landfill in Kings County, California.

16-100 The commenter requests clarification regarding the management of waste
within the Hazardous Material Storage Building.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 4.8-8 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

This building is used for the management preeessing of solid
waste, excluding soil, for recycling, disposal, or salvaging. The
Project would share the existing use of this building for storage
of hazardous wastes and hazardous materials, the recycling or
salvage of materials from the IM-3 Facility structures (trailer and
mobile warehouse units, equipment, and tank systems) and other
uncontaminated materials with potential recycle, reuse, or resale
value (e.g., steel, iron, nonferrous copper, stainless steel, plastic,
and concrete).

16-101 The commenter states that Section 4.8.5.2 of the Draft SEIR misstates
the arsenic maximum contaminant levels (MCLs).

In response to the comment, the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.8-
16 is revised in the Final SEIR to explain use of the Pre-injection
Treatment System to treat freshwater. This change does not affect the
impact analysis or significance conclusions presented in the Draft SEIR.

The Project would also include construction of a Contingent
Freshwater Pre-Injection Treatment System, if necessary, to treat
freshwater from water supply wells located in the HNWR in
Arizona. The Pre-injection Treatment System would be
constructed only after operational adjustments are made and if in
the-eventthat the arsenic in freshwater contains-arsenie
continues to impact the receiving water quality at concentrations

above the water quality objective ef 32—mierograms-per-ltiter; as
described in Section 3.6.1.7 of this SEIR.
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I6-102

16-103

16-104

I6-105

The commenter requests a clarification regarding the improvements to
the TCS Evaporation Ponds in Section 4.8, “Utilities, Service Systems
and Energy.”

DTSC agrees with the comment regarding facilities to be constructed at
the TCS Evaporation Ponds, but notes that these features were well
documented in the Project Description (see Table 3-3 on page 3-45;
pages 3-51 to 3-52) and included in the analysis in all sections of the
SEIR. In response to the comment, the following Draft SEIR text on
page 4.8-16 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

The Project would include construction of improvements at the
Topock Compressor Station (TCS) Evaporation Ponds, namely a
small structure to house a natural gas generator, a containment
pad for truck loading/unloading, a drip evaporation system
(including agitators), valves, and remote monitoring
instrumentation, as described in Section 3.6.1.9 of this SEIR.

The commenter notes that the use of solar cells would be at the
Construction Headquarters west of Moabi Regional Park and therefore
does not belong in the description of the Station and TCS Evaporation
Ponds.

In response to the comment, the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.8-
17 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

The existing generators at the Station would be supplemented by
two new 480 volt natural gas generators with a new switchgear
and auxiliary system (e.g., lighting controls, sensors, security
cameras, and valve actuators) that would be housed in the
existing Auxiliary Building. Fhe-Project-also-includes-the-use-of

The commenter notes that the two septic tanks at the Construction
Headquarters would be located in previously disturbed areas. As
Chapter 3, “Project Description” refers to these areas as disturbed, this
text at this particular location is an error.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on pages 4.8-21 and 4.8-22 is revised in
the Final SEIR as follows:

However, the two septic tanks to be at the Construction
Headquarters would be located at a previously sadisturbed area.

The commenter clarifies that not all of the wastes generated from the
decommissioning of the IM-3 Facility would be hazardous waste; some
material may be non-hazardous waste.
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16-106

16-107

16-108

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on page 4.8-25 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

The decommissioning of the IM-3 Facility would generate up to
5,000 cubic yards of solid waste and up to 2 million gallons of
liquid waste. Depending on quality and quantity, Fhe material
would be recovered, disposed of on-site at the TCS Evaporation
Ponds, or if needed, disposed of off-site at a licensed hazardous
waste disposal facility permitted to accept the waste.

The commenter notes that the water quality at Well HNWR-1A is
already at unacceptable levels (Section 4.9.3.2, page 4.9-11).

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 4.9-11 is revised in the Final SEIR as
follows:

* The water quality at well HNWR-1A further deteriorates te
. f o1 : Y OTarse
. i L), TRy 0%

The commenter notes that portable generators and lighting were
previously analyzed in the Groundwater FEIR.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on pages 5-2 and 5-3 is revised in the Final SEIR as
follows:

New direct impacts, not analyzed in the Groundwater FEIR,
could occur as a result of: the importing of groundwater
potentially containing increased levels of arsenic from Arizona
to California; construction and operation of the Construction
Headquarters, Long-Term Remedy Support Area and Soil
Processing Area near Moabi Regional Park:-the-use-efpertable

The commenter requests clarification regarding above versus
underground piping, and the addition of the piping length.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 5-4 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Direct and indirect impacts could occur as a result of:
construction of the Construction Headquarters/Long-Term
Remedy Support Area and Soil Processing/Clean-Soil Storage
Area near Moabi Regional Park, not previously considered in the
Groundwater FEIR; construction of an Operations Building and
other improvements at the Transwestern Bench, not previously
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16-109

considered in the Groundwater FEIR; construction of a Carbon
Amendment Building and other improvements at the MW-20
Bench, not previously considered in the Groundwater FEIR; an
approximately 12 percent increase in the number of boreholes
from that previously considered in the Groundwater FEIR, as
well as Future Activity Allowance; an approximately 50 percent
increase in roadway improvements from that previously
considered in the Groundwater FEIR, as well as a Future
Activity Allowance; and an increased disturbance of soil from
trenches for pipelines resultingfrom-thefact-that remedy
which-was-assumed-in-the-Groundwater FEIR), which will result
in approximately 127,500 linear feet of underground piping,
installed in 43,200 feet of trenches, plus a Future Activity
Allowance, all of which would result in a substantially more
severe significant impact on unknown historical resources than
was previously identified in the Groundwater FEIR. Therefore,
the Final Groundwater Remedy Project has the potential to
impact known and unknown historical resources other than the
Topock TCP through ground disturbance, increased activity, and
introduction of new visual intrusions to the landscape would
alter the setting of these resources, and this impact is considered
significant (Impact CUL-1b/c). This is consistent with the
conclusions presented in the Groundwater FEIR.

The commenter suggests edits to Subsection 5.1.3 of the SEIR,
specifically eliminating reference to Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 on
page 5-9, adding specific distances from which distance noise monitoring
would be required, and adding specific language regarding the noise
disturbance coordinator.

DTSC agrees that most of the text should be edited as suggested for
clarity. However, DTSC does not agree with the revisions to delete
reference to Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 from page 5-9, which is a
summary of significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed Project
as required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b). As analyzed on
page 4.7-44, Mitigation Measures NOISE-1 and NOISE-2 would both be
required to reduce Impact NOISE-4; however, the impact would still
remain significant and unavoidable with implementation of these
mitigation measures. In response to the comment, the Draft SEIR text on
page 5-9 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

In order to reduce this impact, Mitigation Measures NOISE-1
and NOISE-2 shall be implemented (see Section 4.7). Mitigation
Measures NOISE-1and NOISE-2 would hmit require noise
monitoring if construction of Project features occurs within
1.850 feet and 5,830 feet from sensitive California receptors and
330 feet and 735 feet from Arizona receptors for daytime and
nighttime noise, respectively, and 45 feet of sensitive receptors
(Topock TCP), implementing acoustic shields to limit noise to
sensitive receptors_if noise levels are still determined to exceed
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16-110

I6-111

noise standards, and require a disturbance coordinator. The
disturbance coordinator will be required to consider the timing of
Project activities in relation to Tribal ceremonial events that are
sensitive to noise in a manner consistent with the Cultural Impact
Mitigation Program Section 2.11 (CIMP; see Appendix H to the
C/RAWP). In addition, CUL-1a-12 would ensure specifically
that accommodations for Tribal ceremonies are provided for
before, during, and after construction activities.

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, does not result in
a substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, and does not preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter requests using “unjustified” rather than “irreversible.”
However, the word irreversible is correctly used, particularly in the
context of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, and the existing text is
sufficient. The commenter also suggests adding text that qualifies the
Project’s impacts to future generations because the Project will be
decommissioned in the future.

DTSC agrees with this comment, and therefore, in response to the
comment, the Draft SEIR text on page 5-11 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

The Project does not commit substantial amounts of resources
compared to existing annual allotments, and the amount of
energy and equipment to be used is limited to that needed for the
remedy.; The Project also includes decommissioning, and thus
would not commit future generations to similar uses. se As a
result, there is no irreversible commitment of nonrenewable
resources or related significant impact.

The commenter requests that since the Draft SEIR also evaluated the
layup and decommissioning of the IM-3 Facility as part of construction
activities, as well as future restoration of the IM-3 Facility, additional
text be added to further describe the procedure.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 6-4 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

6.3.1 Pre-Construction, Construction, Start-Up & 1IM-3
Decommissioning

... Phase 2 may overlap the end of Phase 1 by a month or two,
depending on the progress of construction.

In addition, upon receipt of DTSC’s approval for
decommissioning of IM-3 Facility, with concurrence from DOI,
PG&E will decommission the facility in accordance with the IM-
3 Decommissioning Work Plan (Appendix F of C/RAWP). All
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I6-112

I6-113

I6-114

components of the IM-3 Facility, except for monitoring wells, a
brine storage and loading facility at MW-20 Bench, and utilities
in National Trails Highway. will be decommissioned and
removed. Subsequent to decommissioning, PG&E will submit a
site-specific restoration plan for review and comment.
Restoration will be conducted in accordance with an approved

restoration plan.

