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This chapter includes the letter of receipt from the State Clearinghouse; a list of the agencies,
organizations and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR (Table 2-1); and the actual comment
letters submitted. The comment letters have been numbered as shown in Table 2-1 and include
letters, emails, comment cards, presentations, and relevant portions of the transcript from the
September 12, 2012, Water Board meeting. The individual comments within each letter have been
numbered in the margin. There is a response for each comment in Chapter 3, Responses to
Comments. The location of the responses for each letter is indicated in Table 2-1.
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Comments Received on the Draft EIR

Table 2-1. List of Commenters and Location of Responses
Letter
#

Commenter

Agencies
0
California Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse (SCH)
1
California Department of Fish and Game 1 (CDFG)
2
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
3
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD)

Organizations and Individuals
4A
Banks, Daron et al (Banks et al)
4B
Banks, Daron (Banks D)
4B
Banks, Daron (Banks D)
5
Burns, Floyd (Burns)
6A
Community Advisory Committee Independent Review Panel (CAC-IRP)
6B
Community Advisory Committee Independent Review Panel (CAC-IRP)
7A
Cheney, David (Cheney D)
7B
Cheney, David (Cheney D)
7C
Cheney, David (Cheney D)
8
Cheney, Teri (Cheney T)
9
Coffey, John (Coffey)
10
Diaz, Norm (Diaz)
11
Dodd, James (Dodd)
12A
Duitsman, Edward (Duitsman E)
12B
Duitsman, Edward (Duitsman E)
12C
Duitsman, Edward (Duitsman E)
12D
Duitsman, Edward (Duitsman E)
12E
Duitsman, Edward (Duitsman E)
13
Duitsman, John (Duitsman J)
14
Duitsman, Martha (Duitsman M)
15
Fletcher, Alan (Fletcher)
16
Griep, Larry (Griep)
17
Haefele, Ron (Haefele)
18
Halstead, Aquilla (Halstead A)
19
Halstead, Gary (Halstead G)
20A
Harper, Penny (Harper)
20B
Harper, Penny (Harper)
21
Hendrickson, Dan and Lloyd, Peter (Hendrickson-Lloyd)

Location of
Responses in
Chapter 3 (Page #)
N/A
3-40
3-43
3-45
3-46
3-46
3-46
3-49
3-49
3-50
3-72
3-75
3-77
3-77
3-79
3-82
3-83
3-84
3-84
3-85
3-86
3-86
3-86
3-87
3-88
3-88
3-89
3-91
3-92
3-92
3-93
3-94

1

Effective January 1, 2013, the California Department of Fish and Game changed its name to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife. For purposes of this Final EIR, the agency will continue to be referenced as the
California Department of Fish and Game for continuity.
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Letter
#
22A
22B
22C
23A
23B
24
25
26A
26B
27A
27B
27C
28A
28B
28C
29
30
31
32A
32B
33
34
35
36
37A
37B
38
39
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Commenter
Hendrickson, Dan (Hendrickson)
Hendrickson, Dan (Hendrickson)
Hendrickson, Dan (Hendrickson)
Hernandez, Evelio (Hernandez)
Hernandez, Evelio (Hernandez)
Kegyulics, Aniko (Kegyulics)
Lloyd, Peter (Lloyd)
Monk, Wanda(Monk)
Monk, Wanda (Monk)
Morris, Robert (Morris R)
Morris, Robert (Morris R)
Morris, Bobby (Morris R)
Morris, Robert and Karla (Morris R-K)
Morris, Robert and Karla (Morris R-K)
Morris, Robert and Karla (Morris R-K)
Norman, Al and Janet (Norman)
Pacific Gas & Electric, Kevin Sullivan (PG&E)
Pitts, Loren (Pitts)
Quass, Jonathan (Quass)
Quass, John (Quass)
Shirkey, Betsy (Shirkey)
Turner, John (Turner)
Walker, Roberta (Walker)
Webster, Ian (Webster)
White, Lester (White)
White, Lester (White)
Anonymous (Anonymous)
Anonymous (Anonymous)
Questionnaires
Surveys

Location of
Responses in
Chapter 3 (Page #)
3-98
3-98
3-99
3-99
3-101
3-104
3-104
3-105
3-106
3-107
3-107
3-108
3-109
3-111
3-112
3-113
3-113
3-146
3-147
3-149
3-149
3-150
3-151
3-151
3-153
3-154
3-155
3-155
3-157
3-158

N/A = Not Applicable. The letter of receipt from the State Clearinghouse does not require a response.
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#4C
Daron Banks
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. BANKS: Mr. Chair, thank you. My name is Daron Banks, D-a-r-o-n B-a-n-k-s. Before I read my
statement, I wanted to talk a little bit about the EIR. I like the fact that it's -- as Ian stated -- a living,
breathing document, that it can be changed as it goes along because the fact that remains is that we
have no idea where the plume is. We have no idea. So we do know -- or at least according to Project
Navigator that told me that, you know, according to PG&E's research that the plume was moved up to
like -- what is it -- three miles per day -- no, three feet per day. I'm sorry. And so 50 years, three feet
per day -- who knows. The board is really -- I know that they tried to -- to order PG&E, but PG&E always
seems to have one step up on you. Three “A” is a perfect example. With that order -- or we would have
had the ability to determine what is PG&E's and what is not. And there is technology done by the USGS
and Mr. Izbicki and his colleagues that can determine whether or not the chromium 6 is PG&E's or if it's
natural. It's appropriate that that be determined. How can you start a remediation or a cleanup when
you have no idea of the extent of the cleanup? So I understand that the EIR needs to go through, but we
still have to find out where our mess is before we can start the cleanup. So that should be our number
one priority.

4C-1

4C-2

4C-3

And then, you know, their injections and things that they're doing -- we have no baseline. I don't want
PG&E to come back ten years from now and all of a sudden we have exploded arsenic or manganese or
uranium and them be able to say "There's no proof that that's ours" just as they stated 50 years ago or
whatever. "That's not ours." That's what they'll do if you allow them to do it. So we need to get a
baseline and we need someone other than PG&E to determine that baseline.

4C-4

We need to find out -- we know that their in-situ process increases the manganese by the well testing of
99,000 parts per billion from near their in-situ sites. So, you know, whatever they're doing to us, they're
putting us in a petri dish and they're using us as test subjects and it's under the oversight of you people.
So please, we need somebody with experience that can come in and at the very least oversee what's
going on.

4C-5

The CAC has become something completely opposite of what this board's original intentions were. With
that said, my first request is can this board publically ask Project Navigator what PG&E is paying them
for their three-month contract and who do they negotiate the contract details with? Is it PG&E?
Second, can this board publically ask one of the CAC members -- preferably not a co-chair member – if
PG&E has come uninvited to their non-public meetings?
Third, the board -- and specifically, Dr. Horne -- asked Project Navigator -- needs to ask Project Navigator
why when they were clearly told by Dr. Horne to provide an independent facilitator for the CAC
meetings, why has that not happened? Due to clear PG&E influence and intimidation, the CAC has
become another vehicle for PG&E to inject their -- their will onto the community of Hinkley. So I would
like to ask at this time that the Water Board staff can come once a month to facilitate our community
advisory meetings without PG&E as board members or facilitators. PG&E can be present to answer

4C-6

questions, but have no authority or influence over the CAC or Project Navigator which was the intended
purpose of the CAC. All issues before the CAC should be public knowledge and the board should oversee
the process. I know that you can't oversee the process of the contract, but the CAC members are
supposed to determine the -- the issues of the contract -- or at this time, Project Navigator's hands are
tied to PG&E's belief on what their job is. Simple things like they're not permitted to do independent
testing. PG&E doesn't allow that. If there are -- our expert advisor -- and they're not able to reaffirm or
decide what is fact or fiction because every data that they use is what PG&E chooses to give them. It's
eschewed as anything else that they've done.

4C-6
cont'd

Also, their contract -- they gave them another three-month contract. He worked a time period without
contract, was compensated for that and then signed another three-month contract. On a contract that
went three months, Project Navigator, I believe, can't do their job properly and independent without
possible influence from PG&E. They can't do their job correctly. So their -- their contract needs to be a
year which was the insinuation of what it was supposed to be after the first three months.
My second issue according to Project Navigator's PG&E research shows that the plume, like I said,
moves as three feet per day. At that rate over 50 years, the actual plume boundary could be further
than anyone realized. We know that the well tests as far as Harper Lake have come in at 10 parts per
billion. It's time to properly define the plume. PG&E's baby-step progress that they proposed in
defining the plume is just too slow. Thinking is just not -- it's just not big enough. They're not thinking
big enough. So you need to bring in someone else to define the plume.
Also, it's appropriate to order duplicate samplings of well testing in order to verify results. It's okay for
this board to ask for help. For several reasons like budget issues and lack of resources, PG&E seems to
be one step ahead of this board. So I request that you negotiate with PG&E to bring in USGS. I have
talked to members of the USGS and they assure me that they are prepared and are capable of
accurately defining the plume and can determine the chromium 6 origin. They can also evaluate PG&E's
cleanup to ensure that we're not having to deal with the bigger issue with all of your other stuff going
on. As it's explained to me, they're pumping all this stuff and we're getting oxygen-starved water that
chemically can change the makeup of the plume which can increase the uranium and other issues.
And these are all problems brought on by PG&E. So please, act on these motions. Don't wait. Thank you
very much.

4C-7

4C-8

#5
Floyd Burns
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. BURNS: My name is Floyd Burns, F-l-o-y-d B-u-r-n-s. I won't take up much of your time. It's getting
kind of late. A few years -- a few months ago I was way over in Central China about as far away from
Hinkley as you can get. And people over there know all about Hinkley. This world (sic) is known around
the world, not just here in Barstow. It's everywhere. You got people -THE REPORTER: Sir, can you speak up a little?
THE WITNESS: Okay.
THE REPORTER: Thank you.
THE WITNESS: If you mentioned Erin Brockovich, then they know all about Hinkley. But anyway, this -Hinkley will go down in history as a disaster. PG&E has wrecked and killed -- the company has killed
many, many people. Nobody was ever prosecuted for this. If anybody has a right to hate that company - I do. I won't go into that, but I do. But I do not -- I don't hate the company. I kind of feel sorry for
them. The tragedy -- worst tragedy that ever happened to the United States happened in West Virginia,
1930. Union Carbide built a three-mile tunnel called the Hawk's Nest project. They would not allow the
miners to use water in their drilling because they had to make that 22 feet a day. They killed over 700
miners. Nobody was ever prosecuted for that. Later on, the same company went to India in 1985 and
they killed there 30,000 people. 1985. Same company. Nobody was ever prosecuted. The thing is that
when you make decisions, think of all the people -- think of the people who died here in Hinkley, who
moved away from Hinkley or died of cancer. No one really knows what happened to them. So think of
that. Think of those people when you make your decisions. Thank you very much.
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#6A

Brief Initial Comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Early Review Comments and Perspectives from the Independent Review
Panel (IRP) Manager Working for the Hinkley CAC…1.

Hinkley Groundwater Cleanup Program

The CAC Thanks the Water Board for the Issuing
the EIR

Prepared for

Presentation to Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

The 1,000-Page Document is Long-Awaited

6A-1

The CAC Fully Understands the Critical-Path
Significance of the EIR on the Road to Final
Remedy Selection and the Final Cleanup CAO…

Prepared by

Dr. Ian A. Webster, Project Navigator, Ltd.
In the Role of Hinkley CAC IRP Manager
September 12, 2012
Barstow, CA
www.HinkleyGroundwater.com
www.ProjectNavigator.com
Project Navigator, Ltd. www.projectnavigator.com

…and Full Scale, Final Remedy Operations
2

Early Review Comments and Perspectives from the Independent Review
Panel (IRP) Manager Working for the Hinkley CAC…2.

CAC Ongoing Discussions Regarding the EIR, and
IRP Manager Review and Perspectives

The Process to Finalize the EIR, Should Take Into
Consideration the Community’s Grand Objectives

6A-3
6A-4
3

Optimum Remedy
Selection Target.
8 to 12 Ag-Treatment
Units Balances
Remedy Speed Vs
Need for Minimal
Impacts

Time for Cr6 Treatment

“Clean water as soon as possible”
To Homes and in the Aquifer(s)
The CAC’s Push for “Progress” Can be Achieved via a Flexible EIR
Approval of an EIR, now, makes progress possible even though the
final clean up methodology and goals for Cr6 are not yet established
A Flexible EIR allows permits to be issued and a final, performance
based, CAO issued
Path-Forward Recommendations
CAC endorses a Flexible WB Enforcement Approach using EIR
Amendments and CAO Amendments
This Approach Appears to be Consistent with PG&E’s Stated
Remedy Implementation “Adaptive Management Approach”

6

Environmental Impacts

6A-2

6A-5

10
24
Number of Agricultural Cr6 Treatment Units
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#6B
Managing Strategies into Tactical Action

One Pointe Drive
Suite 320
Brea, CA 92821

714.388.1800 tel
714.388.1839 fax
www.projectnavigator.com

November 5, 2012
Anne Holden
Lahontan Water Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150.
aholden@waterboards.ca.gov

Subject: Comments on the Draft Hinkley Groundwater Remediation EIR
(dated August 2012). Submitted by the Hinkley Community Advisory
Committee (CAC) and the Independent Review Panel (IRP) Manager

Dear Anne:
The Hinkley Community Advisory Community (CAC) thanks the Lahontan Water
Board for managing the formulation of the above Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) and issuing the document for public comment in August, 2012. The
process and debate towards its final adoption is an important and necessary
milestone in the overall pathway towards an eventual cleanup of the Cr-6
impacted groundwaters in Hinkley, California. We also thank the Water Board for
the numerous briefings you have prepared for the Hinkley Community during the
past month describing the document, as well as extending the comment period.
The extra time has allowed for improved CAC/Community understanding and
improved comments.

6B-1

In general, in the Independent Review Panel (IRP) Manager’s opinion, the overall
project requires a comprehensive, but simultaneously flexible EIR (which could
be modified, revised and amended in the future, as appropriate, as new, EIRrelevant data comes to light). The current draft EIR provides an excellent
framework, and is a high quality document.

6B-2

The IRP Manager hopes that the Water Board will address the detailed
comments supplied by our EIR review consultant, Environmental Audit, Inc., and
use the comments, as appropriate, as the document is further discussed in the
months ahead. In the IRP Manager’s opinion, the document, as written, does
provide a broad framework for documenting and starting to understand the
effects of the proposed Hinkley groundwater remedies on the environment. In
one major aspect, though, further work does seem required in the issue of
secondary chemicals generation within the In Situ Reactive Zone (IRZ) and this
particular topic is of such major concern to the CAC, that they wish to go on
record, via these comments, of requesting that the EIR process be “suspended,”
and the IRZ systems “shut down” until more information is gathered.
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#6B
Managing Strategies into Tactical Action

RE: CAC and IRP Manager Comments to the Draft EIR
Hinkley Groundwater Remediation Program

The IRP Manager has had lengthy discussions with the CAC on this matter, and
also is proposing that some major technical exchange sessions should occur,
wherein all relevant data, and conversely data gaps, are reviewed.

6B-5

Our comments are provided via three main Attachments to this cover letter,
namely:
1. Detailed EIR document review comments prepared by the EIR specialist
firm, Environmental Audit, Inc. of Placentia, CA. (www.envaudit.com).

6B-6

2. Comments by the IRP Manager specific to the In situ Reactive Zone
(IRZ) and the present generation of secondary chemicals, and
3. Data collected by CAC Member Mr. Nick Grill for manganese in the
vicinity of the IRZ.
More detailed discussions on each of these topics now follows:
1. General Comments on the EIR Prepared by Environmental Audit, Inc.
Environmental Audit, Inc. (EAI) was retained by the IRP Manager on behalf of the
CAC to review the EIR. Their retention by the IRP Manager was made possible
via the guidelines established in the Hinkley CAC’s Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) between the CAC and PG&E. This allows for specialty expertise to be
retained by the IRP Manager to assist the CAC, when deemed necessary and
appropriate.

6B-7

EAI’s comprehensive comments are provided in Attachment A. In particular, the
CAC and IRP Manager wish to highlight the following EAI comments:
a. The Environmental Impacts of Remediation Activities in the IRZ
Have not been Fully Evaluated. Namely, the draft EIR only
addresses the impacts associated with Cr6 contamination and
cleanup. Secondary, IRZ-produced, chemicals of concern, such as
manganese and arsenic require further evaluation. More on this topic
is discussed by the IRP Manager in the following Section 2.

6B-8

b. Comprehensiveness of Health Risk Assessment (HRA). The EIR
contains a HRA for diesel truck emissions and above ground
construction activities related to the implementation and operations of
a remedy. Related to the above comment (1.a.), no HRA
computations were performed for other potential exposure pathways,
such as those created by secondary chemicals.

6B-9

c. The Relative Phasing of the EIR and the Pending Background
Study Needs to be Thought Through. The new planned background
study, which is at a work plan review status by the Water Board, will
generate information on naturally occurring Cr6 background levels
that will ultimately be used in establishing project cleanup goals. EAI’s
review points out the dilemma as to which document should be
completed first, strongly suggesting that background Cr6 numbers are

6B-10
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RE: CAC and IRP Manager Comments to the Draft EIR
Hinkley Groundwater Remediation Program

a precursor to the final grand approval of the EIR. The IRP Manager
strikes more of a middle ground believing that the current, flexible,
document (viewed as an “amendable EIR framework”) can be pushed
to completion, but then subsequently amended, as necessary, when
background Cr6 levels are determined, perhaps more than 2 years
from present.