The commenter requests clarification to the location of the Groundwater
Monitoring (1C) cumulative project.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 6-7 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Project 1C, Project Location: Immediate vicinity of the Station
and in Arizona near the Topock Marina.

The commenter requests an update to the year work would be conducted
for the Management of Historic TCS Wells for the cumulative impacts
discussion.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the Draft SEIR text on page 6-16 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

This work is planned for 2046 2017, or in subsequent years, as
historic wells are identified.

The commenter states that the pilot studies in Project 1F do not appear to
be different from those included in the Soil Investigation Activities
Project 1E, and suggests deleting the reference to potential pilot testing.

However, Project 1E is focused on investigation, whereas Project 1F is
focused on future remediation where a pilot test may be necessary to
evaluate the feasibility of a remediation method. The two projects need
to remain separate; therefore, no text was revised. The commenter also
requested updating the years that additional activities would be
conducted. In response to that particular comment, the Draft SEIR text
on page 6-17 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

The soil investigation project includes soil sampling and analysis
as described in the Soil Work Plan (CH2M Hill 2013), and the
potential need for additional activities such as bench scale tests,
pilot studies, and geotechnical evaluations to support a future
Soil Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study (Soil CMS/FS)
and plant or other biota sampling activities to support an
ecological risk assessment within, and in the vicinity of, the
Station. For the purposes of this analysis, bench scale tests and
pilot studies, which will be conducted to support a future Soil
CMS/FES, are categorized and analyzed as part of the future soil
remediation effort — Soil Remediation and Potential Pilot Test
(1F) — based on the scope and timeframe of the activity.
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I6-115

I6-116

I6-117

I6-118

The Soil Work Plan sampling began in November 2015 and
continued through March 2646 2017. Additional activities,
similar to those described above associated with investigation
have not yet been completed, and will depend on the results of
soil sampling. If additional activities are to be completed, they
would occur from 2646 2017 to 2018.

The commenter states that pilot tests that are part of the Soil
Investigation Activities (Project 1E) have already been conducted and
do not need to be included in the cumulative analysis.

As stated in Table 6-3, the timeframe for conducting pilot tests is
anticipated to begin no earlier than 2018, which indicates they have not
yet been conducted.

The commenter requests clarification to the text that federal and state
standards would also require compliance for geology and soils.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response, the Draft SEIR
text on page 6-36 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

However, each of these individual projects would likely require
implementation of similar measures and would be required to be
in compliance with federal, state, and county standards, thereby
reducing the potential for these potential impacts to be
significant from a cumulative perspective.

The commenter suggests the cumulative impacts text be revised for
clarity and consistency with Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1a/2a/3a.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text on page 6-39 is revised in the Final SEIR
as follows:

The Project would implement SOPs and the BMP Plan for
construction activities;as-well-as-adhere-to-the substantive
provisions-of the-state-Construction-General Permit to avoid
and/or minimize the potential for impacts related to hydrology
and water quality.

The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 would be
effective at reducing the cumulative noise impact to a less than
significant level (as opposed to that of significant and unavoidable).

The commenter is directed to Section 4.7, “Noise,” under Impact
NOISE-3 (pages 4.7-37 to 4.7-43), which explains why construction
activities would expose sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of
the applicable noise standards and result in a substantial increase in
ambient noise levels. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure
NOISE-2, which would require a disturbance coordinator to manage
complaints and require an acoustical consultant for reoccurring
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16-119

16-120

I6-121

disturbances, impacts would not be able to be reduced to a less than
significant level, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Given that the impact from the Project individually is significant even
after mitigation, the cumulative impact of two or more concurrent
activities cannot be found to be less impactful. Mitigation Measure
NOISE-3 would reduce potential for cumulative noise impacts associated
specifically with the PG&E efforts directly within the Project Area.
However, because the specific locations and timing overlap of the other
PG&E projects is unknown, Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 cannot
definitively reduce impacts over the 50-year lifetime of the Project. As a
result, the conclusion reached in the Draft SEIR of significant and
unavoidable cumulative noise impacts is considered accurate and is not
changed as a result of the comment.

The commenter suggests editing the text to remove vibration.

As listed on page 6-41 of the Draft SEIR, vibration is also considered in
the impact statement. Therefore, the suggested edits are not appropriate
and no change is made in response to this comment.

The commenter requests a text edit to clarify the processing of
wastewater.

The text on page 6-47 is specifically referring to sewage-related waste
stream. As such, the existing text is accurate, however, a separate
sentence is added to clarify Project-generated wastewater. In response to
the comment, the following Draft SEIR text on page 6-47 is revised in
the Final SEIR as follows:

Sanitary W-wastewater at the Project Area is processed on-site
via septic tanks and ;-er trucked off-site whenneeessary.
Remedy-related wastewater is processed on-site and reinjected
into the Ground (IM-3 Facility), disposed of at the TCS
Evaporation Ponds, or trucked off-site when necessary.

The commenter requests deleting certain rationale for why the
“Elimination of Project Components in the Moabi Regional Park Area”
alternative meets some of the Project objectives but not others, such as
safety and efficiency, which are two of several reasons this alternative
was rejected.

DTSC respectfully disagrees with the deletion and maintains that public
safety and efficiency would not be maintained with this alternative. The
additional claims that the alternative would not meet Project objectives to
minimize aesthetic and biological resources impacts if the infrastructure
were to be moved to the Transwestern Bench is not substantiated and do
not appear to be accurate. This alternative, if implemented, would
involve placement of the Construction Headquarters and Long-Term
Remedy Support Area off-site, which would meet Project objectives by
reducing aesthetic and biological impacts on-site, but would increase
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health and safety risks by adding traffic off-site and increase potential for
hazardous material release from spills and accidents during transport as
stated above. No change is made in response to this comment.

16-122 The commenter requests clarification that the Aboveground Pipeline
Alternative would meet most but not all of the Project objectives.

DTSC agrees and acknowledges that the analysis does not change with

the recommended edits. In response to the comment, the following Draft

SEIR text on page 7-42 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:
It is important to note that the Aboveground Pipeline Alternative
would net achieve most of the basic fundamental Project
objectives, but not every single objective. The Project objectives
are to ensure the Final Groundwater Remedy achieves cleanup
levels and/or performance goals and compliance with RAO’s
within a reasonable time frame; minimize ground disturbance to
protect biological, historical, cultural resources and aesthetic
impacts to the extent feasible; to ensure efficiency and
compliance with health and safety standards in consideration of
public safety. The construction and long-term operation and
maintenance of the Aboveground Pipeline Alternative would
result in greater worker and public safety issues associated with
an increased risk of injury or even death associated with
worker/visitor falls due to the Project Area’s topography and
steep slopes. Further, the Aboveground Pipeline Alternative
would require increased maintenance requirements, such as sand
blasting and painting every 10 years. Since the construction and
long-term maintenance and operation of the Aboveground
Pipeline Alternative would result in greater risks to worker and
public safety issues as well as greater aesthetic impacts, this
alternative would not meet two of the environmental objectives
of the Project.

16-123 The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure GEO-1a was included in
the 2011 Groundwater EIR but has not been brought forward in all
appropriate sections of the Draft SEIR. In addition, the commenter notes
there is no Mitigation Measure GEO-2 in the 2011 Groundwater FEIR.
DTSC’s approach to the geology mitigation measures from the 2011
Groundwater FEIR was that they did not change and therefore did not
need to be brought forward into the SEIR analysis. However, it was
always DTSC’s intention that these measures would be included in the
MMRP as part of the approval documents that will be considered for the
Final SEIR. In response to the comment, the following Draft SEIR text in
Appendix GWMM - Groundwater FEIR and SEIR Mitigation Measures
Comparison Table is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

Mitigation Measure GEO-1a
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b) ... PG&E shall developed a SWPPP as discussed in

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 efthe“Hydrology-and-Water
Quality”seetion-of this SEIR. The SWPPP shallidentify

identifies best management practices (BMPs) that would be used
to protect stormwater runoff and minimize erosion during

construction.

d) Regarding the potential for contaminated soils to be eroded
and contribute contamination into receiving waters, Mitigation
Measures GEO-1a GEO-2 and HAZ-2 of the “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials” section of this SEIR provides the
provisions for safe work practices and handling of contaminated
soils as investigation derived wastes.

Geology & Soils

Would the proposed Project:

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

Potentially
Significant

a)

Mitigation Measure GEO-1a:
Construction, Operation and
Maintenance, and
Decommissioning Impacts Related
to Erosion of Soils.

A DTSC-approved grading and
erosion control plan, prepared by
a California Registered Civil
Engineer, shall be completed
prior to implementation of any
grading in areas of the site where
there is a potential for substantial
erosion or loss of top soils. The
plan shall outline specific
procedures for controlling erosion
or loss of topsoil during
construction, operation and
maintenance, and
decommissioning.

To ensure soils do not directly or
indirectly discharge sediments
into surface waters as a result of
construction, operation and
maintenance, or decommission
activities, PG&E shall developed
a SWPPP as discussed in
mitigation measure HYDRO-1-of

Quality”section-of-this EIR. The
SWPPP shall-identify identifies
best management practices
(BMPs) that would be used to
protect stormwater runoff and
minimize erosion during
construction. PG&E shall prepare
plans to control erosion and
sediment, prepare preliminary
and final grading plans, and shall
prepare plans to control urban
runoff from the project site during
construction, consistent with the
substantive requirements of the
San Bernardino County Building
and Land Use Services
Department for erosion control.

During road preparation
activities, loose sediment shall be

Less than
Significant
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a)

uniformly compacted consistent
with the substantive San
Bernardino County Building and
Land Use Services Department
requirements to aid in reducing
wind erosion. Ongoing road
maintenance including visual
inspection to identify areas of
erosion and performing localized
road repair and regrading,
installation and maintenance of
erosion control features such as
berms, silt fences, or straw
wattles, and grading for road
smoothness shall be performed
as needed to reduce potential for
erosion.

Regarding the potential for
contaminated soils to be eroded
and contribute contamination into
receiving waters, Mitigation
Measures GEO-1a GEO-2-and
HAZ-2 shall be implemented.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1a
GEO-2 provides the provisions
for mitigating erosion through
BMPs which shall be
implemented. Mitigation Measure
HAZ-2 provides the provisions for
safe work practices and handling
of contaminated soils as
investigation derived wastes.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1b:
Construction, Operation and
Maintenance, and
Decommissioning Impacts Related
to Differential Compaction of Soils.

BMPs shall be implemented
during construction, operation
and maintenance, and
decommissioning activities to
minimize impacts on the affected
areas. Such BMPs could include,
but would not be limited to, the
following: uniform compaction of
roadways created for accessing
the project area as per San
Bernardino County Building and
Land Use Services Department
requirements, returning areas
adversely affected by differential
compaction to preexisting
conditions when these areas are
no longer needed, and continuing
maintenance of access roads,
wellhead areas, and the
treatment facility areas.

Work area footprints shall be
minimized to the greatest extent
feasible to limit the areas
exposed to differential
compaction. Where possible,
existing unpaved access roads
and staging/working areas shall
be reused and maintained for
different stages of the

Topock Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project
Final Subsequent EIR

4-95

ESA /120112
December 2017



4. Individual Responses

construction. New graded areas
for staging or for access roads
shall be compacted to a uniform
specification, typically on the
order of 90 to 95% compaction
and consistent with substantive
San Bernardino County Building
and Land Use Services
Department requirements to
reduce differential compaction
and subsequent erosion of site
soils.

C) After the completion of the
operation and maintenance
phase, the disturbed areas which
result in increased potential for
compaction shall be returned to
their respective preexisting
condition by regrading consistent
with the preconstruction slopes
as documented through surveys
that may include topographic
surveys or photo surveys. The
areas will be returned to the
surrounding natural surface
topography and compacted
consistent with unaltered areas
near the access roads or staging
areas in question. The habitat
restoration plan eutlined
prepared in compliance with in
mitigation measure BIO-1 shall
includes restoration of native
vegetation or other erosion
control measures where
revegetation would be infeasible
or inadequate, for purposes of
soil stabilization and erosion
control of the project area.

I6-124

This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, does not result in
a substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, and does not preclude meaningful review and comment.

The commenter states that the habitat restoration plan required by
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 has been completed, and requested this text
be updated, as edited below. The commenter also noted some text had
been cut off in the Draft SEIR and requested its restoration.

In response to the comment, the following Draft SEIR text in Appendix
GWMM - Groundwater FEIR and SEIR Mitigation Measures
Comparison Table, is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

¢) ... The habitat restoration plan eutlined prepared in
compliance with i Mitigation Measure BIO-1 shal includes
restoration of native vegetation or other erosion control measures
where revegetation would be infeasible or inadequate, for
purposes of soil stabilization and erosion control of the Project
Area.
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This change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a
decrease in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, does not result in
a substantial increase in the severity of the identified impact after
mitigation, and does not preclude meaningful review and comment.

16-125 The commenter requests clarification that light and glare sources were
analyzed in the Groundwater FEIR.

DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text in Appendix IS — Modified Initial Study on
page IS-5 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

. the Final Remedy Design provides new detail regarding light
and glare sources;such-as-the-use-of selarpanels,which-werenot
previeushranalyzedin-the EFEIR and provides additional detail
about the need for activities during nighttime hours that may
have additional lighting.

16-126 The commenter requests the addition of the text below for completeness.
DTSC concurs with this clarification and, in response to the comment,
the following Draft SEIR text in Appendix IS — Modifies Initial Study on
page 1S-42 is revised in the Final SEIR as follows:

In addition, details of various components of the Final Remedy
Design were not known at that time and were therefore not
available for analysis. The Groundwater FEIR addressed the
potential for elevated levels of arsenic and other byproducts that
could result from reductive processes. The Groundwater FEIR
also proposed implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-
l...
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Letter I7: Ruth Musser-Lopez

Comment Letter 17

Ruth Musser-Lopez

River Archaeological Heritage Association (RiverAHA)
No. 1 Grandview and, or 420 E Street

Needles, CA 92363

February 27, 2017

Ms. Karen Baker, Deputy Director

cl/o Mr. Aaron Yue, Project Manager,
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue, Cypress, CA 90630
VIA EMAIL aaron.Yue@dtsc.ca.gov.

Dear Ms. Baker,

This letter is in addition to my public comments recorded at a public hearing held at the T
Needles Senior Center by the California Department of Toxics Substance Control (DTSC) to
provide information about a “Final Groundwater Remediation Project,” hereafter “PROJECT", to
summarize the “Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Draft PG&E Topock
Compressor Station Final Groundwater Remediation Project” (hereafter, “SEIR") and to hear
the comments of the public with regard to the planned clean up project of the “Bat Cave Wash” | 17-001
and compressor station area Chromium 6 plume (hereafter, “PLUME”"). Bat Cave Wash is the
intermittent desert flash flood wash drainage issuing out of the mountain slopes along side of
PG&E’s Compressor station adjacent to the Interstate 40 bridge crossing over the Colorado
River south of Needles into Arizona.

My comments address the following areas with regard to the matter of California’s
Department of Toxic Substances Control remediation plan and environmental impact report
related to PG&E's hexavalent chromium (Chrome VI) “flushing” and dilution project represented
to be a solution to toxic pollution caused by PG&E's illegal hazardous waste dumping in the
Park Moabi area:

1) the matter of the City of Needles closed landfill as a consequence of PG&E's
chromium dumping there, with no replacement land fill, even for our organic brush; damage to
individuals resulting from PG&E's chromium in the landfill. .

2) the matter of the adverse impact of the environmental impact report itself and the
remediation plan, as it now exists, upon our community's Route 66 tourism industry due to road
closures, maze closures and unsupportable conclusions regarding cultural resources that are 17-003
not based upon empirical evidence and could potentially have a long-term cumulative impact
upon our tourism industry and future recreational and education opportunities. ==

3) the flushing system and the potential of overflow to and from the Colorado River, the T
construction of wells, the use of arsenic contaminated water imported from Arizona wells, the 17-004
impact of the arsenic water treatment plant.

17-002

However, first | am requesting that the comment period be extended and that the public T
be allowed at least 60 days to review the voluminous documentation and to prepare comments
with regard to this massive experimental PROJECT with known adverse unmitigated economic

: . - 17-005
and environmental consequences. It was announced that a 47-day public comment period
allegedly opened on January 12, 2017, and will close on February 27, 2017 during which time
written comment may be filed. First, | would like to object to the assertion that the comment
period opened on January 12, 2017. Since its first meeting in Needles, | have repeatedly \\
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requested to be notified at my address concerning the project, but DTSC has consistently failed

to provide me with notification. | was not notified of the availability of the DTSC until a Needles

neighbor informed me by forwarding to me on January 30 2017 the written nofification of the * 17-005
comment period he had just received. These comments are a rush job and do not represent

all of my concerns, objections, questions, or concurrences and support.

1) NEEDLES SEWER PLANT, LANDFILL AND DAMAGE TO CITIZENS. -

The negligence in failing to notify me of the availability of the SEIR and the comment
period, is especially insulting and disrespectful considering that excepting Tribal
representatives, | am one of the few local citizens in Needles and the Topock area, if any, who
has bothered to attend the very early meetings including one in LaQuinta years ago and
commented on the record in the past.

While a member of the Needles City Council in the 1990s | was instrumental in getting
our City of Needles manholes locked off from liquid waste haulers like PG&E and my 17-006
questioning with regard to the cause of the sewer plant bacterial kills and resulting stench led to
an investigation into the possible dumping of liquid waste into the Needles manholes by liquid
waste haulers including potentially PG&E contractors without authority or manifests and for that
| got a big thank you in the form of a SLAPP (Strategic Litigation Against a Political Participant)
suit from City management at the time, which though | was exonerated by the Judge who
released me from the harassment of the malicious prosecution brought by the city at the
expense of their taxpayers on the grounds of “contempt” of their kangaroo court and the city’s
so called “law enforcement” when | revealed the names of all the BLM employees who spoke to
me, who feared retaliation, there was still significant financial costs that | bore. Also the BLM
employee informants were damaged, one whom | believe was retaliated against as he was soon
after transferred. One city employee who | didn't even know or speak with prior to the kangaroo
court proceedings held by the council, Al Hammontree, got fired when the city managers
suspected that he was the one | was talking to about possible dumping in our manholes. So
sad.