6B-10
cont'd

2. IRP Manager Comments Specific to the In situ Reactive Zone (IRZ) and
the Present Generation of Secondary Chemicals.
The CAC has also become concerned about how well the operating performance
of the IRZ systems are understood. It has been well documented that the
reductive processes occurring within the IRZ, while immediately conducive to the
reduction of Cr6 to Cr3, also liberate secondary chemicals of concern, most
notably manganese and arsenic. The draft EIR discusses these processes and
relevant data at pages 3.1-31 and onwards. Figure 3.1-9 shows IRZ data for
arsenic, while Fig 3.1-11 shows similar information for manganese. (Both Figures
appear to have been prepared by PG&E and submitted to ICF and the Water
Board for the EIR. Also, the timing of collection of the IRZ’s arsenic and
manganese data displayed in EIR Figures 3.1-9 and 3.1-11, respectively, is
unclear. This is important since the recent As and Mn measurements made by
CAC Member Mr. Nick Grill have been made within the last few months).
At page 3.1-32 of the draft EIR, the following is stated: “….the in situ remediation
of the chromium plume has resulted in temporary and localized increase of
arsenic in parts of the plume area. Based on experience with in-situ remediation,
arsenic (and other byproducts) concentration increases in correlation to the
amount of injected organic carbon, and then decreases in time as the organic
carbon is consumed by microbial action. Arsenic levels in groundwater increase
from less than 1 ppb to 15 ppb in areas up to 500 feet downgradient of the
carbon injection point. Prior studies have indicated that after carbon amendment
ceases, in-situ remedial byproducts declined back toward initial levels within
several months to over a year, as organic carbon levels dropped. Current data
shows arsenic as a by product only within the chromium plume, and not beyond
the plume boundaries.” Later on page 3.1-33 under descriptions of the
manganese and its release phenomenon, a similar statement is made; namely
“Current data shows manganese as by product only within the chromium plume,
and not beyond the plume boundaries.”
It is this last statement which concerns the CAC. Under the leadership of CAC
Member Mr. Nick Grill the CAC has now had the opportunity to review
groundwater samples collected by Mr. Grill from domestic wells to the immediate
west of the IRZ. Also, previously, for use in discussions between the CAC and
PG&E, the IRP Manager prepared a 3D plot of manganese data at the IRZ (see
Figure 1). Subject to the limitations of available PG&E data, the IRP Manager’s
Figure 1 appears to show that the manganese is contained within the IRZ area.
This is in contrast to the new manganese data from Mr. Grill which appears to
show elevated manganese readings outwith and to the west of the IRZ.
The IRP Manager has reviewed Mr. Grill’s findings, and they have also been
discussed at length at CAC Meetings. It this data, to a large extent, which is
3 of 6
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RE: CAC and IRP Manager Comments to the Draft EIR
Hinkley Groundwater Remediation Program

driving the CAC towards their opinion that the IRZ should be “shut down,” until
more comprehensive sampling occurs, and the IRZ processes and PG&E’s
believed “containment” is better understood.
From an IRP Manager’s perspective, taken at face value, and with no knowledge
about the accuracy of the sampling exercise, Mr. Grill’s highest magnitude data
points (provided in Figure 2) display as the two (red colored) western data points
in Figure 1. Such observations, implying a release of manganese beyond the
bounds of the IRZ and the Cr6 plume boundary (also supported by anecdotal
comments made by other community members at the CAC monthly meetings)
causes the CAC to ask the IRP Manager to raise this issue in this EIR comments
package. In addition, the IRP Manager has overlain the IRZ manganese Figure
from the EIR over the aforementioned 3D data display, and the result is shown in
Figure 3. The EIR claims that “based on available data,” there appears to be no
release of Mn to the west. (Draft EIR, p.3.1-33). It should be noted, however, that
EIR Figure 3.1-11 does not show any information being collected to the west side
of the plume. Mr. Grill’s data appears to be one of the first manganese sampling
efforts in this area. During August 2012, the Water Board also sampled some
domestic wells in this area (see Figure 2), but measured manganese
concentrations two to three orders of magnitude less than Mr. Grill’s
measurements.

6B-11
cont'd

Despite the variation in manganese readings to date at domestic wells to the
west of the IRZ, the CAC has asked the IRP Manager to express their concern
about the ability of the IRZ to contain generated chemicals.
The CAC met on November 1, 2012 to discuss the EIR, the IRZ, and what
comments should be submitted specific to the above issue. After significant
discussion, which involved the IRP Manager, the IRP Manager was directed to
specifically comment as follows regarding the IRZ, and its ongoing operations
relevant to the EIR. The CAC believes that too little is understood about
secondary by-product generation in the form of arsenic and manganese,
and that until a better understanding of the systems operations is gained,
the IRZ should be “switched off.” “Switching off” could also entail simply
eliminating the present injection of ethanol, while at the same time attempting to
use the current IRZ system for some form of hydraulic control.

6B-12

In his role of providing candid technical advice, the IRP Manager has discussed
with the CAC some of the ramifications of this action. These included eliminating
the sole mechanism at the Cr6 plume hot spot location for treating Cr6, which
could lead to downgradient releases of Cr6, and thereby possible impacts on
plume shape and size.
The IRP Manager also discussed with the CAC a variety of other approaches
which could be considered to address the manganese and arsenic issues. They
include the following, and the IRP Manager offers these ideas to the Water Board
for deliberation and discussion:
1. Consider the installation of additional new monitoring wells adjacent to
the IRZ area to definitively prove and monitor containment. This could
4 of 6
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RE: CAC and IRP Manager Comments to the Draft EIR
Hinkley Groundwater Remediation Program

be accomplished as part of the pending new groundwater monitoring
Order.

6B-13
cont'd

2. Evaluate if there is an improved (lower, most likely) optimal dosing of the
carbon source which would still treat Cr6, but minimize by-product
formation. Consider an optimization program for the in situ reaction zone.
PG&E may have already performed such work as they arrived at ethanol
as the carbon source. Past work on the IRZ and its predicted
performance should be dusted off and reviewed versus actual operating
performance.

6B-14

3. Better quantify the actual quantities of arsenic and manganese being
generated relative to Cr6 being treated, and thereby assess from a risk
mitigation and health risk evaluation perspective what is the appropriate
decision-making regarding the IRZ (related to 1.b., above), and finally
most importantly,

6B-15

4. Immediately convene technical exchange meetings on the above, prior
to any actions being taken, so that the right decisions can be made for
the Hinkley Community as a whole. Viz: the need to balance the
perceived risks of temporarily generated, and possibly contained (but
not yet definitively proven in the minds of the CAC) manganese and
arsenic Vs the upsides of in situ Cr6 plume hot spot treatment, which in
the long-term appears to be the most expeditious way to remediate the
entire plume to background levels.

6B-16

Manganese Data Collected by Mr. Nick Grill to the West of the IRZ
The manganese monitoring data collected by Mr. Nick Grill is provided in
Attachment B. This is the data which is shown in Figure 2, and is plotted in
Figure 1. (Figure 2 also lists Water Board collected data. The Water Board
measurements are significantly less than those made by Mr. Grill).
The CAC and the IRP Manager thank you for the opportunity to submit these
comments on the draft EIR. Obviously the issue which is most pressing on the
CAC’s agenda pertaining to the completeness of the EIR, is the IRZ and its
associated generation of secondary chemicals. We hope that that the Water
Board can meet with the CAC soon, and involve PG&E, to immediately devise
solutions and action items regarding the IRZ.
Please feel free to contact any CAC Member or me at 714-863-0483 or at
iwebster@projectnavigator.com.
Respectfully submitted,

Ian A. Webster, Sc.D.
IRP Manager
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Attachment A: Comments on the Draft EIR by Environmental Audit, Inc.
Attachment B: Domestic Well Manganese Measurements made by CAC
Member Mr. Nick Grill
Figure 1: IRP Manager’s 3D data display for Manganese at the IRZ. Monitoring
data was supplied by PG&E. Data supplied by Mr. Nick Grill has been added.
Figure 2: Manganese monitoring data collected and provided by Mr. Nick Grill.
Figure 3: IRP Manager’s 3D display for Manganese at the IRZ overlain with
similar Manganese data displayed in a Figure from the Draft EIR.
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ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT, INC. ®
1000-A Ortega Way, Placentia, CA 92870-7162
714/632-8521 FAX: 714/632-6754

Attachment A
with comments

33rd ANNIVERSARY
email:dbright@envaudit.com

November 5, 2012
Project No. 2800
Ian Webster
Project Navigator
One Pointe Dr., Suite 320
Brea, California 92821
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Comprehensive Groundwater
Cleanup Strategy for Historical Chromium Discharges from PG&E’s Hinkley
Compressor Station
Dear Mr. Webster:
Environmental Audit, Inc. (www.envaudit.com) was retained by Project Navigator, Ltd., in its role of
Hinkley Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Independent Review Panel (IRP) Manager to assist the
CAC review and comment on the above document. We have met with both the CAC and the IRP
Manager in conjunction with our review of the document. We also attended a Water Board Public
briefing on the EIR held in Hinkley on October 16, 2012, and participated in the regularly scheduled CAC
Monthly Community Meeting held on October 25, 2012.

6B-18

Environmental Audit, Inc. offers the following comments on the draft EIR:
1. Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS)
•

The NOP, issued November 24, 2010, refers to the preparation of a Subsequent EIR. Sometime
after the release of the NOP, a decision was made to change the document from a Subsequent
EIR to a stand‐alone EIR. The reason for this change was not discussed in in the Draft EIR. An
explanation should be provided as to the reasons for the change in approach relative to CEQA
compliance.

6B-19

2. Project Description
•

The term “background level” refers to the water quality that existed before the discharge. The
studies conducted to determine background levels were conducted after the PG&E release.
Therefore, the accuracy of the background contaminant concentrations used in the EIR is
questionable. The Water Board is requiring that PG&E conduct a new background study. We
recommend that PG&E and the Water Board agree on a compliance schedule for completing the
background study, as its results are important to the groundwater remediation efforts. It is
difficult to determine appropriate clean‐up methods, requirements, and related environmental
impacts when the ultimate goal (background concentrations) is in a state of flux. The EIR’s
environmental setting and potential environmental impacts may need to be updated when the
results of the new background study is completed. The background study is not an activity that
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requires CEQA compliance, so PG&E should be required to implement the study as soon as
possible (and not wait for a new Clean up and Abatement Order (CAO)).
The Draft EIR only addresses the impacts associated with Cr(VI) contamination and cleanup. The
impacts associated with cleanup of other contaminants in the aquifer (e.g. manganese, iron,
arsenic and uranium) are not evaluated in the EIR. Therefore, by definition, the environmental
impacts of remediation activities (both the interim actions and long‐term) have not been fully
evaluated and disclosed.
Instead of describing a proposed project, the Draft EIR evaluates 6 alternatives. It thereby
maintains project “flexibility,” and delivers a comprehensive platform for EIR decision‐making.
However, the EIR needs to define the “CEQA Project.”
Page 2‐6 Section 2.5.1. Affected wells "are those that do not meet federal, state, and local
drinking water standards." Where no federal, state, or local standard yet exists, as is the case
for Cr(VI), public health based goals (PHG) are appropriate to employ in “affected wells decision‐
making.” The PHG for Cr(VI) is 0.02 ppb, but current technology does not allow for detection of
Cr(VI) at 0.02 ppb, i.e., 0.06 ppb is the current laboratory detection limit for Cr(VI). Therefore,
“affected wells” are those that contain a Cr(VI) concentrations equal to or greater than 0.06
ppb. The relationship between affected wells and background concentrations is unclear.
Figures ES‐2 and 2‐2b. The figures summarize data from 4th Quarter 2011 sampling results. No
information was provided to explain how the plume labeled as “approximate” 3.1 ppb level was
determined in the northern portion of the plume. Sampling data are not available in this
portion of the plume, so the method used to define the plume should be provided.
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3. Water Resources and Water Quality
•
•
•

•

•

Page 3.1‐8. The term acre‐feet should also be defined in terms of gallons as the general public is
more familiar with gallons as a form of measurement.
The EIR does not provide a definition for “water supply well.”
The EIR should quantify whether or not groundwater with elevated Cr(III) or Cr(VI) or other by‐
product concentrations are being used for showering, washing dishes, landscape watering, etc.
The EIR should have included a health risk assessment that evaluates these potential exposure
pathways. Page 3.1‐16, second to last paragraph. The term “SCRIA project” should be defined.
Page 3.1‐13, fourth bullet, indicates that where cleanup to background is infeasible, cleanup
standards will be set at the lowest concentrations for the individual pollutant that, among other
things, consider cumulative risks taking into account different routes of exposure and other
pollutants. Considering that contaminated groundwater has been a long‐term problem in
Hinkley, a discussion of health risks associated with Cr(VI) and other remediation by‐products
should have been included in the EIR. (The only HRA in the EIR was prepared for diesel truck
emissions and ex‐situ construction).
Page 3.1‐28, third paragraph. This paragraph indicates that PG&E submitted a Proposed Work
Plan for Evaluation of Background Chromium in the Upper Aquifer of the Hinkley Valley, which
proposes additional data to expand on the 2007 Background Study Report. The paragraph
further indicates that the Water Board Staff is reviewing the proposed background study and
considering the need for peer and/or expert review, so any new study will yield a valid, credible
and defensible result. The results of the new background study should be incorporated into the
Final EIR and the Final EIR should be revised and updated to reflect the latest data and
information, as well as updating any environmental impact analysis.
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Page 3.1‐33, second complete paragraph, states that current data shows manganese as a by‐
product only within the chromium plume and not beyond the plume boundaries. Please provide
a reference for these comments. It is not clear from the data provided if samples were taken
outside of the chromium plume area to verify that no elevated concentrations of manganese
exist outside of the chromium plume area.
Figure 3.1‐12. The units on the figure (e.g., 8 ft/yr) appear to be incorrect as water is measured
in volume.
Page 3.1‐38, under In‐Situ Treatment Experience to Date, first bullet point. The document
should explain why ethanol is now favored for in‐situ treatment. Also, 95% ethanol is used for
in‐situ treatment – what component makes up the other 5%? The water quality impacts of this
chemical should also be addressed, as the total amount injected over the period of all
remediation activities will be substantial. Also at the last bullet point in the same paragraph, a
reference or data should be provided to support the statement that “The secondary byproducts
also tend to reduce over time and distance from the reducing zone when exposed to oxidizing
conditions in non‐treated groundwater.”
As indicated in the EIR (Section 3.1.7 Significance Criteria) for Cr(VI), page 3.1‐46, if and when an
MCL is established for Cr(VI), it may not matter, because PG&E is required to cleanup Cr(VI) to
background conditions, i.e., defined as 3.1 ppb Cr(VI), at this time. If the MCL for Cr(VI) is set at
a concentration lower than the current background level, it suggests that the project will not
require cleanup of the impacted groundwater to concentrations that are acceptable for human
consumption. If, however, an MCL is established that is higher than the current background
concentration, then there is no issue. PG&E is required to provide replacement water for any
water supply well with a Cr(VI) concentration equal to or greater than 0.06 ppb (Section 2.5.1).
However, when and if an MCL is established, the MCL will become the criterion. If an MCL is set
below the background level, Cr(VI) will not be remediated to the MCL.
Significance Criteria, pages 3.1‐46 through 3.1‐49. For remediation byproducts, different
significance criteria and boundaries are used as compared to the chromium contamination.
Impacts are considered significant when remedial actions cause an increase in concentrations of
total chromium within a water supply well within 1 mile of the defined chromium plume. Yet
impacts for byproducts are considered significant when remedial actions cause an increase in
concentration of byproducts within one‐half mile upgradient or one quarter mile cross gradient
of a water supply well. It is recommended that the significance criteria for byproduct
contamination should be further discussed and made consistent with chromium contamination
(1 mile).
Page 3.1‐70, Alternative 4C‐2. The EIR indicates that plume bulging can occur but will be
mitigated as necessary. We recommend that further discussion be included to justify that the
mitigation measures provided to minimize plume bulging are, in fact, adequate to control and
monitor this impact. Mitigation should include monitoring outside the plume to assure that
hydraulic control of the plume has, and will, continue to be maintained.
Page 3.1‐90, WTR‐MM‐2. This mitigation measure should identify timeframes for
implementation, including implementation of the “comprehensive program” to determine
adversely affected wells and implementation of alternative water supplies, if necessary.
Pages 3.1‐92 through 3.1‐94, Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐2a and b, the definition of actually
and potentially affected wells. New wells are currently being installed to define the plume and
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additional wells may be installed as remediation progresses. It is not clear in the EIR how these
mitigation measures apply to new wells where existing background data currently does not
exist. In addition, a portion of these mitigation measures will rely on future water quality
modeling. Also, the potential to employ different models, or updates to existing models, should
also be provided.
Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐2b, Monitoring, page 3.1‐94. This mitigation measure requires
initial monitoring of domestic and agricultural wells within one‐mile downgradient or cross‐
gradient or any proposed in‐situ or agricultural treatment unit. Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐
2b, should also require monitoring for remedial activity byproducts in domestic and agricultural
wells within one mile of any in‐situ or agricultural treatment unit on a twice yearly basis (as
opposed to within one‐half mile down gradient and one quarter‐mile cross gradient). The
chromium plume has expanded, appears to have not been completely defined. This observation,
in part is what is driving numerous Community complaints that the plume may not be confined,
and that by‐products are being detected in wells outside the IRZ. Therefore, mitigation
measures in the EIR must be formulated with the objective of assuring that further degradation
of water quality in wells is prevented.
Page 3.1‐96, Monitoring. PG&E should immediately conduct initial monitoring of groundwater
levels and water quality in more domestic and agricultural wells. At time of writing, we
understand that the Water Board has a draft Amended CAO (No. R6V‐2008‐0002‐A4), which will
require PG&E to submit a new groundwater monitoring work plan which will take into account
domestic well Cr(VI) data in the siting of new groundwater monitoring wells. PG&E should not
have to wait until a new Cleanup and Abatement Order is provided to complete these types of
studies. There are no new environmental impacts associated with monitoring of existing wells.
Delays in implementing effective remediation measures have resulted in expansion of the
chromium plume and any additional delays must be minimized.
Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐3. This measure requires the preparation of a Boundary
Monitoring Plan (BMP) and a Contingency Plan for AUs but provides no information or
requirements on what constitutes a BMP or Contingency Plan. In order to be considered
mitigation, requirements, performance standards, and similar information needs to be provided
to show how the BMP or Contingency Plan would be considered as mitigation.
Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐8. This mitigation measure requires that the treated water be
sampled on an annual basis to demonstrate that the water quality of the source is acceptable
for freshwater injection. We recommend that the water be sampled more frequently because
of the complex groundwater issues involved with the remediation efforts.
Manganese Mitigation Plan. It does not appear that the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the existing Manganese Mitigation Plan have been included in the EIR. We
recommend that the key elements of the mitigation measures in the Manganese Mitigation Plan
should be included in the Mitigation Monitoring Program, and also included in the Cleanup and
Abatement Order to assure that the requirements are ultimately enforceable.
It is possible that increased project groundwater pumping for agricultural treatment may also
result in uranium and other associated radionuclide concentrations in groundwater; but the
potential for this impact to occur is currently not well understood due to limited data. Increased
concentrations of these contaminants could lead to significant health risks due to exposure. We
recommend that these risks should be further discussed in the EIR.
Page 3.1‐98, Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐5. There are no dates or requirements for when the
investigations required under this mitigation measure would occur. There should be a
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discussion added on to include enforceable compliance dates associated with implementation of
the investigation on TDS, uranium, and other radionuclide levels.
4. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
• Ethanol is a flammable material. The EIR indicates that 95% ethanol is used for in‐situ
remediation. The potential hazards associated with ethanol storage, transportation, and use
should be considered in the EIR.
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5. Geology and Soils
•

Page 3.4‐7, Local Geology. The references to the local geology rely on references from PG&E. A
better general reference for existing geology would be data from the U.S. Geological Survey or
California Geologic Survey or other similar type of reference.