And so, yes...there has already been a lot of uncompensated damage to the people in
Needles whose landfill was shut down when it was learned that the acidic sludge from the sewer
plant may cause a change in valancy of the chromium that was dumped there by PG&E upon
the illegal authorization of the county. In the current iteration of the lower Colorado River
chromium dumping review the DTSC continues to ignore the Needles landfill problem and that
is not fair or right. Both Hammontree and I, and the former BLM employee who lived in Needles
at the time, suffered personal damage as well as being damaged as part of the class of citizens
who are now without a local landfill, must pay extra for hauling waste across the river to an
Arizona landfill and have no place of our own community’s for the disposal of debris, even limbs
and branches. .

2) ERRORS, OMISSIONS, MISREPRESENTATIONS CONCERNING CULTURAL
RESOURCES DAMAGES LOCAL INDUSTRY AND INDIVIDUALS

The repeated failure to notify me appears to be an apparent attempt to avoid addressing
my concerns and publicly recognizing, mitigating and compensating me and others similarly
positioned for the damage that this PROJECT, including its mitigation measures, will have on
me personally and those in a similar class of individuals owning and or operating in the tourism,

recreation, heritage, education, research and related industries— whose rights, privileges and 7-007
opportunities have been and will be “short changed” and or eliminated as a result of
implementing the prescriptions and intentions both stated and unstated in the SEIR document.
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| am a professional research archaeologist and businesswoman living and working in the
local Needles/Park Moabi area who has been adversely impacted by the unlawful dumping of
hazardous and toxic substances in the Needles/Park Moabi area and the ongoing PROJECT 17-008
including the ongoing DTSC assessment activities. The project impact includes a direct
adverse effect upon my rights and privileges, business, research, income, heritage, religion,
beliefs and recreation which was not and has not been considered or addressed in the report. T

For example, specifically, as a professional archaeologist, one, and only one, and an old
out-dated one at that, of the publications of my extensive research with regard to the “Mystic 17-009
Maze" was cited in the environmental document and wrongfully misrepresented and
underrepresented leading to inaccurate conclusions in the report as misguided by your cultural -
resource consulting firm, who | assume was Applied Earthworks, Inc., the same firm that failed ]
to report the numerous historic Route 66 heritage signage, motor lodges, and road works and
National Old Trails Highway resources including +100 year old homes, walls and other
distinctive road features in harms way when they surveyed the 1-40 Interconnect project through
Needles after they agreed with CalTrans and the City of Needles to ignore those resources and
just look down at the pavement.

Applied Earthworks, Inc had been paid with or had access to Federal funds to fully
record and document potential National Register properties but the firm ignored historic
structures and their settings in the project area including a 3-story building over 100 years old
that was constructed using an ancient Mojave Indian technology involving the use of 17-010
arrowweed. The tribes had been contacted about the I-40 Interconnect project, and no
comments were received from them, but the property owners with historic structures and
settings that would be impacted were not provided with an opportunity to comment on that
project before it was approved.

By ignoring the archaeological sites, the firm avoided identifying a “historic district”
which gave CalTrans and the City of Needles an excuse to categorically exclude and exempt
the federal project from environmental review under CEQA and NEPA . In doing so, the
property owners along the route to be impacted, of whom 1 am one, were denied their right to
comment during a public scoping period and to review the potential environmental impact of the |
project on the Route 66/National Old Trails Highway properties.

Because of this dissatisfactory work and wrongful representation of the historic record by T
the firm, as | stated on the record at the public hearing, there is reason to believe that the
archaeological record is not reliable and | agree with the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe as 17-011
represented on page 4.4-44 that an independent cultural resources survey is needed to review
the administrative draft of the archaeological record as prepared by Applied Earthworks, Inc. if it L
is going to be relied upon in the SEIR for making the decision with regard to the project. -

Another thing concerns me with regard to the representations by Applied Earthworks,
Inc. It appears that the firm has confused current cultural and religious beliefs as normally
reported in socio-economic concerns with archaeology, history and empirical evidence and thus
the integrity of the SEIR document is compromised.

The maze (CA-SBr-219) is located near the gorge and the traditional historic place of the
departed in the gorge dunes and thus the maze has apparently been incorporated into current
religious and cultural world view with regard to the death passage. While this position held by
local tribal members today has benefited the entire Needles and surrounding community, as 17-012
well, from the perspective that the tribes have now taken a strong stewardship role that is
helping to preserve the site, it does not justify the failure of the archaeological firm completing
the analysis to ignore science or archaeological method in reporting on the significance and age
of archaeological resources. Omissions are now and will in the future, be a cost to the tourism,
educational, research and recreational community and industries.
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Omissions, errors and misrepresentations are directly related to the representations
made about the Mystic Maze CA-SBR-219. Failure to address the evidence includes but is not
limited to the following:

a) Omission of the historic recorded testimony and oral history of now deceased Mojave on file
with the CalTrans (State Road Department); 17-013
b) Failure to acknowledge the existing empirical evidence and, or complete empirical
archaeological testing of your own to draw conclusions with regard to age, significance and
relevance of the historic railroad aggregate procurement surface mine which they referto as a
prehistoric maze;

c) reliance upon outdated and unsupported assertions in a haphazardly typed and outdated
National Register nomination form; L

Moreover, the problem of the omissions are compounded by misrepresentations or fake
representations that twist the historic facts or leave out historic facts drawing unreliable
conclusions. For example, on page 4.4-61 it is stated:

“The interpretive plaque at the southern boundary of Locus A refers to the Topock Maze 17-014
as a place where warriors “cleansed themselves” after battle before returning to their
home villages (McDougall and Inoway 2005).”

This statement leaves out the important detail of the ethnographic references thatthe |
cleansing ceremony could have been completed at any location. The analysis also says T
“According to the Mojave people the Topock Maze has always been there.” Again, this 17-015
reference is not supported in the ethnographic or historic record and the statement does not
make clear who constitutes the “Mojave People.” Here is another quote from the same
paragraph that is problematic:

“Those who consider its origin related to the construction of the railroad typically cite a
memo from a railroad engineer in 1891 that describes the collection of gravel into
windrows by Mojave workers prior to the gravel being hauled and used to support a
bridge caisson (Haenszel 1978; Musser-Lopez 2011).”

That's it? That's all | had to support my conclusion that the gravel alignments are a
historic aggregate mine? This misrepresentation includes errors and omissions including the
omission of all the other evidence that | provided, including the evidence of the same gravel
alignment footprint known to have been made by the use of fresno scrapers at two other sites
next to railroad tracks; the omissions and errors are damaging to me and to the integrity of the
SEIR document. The statement then goes on to say:

17-016

“Photographic evidence of the bridge construction, interviews with railroad workers from
that time, and statements from Needles residents present at the time of the bridge
construction all suggest, however, that the Topock Maze was present prior to bridge
construction, even if portions of it were later collected for ballast or support material
(DTSC 2011).”

Here, the SEIR leaves out the important fact that the railroad grade also had to be
constructed prior to the bridge construction and that a large amount of aggregate material was
needed for the grade leading to the bridge, The railroad grade was built prior to the bridge so N

-~
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that it could bring supplies to the bridge area, therefore, of course, the gravel operation was A
already ongoing prior to bridge construction. | included in my research, photos of the grade
showing that a large amount of aggregate was needed to fill in the washes between the relic
Pleistocene terraces between Topock and Needles. The photos of the bridge construction and
the interviews with “railroad workers” and “Needles residents” present at the time of bridge
construction need to be fully vetted in the SEIR back up data, because from the photos and
interviews that have been made available to me, it would have to be concluded that the gravel
alignments were made at the time of the construction of the railroad grade which happened 17-016
before the bridge. The bridge contractors copied the grade construction contractors. Itis pretty
obvious what happened. All of that gravel was not used at the bridge. There is significant
evidence in the historic record of engineering surveys of the bridge crossing location prior to the
construction of the railroad in which the giant feature was never mentioned though a giant maze
would have been something that the surveyors would have definitely noted in their diary. This
and more evidence is included in my treatises on the subject and there is still more evidence
that is yet to be published. -

Discovered in my independent research, and previously reported is that over 100 years
ago, the Mystic Maze controversy originated when in 1907 Edward Curtis, a railroad contractor
assisting with developing tourism, saw the gravel alignments, photographed them, tweaked the
photos using shading and invented the origin of the “stone maze.” The controversy Curtis
created resulted in a tourism industry that has benefited Needles. Curtis, infamously known for
his misrepresentations and staged photographs, also invented the myth of the “stone maze” by
romanticizing its significance to the Mojave. That legend was enhanced by a Harold Betts
idealized painting and sold on post cards at Harvey Houses after 1908. Prior to that the railroad
had been embroiled in a public protest for tearing up the desert with their railroad construction
destroying real Mojave art, a large anthropomorphic ground figure—so much so that county
officials had to come out to calm the crowd of protestors.

The consequences of the ongoing reports, the DTSC 2011 and SEIR 2017 conclusions
is that both the DTSC and the property manager, the United States Department of Fish and
Wildlife (hereafter, F&W) and the agency from whom the F&W has withdrawn the lands Bureau
of Land Management authorized by the United States Department of Interior already, even
before PROJECT approval, discourages and denies historic tourism, visitation and research at
the “Mystic Maze" having determined it to be a “prehistoric sacred site” based upon the
assertions and current religious beliefs of some while ignoring the rights, privileges, historic use
and empirical evidence of others. | and the association of concerned citizens who | represent
object to the closure of the Mystic Maze area to researchers and others..

For example, | have previously provided and published a list of tests that could be
conducted to determine age and significance of the CA-SBr-219. My request to conduct a non
invasive empirical test for age which would rely upon observable evidence at the gravel
alignments/maze was flatly ignored based upon the foregone conclusion by the BLM and, or,
the F&W manager that the alignments are “sacred.” <

The American Rock Art Research Association was dissuaded by the Bureau of Land T
Management from visiting the gravel alignments as a consequence of the historic visitor
attraction, now being a place of ongoing religious worship. This includes the location at CA-
SBR-219 where decades ago, because no one else cared about protecting the integrity of the
historic site, the Needles Museum group, which | am a charter member of, is responsible for
seeing to it that a barrier (with pedestrian gate) be erected to keep off road vehicles from
destroying it. Now museum groups and rock art researchers are not welcome.

The American Rock Art Research Association (ARARA) organization includes rock art
experts who have researched rock art all over the world, not just Native American rock art. v

17-017

17-018
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They come from all over the country to the annual event held in different locations every year.
Some who came to the event here, with their meeting place in nearby Laughlin, Nevada, were
interested in the field trip loop around the Colorado river valley in the vicinity of Needles,
Bullhead and Laughlin where they could observe the “maze” site footprint with their own eyes.
On-site or in-situ inspection is very important in archaeology and rock art studies because
second hand photos can be altered or be limited to just one location in the site rendering a
skewed perspective. Despite all the planning and hoops that they were forced to go through,
small ARARA field trip groups accompanied by guides were not allowed the opportunity to see
the site “facts” with their own eyes.

Sadly, blinding people with ‘alternative facts’ seem to be the Orwellian world in which we
live intoday. Inthe case of the gravel alignments "“maze,” the hushing of scientific evidence in
an environmental disclosure statement is so preposterous and out of whack with reality that the
report is on the level of absurdly scandalous.

My extensive research and multiple publications were written off and ignored and
instead my detailed analysis were disrespected, wrongfully minimized and distorted into fake
facts and misrepresentations. The analysis in the SEIR lacks integrity and appears to be a
result of laziness, greed and neglect—a simple and cheap solution simply to say the “maze” is
sacred and then ignore the need for real science, research, empirical testing to support your
conclusions with regard to significance and age. My strong admonition is that your reseachers
and writers update their data base with my more recent publication that documents evidence
and conclusions with regard to the age and significance of the gravel alignments based upon
empirical evidence. There are two free publications at the Society for California Archaeology
Proceedings webpage under Musser-Lopez and a more recent publication in the Nevada
Archaeologist, Vol. 26, 2013. “Rock and Gravel Row Mounds/Aggregate Harvesting Near
Historic Railroads in the Desert and Basin Regions of California and Nevada’ by Ruth
Musser-Lopez.

| mean no disrespect to the religious beliefs of current religious practitioners and | have
always emphasized in my presentations and writings that based upon my understanding of
prehistory, the entire Mohave Valley and its surrounding geologic features, including the
mountains and the gorge are sacred to the Mojave, and | am in total concurrence that the
“maze” should be on the National Register and protected, but my concern is the integrity of the
record including past documented religious beliefs, historic and archaeological records and
ability of all not just some to be able to view the giant feature from the ground and enjoy the
story behind the controversial site. To simply relegate to “Native American sacred” and “off-
limits” to the detriment of any other interpretation is damaging to the whole of the Route 66
tourism industry including my own business, professional and personal enjoyment.

Further, it has now been learned that to compensate the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe for
loss of sacred lands, a large chunk of land that includes an alignment of National Old Trails
Highway and, or, Route 66 will be turned over to the tribe for their own sovereignty when the
project is completed. Though | am all for the tribe being compensated for their loss of traditional
and sacred territory, | am saddened by the potential loss of the use of the old historic road

/

alignments for tourism, interpretation and recreation. | must object to those historic routes being

closed to access by the general public.
The stated purpose of the SEIR is that the current environmental conditions surrounding 7
the Project have changed and, or, new information is available since the final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) and “groundwater remedy” plan in 2011 with regard to impacts upon air
quality, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality biological resources,
utilities, service systems and energy, water supply, aesthetics, noise and cultural resources.

T

The report asserts that there will be less than a significant impact after mitigation in all of these N
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areas except in the area of the last three, aesthetics, noise and cultural resources where there A\ 7922
will be a significant and unavoidable impact as a result of project implementation.

Non-destructive empirical testing is an obligation of those describing the environmental T
setting, to lend support to more accurately understanding its age and significance for the
purpose of evaluating the magnitude of impact of the project. The agency is obligated to 17-023

L N support of the on slons, part 3 Nith regard to

3) FAILED WARRANTY OF METHOD

My understanding based on the SEIR is that the plan to remediate ground water has the T
objective of reducing the mass, toxicity, mobility volume and concentration of the hexavalent
chromium, Cr(VI),plume. Proposed is “treatment technologies” namely the use of a method to
treat groundwater in place with a degradable food-grade organic compound (“ethanol”) as
opposed to pumping and circulating water through a separate above ground treatment plant.
The treatment involves an in situ recirculation flushing system using injection and extraction
wells, pipes, and dams, and is billed as a method of reducing and converting Cr(VI) to a 17-024
“relatively insoluble trivalent chromium, CR(Ill) form. Using an ethanol additive purposed to
be injected into newly constructed wells, then flushing the groundwater towards the river where
extraction wells would siphon and recycle the water back to the injection wells, representatives
of the DTSC appeared confident in their presentation that their plan will work. The stated
remedy asserts that the reduced chromium would precipitate or become adsorbed onto soils
below the water table and thereby be removed from groundwater. What is the guarantee that
this is what will happen. What chance is there for failure?

In questioning after the meeting the DTSC Project Manager, Aaron Yue, admitted that
the flushing system has the downside of using clean water. Clean water would be mixed with
and would dilute the foul water. The clean water would come from the extraction wells adjacent
to the Colorado River that have a purpose of drawing up the converted groundwater but would
also draw surrounding river water as well. This drawing up of river water from new wells is a 17-025
concern. What right to use Colorado River water is available to operate the program. What
certainty is there that the contaminated water won't flow by and pass the draw area on route to
the river. “Fresh” water would also be hauled in from an arsenic laced source on the Arizona
side of the adjacent river. The plan design calls for filtering the arsenic from the Arizona water
before injecting into California wells. Where will the arsenic be disposed of. What is the
environmental consequence of truck delivery of that water.

CLOSING
With all that said, | want you to know that | support your effort to get the dangerous plume
cleaned up, the effort to take the public and tribal concerns into consideration and the fact that

PG&E is begin required to fund this cleanup operation and related studies. | am thankful for the I7-026
developing technology that appears to be able to provide us with a potential solution.  Now,
what is the contingency plan if this one doesn't work?
Respectfully submitted, _________
it
Ruth Musser-Lopez
Needles, California
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Dale Jones

From: Ruth Musser-Lepez | -y
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2017 11:03 AM
To: Rick Daniels; Dale Jones; Janispaget
Subject: Request for agenda item

Rick, Dale and Jan - could one of you please pass this on or forward to Mayor Paget because | do not have his
email address.

| am requesting time on the agenda, an agenda item, to address the matter of California's Department of Toxic
Substances Control remediation plan and environmental impact report related to PG&E's hexavalent chromium
(Chrome VI) “flushing” and dilution project represented to be a solution to toxic pollution caused by PG&E's
ilegal hazardous waste dumping in the Park Moabi area. | would like to have 7-10 minutes to address some
matters that could potentially cause adverse impact to the community of Needles that have been over looked.
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The evidence was used to evaluate three hypo-
theses: (1) that the gravel rows were made in
conjunction with prehistoric agricultural activi-
ty; (2) that they were made as geoglyphs or ear-
then art for prehistoric use in ceremony; and (3)
that they were byproducts of a modemn gravel
procurement operation and eroston control in
conjunction with the construction of the railroad
and the need for ballast and caisson aggregate.
The abstract for the report was submitted to the
Society for California Archaeology in December
of 2010, and the preliminary findings that the
rows were likely made using mechanical scra-

73

historic railroads (kigure 2). The 1UO-year-old
controversy over the age and origin of the 100-
acre “Mystic Maze” or “Topock Maze” (CA-
SBr-219) near Park Moabi, California, next to
the historic railroad bridge crossing of the Colo-
rado River at Topock, Arizona, has resulted in it
being the best known of the sites. Site CA-SBr-
219 is also an archaeological type-site icon of
considerable importance, listed on the National
Register of Historic Places as a significant pre-
historic site.

Though the site area had been explored first
during the 1853-1854 Whipple Expedition, dur-
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building the railroad in the 1880s, no mention
was ever made of gravel row alignments or a
gigantic prehistoric labyrinth until it was first
photographed and described in the literature as a
“stone maze” by Edward S. Curtis in 1908. Cur-
tis was contracted by the railroad to produce im-
agery and promotional material to attract tour-
ism to the West for the purpose of visiting re-
mains of a “vanishing race” of Native Ameri-
cans.