6B-50

6. Air Quality
•

•

•

Page 3.5‐37, Mitigation measure AIR‐MM‐3. The mitigation measures should be consistent with
the CARB ACTM for truck idling and idling should be limited to 5 minutes, instead of 3 minutes.
Startup emissions are generally more than idling emissions. Frequent start up and shutdown of
truck engines could actually result in higher emissions as opposed to reduced emissions.
Tables 3.5‐11 and 3.5‐12 on page 3.5‐26. For Alternatives 4C‐3 and 4C‐5 the emissions totals are
underreported when compared to Appendix D. Since Appendix D does not contain Table
numbers or page numbers to easily identify the information, the Tables referenced are
identified by the title of the page and the electronic version page number. The supporting
documentation to the Construction Emissions Summary in Appendix D (electronic page 13)
appears to omit the paving emissions associated with the treatment facility for Alternatives 4C‐3
and 4C‐5. The URBEMIS Construction Emissions Associated with Offroad Equipment and
Fugitive Dust Table in Appendix D (electronic page 20) quantifies paving emissions associated
with the treatment facility as 4.51, 32.65, 16.96, 1.77, and 1.63 pounds per day of ROG, NOx,
CO, PM10, PM2.5, and CO2, respectively, which are not included in the Alternative 4C‐3 and
Alternative 4C‐5 Tables (electronic pages 17 and 19, respectively). The Alternatives Tables for
alternatives are consolidated into the Construction Emission Summary. Consequently, the
Construction Emissions Summary does not include the paving emissions for Alternatives 4C‐3
and 4C‐5, which in turn, is reported in Table 3.5‐11 and 3.5‐12. Therefore, the construction air
quality impacts from these alternatives are understated.
Tables 3.5‐17 and 3.5‐18 on page 3.5‐34. It is unclear in the supporting documentation to the
Construction Emissions Summary in Appendix D (electronic page 13) if the CO2e emissions have
been calculated correctly. No details are presented in Appendix D detailing the CO2e emissions
conversions from pounds per day as reported in the URBEMIS Construction Emissions
Associated with Offroad Equipment and Fugitive Dust Table (electronic page 20) to the No‐
Project and Alternatives Tables (electronic pages 14 through 19). The CO2e emissions are
summarized in the Construction Emissions Summary and in turn reported in Tables 3.5‐17 and
3.5‐18. Therefore, the project impacts on climate change could not be verified.
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It is unclear in the supporting documentation to the Construction Emissions Summary in
Appendix D (electronic page 13) if the omission of the paving emissions that occurred for criteria
pollutant emissions also occurred for CO2e emissions. For Alternatives 4C‐3 and 4C‐5, the
emissions totals may have been underreported when compared to Appendix D.
It is recommended that Table and page numbers be added to the Appendix for easier
referencing.
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7. Noise
•

•

Page 3.6‐8, Existing Noise Levels, 2nd paragraph. The statement is made that the 60 Ldn contour
for SR 58 is about 425 from the road and the 65 Ldn contour is about 200 feet from the road and
references Table 3.6‐9. Table 3.6‐9 indicates that a 60 Ldn contour (28,000 ADT) would be about
790 feet. The calculation of the 60 Ldn and 65 Ldn contours for the SR 58 should be provided.
The proposed project could result in significant construction noise impacts (see Table 3.6‐15,
3.6‐17, 3.6‐19, 3.6‐21, 3.6‐23, and 3.6‐25). As explained below, these noise impacts are
expected to remain significant following mitigation. These noise impacts show noise levels that
exceed County noise ordinance levels (55 dBA daytime) up to 4,456 feet or close to one mile
away. The EIR indicates that Mitigation Measure NOI‐MM‐1 would minimize noise impacts to
less than significant by requiring a Noise/Vibration Control Plan but there is no requirement that
shows how significant noise impacts (up to 93 dBA at 50 feet) would be reduced to 55 dBA.
Some homes are expected to be within 200 feet of construction activities, so construction noise
impacts at these locations would be above 80 dBA. None of the suggested measures can be
expected to reduce noise impacts by 25 dBA. Therefore, it appears that construction noise
impacts will remain significant.
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8. Biological Resources
•

Page 3.7‐47, paragraph. Please identify the Habitat Conservation Program referenced in this
mitigation measure.
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9. Cultural Resources
•

Page 3.8‐27, Mitigation Measures CUL‐MM‐1, first paragraph. Suggest that the cultural
resources surveys be limited to areas proposed for construction activities. The entire project
area, as defined in the project description, includes the chromium plume and the one‐mile area
surrounding the plume. The mitigation should not require cultural resources surveys in areas
where no remediation or construction activities are proposed.
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10. Other CEQA Topics
•

The Cumulative Impact Analysis needs to include past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future projects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130). Therefore, the Analysis should recognize and
discuss all existing and any previous Water Board Orders, and related remediation activities
completed by PG&E in the Hinkley Valley.
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Client Name:Terawatt Construction Inc.
Contact:Nick Grill
Address:P.O. Box 67
Hinkley, CA 92347

Analytical Report:
Project Name:
Project Number:

Page 1 of 3
No Project
--PAID--Cr

Work Order Number:
Report Date:08-Oct-2012

B2I2778
No

Received on Ice (Y/N):

Temp:

24 °C

Attached is the analytical report for the sample(s) received for your project. Below is a list of the individual
sample descriptions with the corresponding laboratory number(s). Also, enclosed is a copy of the Chain of
Custody document (if received with your sample(s)). Please note any unused portion of the sample(s) may be
responsibly discarded after 30 days from the above report date, unless you have requested otherwise.
Thank you for the opportunity to serve your analytical needs. If you have any questions or concerns regarding
this report please contact our client service department.

Sample Identification
Lab Sample #

Client Sample ID

Matrix

Date Sampled

By

Date Submitted

By

B2I2778-01

#1 Flower St.

Water

09/26/12 13:30

Client

09/26/12 15:50

Nick

B2I2778-02

#2 Flower St.

Water

09/26/12 13:30

Client

09/26/12 15:50

Nick

B2I2778-03

21876 Pioneer Rd., Hinkley

Water

09/26/12 13:30

Client

09/26/12 15:50

Nick

mailing
P.O. Box 432
Riverside, CA 92502-0432

location
6100 Quail Valley Court
Riverside, CA 92507-0704

P 951 653 3351
F 951 653 1662
www.babcocklabs.com

NELAP no. 02101CA
CA Elap no. 2698
EPA no. CA00102
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Client Name:Terawatt Construction Inc.
Contact:Nick Grill
Address:P.O. Box 67
Hinkley, CA 92347

Analytical Report:
Project Name:
Project Number:
Work Order Number:

Report Date:08-Oct-2012

Received on Ice (Y/N):
Result

B2I2778-01

RDL

Units

Method

Page 2 of 3
No Project
--PAID--Cr
B2I2778
No

Temp:

24 °C

Analysis Date Analyst

Flag

Sampled: 09/26/12 13:30

#1 Flower St.
Arsenic

6.6

2.0

ug/L

EPA 200.8

10/01/12 23:01

AAV

Manganese

29

20

ug/L

EPA 200.8

10/01/12 23:01

AAV

54

1.0

ug/L

EPA 200.8

10/05/12 11:15

AAV Nconf

1300

40

ug/L

EPA 200.8

10/01/12 23:44

AAV

19

4.0

ug/L

EPA 200.8

10/01/12 23:45

AAV Nconf

5600

250

ug/L

EPA 200.8

10/05/12 13:27

AAV

B2I2778-02

Sampled: 09/26/12 13:30

#2 Flower St.
Arsenic
Manganese

B2I2778-03

Sampled: 09/26/12 13:30

21876 Pioneer Rd., Hinkley
Arsenic
Manganese

mailing
P.O. Box 432
Riverside, CA 92502-0432

location
6100 Quail Valley Court
Riverside, CA 92507-0704

P 951 653 3351
F 951 653 1662
www.babcocklabs.com

NELAP no. 02101CA
CA Elap no. 2698
EPA no. CA00102
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Client Name:Terawatt Construction Inc.
Contact:Nick Grill
Address:P.O. Box 67
Hinkley, CA 92347

Analytical Report:
Project Name:
Project Number:
Work Order Number:

Report Date:08-Oct-2012

Received on Ice (Y/N):

Page 3 of 3
No Project
--PAID--Cr
B2I2778
No

Temp:

24 °C

Notes and Definitions

Nconf

Result(s) confirmed by re-analysis.

ND:
NR:

Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the Method Detection Limit (if MDL is reported), otherwise at or
above the Reportable Detection Limit (RDL)
Not Reported

RDL:

Reportable Detection Limit

MDL:

Method Detection Limit

* / ''' :

NELAP does not offer accreditation for this analyte/method/matrix combination

Approval
Enclosed are the analytical results for the submitted sample(s). Babcock Laboratories certify the data presented as part of
this report meet the minimum quality standards in the referenced analytical methods. Any exceptions have been noted.
Babcock Laboratories and its officers and employees assume no responsibility and make no warranty, express or implied,
for uses or interpretations made by any recipients, intended or unintended, of this report.

cc:

mailing
P.O. Box 432
Riverside, CA 92502-0432

e-Tab_Summary.rpt

location
6100 Quail Valley Court
Riverside, CA 92507-0704

P 951 653 3351
F 951 653 1662
www.babcocklabs.com

NELAP no. 02101CA
CA Elap no. 2698
EPA no. CA00102
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Client Name:Terawatt Construction Inc.
Contact:Nick Grill
Address:P.O. Box 67
Hinkley, CA 92347

Analytical Report:
Project Name:
Project Number:
Work Order Number:

Report Date:08-Oct-2012

mailing
P.O. Box 432
Riverside, CA 92502-0432

Received on Ice (Y/N):

location
6100 Quail Valley Court
Riverside, CA 92507-0704

P 951 653 3351
F 951 653 1662
www.babcocklabs.com

Page 1 of 1
No Project
--PAID--Cr
B2I2778
No

Temp:

24 °C

NELAP no. 02101CA
CA Elap no. 2698
EPA no. CA00102
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.::....

Analyticai Repon:
Project Name;

Box 67

Page 2 of 3
No Project
--PA1D--CklCr

Project Number:

Hinkley, CA 9234'r

8201632

Work Order Number:

No

Received on Ice (YIN);

Report Date:30-jul-2012

Result

RDL

NO
9.7

1.0
2.0

NO

o.eec

I.191L

EPA218.a

D7/18!12 03:20

rt

20

ugfL

EPA2i)08

07123/12 19:54

Uranium

7.8

1.0

pCilL

EPA 200..

Arsenic

6J'

EPA 200.8

07/2311219:67

1.1

2.0
0.060

ug/L

Hexavalent Chromium
Manganese

ug!L

EPA218.6

07/1811203:35

NO

20

uglL

EPA200.S

07/23/1219:57

UnIts

Method

Temp:

Analysis Date Analyst

Flag

Sampled: 07/16/1213:00

B2G1632..f)1
Roberts

Uranium
Arsenic

'Hexavalent Chromium
Manganese

pCl/i..
ug/L

EPA200.8

07/2511212:44

KRV

EPA 200.8

07/23/12 19:54

KRV Nconf
MV
KRV Nconf

Sampled: 07116112 13:00
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Environrnentat Laboratories
Client Name:Terawatt Construction Inc.
Contact Nick Grill
Addreas:P.O. Box 87
Hinkley, CA 92347

AnalytIcal Report:
Project Name:
Project Number:

Page 1013
No Project

--PAID--Ck/Ci
B2G1532

Work Order Number:

Report Date:30-Jul-2012

Temp;

No

Received on lee (Y IN):

24"C

Attached is the analytical report for the sample(s) received for your project. Below is a list of the individual
sample descriptions with the corresponding laboratory number(s). Also, enclosed is a copy of the Chain of
Custody document (if received with your sampJe(s», Please note any unused portion of the sample(s) may be
responsibly discarded after 30 days from the above report date, unless you have requested otherwise
Thank you for the opportunity to serve your analytlcall'leeds.
this report please contact our client service department.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding

Sample Identif~catlon
!:.!!b§a!I!~le #

Cli~nt~mQli 10

Milrix

Q§!i §§ffiQled

lli:

fu:

Date Submitted

B2G1632 ..Q1

Roberts

Water

07/16/12 13;00

Client

071161'1215:52

Nick

B2G1632·0:2

22280 Lower

Water

07/16/1213:00

Client

07/16/1215:52

Nick

The following samples were split from an unpreserved container at the iGooratol'j after submittal and preserved appropJialely.
Federal gulde!lnes (.40CFR Parts 136 and 14'1) instruct preservstlOI1 be performed on s separate container c"llacled at sile'
B2G1632-01
B2G'1632-02

Included in this Data Package please find an amended report for the laboratory numberts) referenced
below.
Laboratory Number:
B2G1632
Reason for Amendment: Due to laboratory error, sample bottles were notlabeled properly.
This report. supersedes the report issued on 27·,Jul..1012.
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EnvirOil rn enta! Laborate rtes

Client Name:Terawatt

Construction

Page 3 of 3
No Project
-~PAID--CkfCr

Analytical Report:
Project Name:
Project Number:

Inc,

Contact Nick Grili

Addres&:P,O, Box 67
Hinkley, GA 92347

B2G1632

Work Order Number:

No

Received on Ice (YIN):

Report Oate:30-Juf·2012

24"C

Temp:

Notee and Definitions

Nconf
ND;

Result(s) confirmed by ra-analysis.

NR:

Analyie NOT DETECTED st or above the Method Detection L.lmit(If MOL Is reported), otherwise at or
above the Reportable Detection Limit (RDL)
Not Reported

RDl:

Reportable Detection Limit

MOL:

Method Detection Limit

+t" :

NELAP does not offer accreditation for this anal)1e/method/matrix

combination

Approval
Enclosed are the analytical results for the submitted sampls(s), Babcock Laboratcjes certify the data presented as part of
this report meet the minimum quality standards in the referenced analytical methods. Any exceptions have been noted.
Sabcock Laboratories and it.s officers and employees assume no responsibility and make 110 warranty, express or implied,
for uses or interpretations made by any f'et'.ipients. intended or unil1t..,nded, of this repmt
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Title 22 Drinking Water Requirements
Regulated Chemicals

Maximum Contaminant Levels
Analvtc

MeL

Nitrate
Nitrare « Nitrite as N
Nitrite as N

45 rng/L

Cyanide

0.5 rng/L
7 MFL

MBAS
Asbestos

} mg/L
6uglL

Fluoride
Perchlorate

Aluminum
Antimony

1000 ug/L
6ug/L
10 ug/L

Barium
Beryllium
Cadmium

1000 ugiL
4ug/L

Chromium

50 ug/ L
1000 ug/L
300 ug/L
15 ug/L
50 ug/L
2 ug/L
100 ug/L

5 ug/L

Copper

Iron
Lead
Manganese
Mercury

Nickel
Selenium
Silver

SOug/L
lOO1.1g/L
2ug/L
5000 ug/L

Thai I iurn

Zinc

..