Described as an “ethhographic adventurist,”
Curtis was known to manipulate imagery and/or

74

Figure 2, Aggregate row mound footprint at three
archaeological sites, top to bottom: (1) 26CH2335,
Hazen; (2) CA-SBr-1910H, Afton; and (3) CA-
S$Br-219, Topock.
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cleared swaths and gravel row mounds is depen-
dent upon local variations in patination and
geomorphology of the original undisturbed sur-
face gravels and the underlying soils prior to
human modification. Site size ranges from near
10 to 100 acres with hundreds of rows present.
Generally, gravel row mound sites have the fol-
lowing characteristics:

» Location is on easily accessible relic
river terraces or in basins or washes with
abundant gravel and cobbles averaging 2
to 7 cm in size along with infrequent
larger rocks;

* An historic railroad is found within a
few miles or less;

» Site contains artificially formed, regular-
ly spaced, parallel gravel row mounds.

[T PPN

« Rows are often gently curved to con-
form to contour of slopes; and

« Tests for prehistoric aboriginal crop pol-
len are negative.

Estimated ages of gravel row mounds vary
from historic times to over 8,000+ years ago.
Without verifiable evidence, the earlier date is
likely assigned by those wishing to link the
mounds to the age of Paleoindian occupation of
presently dry Pleistocene/early Holocene lake
shorelines, perhaps attempting to make it fit into
Bedweli’s (1973) Western Pluvial Lake Tradi-
tion or another similar concept. The historic date
is based upon the historic record associated with
the Topock site CA-SBr-219 (see below) but it
has also been speculated by their presence near
or leading up to historic railroads at the three
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tions of the American Society of Civil Engineers
documenting profit-driven gravel harvesting by
railroad construction contractors who hired “In-
dian laborers” to procure aggregate material
used in the caisson work at Topock by raking up
gravel from mesa terraces near the bridge to be
transported by wagon, loaded up on railcar and
moved to locations where needed:

“...The broken stone was at first
supplied from the debris of the
Chino Quarry and from the vol-
canic rock found in the vicinity
of the bridge, but it was found
that broken volcanic rock with
which the “mesas™ were strewn,
could be collected at less cost,
and being of the same character,

wamvmaaLL iy v wem s emas e e mmaw mmmme o aa———

er” for construction, along with teams of draft
horses. The distance between the rows seems to
be designed for the 3.5-foot-wide blade, a per-
fect fit for collection of gravel. The use of horse-
drawn scrapers in the area between 1883 and
1910, when thousands of them were produced, is
supported by both local testimony and archival
documentation. In 1941, Charles Puck (1941:2),
in a letter to the Desert Magazine editor, cited an
article on page 32 of the January 1933 Touring
Topics Magazine (predecessor of Westways)
stating:

“... the ridges of rock is [sic]
the work of the contractor who
built the Santa Fe bridge at that
point. He used a scraper to line
up the rocks so they could be
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Figure 3. Aggregate harvest area above row mounds following the natural contour of the slope above original
steam engine track (white dashed arrow) present prior to realignment for new bridge indicates ballast har-
vesting with erosion control in mind in the area adjacent to old bridge over the lower Colorado River at CA-
SBr-219 (Topock, AZ/CA).

79
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Musser-Lopez 2011).
Aggregate Row Mound Construction

Musser-Lopez (2011) also advanced the idea
that while surface gravel harvesting may have
started out as hand rake and shovel operations,
the footprint of the row mound alignments alter-
nating with cleared swaths at CA-SBr-219 indi-
cate that mechanical scrapers such as the Fresno
or Buck type scrapers pulled by teams of horses
or mules may have been used. She pointed out
that mechanical scrapers were in vogue during
the 1880s to the turn of the twentieth century
when the railroad and bridge were being con-
structed and realigned near and/or adjacent to
the site and that once harvesting of gravels be-
gan, raking and shoveling by hand likelvy
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laboratory setting for learning about and com-
paring other aggregate row mound sites. Further,
given its unique stature as a historic roadside
attraction, it is important that all of the currently
available tools for exhaustive, rigorous, empiri-
cal archaeological analysis be utilized to form an
objective foundation for management and inter-
pretive recommendations. Currently, a worn and
barely legible interpretive sign, installed at the
site by the United States Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, includes imagery of the maze superim-
posed with Mojave pottery suggesting that the
gravel alignments are prehistoric in origin.
Though the findings presented here are consi-
dered to be preliminary pending the Department
of Interior’s (DOI) approval of the Archaeologi-
cal Heritage Association’s proposal to complete
empirical testing and analysis at CA-SBr-219,
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Letter
17
Response

17-001

17-002

17-003

17-004

Ruth Musser-Lopez
February 27, 2017

The commenter states that this comment letter is in addition to comments
made at the Draft SEIR public hearing in Needles. The commenter
summarizes the Project Area and makes claims about the remediation
efforts.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s thoughtful questions and that the
commenter took the time to share their concerns with DTSC. DTSC
wishes to thank the commenter for participating in this process and
provides the responses below to address the commenter’s questions and
concerns.

The commenter states that the Needles landfill is closed because of
PG&E’s illegal dumping activities, and that no replacement area has
been identified.

The closing of the referenced landfill is a decision outside of DTSC’s
jurisdiction or this Project. DTSC recommends the commenter contact
the County of San Bernardino Waste System Division and the City of
Needles, which controls the landfill. Alternatively, the commenter can
also inquire with the California RWQCB, Colorado River Basin Region,
which oversees the Waste Discharge Requirements, Closure and Post
Closure maintenance of the Needles Landfill. The Needles Landfill will
not be used for the proposed Project. The commenter is referred to
response to comment 14-002 for a discussion of waste stream and landfill
analysis related to the Project.

The commenter states that the Final Groundwater Remedy Project as
analyzed through the Draft SEIR has an adverse impact on Route 66’s
tourism industry due to road closures, Topock Maze closures, and other
adverse impacts to tourism and recreation.

The Topock Maze is located on lands owned and managed by the Federal
Government, and as such it is the entity that can either allow or restrict
access. Access to the Topock Maze and associated roadways has not
been modified as a result of the proposed Project and DTSC does not
have authority to grant or deny access to federal property.

The commenter states that there could be undefined adverse impacts
from the flushing system that could potentially result in overflow to and
from the Colorado River; construction of wells; and use of arsenic-
contaminated water.

The commenter is referred to Section 4.6, “Hydrology and Water
Quality,” and Section 4.9, “Water Supply,” for a detailed discussion of
hydrology, groundwater, and arsenic issues. These detailed analyses
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17-005

17-006

conclude that after implementation of various mitigation measures,
impacts related to water quality and other hydrologic matters would be
less than significant. Furthermore, the remedy design, which is included
in SEIR Appendix BOD, also considered various operational
contingencies to ensure swift and appropriate response to operational
failures to protect human health and the environment. Although DTSC
appreciates the concerns raised, the comment does not specify any
deficiencies in the analysis included in the Draft SEIR for the Final
Groundwater Remedy Project. As a result, this comment has been noted
for the record and no further response is necessary.

The commenter requests that the comment period be extended to a total
of 60 days, and objects to the fact that the comment period did not open
on January 12, 2017, and that the commenter was not notified of the
Draft SEIR until January 30, 2017.

DTSC is committed to engaging and informing the public with respect to
all aspects of the proposed Final Groundwater Remedy Project as a result
of historic contamination in and around the PG&E Topock Compressor
Station. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 21091, a lead agency is
required to circulate an EIR for no less than 45 days if the document is
submitted to the California State Clearinghouse, which it was. In addition
to direct mailing, DTSC also issued public notices for the comment
period and the scoping meeting for the SEIR at the Needles Public
Library as well as published in the Needles Desert Star newspaper, which
is circulated within the City of Needles. DTSC believes it has met the
notice obligations required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15087and
no further action is necessary. Nevertheless, in an email from DTSC
dated February 28, 2017, DTSC agreed to accept additional comments
from the commenter no later than March 8, 2017, giving the commenter
the same 47-day review period as was given for the Draft SEIR. DTSC
regrets that the commenter did not receive DTSC’s direct mailing of the
NOA at the beginning of the 47-day Draft SEIR comment period on
January 12. However, immediately upon request from the commenter on
January 26, 2017, DTSC did send a hard copy of the Draft SEIR via
overnight mail, which the commenter received on January 27, 2017,
according to FedEx records. This comment letter (I7) was sent by Ms.
Musser-Lopez dated February 27, 2017, within the comment period.
DTSC has updated the master contact list for this Project to ensure the
commenter receives all general public CEQA-related notices in the
future.

Regarding the initial comment about notification of the commenter,
please see response to comment 14-001, 14-009, and 17-005. The
commenter states their involvement in several past Needles
projects/issues, including dumping of waste into Needles manholes
(including litigation), and the Needles landfill closure.