'\ ,;';":~"'--"'.~\""_"""""'_'" 'I.'~'.-. ,._.,.
P O. \.~Q)( ~~~';
,~,~,._

! 0 mg/L
J mg/L
0,15 mg/L
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Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 12/6/1999 to 12/6/1999

Min-0 Max-1 Avg-0.1
10 Record(s) 5/21/1990 to 5/14/2007

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
4 Record(s) 5/21/1990 to 5/16/1996

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 3/3/1992 to 3/3/1992

SANT
A FE

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 3/3/1992 to 3/3/1992

OLD HIGHWAY 58

Ä
Min-0 Max-19 Avg-9.5
2 Record(s) 3/4/1952 to 3/3/1992

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 6/24/2005 to 6/24/2005

HINKLEY

Min-0 Max-2 Avg-0.67
3 Record(s) 5/25/1988 to 5/27/1992
Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 3/3/1992 to 3/3/1992

Min-0 Max-2 Avg-0.39
22 Record(s) 5/21/1984 to 5/13/2008

Min-0 Max-3 Avg-2.13
12 Record(s) 5/29/1987 to 10/23/2006

Min-3 Max-3 Avg-3
1 Record(s) 5/29/1987 to 5/29/1987

COMMUNITY

Min-75 Max-75 Avg-75
1 Record(s) 3/3/1992 to 3/3/1992

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
6 Record(s) 1/26/2001 to 1/7/2011
Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
5 Record(s) 1/26/2001 to 1/7/2011

Min-0 Max-3 Avg-0.34
17 Record(s) 5/29/1987 to 5/15/2008
Min-27 Max-40 Avg-33.5
2 Record(s) 10/23/1981 to 3/30/1982

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
2 Record(s) 8/3/1994 to 1/11/2010

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 3/27/1952 to 3/27/1952

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 3/27/1952 to 3/27/1952

Min-0 Max-8.3 Avg-0.64
13 Record(s) 5/21/1984 to 2/19/2004
Min-0 Max-3.8 Avg-1.6
3 Record(s) 6/9/1994 to 1/13/2010

Min-0 Max-4.9 Avg-0.33
15 Record(s) 5/21/1984 to 1/7/2011
Min-0 Max-53 Avg-6.77
24 Record(s) 5/21/1984 to 1/7/2011

Min-51 Max-51 Avg-51
1 Record(s) 6/25/1992 to 6/25/1992

Min-0 Max-1 Avg-0.33
3 Record(s) 6/25/1992 to 1/11/2010
Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
2 Record(s) 7/28/1994 to 12/17/2009

Min-0 Max-2 Avg-0.67
3 Record(s) 6/25/1992 to 1/13/2010

Min-0 Max-6.5 Avg-0.52
18 Record(s) 5/21/1984 to 1/7/2011

Min-2 Max-2 Avg-2
1 Record(s) 7/28/1994 to 7/28/1994

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
3 Record(s) 8/15/1995 to 1/12/2010

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 7/28/1994 to 7/28/1994
Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
3 Record(s) 7/29/1994 to 1/11/2010

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 7/12/1978 to 7/12/1978

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 2/5/1952 to 2/5/1952

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
9 Record(s) 3/17/1987 to 1/21/1998

LENWOOD

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
10 Record(s) 3/9/1988 to 10/8/2001

Min-159.28 Max-159.28 Avg-159.28
1 Record(s) 10/15/1997 to 10/15/1997

Min-0 Max-2 Avg-0.74
10 Record(s) 6/25/1981 to 5/15/2008

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
2 Record(s) 8/16/1995 to 12/14/2009
Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 10/15/1997 to 10/15/1997
Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
2 Record(s) 10/15/1997 to 12/14/2009

Min-330 Max-330 Avg-330
1 Record(s) 9/15/2009 to 9/15/2009

Min-1 Max-19 Avg-10
2 Record(s) 8/16/1995 to 12/14/2009

Min-10 Max-19 Avg-14.5
2 Record(s) 12/1/1994 to 3/3/1995

Min-3 Max-3 Avg-3
1 Record(s) 12/1/1994 to 12/1/1994

Min-260 Max-260 Avg-260
1 Record(s) 9/7/1995 to 9/7/1995
Min-340 Max-340 Avg-340
1 Record(s) 9/8/1995 to 9/8/1995

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 11/22/1996 to 11/22/1996

Min-2 Max-3 Avg-2.5
2 Record(s) 6/25/1981 to 7/13/1989

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
2 Record(s) 4/27/2005 to 10/5/2011
Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 11/11/2004 to 11/11/2004

Min-2 Max-7 Avg-3.6
5 Record(s) 6/3/1982 to 6/25/1987

Min-0 Max-5 Avg-2.25
4 Record(s) 3/2/1995 to 12/14/2009

Min-0 Max-10 Avg-2.92
12 Record(s) 5/29/1987 to 10/18/2001

Min-0 Max-2 Avg-0.5
4 Record(s) 5/31/1988 to 10/26/1990
Min-0 Max-1 Avg-0.67
3 Record(s) 7/13/1989 to 5/18/1993

MA

Min-1.514 Max-11.61 Avg-5.23
4 Record(s) 10/14/2004 to 5/20/2008

IN

15
§
¦
¨

Min-0 Max-0 Avg-0
1 Record(s) 5/6/1959 to 5/6/1959

/

Legend
Nicholas Grill Property
Manganese >50 µg/L

NA
TI

ON

AL

TR

AI
LS

Manganese < 50 µg/L

Min-0 Max-47 Avg-11.35
12 Record(s) 5/28/1987 to 10/27/1998

Manganese N/D

0

0.25

0.5
Miles

1
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FIGURE 1

IRZ Manganese Data Distribution
(Displayed data was obtained from 3 different sources: PG&E, Nick Grill et al. and Water Board)

N

IRZ AREA
(Colloquially referred to by the
CAC as the “Reactor Box”)

Data Points from
Mr. Nick Grill

Note: All information shown in this Figure was derived from Google Earth topography. Groundwater sampling
data was supplied to PNL by PG&E in PNL’s role as IRP Manager. Data independently collected by CAC
Member Mr. Nick Grill, and separately by the Water Board is also included (see Figure 2 for this raw data.)
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FIGURE 2

Manganese Data Collected Separately in the Vicinity of the
IRZ by Mr. Nick Grill and the Water Board
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Note: PNL was simply provided with the above numbers. PNL has plotted the data in accompanying Figure 1. Since PNL was not
involved in the Nick Grill or separate Water Board sampling events. We therefore do not know if the data was collected in
accordance with an SOP per a Work Plan. PNL renders no judgement as to the accuracy of the information and data. Nick Grill
provided data for specific domestic wells and Water Board results during October 2012.
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FIGURE 3

Attachment B

IRZ Manganese Data Distribution
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The upper image, taken from the EIR, shows only
Mn data located within the 3.1 ppb Cr6 plume and
OU1 areas. Recent data collection by Mr. Nick
Grill, (which is of interest to the CAC), suggests
that Mn measurements also occur beyond the
above boundaries.

Existing Dissolved Manganese
within the Project Area
Upper image: Extracted from the Draft EIR’s Figure 3.1-11
(Figure 3.1-11, Draft Environmental Impact Report, Comprehensive
Groundwater Cleanup Strategy for Historical Chromium Discharger
from PG&E’s Hinkley Compressor Station, San Bernardino County,
prepared by ICF International August 2012)

N

Source: Prepared by PG&E, 2012 for the EIR using
recent monitoring data.

IRZ AREA

Dissolved Manganese
Distribution
Lower image: Also shown in
Figure 1, was prepared by the IRP
Manager, and includes Mr. Nick
Gill’s Mn data points
(PG&E + Nick et al. and Water Board)

Note: All information shown in this Figure was derived from Google Earth topography. Groundwater sampling data was
supplied to PNL by Nick Grill and PG&E. PNL was not present during Nick Grill’s sampling of groundwater in the southwest
area adjacent to the IRZ. Nick Grill provided data for specific domestic wells and Water Board results during October 2012.
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Dear Ms. Holden,
The following are strong concerns that I feel should be addressed.
1.) Education.
The presentation of the Draft E I R is not sufficient. Hinkley residents and others cannot get an
understanding of a 1000 page document in a few hours of presentation. There seems to be a lack of
interest in educating the public to a level of understanding. The following are suggestions to help
remedy the lack of project understanding.
1.a) I propose that there be an ongoing educational(outreach) workshop. This workshop would be
staffed by Water Board personnel full time for the purpose of educating the public and answering
questions. This provides an opportunity to go over the project section by section at convenient times.
This also provides a means of training the public how to respond to documents etc. This needs to be
staffed and managed by the Lahontan Water Board as a resource for the public and the CAC. An
onsite expert could go over documents such as this EIR on more of a one on one basis. This provides
the opportunity for better understanding and can be a training tool for responses. People are most
generally afraid of things that they do not understand.

7A-1

1.b) EIR presentations and education sessions need to be separated from comment sessions. More
time needs to be implemented for questions and answers rather than comments and complaints.
2.) Onsite Management.
The Lahontan Water Board needs to maintain a full time onsite manager. A project of this
magnitude demands full time onsite,day to day management. This manager and staff should have an
open door policy with the residents of Hinkley and the public. Remote management is
unacceptable.This manager should be the direct liaison with the CAC.

7A-2

3.) Terminology.
Many of the remediation efforts and techniques are experimental. They have the potential for
unexpected and unwanted results. These need to be labeled as such. The water filtration systems are
experimental, injection of foreign substances into the water table etc. are not addressed as
experimental technologies. All unproven remediation technologies need to be termed "experimental"
for the purpose of identifying them as what they are. This gives the residents and public the
opportunity to further scrutinize such actions if need be.

7A-3

#7A
4.) Wildlife Impact.
The biological impact of the buyout program is inadequate. Any source of water in a desert area is
subject to becoming a wildlife habitat. I do not believe that PG&E is performing adequate evaluation
of properties before tearing them down and leveling the properties. Year long studies are required to
evaluate impact to migratory species. If there is a viable program in place then where is the
information? How many species have been identified? What action has been taken? Where are the
reports to the Dept. of Fish and Game showing game loss due to loss of habitat ? All of this
information should be available to the public at a resource/information center staffed by Water Board
personnel. I contest that not one more property be compromised until the biological impact is
identified and mitigated !!! Have there been any studies on the effect of Ch-6 on the local wildlife???

7A-4

5.)Human Impact
The impact to human life and and health has been grossly overlooked. The people that are focused
on money are being dealt with but what about everyone else?? The entire remediation/buyout
program has had adverse mental and physical effect on the residents of Hinkley. My neighbor
suffered a panic attack from trying to decide to sell his home. Deadlines are being put on people and
stress levels increase. Another neighbor is on the verge of divorce due to the stress of the buyout
program. The mental and physical effect of having byproduct of the remediation contaminate your
well, being told you have to sell or accept experimental filtration that produces hazardous waste is
high stress in any household. PG&E forcing buyout participants to sign an agreement to never live in
the Hinkley Zip code again is more compounding stress. Being told that you can never live near your
friends and family again and that your children must go to another school. There needs to be free
counseling provided for the residents of Hinkley. PG&E should have to pay for medical issues
resulting from this project. Where does the pain and suffering stop for Hinkley residents ???????

7A-5

6.) Plume identification.
It is very obvious that PG&E has as continues to lie about the plume. Why does the Water Board
accept this information as viable?? Bring in an outside source to identify the plume area accurately
and fine PG&E for each acre foot of contaminated water that they failed to identify. USGS needs to
be involved. Lahontan has evidence of c-6 4 miles Northeast of the plume and is not acting on that
data. WHY ???

7A-6

7.) Stop Remediation and abandon current plan until fresh clean water is supplied to Hinkley.
Remediation experimentation has proven a hazard to wildlife and human life. Not one of the
methods had the desired results. Some methods are causing further contamination to water via
remediation(experimentation) methods. Stop all effort and provide pipe line clean water. Efforts
should be redirected toward first removing hazard by getting clean water to the residents. Then
remediation can resume. Water filtration cannot be considered as a method of clean water as it is still
in the experimental stages and should be defined as such.
In Summary I feel that the entire cleanup has been grossly mismanaged by the Lahontan Water
Board to this point. They have allowed PG&E to experiment on the residents of Hinkley. Poor and
unstudied remediation experiments have been allowed to go forward. Human and wildlife have been
impacted on a large scale as a result. Mr. Haefele has demonstrated with hard evidence that the
Lahontan Water Board has covered up evidence of groundwater contamination in Hinkley. I feel that
the coverup continues as the Water Board refuses to identify the true perimeter of the contamination

7A-7

7A-8

#7A
plume. It is time for Lahontan to take control of the situation. Lahontan has the skills and backing to
do this right. Let's get management on site and in gear and everybody wins!

Thank You,
David G. Cheney
22230 Highcrest Rd
Hinkley Ca. 92347
genman_1@yahoo.com

7A-8

cont'd

#7B
Dear Ms. Holden,
In response to the EIR pertaining to the Hinkley/PG&E cleanup.

Appendix A Groundwater and Remediation Supporting
Documentation;
A.2.1)
I believe that A.2.1 needs further review. A.2.1’s assessment of the
Manganese migration is not accurate. Manganese migration has
been severely underestimated and is a much larger problem than
stated in this EIR.

7B-1

A.2.2) Groundwater elevation monitoring is inadequate and
possibly inaccurate. Elevation monitoring needs to be done with
automated real time logging equipment.

7B-2

3.2.3.3) Census data is from the year 2000. Most recent census
was within the last 3 years.

7B-3

3.3-12 line 41 you state that Manganese is not considered toxic and
does not meet the definition of a hazardous waste. Please refer to
the EPA study on Manganese.
http://www.epa.gov/ogwdw/ccl/pdfs/reg_determine1/support_cc1_
magnese_dwreport.pdf. It is known to cause severe neurological
problems in humans and animals. Especially when inhaled. Infants
and young animals are at higher risks. Why are residents and
workers not being informed of this remediation produced toxin?
I am still working on reading and understanding the EIR. At this
point I believe much of it to be insufficient.

7B-4

7B-5

#7B
Please halt all remediation. Deal with human and animal issues
first. Return only to remediation when it can be done safely.
Thank You,
David G. Cheney
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#7C
David Cheney
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. CHENEY: Hello. My name is David Cheney, spelled C-h-e-n-e-y. I would like to thank the board for
being here tonight. I know there's a lot of expertise and collectively you guys have got a lot of
experience, a lot of education. But what we're seeing in Hinkley is the job is not getting done.
There's a lot of points that have been made tonight from a lot of people, good points. One of the best
ones by Mr. Diaz about why is PG&E cleaning up this mess? It's not their business.

7C-1

This whole deal is known worldwide. You guys have got the opportunity to go down in history as the
people that helped out a town and put it back together or the ones that stood back and let PG&E tear it
apart. So I think that you have the tools to do your job and I would really appreciate it like everybody
else in here if we saw it start to get done.
The people that live in Hinkley have been used like the laboratory rats. I don't appreciate someone
coming to my home and telling me I've got two weeks to tell them if I want to sell my home. It's
ludicrous.

7C-2

I want clean water. That's all I want. Thank you.

7C-3
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Dear Ms. Holden,
This is in response to the EIR pertaining to the Hinkley/PG&E cleanup.

Appendix A Groundwater and Remediation Supporting Documentation;
A.2.1)
I believe that A.2.1 needs further review. A.2.1’s assessment of the Manganese
migration is not accurate. Manganese migration has been severely underestimated
and is a much larger problem than stated in this EIR.
There are currently high levels of Maganese in wells close to my home which is
very close to the PG&E plant. I live on Highcrest Rd. My well has non detect
Maganese at this point, my neighbors haven'
r been so lucky.

8-1

A.2.2) Groundwater elevation monitoring is inadequate and possibly inaccurate.
Elevation monitoring needs to be done with automated real time logging equipment.
The technicians seem to forget that we'
re talking about water, "tides" come and go
out, rain fills up the water tables, etc. There needs to be a substantial amount of time
studying the water and monitoring it.

8-2

3.2.3.3) Census data is from the year 2000. Most recent census was within the last
3 years.
Let'
s not forget that Hinkley used to be a bustling farm town. A lot of people have
died and moved away from the original C6 contamination so the
population has become sparse but not because no one wanted to live here.
The few people that are left are just as important as a big city like San Bernardino.
Maybe an independant census should be taken to get an accurate account of
residents.

8-3

#8
3.3-12 line 41 you state that Manganese is not considered toxic and does not meet
the definition of a hazardous waste. Please refer to the EPA study on Manganese.
http://www.epa.gov/ogwdw/ccl/pdfs/reg_determine1/support_cc1_magnese_dwrep
ort.pdf. It is known to cause severe neurological problems in humans and animals.
Especially when inhaled. Infants and young animals are at higher risks. Why are
residents and workers not being informed of this remediation produced toxin?
We didn'
t know what the remediation entailed and the black water was a mystery.
PG&E never told us what could happen nor did LaHontan water district and I blame
them both for their lack of concern and for poisoning the water...again

8-4

Has anyone thought of the wildlife that lives in our area besides the desert tortoise?
At my home we have hundreds of birds, mammals, snakes and what have you
feeding and getting water from our place. We are a registered wildlife habitat and I
see more and more animals showing up because of the people moving and theirs
homes being bulldozed or being empty and water shut off.
What about the displacement of the wildlife? Where is the study? They are
important to our enviroment as well.

8-5

I am still working on reading and understanding the EIR. At this point I believe
much of it to be insufficient.

8-6

Please halt all remediation. Deal with human and animal issues first. Return only to
remediation when it can be done safely.

8-7

Thank You,
Teri A. Cheney

#9
John Coffey
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
JOHN COFFEY: Good evening board -- good evening,vboard members. My name is John Coffey and I'm
sure some of you are not happy to see me here again. I need to make some disclosures about my
appearance tonight. I'm a member of HealthHinkley.org, but I am not here representing them. I've also
represented the Defenders of Wildlife in a number of hearings here and other places on other projects,
but I am not representing Defenders of Wildlife tonight. I'm also the endorsed democratic candidate for
the 33rd Assembly District, but I'm not here in that capacity tonight. The opinions that I express are
based on public records, my own research and I am solely responsible for their content. I would like to
go back in time for just a few years when the remediation plan was adopted. It was an ill-advised plan.
And the board was informed formally with an appeal of what the problems were with the remediation
plan of how injecting this massive quantity of fluid into an aquifer was going to cause more trouble than
it could ever solve. An aquifer is an active, living thing. The water comes from the north and from the
west and it flows through the rocks and it moves south and east. It is an active thing. There are
dynamics. There are electrolysis, there are pH values. There's a lot of energy involved in an aquifer.
And you just can't stick a hose in it like a hot air balloon or an helium balloon and expect bad things not
to happen.

9-1
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And you didn't do your due diligence on the plan that was proposed by PG&E even though you were
advised.
Now, procedurally after a good deal of time, the appeal was withdrawn but for reasons that had nothing
to do with the merits of the appeal or the science that the appeal involved. Therefore, the board and,
by inference, the State of California is in pari delicto with Pacific Gas & Electric for a new release of not
only chromium 6 but arsenic, manganese and uranium.
I will leave that to the legal system to sort out and it will be sorted out. But under the circumstances,
since you have through neglect or lobbying or whatever reason you did not take seriously to form an
appeal, you are in pari delicto and therefore you must recuse yourself from any further consideration
because you're just as guilty and Pacific Gas & Electric for what has happened now.

9-3

There is no shortage of agencies that would be happy to step in and finish this appropriately.
Environmental Protection Agency comes to mind right away. They're really good at this and they don't
have the problems dealing with Pacific Gas & Electric that the State of California by the evidence I've
seen seems to have. If you are unable or unwilling to recuse yourself or ask a court to relieve you of your
responsibilities in this matter, then it is my intention to introduce into the assembly or cause to be
introduced into the assembly to require this recusal.
Now, deeper wells. To drill a hole in the ground, to go from the upper aquifer into the lower aquifer
expecting to get better water -- well, all you're going to have is seepage and transfer of water from the
upper aquifer into the lower aquifer and so you're going to have a bigger mess. So the deeper wells will
only exacerbate the current problem.

9-4

#9
Now, we have all this arsenic and uranium floating around now. That's a federal issue. You start talking
about neutron sourced radiation and here come the feds sooner or later. Hopefully sooner. And this
must be remediated along with all the other problems that have been caused by this ill-advised
remediation effort.
Now, PG&E caused the property values to go below zero. They should be compensating homeowners at
the point in time before the problems became public knowledge and the banks started redlining the
whole community.

9-5
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PG&E also purchases the water rights. Every person here who has a home in Hinkley has the right to
ten acre-feet of water on their property. That water has a value. I would propose that that value is
probably $20,000 per acre feet.
PG&E is going to be the largest single water owner -- water right owner in the western Mojave. Are they
going to take a loss? No. They're going to remediate the water for about $400 an acre-foot according to
the proposal that I've seen. So they're not going to lose any money compensating homeowners for the
lost water rights that the homeowners are giving up.

9-7

These whole house systems that are proposed -- at best they can do two acre-feet a year which means
that the homeowners do not get the benefit of the full ten acre-feet if they wanted to use it. So these
water rights must be adjudicated separately.

9-8

If PG&E wants to buy the house and the land, fine. But the homeowners should be entitled to keep the
water rights because some day that water is going to be worth money even if PG&E doesn't want to pay
them what it's worth now. $20,000 is a figure I got out of Las Vegas.

9-9

And, of course, when we're looking at the endangered species eradication plan, these things always turn
into the tortoise loses again, the kangaroo rat loses again, the French toad lizard loses again. And the
lost ratio for relocating a tortoise from some place he's been living for 250,000 years is about 90 percent
by the federal plans that have -- they have attempted to implement these plans. And in the first year
there's a 90 percent loss. That's not relocation. That's eradication.

9-10

And that's exactly what developers want. They don't want to have to deal with the endangered species.
They want them all gone so that they don't have to do this.
So in conclusion, it's time for the EPA to step in and deal with these problem quickly and appropriately.
(In Spanish)

9-11

#10
Norm Diaz
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. DIAZ: Hello, board. Norm Diaz, D-i-a-z. I'm sorry I'm late. I was at the sports park working with
some soccer kids doing something a little bit funner (sic) than this. So I know I missed a lot of the
information that was passed on, but could not pass up an opportunity to listen. I wasn't going to speak,
but just thought I had to say something really quickly.
Back in 2006, I came to this board in Adelanto. Some of you board members were on the board at that
point. Some are new. And what I asked for back at that point was why isn't PG&E cleaning up this
mess? PG&E is not a water cleanup company. They are a for-profit company that is -- their job is to
make money for their shareholders. They don't clean up water. That's not what they do. So I think that
it's time, as I asked back then, to ask for PG&E to fit the bill. They have the money. And let's hire
somebody else. Let's quit yelling at PG&E about their lack of progress and their -- and how they’re doing
things and how they're shuffling things and all the conspiracy theories that go on. Let's hire someone
completely independent. Let's kick PG&E out of this community and let's bring in someone that is a
water cleanup company that will do this job on PG&E's dime and do it the way the people want it done.
The other problem I have is that we're just drawing lines. The lines have changed throughout these
years. There's always a line. There's always going to be somebody on the other side of that line. I've
watched this line being drawn. And I'm outside my -- my family homestead was here in 1900 and we've
been here six generations. I am on the outside line. I want to stay on the outside. But there's always
going to be no matter where you draw that line, there's going to be someone else that says "What about
me? What about me?" And I think that -- I don't think -- I'm afraid the community is not going to
survive. I used to have hope that the community was going to survive. Talking about 100 more houses
being bought? What's going to be left of us? There's just nothing going to be left. I'm worried that we
lost.

10-1
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But I do think PG&E should be taken out of this fight. Let's hire somebody that does know how to clean
up water because obviously there's people that spoken here. They can't get it done. I've watched the
PR teams come and go. They're probably retired by now.

10-3

There's an interesting newsletter that PG&E puts out called "PG&E Currents" and it's interesting to read
that newsletter and to listen to what PG&E's PR people come up here and talk about in Hinkley. And
then you read about the spin back on how they speak to their shareholders. It's a completely different
story and they're just trying to do this as cheaply as possible and I think they're doing a pretty good job.

10-4

So again, sorry I was late. Sorry I missed some of the stuff. I will read that EIR as much as I can. But
again, I'm an art student. I don't know if I can read that thing, but I'll do the best I can.
Thank you very much for your time and thank you for all your work and your staff and everyone else. I
know this is a hard thing, but it's got to be done.
Thank you.

10-5

#11
Mr. Dodd
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. DODD: I've only got a couple of comments, and one is I would like to recognize Harold Singer being
here. He was one of the first ones on this Water Board that wrote an order against PG&E and that was
over in Victorville. I used to go to Victorville to the Water Board meetings. And like Lester said -- excuse
the term -- but somebody grow balls. He did and he wrote the first order. And I just want him
recognized. He's here. He's on retirement, but he's here tonight.
And then about the well testing -- Daron, I agree with you. Somebody should be testing them. I've hired
an independent company to do mine every time PG&E does it. And when they've come back, I haven't
had any tests yet come back different. Okay? I'm going to tell you that right up front.
And something that hasn't been brought to a lot of people's attention are the dairies that are out here.
Okay. The dairy over on Mountain View, Mountain View Dairy -- we got people over there that are
polluted, grossly polluted -- nitrates, sodium. I mean, his well is like a cesspool. They're telling him that
he might not be able to get a system to take care of it. Wife died two months ago of cancer. He's a
widower. Nothing is being done. I mean, I make phone calls, I'm trying to help him out.

11-1
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I'm on the advisory board, the CAC committee. People call my house all the time and I talk to them. And
we're not looking at nitrates. There was a dairy on Fairview and Community Boulevard they tore down
right across from the PG&E building. What happened to all that? You got the in-situ, but is it treating
the nitrates, sodium, the total dissolved solids? These are things that are not being tested for.
As you heard tonight, the manganese, the arsenic, uranium -- but there's three other things that
nobody has been talking about and there's Mountain View Dairy, there's Fairview Dairy and there's this
spread that goes with the plume. But nobody is addressing these issues either.
And I hope you guys take this to heart because there's a lot of people here tonight that came out to be
here more than there's been in the past. And I want to thank everybody for coming out.

11-4
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Attn: Anne Holden, Lisa Dernbach, Kevin Sullivan, Mike Plaziak and Ian Webster
As you all know the concern now most of us have is the "unavoidable byproducts".
I do not like the use of this phrase because they are avoidable, you are producing them.
Many of us feel strongly that with all the assumptions, confusion and conflicting old/bad data

12B-1

the subsurface treatment by injecting ethanol into the groundwater should be halted immediately.
I have been unable to find a complete list of all the "ingredients" that have been dumped into our water. (help
please)

12B-2

I understand that 70,000 gallons of vegetable oil is on the list.
This might explain why the Manganese is not contained within your boundaries?
Could it be that the manganese is suspended in 70,000 gallons of Vegetable oil?
Could this be why it is not in the solid form at the water table as it states in your fact sheet August 2012 page 2.
Could this explain why this black water sometimes appears slimy and oily?
When I mentioned Manganese in our wells on Mountainview, Kevin Sullivan at the Hinkley meeting looked me
in the eye and said "impossible !"
He said it cannot get through his "picket fence" flow up hill and over the fault line.
Ian Webster said the same thing.
Kevin is so blinded with old/bad data he is not open to possible explanations.
2010 had sustained river flow and months of flooding.
This increased water flow and raised water table levels in the aquifers.
Could this have caused the flow up hill and over or around that fault line to the west-side?
Like an underground tide rising pushing north and returning back south as it settles? Over the fault line? Around

12B-3

?
Just some ideas, I do not know either.
The fact is that it is not contained within the boundaries as you state in the handouts.( page 2. par 3)

12B-3
cont'd

Kevin insists that "any Manganese outside the picket fence on Mountianview is not from PG&E."
Kevin says it was already there or background.
What is the background level for vegetable oil?
That might be a good test? I think I will order that on Monday?
Can I please be reimbursed to test 8 wells outside of the boundaries for vegetable oil?
Thanks,
Edward Duitsman
ddcap@msn.com
35691 Dixie Road
Hinkley, Ca. 92347

12B-4
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RE: November 5th letter, Request for data and info on metals in domestic wells.
Thank you for listening,
At every meeting Lahonton hands out a two page flyer.
Page 2 section 3 says "Manganese concentrations are more than 100 times the secondary MCL of 50ppb
but remain within the boundaries of the chromium plume."
The second quarter 2012 report states that 245 domestic wells were sampled.
What did you test for in those 245 wells? Only Chromium 6?
Some of us are gathering samples outside the PG&E "Boundaries" to test for the Byproducts Manganese and
Arsenic.
These tests take time and money.
We are also having to take time off work.
On Friday November 2nd 2012 we collected samples from 15 wells.
We plan to sample 15 more this week. We may not have all the results by the 26th of November.
There are many wells that need and should be tested.
I have asked PG&E to test my wells for the "unavoidable by products" manganese and arsenic. They refused,
only concerned with Chromium 6.
I ask the Water Boards to do your job and quit relying only on what PG&E feeds you.
At the first sign of escaping byproducts you should have been all over it.
Why is the burden on us to have to test and produce data?
This is costing me and others thousands of dollars in lost time at our jobs and lab fees.
You get over here and test these 245 wells and give us the results by November 26th. (where did that date come
from?)
It appears that the byproducts are outside the boundaries.
PG&E project manager Kevin Sullivan says impossible.
Maybe he is right. I think that this should be very simple to prove or disprove.
Until you prove one way or another all PG&E's pumping, injecting, ethanol remediation should be halted
immediately.
Edward Duitsman
35691 Dixie Road
Hinkley, CA. 92347
760 912-4802
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Draft EIRJ Public Questionnaire
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ALL COMMENTS ARE DUE TO THE WATER BOARD BY OCTOBER 19' 2012.

For questions, contact Anne Holden at (530) 542-5450 or aholdenêwaterboards.ca.gov.
Fax No. (530) 544-2271
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#16
Larry Griep
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. GRIEP: My name is Larry Griep, L-a-r-r-y G-r-i-e-p. I have a property at 36363 Livingston Road in
Hinkley. My concern is the Water Board, state and local -- there's a great dereliction of duty for years by
the people in these boards. Now, they're paid for by the people for the people. The dereliction of the
duty by the Water Board is -- are partly to blame for all of these tragedies that happened to the people
in Hinkley.

16-1

You had un-lying ponds. They went neglected for years, but nobody on the Water Board or anything
was concerned about what was being dumped in the water by this corporation.
My question is why? What was the ties between PG&E and these Water Boards through all these years?
And then when you did have a tragedy, Erin Brockovich got -- they kind of stiffened their jaws a little bit
through that in the payments and stuff. And then what happened? Still there was no testing. So I
believe there should be a complete analysis of this water in all areas that are concerned by the citizens
of Hinkley.
This should be done by our local Water Board. I mean, what the hell are you guys doing? You're not
concerned with what the people are drinking? What's your job? What is your job for the people? Why
are you getting paid and doing nothing? Do you have no interest in what kind of water we're getting?
I'm asking you. Do you even care? Evidently not, because this has been going on a long time.
That's all I got to say.

16-2
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#17
Ron Haefele
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. HAEFELE: Hi. My name is Ron Haefele, R-o-n H-a-e-f-e-l-e. I am from the Hinkley Uranium
Contamination Fan Club. I'm not going to take too much of your time. I'm just going to read a brief
statement. I would like to address the widespread uranium and radio nuclei contamination of Hinkley's
groundwater.
I do find it encouraging that the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board has recently brought -THE REPORTER: Sir, a little slower please.
MR. HAEFELE: Okay.
THE REPORTER: Thank you.
MR. HAEFELE: -- has recently brought the presence of uranium in Hinkley water at levels that far exceed
current USEPA maximum contaminant levels into the public arena. It is troubling, however, that the
board claims this situation was discovered only recently and they have very limited data as to its extent
when, in fact, they have had knowledge of this existence for almost 20 years.
I would like to read a quote from an article that appeared on the -- page 1, July 30th, 1993, Desert
Dispatch and it was titled "High levels of uranium found in Hinkley well." "Hisam Baqai, supervising
engineer for the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board said he was not aware of the find."
1993, people. I had many subsequent conversations with Mr. Baqai after this story went public
informing him of the progress of the area-wide testing that the discovery of the uranium prompted the
Mojave Water Agency to undertake. The results of that testing -- which Mr. Baqai was keenly aware of - conducted in August 1993 showed varying unsafe levels of uranium present in groundwater
throughout the Hinkley valley. There were also measurable levels of beta radio nuclei activity detected
in every well tested.
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Beta activity is only present when the source of radioactivity has been created, altered or enhanced by
man's activities. The simple bottom line is this is not natural. There's a point of origin. There's a party
who created it and they must be held accountable just as PG&E is being made held accountable for
chromium 6.
It's not my intention to impede or diminish the necessity of the (inaudible) chromium mitigation. It's
been way too long and coming. But in reality, won't it be an exercise of futility to focus on it if we know
there are other contaminants out there that are dangerous to others?
This cleanup plan needs to be expanded to encompass all contaminants that are present. And the final
Environmental Impact Report must be modified to be very clear on that.
Let me conclude with a blunt assessment. I believe that the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control
Board knows much more about the radioactivity issue in Hinkley, California than you're letting on. And

17-2

I'm serving notice that I am going to take every opportunity to use the information I've obtained in the
last 20 years and anyone who will listen to me, I'm going to state my case. You are part of a cover-up
and it's gone on far enough.
You know, the gentleman before me was talking about the endangered species. The endangered
species we need to be worried about are the people of Hinkley, California.
You may find this -- my biggest hope after making such an accusation is that you can prove me wrong. It
really is.
And anyone interested in learning more about the Hinkley uranium groundwater contamination can go
on Facebook to the Hinkley Uranium Contamination Fan Club under groups.
Thank you.

17-2
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#18
Aquilla Halstead
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MS. HALSTEAD: A-q-u-i-l-l-a H-a-l-s-t-e-a-d. My name is Aquilla Halstead and my family and I live on
Halstead Road, my husband's family home. He's homesteaded out there for 100 years or so. And we
privately had our well tested which came back 2.3. We're seven-tenths of a mile from the plume and we
can't get PG&E to come out and test our well because -- well, maybe by the second quarter.

18-1

By then, everything that is available to the people that are in the plume will not be available to us. I
don't think that's fair. I think something needs to be done. I think there needs to be a wider broadband
for like -- Well, everything that I wanted to say everybody else has already said. Testing for everybody.
But as a Hinkley resident, I urge the Water Board to approve the EIR so that full chromium 6 remedies
can be put into action.
We had a meeting today, a group of us with Ian -- with Ian Webster and -- you know, for about an hour
and a half. And we would like the EIR passed. And from what I understand, it's because the tortoises
are Endangered, you know. So we're having value put on the tortoises, but we're not having value put
on our lives here in Hinkley? You know, come on. We want to survive and live too just like the tortoises.
Thank you very much.

18-2

#19
Gary Halstead
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. HALSTEAD: Hi. My name is Gary Halstead. G-a-r-y H-a-l-s-t-e-a-d. My family has been here for
over 100 years. We were one of the first settlers. At least every six months there's like a family member
dying and it's sad. At one time I was upset with you people when my dad had died, you know, and
didn't realize what was going on. And now it's been a problem. It's been a major problem in my whole
life. We -- we found out about it. We found out we had 2.3 chromium in our water which we never had
before.
My friend in the back, Ron Haefele had tested it before and now it's got -- he's got chromium in there
now. And why? It must be PG&E. Who else would it be?
The thing is when we went to go get water, they refused us water. Refused that we were in the plume.
We couldn't get nothing. I had to complain, I had to complain -- me and my brother and sister-in-law.
We finally have gotten bottled water. For the last month we've had bottled water. We have never had
bottled water before this.
And they still say we're out of the plume because now we're west. If you look at the way the water
runs, why do you think we have a dry lake called Harper Lake? It goes right smack by us. Humongous
readings out in Harper Lake and stuff out in Lockhart and stuff is because it's all running that way. You
know, the sea level is low and the water runs the other way.
You know, I just want to say that, you know, like John Turner says, those that are out of the mile
marker, why are you refusing people?
You guys -- like I said, in the last month I've finally gotten water. My health isn't great. I got a lot of
ailments and stuff. But that's beside the point. The point is I got my neighbors. There's more than just
us living on there. There's also two other families that live on Halstead Road. It used to be all
agriculture, alfalfa fields. It's no more. No longer. We got people that bought the property and they
won’t even build nothing because it's like they're locked. They can't do nothing about it.
They asked us about it and we told them about the water situation. In the last couple years, we had
people buy next to us and somebody else buy property. And what they got -- they got suckered into
buying the land and now they wish they never would have bought the land. They got nothing to do.
That isn't fair.
That's all I got.
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Penny Harper
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MS. HARPER: Good evening, Water Board. I hope you enjoyed your trip here to the Barstow area. I'm
Penny Harper, P-e-n-n-y H-a-r-p-e-r. I'm a Hinkley resident and former Citizens Advisory Committee
member.
I'm speaking for my neighbors north of Hinkley. We live five miles north of the Hinkley School. One
neighbor on Friend Street told me Monday, September 10th that PG&E sampled the well water in July.
He got the results: 4.1 parts per billion. And he said that his neighbors living on Sunset Road had their
water tested by PG&E and the results were all 3.8 parts per billion.
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These streets are northwest of the current plume boundary as delineated by PG&E on their maps. If
PG&E adheres to the Water Board order of July 25th of this year to consider domestic well sampling
results, the plume boundary at the north end should be extended immediately. This will give these
residents the option to apply for whole house water replacement, deeper wells or have PG&E buy their
property.
Also, shouldn't the USGS be involved in this chromium 6 issue? Could PG&E set up an escrow account to
pay for their services?