Although DTSC is made aware of the commenter’s past involvement in
other investigations and legal actions, DTSC cannot comment on past
actions in which DTSC was not involved. DTSC appreciates the
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17-007

17-008

commenter’s vigilance and concerns with waste disposal practices, and
welcomes the commenter’s inquiries with respect to the proposed action.
However, the comment provided is unrelated to the environmental
analysis presented in the Draft SEIR for the Final Groundwater Remedy
Project. As a result, this comment has been noted for the record and no
further response is necessary.

The commenter states that DTSC’s failure to notify the commenter about
the Draft SEIR is an attempt to avoid addressing detrimental impacts to
the tourism, recreation, heritage, education, research, and related
industries, of which the commenter will be impacted.

As previously stated in response to comment 14-001, 14-009, and 17-005,
DTSC regrets that the commenter was not included in the initial
notification, but stresses that DTSC did provide the necessary
notification in addition to direct mailing. Furthermore, the commenter
has been placed on mailing lists for future Topock-related project
communications.

DTSC’s role as the state agency responsible for protecting the public and
the environment from harmful effects of toxic substances mandates
restoration of contaminated resources and enforcement of hazardous
waste laws. As such, the groundwater remedy is required by state law
and is a high priority to DTSC. DTSC acknowledges the commenters’
concern regarding tourism, recreation, heritage, education, and research.
The vast majority of land in the Project Area and vicinity is federally-
owned, and as a result DTSC does not have authority over land uses or
activities related to tourism, recreation, heritage, education, or research.
DTSC’s main objective is to require cleanup of groundwater
contamination at the Topock site. The CEQA Guidelines requires
analysis of impacts to recreation and historic/heritage resources. As
indicated in Appendix IS to the Draft SEIR, DTSC has found that the
Project would have no environmental impact to recreation uses based on
the significance criteria established in the CEQA Guidelines. Section 4.4,
“Cultural Resources,” in the Draft SEIR includes an analysis of historical
and archaeological resources, including those that are of significance to
Native American Tribes in the Topock area.

The commenter states they are a professional archaeologist and business
person and have been adversely impacted by the unlawful dumping of
hazardous/toxic substances in the Needles/Moabi Regional Park area and
the ongoing Project, including DTSC’s ongoing assessment activities.
The commenter also states that the project has directly impacted their
rights and privileges, business, research, income, heritage, religion,
beliefs, and recreation, which were not addressed in the Draft SEIR.

DTSC appreciates these comments and understands the commenter’s
concerns. Please see response to comment 17-007 for a discussion of
impacts to recreation, heritage, and research. While the SEIR is focused
on the environmental impacts of the Project as required to be analyzed
per the CEQA Guidelines, DTSC will be weighing all relevant factors
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17-009

when determining whether or not to approve the Project, including
economic and social factors if reasonably foreseeable and potentially
significant indirect effects could occur to the physical environment as a
result of those factors. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131, subd. (a)
[CEQA is only concerned with a project’s socioeconomic effects when
such effects may lead to reasonably foreseeable adverse physical changes
to the environment].) Substantial evidence in the record must therefore
link the socioeconomic impacts of a project to impacts on the physical
environment to warrant analysis, or additional analysis, in an EIR. DTSC
will consider all of the evidence in the record before making a decision
on the Project. If DTSC decides to approve the Project, DTSC will adopt
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for impacts which
remain significant and unavoidable. The CEQA Findings and Statement
of Overriding Considerations will describe in detail the overarching
reasons for Project approval despite the identified significant
environmental impacts.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s input as a technical expert with
regard to archaeological resources, including the Topock Maze. The
commenter states that one of their publications, “Mystic Maze,” was
misrepresented in the Draft SEIR.

It is noted that the commenter does not provide any specific basis for the
misrepresentation, therefore no further response can be provided. The
discussion in the Draft SEIR is intended to be a brief summary of the
understanding of the Topock Maze, not an in-depth discussion citing all
the sources who have written about the importance of the Maze. DTSC
understands that there are differing opinions on the origin and age of the
Topock Maze, and appreciates the commenter’s additional information
on an alternative theory of the creation of the Topock Maze. The
description of the Topock Maze on pages 4.4-60 and 4.4-61 of the SEIR
is meant to be a brief synopsis and provides a brief overview of the
differing opinions of the Topock Maze’s origins. It is not DTSC’s intent
to misrepresent the information cited in the SEIR. DTSC understands
that the commenter has conducted independent research, including
reviewing photographic and ethnographic documentation, conducting
oral history and interviews, and compiling information from other
researchers. DTSC acknowledges that additional information is available
to those who may be interested in the differing interpretation of the
Topock Maze and, in response to this comment, the text on page 4.4-61
of the SEIR has been modified to the following:

Some support a Native American origin, while others have
suggested that it is a byproduct of railroad construction, which
occurred between 1888 and 1893 (see Musser-Lopez 2011 and
2013 for additional details on the latter interpretation).... Those
who consider its origin related to the construction of the railroad
typieally cite a memo from a railroad engineer in 1891 that
describes the collection of gravel into windrows by Mojave
workers prior to the gravel being hauled and used to support a
bridge caisson, and also have suggested that the rows may have
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17-010

17-011

17-012

been created by the use of Fresno Scrapers (Haenszel 1978;
Musser-Lopez 2011, 2013).

In response to this comment, this reference has been added on page 8-17
of the SEIR:

Musser-Lopez, Ruth. 2013. Rock and Gravel Row
Mounds/Aggregate Harvesting Near Historic Railroads in the
Desert and Basin Regions of California and Nevada. Nevada
Archaeologist, Volume 26, pp.73-84.

The commenter states that Applied Earthworks is DTSC’s cultural
resources consulting firm and alleges numerous flaws in their past
evaluations.

Applied Earthworks is not DTSC’s cultural resources consulting firm
(see response to comment 14-008). Much of the description included in
the comment is unrelated to this Project and the environmental analysis
presented in the Draft SEIR for the Final Groundwater Remedy Project.
The Draft SEIR was prepared in concert with DTSC’s CEQA consulting
team Environmental Science Associates (ESA) and the decisions
regarding the Project will be based on DTSC’s independent judgement.
The work conducted for the I-40 project is unrelated to this Project and
DTSC did not have any oversight for the 1-40 project. Project-related
impacts to resources within the Project Area, including Route
66/National Old Trails Highway, have been adequately addressed and
appropriate mitigation is identified in the SEIR. While the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the City of Needles may
have determined that the 1-40 project was exempt from CEQA, the
Project analyzed in this SEIR is not exempt from CEQA and DTSC
appreciates any comments specific to the cultural resources analysis
presented within the subject SEIR at hand.

The commenter states that an independent cultural resources survey is
needed to review the archaeological record prepared by Applied
Earthworks.

DTSC appreciates the concerns raised by the commenter. DTSC did use
its own judgement when assessing the information presented by PG&E
and its consultants. Moreover, DTSC’s CEQA consulting team has
reviewed the cultural resources information and has looked at the
resources at the site and determined that the cultural resources
information provided by the Tribes, PG&E, and PG&E’s consultant is
appropriate and sufficient for use in the SEIR. Tribal representatives are
also invited to participate in all scientific surveys and provide input
regarding Tribal resources.

The commenter states that the Applied Earthworks studies have not
sufficiently considered science and archaeological methods in reporting
the significance and age of archaeological resources, including the
Topock Maze.
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17-013

17-014

17-015

All significant or unevaluated resources in the Project Area are
considered historical resources under CEQA and are afforded the same
consideration and protections under CEQA, irrespective of NRHP/CRHR
criteria or scientific/cultural value. In analyzing impacts to resources,
DTSC did consider relevant scientific and cultural values attached to
resources in order to develop meaningful mitigation measures that would
adequately avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, and/or compensate for
impacts to significant resources.

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR contained errors and
misrepresentations about the Topock Maze (CA-SBR-219) and its
significance.

As noted under response to comment 17-009, DTSC acknowledges that
there are differing opinions on the origin of the Topock Maze. The BLM,
a federal agency responsible for assessment and protection of resources,
has determined that a TCP related to the Topock Maze encompasses the
APE (which covers the Project Area to a large extent) and it is eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A. The BLM further
determined that all prehistoric archaeological sites in the APE, including
the Topock Maze (CA-SBR-219, Loci A, B, and C), are contributors to
the significance of the Topock TCP. Therefore, the Topock TCP and
Topock Maze (CA-SBR-219, Loci A, B, and C) are historical resources
under CEQA. Under CEQA, DTSC is obligated to analyze direct and
indirect impacts to historical resources that could be affected by the
proposed Project since “a project with an effect that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)). Although DTSC understands that there
are differing opinions on the origin and age of the Topock Maze, it is
considered a significant resource, as agreed to by the commenter (see
response to comment 17-020), and deserves all applicable consideration
and protections under CEQA. It should be noted that the Topock Maze
(CA-SBR-219 — Loci A, B, and C) is not within the Project Area.

The commenter states that misrepresentations in the Draft SEIR twist the
historic facts and lead to unreliable conclusions about the Topock Maze.

Please see response to comment 17-009 for a discussion of different
interpretations of the Topock Maze and response to comment 17-013 for
a discussion of the significance of the Topock Maze and DTSC’s
obligations under CEQA.

The commenter takes issue with the following sentence on page 4.4-61:
“According to the Mojave people the Topock Maze has always been
there.” The commenter states this sentence is not supported by
ethnographic or historic records, and does not make clear who constitutes
the Mojave people.

The sentence in question is representing a perspective from the “Mojave
people.” The ethnographic evidence for the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe
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I7-016

17-017

17-018

17-019

17-020

(FMIT) is documented in eight pages of the Draft SEIR on pages 4.4-49
to 4.4-57, which refers to the Topock Maze in a large context of Tribal
history and values. In those pages, direct quotes are taken from Tribal
members who cite the “Mojave people.” Please see response to comment
17-009 for a discussion of different interpretations of the Topock Maze
and response to comment 17-013 for a discussion of the significance of
the Topock Maze and DTSC’s obligations under CEQA.

The commenter states that one of their publications was misrepresented
in the Draft SEIR, and goes into detail about their assertion that the
railroad grade had to be constructed prior to the bridge construction.

It was not DTSC’s intent to misrepresent information in the SEIR. Please
see response to comment 17-009 for a discussion of different
interpretations of the Topock Maze.

The commenter explains their independent research surrounding the
Topock Maze and gives a history of so-called “Mystic Maze
controversy.” The commenter states that federal and state agencies have
changed the status of land such that tourism, visitation, and research are
prohibited at the Topock Maze.

Please see response to comment 14-003 for a discussion about access
restrictions to the Topock Maze and response to comment 17-009 for a
discussion of different interpretations of the Topock Maze.

The commenter states that the American Rock Art Association was
dissuaded by the BLM from visiting the Topock Maze, and makes claims
that the Draft SEIR cultural resources analysis is “hushing out scientific
evidence” with “alternative facts” and is “absurdly scandalous.”

For a discussion of federal-related access to the Topock Maze, please see
response to comment 14-003 and response to comment 17-009 for a
discussion of different interpretations of the Topock Maze. Please also
reference response to comment 17-013 regarding DTSC’s obligations
under CEQA for this Project.

The commenter expresses concern that their extensive research and
multiple publications were ignored in the Draft SEIR, while detailed
analysis was wrongfully minimized and distorted into fake facts. The
commenter also contends that the Draft SEIR analysis needs to be
revised with more recent publications that document the “maze” as
gravel alignments based on empirical evidence.

Please see response to comment 17-009 for a discussion of different
interpretations of the Topock Maze and response to comment 17-013 for
a discussion of the significance of the Topock Maze and DTSC’s
obligations under CEQA.

While the commenter states support for Mojave people’s beliefs based on
the connection to the entire Mohave Valley and cites concurrence that
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17-021

17-022

17-023

17-024

the Topock Maze should be on the National Register of Historic Places,
the commenter also expresses concern for the integrity of the record, and
lack of access to the Topock Maze because it is sacred to Native
Americans.

The commenter is referred to response to comment 14-003, 17-009, and
17-013.

The commenter states that the FMIT will be compensated with land that
includes a portion of the National Old Trails Highways and/or Route 66
when the Project is completed, and objects due to the loss of access for
the public.

Under a settlement agreement for the 2011 Groundwater FEIR, the FMIT
received a plot of land as shown on Figure 3-2 of the Draft SEIR. This
land was previously owned by the Metropolitan Water District and then
PG&E, and was under private ownership prior to transfer to the FMIT.
As such, it was not part of the public lands system and permission from
previous landowners would have been required to access this land in the
past, as will be the case in the future. Further, the portion of National Old
Trails Highways and/or Route 66 located on FMIT land is largely not
passable to vehicles and not intended for public use. While these portions
of National Old Trails Highways and/or Route 66 that will remain under
private ownership, there are portions of alignment that currently overlay
access roads associated with the Project, namely the access road just east
of the IM-3 Facility extending west to Park Moabi Road. These portions
of National Old Trails Highways and/or Route 66 will maintain open to
the public.

The commenter restates conclusions reached in the Draft SEIR.

DTSC appreciates the commenter’s review of the voluminous document,
and continued involvement. The comment is noted for the record.

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR is obligated to use non-
destructive empirical testing in describing the environmental setting,
particularly for cultural resource CA-SBR-219.

Please see Response to Comment 17-013 for a discussion of the
significance of the Topock Maze and DTSC’s obligations under CEQA.

The commenter restates treatment technologies and processes associated
with the proposed Project and asks what the likelihood is that the remedy
will work and not fail.

Based on a Final Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study, DTSC
selected Alternative E — In Situ with Freshwater Flushing pursuant to
applicable laws, guidelines, and regulations. There is no technical
evidence that the selected remedy would fail. However, DTSC has
included the Future Activity Allowance (see pages 3-11 to 3-12 for a
description) to account for any unanticipated variations in the conditions
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17-025

encountered and the plume response which may require additional
infrastructure that would achieve remediation. In addition, PG&E
conducted a Failure Mode Effect Analysis, provided in the Appendix
BOD to the SEIR (see Sub Appendix L, Volume 3, Contingency Plan).
The analysis is a process to identify possible failure scenarios that could
cause the groundwater remedy to not perform as expected. The result of
the failure analysis identified contingency measures that are included in
the Final Remedy Design to return the groundwater remedy to acceptable
operation.

In questioning after the public meeting held in Needles, the DTSC
project manager indicated that the flushing system has the downside of
using clean water, which would be mixed with and would dilute the foul
water. The water extracted from wells could also draw up surrounding
river water, which the commenter states is a concern. The commenter
questions what right DTSC has to use Colorado River water available to
operate the program.

As discussed in Chapter 4.9, “Water Supply,” PG&E has water
entitlements under a subcontract with the City of Needles, which entitles
PG&E to 422 acre-feet per annum (afa) of consumptive use. The points
of diversion under the subcontract may be anywhere in the general
vicinity of the Station property, including the Colorado River, and are
not restricted to a location on the PG&E-owned property itself. PG&E’s
actual annual consumptive use through 2011 was less than the full
entitlement and varies each year, ranging from roughly 70 to 100 afa
with a maximum usage of 110 afa. However, as described in Section
3.6.1.3, “Freshwater Injection Wells,” in the Project Description, it
should be noted that the water extracted from the wells along the
Colorado River would be injected into the aquifer in the Freshwater
Injection Wells just west of the western upgradient edge of the
contaminant plume. The water would drive the contaminated
groundwater through the treatment zone and back toward the extraction
wells along the Colorado River. Thus, river water that gets extracted
along with the groundwater would be returned to the environment and
upon completion of treatment operations, would be left in the aquifer to
eventually flow back to the river.

The commenter also questions what certainty there is that the
contaminated water will not flow by and pass the draw area on route to
the river. The extraction and injection rates at the injection and extraction
wells along the National Trails Highway can be adjusted in response to
the concentrations detected at downgradient (dose response) wells.
Further east, the River Bank Extraction Wells are located closer to the
Colorado River and can be used to capture Cr(VI) and/or treatment
byproducts for further control. The decision logic and operational
framework for the Inner Recirculation Loop is found in Figure 2.2-4 of
Appendix L, “Operation and Maintenance Manual,” in the SEIR
Appendix BOD. Should contaminants be detected beyond anticipated
locations, then the groundwater remedy would be modified using a
number of options that could include changing extraction and injection
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well rates, modifying the type or quantity of reductant injected into the
aquifer, and adding additional extraction wells to the remedy.

The commenter restates concepts from the Project, that fresh water
would be hauled in from an arsenic-laced source on the Arizona side of
the adjacent river, and questions where the arsenic will be disposed of.
The naturally occurring arsenic in the Arizona freshwater sources will be
routinely sampled. Furthermore, there are specific conditions
recommended by the California State Water Resources Board to analyze
whether arsenic concentrations at the injection sites are high enough to
require treatment, as discussed in Chapter 4.6, “Hydrology and Water
Quality,” Impact HYDRO-5a. If needed, the treatment system that would
be used to treat arsenic in freshwater is the Contingent Freshwater Pre-
Injection Treatment System described in Section 3.6.1.7 of the Project
Description and Appendix M of the Final Remedy Design [included as
Appendix BOD to this SEIR]. The freshwater would be pumped to a
holding tank within the Station, injected with hypochlorite for arsenic
oxidation and acid to reduce pH to 6.5 to improve arsenic removal, then
pumped through a solids-filtration process, then through a treatment
media vessel, and ultimately the treated water would be pumped to a
treated-water storage tank. The arsenic would be absorbed into the
treatment media. Periodically, the spent media will be removed from
each treatment media vessel and sent to a landfill. However, based on the
groundwater fate and transport modeling conducted by PG&E and
reviewed by the Agencies and consultants for the Tribes, it is anticipated
that the naturally occurring arsenic in the freshwater would be adsorbed
into the natural soil matrix at the injection area and that the arsenic
concentration at the point of injection would return to its current
background level and will not exceed the water quality objective as
stated in Section 3.6.1.7 of the SEIR.

The commenter questions what the environmental consequence is of
truck delivery of the water from Arizona that includes elevated levels of
arsenic. As described in Section 3.6.1.7 of the Project Description, the
water will be delivered by pipelines constructed from the well head to the
treatment system. Trucks will not be used to deliver the freshwater from
Arizona.

The commenter expresses support for DTSC’s efforts to clean up the
groundwater contamination plume, and asks what the contingency is if
the current remediation efforts do not work.

The commenter is referred to response to comment [7-024 for a response
to the remedy failure concern.
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