20B-2

I think this also -- while I have your attention since you -- the Water Board formed the Citizen's Advisory
Committee, I would like to mention that I think that the CAC should be chaired by one Hinkley citizen. If
the citizens of Hinkley are to advise PG&E, it seems like a conflict of interest to have a PG&E co-chair.
PG&E, of course, should have a representative on the committee and currently that is PG&E engineer
Kevin Sullivan and he's doing a good job.

20B-3

Back to the EIR: I ask the board to please pass the EIR as soon as possible so PG&E can go ahead with
the full remediation methods to remove the chromium 6 from the Hinkley groundwater. The negative
impact on the health of Hinkley residents has gone on too long and the plume is moving north at a rate
of five -- two feet a day as we speak.

20B-4

Thank you.
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#22B

Comments Concerning Dra
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) of
August 2012 Remedia on of chromium
discharges in Hinkley, CA
Dan Hendrickson
Libre Energy, Inc.
Cell	
  619-‐972-‐7536	
  
hendrickson01@cox.net

#22B

Objecv es	
  -‐	
  Discuss	
  
• Cr(VI) plume concentra on and sizes
• Limita ons of ﬁve EIR Alterna ves
• Electrocoagula on (EC) for remedia on of:
– 7,500 acre foot 50 3.500 ppm	
  plume
– 15,000 acre foot 10 50 ppm	
  plume

22B-1

•
•
•
•

EC pretreatment for potable water
10 GPM EC water treatment trailer
1 MW Power Package
Conclusions

#22B

Plume Concentra on and Size
• Blue > 50 ppb Cr[VI]

– Purple Core 1,000 3,500 ppb
– 7,500 acre feet

• Green	
  10	
  -‐	
  50	
  ppb Cr[VI]
– 15,000 acre feet

22B-1
cont'd

• Dashed reen .2	
  -‐	
  10	
  ppb	
  Cr[VI]
– 21,500 acre feet
– Plume bulge moving west

• Total Size

– 44,000 acre feet
– 5 les ong x	
  2.5	
  miles	
  wide
– 77% expansion in 1 year

• Brown TDS & nitrates: Desert View Dairy
– Can treatment for Cr[VI] liminate	
  TDS?	
  

#22B

Limita ons in Dra EIR
•

All Remedia on alterna ves require too much @me

•

Plume Migra on into Hinkley

22B-2

22B-3

22B-4

– Bulge in 3.1 ppb plume is moving west toward school/homes

•

Cr(VI) contamina on remaining in dry	
  soil	
  above the water table and
plume core is not discussed.

#22B

Areas Inves@gated
• Electrocoagula on (EC) treatment:

22B-5

– Shorter remedia on 50 to 3,500 ppm	
  plume:
• 0.9 year to 50 ppb Cr(VI)	
  in	
  50	
  to 500	
  ppb	
  Cr(VI) lume
• 2.2 years to 3.1 ppb Cr(VI)
“
• 3.5 years to 1.3 ppb Cr(VI)
“
– Smaller Physical Footprint
– Greater above ground pumping capacity and distribu@on
– Lower environmental impact

• Combined Heat and Power (CHP)
– Reduced O&M cost
– Reduced CO2 emissions

#22B

Electrocoagula on (EC) Treatment
•

Treats a Range of Contaminants

– 96% Cr[VI] removed/minute of treatment
– 99% Cr[T] removed/minute of treatment
– Eﬀec@ve against TDS (90%), nitrates (60%), arsenic (99%), magnesium and uranium

•

No Process Chemicals Required

– Reduced costs, storage and waste stream

•

– Converts Cr(T) to chromium oxide (CrO3) passes Toxic Classiﬁca on Leaching Procedure
– No clariﬁer required H2O/solids pumped into injec@on well a er 0.5 2.5 minutes.

22B-5
cont'd

Minimal Waste Disposal

•
•
•
•

Small Footprint 40’ ISO Container houses 600 GPM EC™ Train
Low Environmental Impact
Low Capital and O&M Expense
EC™ widely used in industrial, municipal and power plant water treatment
–
–
–
–

Valley Detroit Diesel Allison, Bakersﬁeld, CA: 3 GPM cleaning water from Cr pla ng.
Samsung: 360 and 600 GPM EC™ emoves Nickel from LCD produc@on line wash water.
Abu Dhabi and Jamaica: 135 GPM gas well produc@on water treatment in 40’ containers.
El Paso Electric Power: 2 x 500 GPM cooling tower and boiler feed water treatment.

#22B

600 GPM Powell Water EC™ Train
• Housed in 40’ ISO Container
• 830,000	
  GPD	
  
– 60 second treatment
– 480 DC

• 17‘ x	
  18’ x 7’ H
• Gross weight:
22B-5
cont'd

– 53,098 b.

• Electrodes:

– 30,380 b.
– Replace at 4 month intervals

1. 600 GPM EC™ Train

2. EC™ Chamber
3. Empty EC™ Chamber
4. New & used electrodes

#22B

50	
  -‐	
  3,500	
  ppb	
  Plume	
  EC™ reatment
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•

Plume cross sec on shows:
– Use	
  of	
  residual C™	
  charge o eat Cr[VI]	
  contamina/on	
  in	
  dry	
  soil	
  above	
  plume	
  core	
  
– Injec@on	
  into ells t	
  plume	
  western	
  boundary	
  -‐	
  reducing esh ater	
  injec@on	
  
– Injec@on	
  into ells	
  in	
  the	
  10	
  to	
  50	
  ppm Cr[VI] plume

#22B

Hybrid EC™+ Microbial In situ Treatment
• Extract groundwater	
  star@ng at the 3,500 ppb plume ore,
• Treat with EC™:
– 2.3 year remedia on to 3.2 ppb, or
– 3.5 year remedia on to 1.2 ppb

• Treat EC™ eﬄuent with carbon (ethanol) to:
22B-5
cont'd

– Augment EC™ treatment with in situ carbon/microbial remedia on

• Inject in wells in a less concentrated plume area west and
north of the plume core as shown in EIR Figure 3.1 18
ALSO:

• Install a 600 GPM EC™ train west of the Desert View Dairy
between the 10 ppb plume and the 3.1 ppb plume boundaries
• Inject 3.1 ppb H2O at western edge of 3.1 to 10 ppm	
  plume o
control plume bulge toward Hinkley	
  school.	
  

#22B

Predicted EC™ Treatment Results
• 7,500 acre foot 50 to 3,500 ppm Cr(VI) lume
Four (4) 600 GPM EC™ Trains (1,378 GPM average)

22B-5
cont'd

– 0.94 year to 50 ppb vs. 3 years (Alterna ve 4C 4)
– 2.2 years to 3.2 ppb vs. 29 years
“
EC™
– 3.5 years to 1.3 ppb vs. 75 years
“

• 15,000 acre foot 10 to 50 ppm Cr(VI) lume
Four (4) 600 GPM EC™ Trains (2,261 GPM average)
– 1.7 years to 3.2 ppb vs. 29 years (Alterna ve 4C 4)
– 4.1 years to 1.3 ppb vs. 75 years
“

#22B

EC™ for Potable Water Pretreatment
•

Eﬀec@ve on a wide range of contaminants
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

22B-5
cont'd

•
•

Suspended	
  solids,
Colloidal solids,
Grease,
Bacteria & viruses,
Heavy metals (Cr(T), Iron, etc.)
Hardness,
Silica,
Magnesium, and
Organics (TDS, nitrates, phosphorus. etc.)

Kills 99.999% of pathogens
Reduces demands on reverse osmosis, ion exchange and steriliza on
– Extends rvice	
  life
– Reduces maintenance

•
•
•

No chemicals added, waste volume is minimal (~ 0.02% by volume).
Sludge emoved with a 2 hour clariﬁer treatment, and
Discharged to dumpsters for haul oﬀ or on site landﬁll.

#22B

10 GPM Powell Water Trailer
r

• 16,000	
  GPD	
  
• 24’ x
• Demonstra on?

22B-5
cont'd

#22B

600 GPM EC™ Train Costs

22B-5
cont'd

Budgetary es@mate for eight 600 GPM EC™ Trains opera ng simultaneously:
Total Capital Expense would be $ 10.7 million
Total O&M Expense would be $ 8.1 million

#22B

Combined Heat and Power (CHP)
• Electric power for 8 600 GPM EC™ trains

– Would cost ~ $ 1.27 million/year
– 68% of O&M costs
– Can be reduced > 25% with natural gas fueled CHP package

• 40’ ISO Container with 1 MW CHP package provides
22B-5
cont'd

– 7,446 MWH/year electricity enough for
• 100% f ower or six 600 GPM EC™ systems

– $ 0.9 million savings during 3.5 years of opera on

• $ 1.75 million net capital costs (with $ 0.5 million SGIP Incen@ve)
• Simple payback = 5.5 years

– Electric power redundancy and demand management
– 3,717 ton/year reduc@on in CO2 emissions

#22B

C1000 1 MW Power Package
30’ ISO Container
High Reliability
5 x	
  200	
  kW Microturbines

22B-5
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7,446 MWH/year
Low GHG emissions
Saves 388 ons O2/yr
Net Capital Cost
$ 75

llion with $ 0.5 million SGIP incenv e)

O&M Cost
$ 0.10/kWh vs. $ 0.134/kWh from Southern California Edison

#22B

Conclusions: EC™ and CHP
• EC™ is a viable ex situ treatment for Cr[VI] at 2 sites

– Plume Core – Increase capacity 5.5 x C4 3/C4 5 250 GPM to 1,378 GPM
– Desert View Dairy – Increase capacity 2 x C4 3 1,100 GPM to 2,260 GPM

• Reduced remedia on @mes:

– 7,500 acre foot 50 to 3,500 ppb Plume
– 15,000 acre foot 10 to 50 ppb Plume

22B-5
cont'd

3.1	
  ppm	
  

2.2 years
3.5 years

	
  1.3	
  ppm	
  
1.4 years
4.1 years

• Demonstrate 10 GPM Powell Water EC™ Trailer

– 16,000	
  GPD	
  from	
  50	
  ppb Cr[VI] groundwater source
– EC™ pre treatment for Hinkley water supply a er demonstra on?

• 1 MW natural gas fueled CHP Package provides:
– 7,446 MWH/year electricity
– $ 246,000/year savings in electric power costs

• Low environmental impact

– Minimum site prepara on and footprint
– Reduced traﬃc, storage, facili@es and cost vis à vis chemical coagula on
– 388 ton/year net educ@on	
  in	
  CO2 missions

#22B

Dra EIR Comments (Con@nued)
22B-6

Backup Slides
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4 x 600 GPM EC™ Treatment of
7,500 acre foot, 50 3,500 ppm lume
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cont'd

•

Remedia on:

– 0.94 year to 50 ppb
– 2.2 years to 3.2 ppb
– 3.5 years to 1.3 ppb

•
•
•

Groundwater ﬂow/mile of plume width is 120 acre feet/year
Groundwater plume dilu@on reduces volume treated by 2% in 3.5 years
7,963 acre feet ﬂows into the 10 50 ppb plume dilu@ng & reducing its treatment @me

#22B

4 x 600 GPM EC™ Treatment of
15,000 acre foot 10 to 50 ppm lume

22B-6
cont'd

• Remedia on: 1.7 years to 3.2 ppb, 4.1 years to 1.3 ppb
• Groundwater ﬂow/2 miles of plume width is 240 acre feet/year
• Plume dilu@on from groundwater plus treated water cascading
from the 50 3,500 ppb plume reduces	
  density	
  of	
  Cr(VI)	
  in	
  the 	
  
10	
  -‐50	
  ppm	
  plume by	
  66%	
  -‐	
  reducing	
  EC™	
  treatment	
  Cme.

#22C
Dan Hendrickson
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. HENDRICKSON: Good evening, members of the board, citizens of Hinkley. I'm Dan Hendrickson.
I'm an energy and systems engineer.
The reason we have -- and my associate Peter Lloyd. The reason we have an interest in Hinkley's
predicament is that we have a technology that we represent which was rejected in the draft EIR because
of its potential cost. We've run some numbers on that and we have a report that is going to be given to
you concerning that.
There's not been enough time for me to give a presentation we had hoped to give, but the bottom line is
this: The technology is electrocoagulation. It is superior to chemical coagulation and was chosen as one
of the options in alternative 4-C-5.
And in other cases, electrocoagulation has been used to displace chemical coagulation because it is
much less demanding on the environment. And in this particular case, the treatment times would range
from about 40 seconds for 10 parts per billion up to about two and a half minutes for 3,500 parts per
billion.
The difference between this chemical coagulation is that the solids that come out are converted to a
chromium oxide which is essentially chromium ore. And they will not go back in solution except if it's in
an acid. The bottom line is the solids can go back on the ground. They don't need to go -- they don't
need to go through a clarifier, they don't need to be hauled away to a landfill. And in many cases, these
solids for metals and other contaminants have been used for ground covering.
So what this means is that your treatment is quite quick. The 600-gallon-per-minute system fits into a
40-foot container. The numbers that we came up with --we're going to -- 3.1 parts per billion are on the
order of 3 -- pardon me -- 2 and a half -- 2.2 years for the most concentrated plume and for the
secondary plume that is between 10 and 50 parts per billion. It would be 1.4 years.
What this would allow you to do is pull water out of the aquifer and put it back into the -- essentially the
same part of the aquifer. It would not change your mass balance on the water. It would not give you a
lot of problems in transporting it when you clean up the upper most concentrated plume.
That clean water can be used in lieu of fresh well water and I think that your solution could be done
quite rapidly compared to the other alternatives.
If there's any questions or anyone that wants to talk about this, I'll be available after the meeting.
Thank you very much.
Oh, one other thing is that electrocoagulation also removes uranium and nucleis changes the uranium
to uranium oxide. It takes out all of the material that is contaminating the aquifer underneath the
desert dairy and so it's a general purpose cleanup system for aboveground treatment.
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#22C
Thank you.

#23A

To whom it may concern,
My name is Evelio Hernandez. First, I would like to thank you for the opportunity for
taking the time to read this letter. At the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
meeting on September 13, 2012 in Barstow, I was very impressed with the board’s performance.
The water board conducted themselves in a very informative and respectable manner. Despite the
negative remarks that are commonly stated in these meetings, the water board always responds in
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the most professional manner, not only to the Community Advisory Committee (CAC), but also
to the community members who attend these meetings. With that said, I do believe that these
meetings should be run by an independent, neutral third party in order to ensure that the water
board and the community members of Hinkley get an equal chance to participate.
Throughout this letter, I would like to address some serious concerns that I have as a
current home-owner in the Hinkley community, and as a member of the Community Advisory
Committee (CAC). I have seen how the hexavalent chromium contamination caused by Pacific
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has affected the community of Hinkley over the last 50
years. My concerns are about PG&E not taking into consideration the suggestions that the
community has asked for in regards to solutions to clean-up the chromium plume. PG&E has
their agenda already in place, including how their solution to the contaminated water problem is
to either install a whole-house water treatment system, a deeper-well, or (if qualified) for
Hinkley residents to participate in the buy-out program. The water board, in conjunction with
PG&E, continues to neglect the voice of the community members whose lives are truly affected
by this ordeal. It is time for the suggestions given by the Hinkley community members of how to
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#23A

solve this problem be put into effect. Otherwise, if left in the hands of PG&E, resident’s lives
will continue to be ruined by these problems, as they have now for so many years. We need the
Lahonton Water Board to hear our voice and advocate on our behalf to PG&E to solve the

23A-2
cont'd

problem of providing safe drinking water to all the residents of Hinkley.
The community of Hinkley has suffered over the last 50 years from the loss of some
three-thousand people who have either moved willingly or have had no other choice to move
given that to stay, would be sacrificing their health. In addition, the property value has decreased

23A-3

dramatically for the Hinkley home-owners over the last several years due to the contamination
problem.
When PG&E conducts studies and makes decisions on behalf of the Hinkley community,
they base their decision solely off of those individuals who they feel are affected by the
chromium contamination and they do not consider the community as a whole. PG&E determines
who is included within the plume and who is not. Below in Appendix I, I have suggestions as to
how I believe the plume should be defined. The reality is, everyone in Hinkley is affected by the
hexavalent chromium contamination directly or indirectly. PG&E must address the concerns of
those individuals who live just outside the predetermined plume affected areas as well as those
who live within the plume area whose water seems to test clean, for now anyways. Take for
example my home, which is located at 36236 Serra Rd, Hinkley, CA, 92347. The adjacent
neighbor to my right has been bought-out as well my neighbor to the left. Every other house
around me has also been tested and found contaminated due to their water testing positive for
levels of chromium six. Ironically, despite the fact that there is contaminated water surrounding
my entire property, the test results of CH2MHill (a global project delivery company contracted
by PG&E) deemed my water safe from harmful levels of chromium.

23A-4

#23A
Thus, I am faced with several problems in regards to my water, my health, the future of
my community and the never-ending contamination in my neighborhood. According to PG&E, I
do not meet the criteria to be eligible to participate in the buy-out program. My concern for my
health and the health of my family increases each day due to the contamination in all the areas

23A-4
cont'd

surrounding my home. Today my water may test clean, but who knows what tomorrow will
bring. Not to mention my dreams of retiring in a neighborhood with close friends next door have
diminished as the water contamination forced them to move away. In addition, with the value of
my property dramatically decreased due to the dwindling of my neighborhood and the
contamination of the water surrounding me, it is nearly impossible to get what I put into the

23A-5

house and to be able to rebuild the home I have worked so hard for anywhere else.
Furthermore, it is equally disconcerting that no one appears to take into consideration the
fact that extremely high levels (6.9, 5.2, 4.8 etc.,) of CH6 are appearing on Hinkley Road. I
believe PG&E has a fiduciary responsibility to accept and correct any and all hexavalent
chromium within the entire zip code of Hinkley. It is possible that PG&E has missed a stream or
vein of water that is contaminating the area west of their compressor station. Either recent floods
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(2011) have carried the CH6 to the west of the compressor station or the in situ treatment has
caused the redirection of a water vein to the west when PG&E stopped it from traveling towards
the school.
I am suggesting that PG&E pipe in water lines from the Mojave Water Agency main
water line to everybody’s house in Hinkley in order to save what is left of the Hinkley
community and to solve this problem once and for all. This would include installing pipes to
landowners as well so they would have the opportunity to build on their property in the future.
The past is the past and the damage has already been done. The focus must be on moving
forward and ensuring environmental justice for the residents of Hinkley.
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#23A
I agree and am in favor of the idea proposed of the whole-house water treatment as a
temporary solution. However, in order to solve the contamination problem completely, Hinkley
residents need a long-term solution. The idea I suggested of installing water lines would
decouple all families affected by the plume from chromium six and other contaminants. This
would allow potential for the Hinkley community to be restored and even for lots that are
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currently vacant to have the opportunity to turn into a place of residence again. This would save
the community of Hinkley from being completely diminished and would allow the possibility for
the community to begin to rebuild and start to grow again, which in turn would increase property
value.
In addition, I am strongly suggesting that the water board and PG&E further investigate
the concern recently brought to my attention regarding the unsafe levels of arsenic and
manganese in the water. As you can see from the example in Appendix II listed below,
dangerous levels of arsenic and manganese were shown in wells that were tested back on
10/11/12 by E.S.Babcock & Sons, Inc. (an Environmental Laboratory). This concern needs to be
addressed immediately because the levels of manganese and arsenic are more dangerous than the
chromium six levels we were facing to begin with. The Community Advisory Committee (CAC)
is in majority agreement that the “in situ treatment program” should be shut-down until we can
figure out why these other containments are coming up so high. It is ludicrous for the residents
of Hinkley to be subjected to increasingly more dangerous contaminants (arsenic and
manganese) which appear to be the direct by-products of ethanol injections, while PG&E is
given credit for the chromium six cleanup.
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#23A
For any further questions or concerns please feel free to contact me. I look forward to
your response. The water board’s willingness to accept public comments on important issues,
such as the cleanup project and unsafe containments in the water is very much appreciated.

Sincerely,

Evelio Hernandez
Phone: (760)912-3611
E-mail: billysup@earthlink.net
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#23B
Evelio Hernandez
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. HERNANDEZ: Thank you for listening. I agree with the EIR report.
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MS. KAPAHI: Could you state your name please, sir, and spell it.
MR. HERNANDEZ: Sorry. My name is Evelio Hernandez. I'm a community resident. I'm part of the -CAC member also. My name is spelled E-v-e-l-i-o H-e-r-n-a-n-d-e-z. Okay. I like the idea of going
forward with all this stuff. There's some things that I don't agree with, but I do like -- a thousand pages
is kind of hard. I'm not a reader so it's going to take me a while.
But I like the idea of progress. You know, it's very important. I don't like the fast options that they have
because they'll mess up too many things. So I'm kind of in the middle where I think you need to do
something that's kind of slow. I agree with the water program that they have in place to temporarily get
people separated from the chromium 6.
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But a lot of the things that have been going on since -- the impact of this environment, the social impact
of this, we've lost probably 3,000 people from like 1970 to now out of the community. They're gone.
And this all started back in 1952.
So we have a hard time as community members where they say they've used the3.1 number as a level
to just this is what we're going to use so we can have something to go by. But for so many years, from
1952 to roughly the '90s at least, maybe the 2000s, there was no data that shows where the chromium
came from or which one is PG&E and which one isn't PG&E's.
One of the other things that happened during this time -- there's a 3-A amendment in there that says -what it does is it tries to prove which chromium 6 is PG&E's and which one is natural. That was
suspended. And it was done with no -- nobody asked the community anything. It was just done
between the Water Board and PG&E.
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And I think that should be put back. We need to find out which chromium 6 is PG&E's and that's what
they need to be responsible for. One of the fears that I have is if the state comes back in a couple of
years and says hey, 5 percent is good, then they just walk away and say hey, whether it's theirs or not.
They should be responsible for what is theirs.
And that's something that I kind of think that, you know, somebody scratches my car. And if they say
hey, a two-inch scratch is okay. Well, no, you got to fix the whole fender, not just -- you know,
everybody says no, that's okay. No. If you have insurance or whatever that says it's going to take care
of everything, then it should take care of everything, not just send it to this guy and then send it to this
guy because they're going to slap it together and here you go.
Our community has died, I mean, big time. And we have issues as far as, you know, whether it should be
a property -- a property purchase or not. My opinion and a lot of people's opinion is that it should go
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hand in hand with this cleanup. You know, it's going to take 26 to 40 years from what I'm understanding
to clean this up with whatever method we go with. So people should have an option.
None of the members here on this board can tell me what they're going to be doing in 26 to 40 years.
Where are you going to be? One of my biggest things is if I die in five years, what am I leaving my kids?
I'm probably the last person that has built something in Hinkley. I came to live with my neighbors that
I've known for more than 15 to 20 years. They live on both sides of me and now they're gone. So I've
spent a lot of money. I had my house paid for and now I couldn't sell it unless it's to PG&E. And they
want to cut that program out and I don't think it's right.

23B-4
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So we as a community don't have a lot of ways to implement things against PG&E. I think they're trying.
But they're always trying as long as it fits their agenda. You know, if PG&E would have came in back
when this first Erin Brockovich thing broke loose and everything happened and they came and they
addressed the whole community and said, you know what? We're going tobuild a water system and
we're going to supply water to everybody, it would have disconnected everybody at that point in time
and they could have took forever to clean it up.
But everybody would have been safe, we wouldn't have lost the 3,000 people. You know, we still
wouldn’t be losing people now.
One of the things that I bring up is my property value is gone. You know, it's in half. And people say
well, it's gone for everybody. No. When I had -- when I built my house a couple years ago, it was paid
for. And any other property that I have gone to get an equity line on, I've never had to produce is your
water okay. I've never had to do that. I had to do it this time. And I've got a small portion of what I can
use now because of this -- the property value is gone.
I mean, it's a social thing where I tell people if it was -- if my house was somewhere else -- my daughters
are getting to the point right now where they can get married. They both graduated from college and
this and that. You know, having your house paid for is -- one of the things that most people at this time
will borrow money to pay for a wedding, borrow money to maybe give them money to buy a house
themselves. I would have liked to have had them near me. I don't want them to buy property next to
me, you know. I can't in good conscious tell anybody to go out and buy property in Hinkley right now.
And this agenda -- part of it -- the way it impacts people and the issues that I have, that's my personal
issue. But I know people that bought property out there. And the agenda and criteria that they set -let's say you have property. I know people that have property out there and the property -- they can't
do anything with it. They can't get a loan, you know. They can't build anything on it. But at the same
time, sincethey don't have a well or a residence on that, their property is paid for, they can't sell it to
anybody either. Their hands are tied. They're locked up. So, you know, the agendas and the criterias
that are set sometimes aren't for the community.

23B-5

I agree to this whole house water system as a short-term solution.

23B-6

But I haven't heard anything for the long range like the water system. And when they brought it up -and it was one of the things that I've been shouting about for about a year and a half. But it was

23B-7

neglected and taken off the table -- not by us, but by them -- because it wasn't feasible. Well, it wasn't
feasible because of the plume.
Well, they're only dealing with this small area in a mile.
When I think of the community of Hinkley, I think of the whole zip code. You know, this is -- it's like you
hear Beverly Hills, you think of, you know, Hollywood and all the stars. You think of San Diego, you think
nice climate. Someone says Hinkley -- whoa. Step back. It's contaminated water, we don't want
nothing to do with it.
But PG&E has only been -- like I said, the data that they have, they have nothing from 1950 up to a
certain point. I agree that everything that they've been doing from like 2005, 2007 is really well. They
have thrown a lot of money at this.

23B-7
cont'd

But I think if they would have thrown the money at a water system, it would have helped the
community as a whole a lot better. You know, it would have saved our community.
And I'll get up and I'll speak for a lot of people in a lot of different ways, but these are the kind of issues.
And we as the community really don't have a way to enforce anything.
And that's one of the things that -- I would like that 3-A to go back and be reinstated. I think that's very
important. They need to be responsible for what they caused for however long it takes.

23B-8

You know, but we have to have that. If you want something to grow, you have to start with the proper
foundation. And the proper foundation to me seems that you have to disconnect everybody, but the -the thing about the filtration systems -- no one really knows how much they cost. And if this five-year
term comes along, then they can, you know -- they can -- we don't know what's going to happen exactly
after five years.

23B-9

And I thank you for listening and I appreciate
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Peter Lloyd
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. LLOYD: My name is Peter Lloyd, L-l-o-y-d. And just following on from Dan Hendrickson, we work
together on the electric coagulation. I just want to point out a very strong point about what Dan is
saying is that the environmental impact of electrocoagulation is very small.
It's -- like he said, it's in a 40-foot container. You bring the water in, it goes straight through the
electrodes and then out. And then it converts whatever -- chromium, magnesium, uranium and heavy
metals into an oxide which settles out. It becomes a solid and therefore, it becomes benign as far as
toxicity is concerned.
It's a very easy system to implement. We do have a 10-gallon-per-minute system that could be done as
a testbed to see -- to -- in order to investigate if what I'm saying is true. And that could be implemented
very quickly for the citizens of Hinkley to see the results of that.
The main issue about this thing is that it's just electrifying the chromium, just taking it out and then
letting the oxygen bind to that chromium and letting it settle out.
So anyway, I brought this up and here is the report that we have. It has an executive summary and I
would like to present it to the board.
Thank you very much.
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Bob Morris
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. MORRIS: Hello. My name is Bob Morris. I've lived in Hinkley since 1960. Morris is M-o-r-r-i-s.
My only concern tonight is that not all the wells in Hinkley are being tested. Anybody that's in the
Hinkley area should have their well tested. PG&E should have a part in that. And this is what I was
going to ask you to do is to have every well tested. Then you can have a real plume instead of a line on
the map and we're not going to go a mile from here and that kind of stuff. Give up on the bull on this
and go ahead and test them all.
Thank you.
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Kevin M. Sullivan

Principal Remediation
Specialist
Hinkley Remediation
Project

3401 Crow Canyon Rd
San Ramon, CA 94583
(925) 415-2615

kmsu@pge.com

November 5, 2012
Anne Holden
Engineering Geologist & EIR Project Manager
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Comprehensive Groundwater Cleanup
Strategy for Historical Chromium Discharges from Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Hinkley Compressor Station San Bernardino County
Dear Ms. Holden:
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) submits the attached comments (Attachments 1 and 2) on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) released by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Water Board) in August 2012 for the Groundwater Cleanup Strategy for the
PG&E Hinkley Compressor Station site located in Hinkley, California.
The EIR document provides sufficient flexibility required to implement the final groundwater
remedy in the most efficient and least impactful manner. The six alternatives analyzed in the EIR
(4B through 4C-5) provide a range of options that weigh the speed of groundwater cleanup
against potential environmental impacts. PG&E believes that the most beneficial alternative is
either Alternative 4B or 4C-2, as both of those alternatives provide the best balance between
clean-up speed and minimization of potential environmental impacts. In addition, those
alternatives are consistent with PG&E’s on-going efforts to actively and effectively remediate
the hexavalent chromium groundwater plume utilizing proven technologies previously approved
by the Water Board, namely the operation of agricultural units in the northern portion of the
plume and in-situ treatment in the southern higher-concentration areas.

30-1

Over the past several years, under the regulatory oversight of the Water Board, PG&E has
collected extensive data on the effectiveness of and potential impacts from the operation of
agricultural treatment units and in-situ treatment. We have also collected data for constituents
other than chromium as part of our voluntary Whole House Replacement Water program. While
the EIR appropriately utilizes all of this existing data to determine the effectiveness and potential
impacts of the remedial alternatives, we believe that the EIR and related permits should also
acknowledge that the implementation of the remedy can be optimized during the operational
period to reduce impacts. This can be done using such features as crop rotation and advanced
irrigation strategies in the agricultural treatment units, to reduce the amount of by-products that
are generated. The EIR and related permits should be flexible enough to allow for such future
optimization efforts to reduce by-products and address potential impacts as they develop and are

30-2
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observed. Absent such flexibility, the potential impacts may be overestimated in this EIR and in
turn the mitigation measures will be unnecessarily over-reaching.
With respect to the mitigation measures, PG&E believes that the environmental impacts of the
mitigation measures should also be considered in the impacts analysis and should not be more
disruptive and impactful that the original impact. In particular, the time frames proposed for the
completion of the potential post chromium remediation mitigation measures are unrealistically
short, technically impracticable and are not in proportion to the overall aquifer remediation
program. For example, Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) mitigation could potentially require the
construction and operation of a reverse osmosis treatment system to remove TDS from the
aquifer. Impacts from such a system should be considered in the impacts analysis. Further, we
suggest that the EIR allow for consideration of natural restoration processes and/or basin-wide
solutions that achieve the same basin-wide restoration goals with reduced environmental
impacts; these options are discussed more thoroughly in Attachment 2.
PG&E is committed to continuing the substantial progress we’ve made in cleaning up the
hexavalent chromium groundwater plume. Since beginning operations in 2004, the Desert View
Dairy Land Treatment Unit has treated over one billion gallons of extracted groundwater. In
2010, PG&E began to expand agricultural operations, increasing extraction capacity from 168
million gallons per year in September 2009 to 546 million gallons per year in September 2012.
In addition, in-situ remediation efforts have reduced hexavalent chromium concentrations across
54 acres of the plume core from over 1,000 ppb (parts per billion) to less than 3.1 ppb.
Continuing to implement these proven technologies is in the best interest of all the stakeholders
and is consistent with the historical agricultural presence in Hinkley. Increased agricultural
presence in the Hinkley Valley will support local dairies as well as local agriculture, dairyrelated jobs and local economic activity. These alternatives also minimize the long-term
negative effects, such as excessive aquifer drawdown, by-product generation, unsightly treatment
plant construction and long-term truck traffic.
We look forward to continue to work together with the Water Board and the community of
Hinkley, on selection of a final remedy that appropriately balances the speed of the cleanup with
the least amount of environmental impacts.
PG&E appreciates this opportunity to comment on the EIR. If you have any questions, feel free
to contact me at (925) 415-2615.
Sincerely,

Kevin M. Sullivan

Enclosures:
Attachment 1 – Main Comment Table
Attachment 2 - Discussion of Alternate Mitigation Options for Effects due to Agricultural
Treatment
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Attachment 1 –Main Comment Table
Hinkley Comprehensive Groundwater Cleanup Strategy
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Comments of Pacific Gas and Electric Company
November 5, 2012
Page
Lines
Comment
CHAPTER 2 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.0-20
25-27
The statement, "This expansion is proposed to achieve and maintain year-round
ES-9
6-7
extraction/hydraulic control of the plume movement to foster faster cleanup
periods compared to Alternative 4B" is not accurate. Alternative 4B includes
year-round extraction and achieves year-round hydraulic control, as indicated by
the hydraulic analysis in Addendum 3 of the Feasibility Study (Figure 8). The
difference between Alternative 4B and Alternative 4C-2 is the amount of winter
pumping. The following revision is suggested to resolve this issue:

2.0-18

2.0-23

2.0-33

2.0-33

39

1-5

6

32

"This expansion is proposed to increase winter pumping rates and to
foster faster cleanup periods compared to Alternative 4B"
For Alternative 4B, there would still be pumping and treatment during winter
months, although at a lower rate than the 4C series alternatives. The statement
"land treatment will not occur during winter months," is inaccurate and should be
deleted.
The size of the two aboveground treatment plants associated with Alternative
4C-3 would total approximately 81,060 square feet, which is approximately five
times larger than the aboveground treatment plant at Topock. Given the
comparison of the proposed plants with “similar operations that have been
implemented by PG&E at its Topock site” in the preceding text, the following
language should be included for context:
There would be up to a total of two above-ground treatment facilities, in
structures of approximately 81,060 square feet (approximately five times
the size of the existing above-ground treatment plant at Topock). One
treatment facility would be located generally near the Compressor
Station adjacent to the southern boundary of the Source Area IRZ in
OU1, and one treatment facility would be located generally near the
Desert View Dairy adjacent to the northwestern boundary of OU2.
The discussion in the section regarding the operating characteristics of wells
applies to monitoring wells as well. Thus, revise "extraction and injection" to
"extraction, injection, and monitoring"
The description of the well operation only refers to “freshwater supply wells.”
Add a description of well operation for monitoring wells by inserting the
following new text:
Monitoring wells would also continue to be operated as under existing
conditions. The wells will be used for groundwater samplings and water
level readings, with samples being taken quarterly, semi-annually,
annually or less frequently, depending on the well. PG&E may
sometimes sample more frequently at a new well. Monitoring wells may
be established throughout the project area. Access to the wells is
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30-9

30-10

30-11

30-12
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generally from existing secondary roads or from public streets where
feasible.
Various Tables and Proposed changes and additions to Section 2 tables and figures are attached to
Figures
this table.
CHAPTER 3 - EXISTING CONDITIONS
Chapter 3.1 – Water Quality
Table 3.1-2 The No Project cleanup timeframes in the EIR may be overestimated. Based on
3.1-5
groundwater modeling, we recommend revising the estimated No Project
Table ES-1 timeframes as follows:
• Total chromium MCL (50 µg/L): 6 years
Table 3.1- • 80% Chromium Mass Removal: 10 to 13 years
3.1-66
• Maximum background (3.1 µg/L): 75 to 150 years
11
• Average background (1.2 µg/L): 130 to 220 years
3.1-5
Table 3.1-2 It appears that the maximum drawdown at scaled flows was estimated overly
conservatively, perhaps assuming a linear relationship between flowrate and
maximum drawdown. As the project is scaled, pumping would occur in areas
outside of the FS pumping center, for example in areas to the north, and, as such,
maximum drawdown at the FS pumping center is not expected to increase
linearly with the scaling. It should be noted that the scaled maximum drawdown
estimates are likely conservative. For additional comments on this issue refer to
the comment on Table 3.1-8 (page 3.1-55).

30-12

The number of potentially affected wells listed on Table 3.1-2 does not match
with the quantities shown on Table 3.1-8. Please revise Table 3.1-2 to make the
numbers match those listed in Table 3.1-8.
The analysis indicates that the amount of plume bulging increases with increased
in situ flow rates for Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, and 4C-5 over existing conditions,
without considering the additional extraction for agricultural treatment in OU-1
in those alternatives. The additional extraction in those alternatives should
decrease the potential for bulging in those alternatives in comparison with
existing conditions. Accordingly, the text in the third row of the table under the
columns corresponding to Alternatives 4C-2 and 4C-3 should be revised as
shown:

30-16

3.1-6

Table 3.1-2

Injection for in-situ remediation, higher pumping rate (431 gpm) increases
potential for plume “bulging,” but the addition of the three AUs in OU1
reduces the potential for plume bulging in comparison with Alternative
4B and the No Project Alternative.

cont'd

30-13

30-14

30-15

30-17

The text in the third row of the table under the column corresponding to
Alternatives 4C-5 should be revised as shown:
Injection for in-situ remediation, higher pumping (244 gpm) than existing
increases potential for plume “bulging,” but lower than other alternatives
the addition of the three AUs in OU1 reduces the potential for plume
bulging in comparison with Alternative 4B and the No Project
Alternative.
3.1-9

11-15

The EIR should clarify that the MCL for total chromium regulates Cr[VI]. In
fact Cr[VI] represents that vast majority of health risk that drives the MCL for

2
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total chromium. (For further discussion, see our comment to page 1-9 of the EIR
on this same topic). Accordingly, revise the text as follows:

3.1-13
After
3.1-22
3.1-23

3.1-24

3.1-29

27
Figure 3.1-2
21

38-40

19-23

Maximum Contaminant Levels are federal enforceable limits for
contaminants in drinking water. The federal rules for chromium include a
Maximum Contaminant Level of 100 parts per billion (ppb) for total
chromium. There are two forms of chromium, Cr[VI] and Cr[III], that
may be significant as drinking water contaminants. Chromium III has not
been shown to be carcinogenic to animals or humans by the oral route.
Thus the MCL for total chromium protects against the health risks
associated with Cr[VI]. There is no established federal Maximum
Contaminant Level for Cr[VI]. Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels
are presented below in Table 3.1-3.
Change “pm” to “ppm.”
The Harper Lake label is in the incorrect location on this figure. Please move the
label to the correct location.
The settlement agreement should be referenced in the EIR in the same way that it
is referenced in the Board's February 1, 2012 announcement of the agreement,
and consistent with the terms of the Agreement itself, which notes in the recitals
that the question of violations is disputed. Therefore, prior to the word
“violations” in line 21, the word “alleged” should be inserted. This is the same
terminology as used in the Water Board's announcement of the proposed
settlement.
The delineation of the northern boundary of the plume has been a key concern
from the public in the public meetings on the EIR. Therefore, to provide more
information about what is being done to delineate the boundary, revise the text as
follows:
At present, the plume is thought to be at least 5.5 miles north of the
Compressor Station, but the northern boundary is not fully delineated yet ;
ongoing assessment is being conducted and a revised background study
has been proposed and is currently under review by the Water Board. The
plume length, however, was greatly influenced by pumping and
movement by others instead of under natural conditions.
The TDS concentrations near the Hinkley Compressor station are subject to
many mechanisms that impact concentration and movement, including nearby
farming/dairy activities, fluctuating groundwater levels, and natural groundwater
movement. PG&E is not aware of any studies that concluded that the pumping
of PG&E’s station water supply wells pulled TDS south to the station
property. A review of gradient data obtained since the mid-1990s (while the
station supply wells were in operation) does not show evidence of any significant
southward gradients. Given the farming and dairy activities adjacent to PG&E’s
Hinkley station, it would require significant study to sort out whether TDS
present in groundwater near PG&E’s Hinkley station came from farming and
dairy activities south, east, west, or north of the station. A similar point can be
made about chromium levels near the Hinkley station supply wells. It would
require additional study in order to conclude that any chromium in a certain area
of the Hinkley station was pulled to that location by Hinkley station supply well
pumping as opposed to a number of additional mechanisms, including naturally
occurring chromium levels in the groundwater and natural groundwater
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movement.

30-23
cont'd

3.1-31

1-2

3.1-39

21

3.1-40

23-26

3.1-40

3.1-42

36-41

4

Since this text is speculative and not critical to the EIR, it should be deleted.
The EIR states that half of the lysimeters are currently yielding nitrate
concentrations of more than 10 ppm [as nitrogen]. However, only 3 of 14 wet
lysimeters (approximately 20 percent) yielded concentrations of nitrate above 10
mg/L N in the fourth quarter 2011. Therefore revise the text as follows:
Current data from the agricultural treatment unit reveals that 3 about half
of the 14 samples from lysimeters in the alfalfa fields have yielded
samples with nitrate concentrations of less than 1 ppm, and half of the
samples have nitrate concentrations of more than 10 ppm. About half of
the lysimeters have yielded samples with nitrate concentrations of less
than 1 ppm.

30-24

Revise the text to reflect the fact that the revised manganese mitigation plan was
submitted in May 2012, rather than March 2012.
The EIR’s reference to occupational studies of Cr[VI] exposure should be
clarified by noting that the occupational studies were based on exposure in
industrial settings, so that the reader understands that these results are limited to
such settings and not based on domestic or household exposures. We
recommend the following changes:

30-25

While Cr[VI] has long been recognized as a cancer-causing substance
(also referred to as a “carcinogen”) via inhalation in occupational and
industrial settings, there is sufficient evidence that Cr[VI] is also
carcinogenic by the oral route of exposure (meaning drinking or
consuming) at high concentrations, based on studies in rats and mice
conducted by the National Toxicology Program (OEHHA 2010).
The EIR’s reference to occupational studies of Cr[VI] exposure should be
clarified by noting that the occupational studies were based on exposure in
industrial settings, so that the reader understands that these results are limited to
such settings and not based on domestic or household exposures. We
recommend the following addition:
Mice that ingested drinking water containing high doses (14,000 ppb or
greater) of Cr[VI] had statistically significant increases in stomach, oral
cavity, and intestine tumors compared to control subjects (OEHHA 2010).
Review of occupational studies in which humans were exposed to Cr[VI]
in industrial settings primarily by the inhalation route identified reports of
significantly increased risk of lung cancer. It is estimated that exposure to
airborne Cr[VI] is 1000 times more potent than exposure from drinking
water (OEHHA 2009).
Revise the text to reflect that the formula for sodium chloride is “NaCl”, rather
than “NACl2”.
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3.1-46

3.1-46
3.1-47

16-24

25-36
1-8

The EIR states that there is no current MCL for Cr[VI]. Although that is true,
the EIR should clarify that the MCL for total chromium governs the standard for
Cr[VI] until the Department of Public Health sets an MCL for Cr[VI]. The MCL
for total chromium is largely based on health risks associated with Cr[VI]. In
addition, the EIR should state that if the Department of Public Health sets an
MCL for Cr[VI], that MCL would constitute the applicable threshold of
significance.
A significance criteria was added for any wells that have detectable Cr[VI]
concentrations below maximum background levels within one mile of the plume,
but whose Cr[VI] increases. This significance criteria is not appropriate, because
concentrations of Cr(VI) may increase below the maximum background
concentration and be unrelated to remedial actions. Accordingly, the Water
Supply Well Impacts (Hexavalent Chromium) significance criteria should be
revised as follows:
 Impacts to water supply wells are considered significant when
remedial actions cause concentrations of hexavalent chromium in a
water supply well that was previously below background levels to
exceed background levels.
 If water supply wells already contain hexavalent chromium that
exceed background levels, and remedial actions cause an increase in
concentration by 10% or more and is statistically significant, this is
also considered significant.
 If and when California adopts a MCL for hexavalent chromium, if
the MCL exceeds the Hinkley Valley background level, then the
MCL would constitute the applicable threshold of significance the
background level shall continue to be used as the significance
criteria due to the evidence of potential health effects from
concentrations above the PHG. If the MCL is less than the Hinkley
Valley background level, then the background level shall also
continue to be used as the significance criteria because PG&E is
only responsible for levels that exceed background levels.
 Because the plume is defined by the maximum background
hexavalent chromium level, it is possible that wells may be affected
by hexavalent chromium contamination due to remedial action at
detectable levels below the maximum background level. Thus,
impacts are also considered significant when remedial actions cause
an increase in concentrations of hexavalent chromium within a water
supply well within 1 mile of the defined chromium plume. This
criterion is also designed to address the potential for wells to become
affected in a short period of time after detection of increased
hexavalent chromium levels in groundwater nearby due to remedial
actions.
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3.1-47

9-26

The EIR states that the MCL for total chromium is “outdated” because it does
not consider the health threat from Cr[VI]. The MCL for total chromium is
largely based on health risks associated with Cr[VI] and is not outdated for this
reason. In addition, the EIR should state that if the Department of Public Health
sets an MCL for Cr[VI], that MCL would constitute the applicable threshold of
significance. Accordingly, the EIR should be revised as follows:
The existing California MCL for total chromium of 50 ppb is not used as a
significance criterion for this EIR because (1) the ratio of hexavalent to
total chromium in the Hinkley Valley is high (PG&E’s groundwater
monitoring report data show that 85 to 100% of the chromium detected in
monitoring wells is in the hexavalent form) and (2) the MCL is outdated as
it does not consider the more recent health data and information for
hexavalent chromium; therefore, the MCL for total chromium is not
adequately sensitive to determine significant impacts. Instead, the
maximum background level for total chromium (currently 3.2 ppb Cr[T])
will be used as a significance criterion. If the Department of Public Health
sets an MCL for Cr[VI], that MCL would constitute the applicable
threshold of significance.

3.1-47
3.1-48

27-44
1-7



Impacts to water supply wells are considered significant when remedial
actions cause concentrations of total chromium in a water supply well
that was previously below background levels to exceed background
levels.



Because the plume is defined by the maximum background total
chromium level, it is possible that wells may be affected by chromium
contamination due to remedial action at detectable levels below the
maximum background level. Thus, impacts are also considered
significant when remedial actions cause an increase in concentrations of
total chromium within a water supply well within 1 mile of the defined
chromium plume.

30-30

A 10 percent threshold for wells that start out above an MCL may not be
significant. For instance, if an initial concentration of arsenic is 10 ppb, a change
of 10 percent to 11 ppb may be natural variation and not significant. To address
this issue, it is recommended to include statistical significance in the evaluation.
In addition, the analysis of whether remediation byproducts would violate water
quality standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality, the EIR should clarify that the project must cause the
increase in concentrations of remediation byproducts before mitigation will be
imposed. The EIR should use the phrase “due to remedial actions” as stated in
MM-2a.
Accordingly, please rewrite the text starting on line 33 as follows:


If a water supply well has concentrations of these remediation
byproducts that currently exceed a California primary Maximum
Contaminant Level (see Table 3.1-3), then a 10% increase above
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3.1-48

21-41

current levels in a water supply well due to remedial actions, which
is also statistically significant, is considered significant (unless it can
be demonstrated that an increase is statistically significant at a
different level). This criterion is set to address the significance
threshold of substantial degradation to water quality, and the 10%
increase level is set conservatively to recognize the known and
recognized health risks associated with these constituents in drinking
water.
If a water supply well has concentrations of these remediation
byproducts that currently exceed a California primary Maximum
Contaminant Level (see Table 3.1-3), then a 10% increase above
current levels in a water supply well due to remedial actions, which
is also statistically significant, is considered significant (unless it can
be demonstrated that an increase is statistically significant at a
different level). This criterion is set to address the significance
threshold of substantial degradation to water quality, and the 10%
increase level is set conservatively to recognize the known and
recognized health risks associated with these constituents in drinking
water.
If a water supply well has concentrations of these remediation
byproducts that are currently less than a California primary
Maximum Contaminant Level (see Table 3.1-3) then a 20% increase
above current contaminant levels in a water supply well is
considered significant (unless it can be demonstrated that an increase
is statistically significant at a different level). This criterion is set to
address the significance threshold of substantial degradation to water
quality, and the 20% increase level is set to comply with the State
Board Resolution 68-16 and the Nondegradation Objective
(Lahontan Basin Plan at p. 3-14). The Nondegradation Objective is
an integral part of the water quality objectives contained in the
Lahontan Basin Plan, and provides that where the existing quality of
water is better than that needed to protect all beneficial uses, that
existing high quality is an appropriate goal to be maintained.

Similarly to the comment above, we suggest to rewrite text on page 3.1-48, lines
21-41 as follows:


If remediation byproduct levels in a water supply currently exceed
a Federal or California secondary Maximum Contaminant Level
(see Table 3.1-3) or water quality objective (see Table 3.1-4), then
a 20% increase above current levels in a water supply well due to
remedial actions, which increase is also statistically significant is
considered significant (unless it can be demonstrated that an
increase is statistically significant at a different level). This
criterion is set to address the significance threshold of substantial
degradation to water quality. The criterion is set at 20% increase
because there are no primary MCLs for these contaminants, only
Secondary MCLs. Secondary MCLs are based on taste, odor, and
visual thresholds rather than on adverse health effects, and so a
higher significance threshold is appropriate.

7

30-31

cont'd

#30
Attachment 1



3.1-55

Table 3.1-8

If remediation byproduct levels are currently less than a Federal or
California secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (see Table 3.13) or water quality objective (see Table 3.1-4), then a 20% increase
above current levels in a water supply well is considered significant
(unless it can be demonstrated that an increase is statistically
significant at a different level). This criterion is set to address the
significance threshold of substantial degradation to water quality,
and the 20% increase level is set to comply with the State Board
Resolution 68-16 and the Nondegradation Objective (Lahontan
Basin Plat at p. 3-14).

Table 3.1-9

3.1-56

24

3.1-62

Table 3.110
21

3.1-68

3.1-68

25-28

cont'd

It appears that the maximum drawdown at scaled flows was estimated overly
conservatively, perhaps assuming a linear relationship between flow rate and
maximum drawdown. As the project is scaled, pumping would occur in areas
outside of the FS pumping center, for example in areas to the north and as such
maximum drawdown at the FS pumping center is not expected to increase
linearly with the scaling. As such, it should be noted that the scaled maximum
drawdown estimates are likely conservative.
Comment b should be extended to all alternatives for the Maximum Drawdown
at Scaled Flows column. As described in the text on page 3.1-55 lines 5-17,
drawdown greater than 30 to 40 feet is not anticipated to be sustainable and
pumping would have to be reduced as these levels are approached. This would
be particularly the case for the FS extraction rates for Alternatives 4C-3 and 4C4. For the scaled flows, this would be the case for Alternatives 4B, 4C-2, and
4C-5 as well where the predicted drawdown is listed as greater than 50 feet.

3.1-56

30-31

Note "b" should reference Table 3.1-7 not 3.1-6. Please revise.
To ensure that the level of certainty of the information is properly disclosed, add
a footnote that states “Groundwater elevations in private wells were estimated
based on available data from monitoring wells. The actual number of partially or
fully affected private wells may differ.”
Based on the sum of the number of wells listed in Table 3.1-9, change “133
wells” to “147 wells.”
For comments on this issue refer to the comment on Table 3.1-8 (page 3.1-55).
The EIR indicates that freshwater injection wells have the potential to cause
plume spreading. The freshwater injections are designed to be placed
sufficiently outside the Cr[VI] plume and would cause a decrease in plume area,
rather than an increase. Accordingly, revise the text to explain that the
freshwater injection wells are designed to decrease the plume area.
A 10 % increase may not be significant, therefore, we suggest revising the text as
follows:
This impact is considered significant if:
 remedial actions cause concentrations of hexavalent or total chromium
in a water supply well to increase from below background levels to
above background levels or increase by 10% or more and the increase is
statistically significant if current levels are exceed the background level;
or
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30-33
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30-35
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3.1-68

29-30

3.1-70

14-15

3.1-70

3.1-70

29-30

7, 22, 37

3.1-70
3.1-71

7-40
1-7

3.1-71

7, 25

3.1-71
3.1-72

38-41
1-6

It appears that lines 29-30 are redundant to the information provided in lines 2628. Therefore, we suggest deleting lines 29-30.
The analysis indicates that the amount of plume bulging increases with increased
in situ flow rates for Alternatives 4C-2 over existing conditions, without
considering the additional extraction for agricultural treatment in OU-1 in that
alternative. The additional extraction should decrease the potential for bulging
in those alternatives in comparison with existing conditions. Accordingly, the
text should be revised as shown:
Thus, w With increased injection and irrigation, there is could be a greater
potential for localized plume bulging to occur during implementation, but
the addition of the three AUs in OU1 results in net extraction in this area
and reduces the potential for plume bulging as compared to Alternative
4B and the No Project Alternative.
The analysis indicates that the amount of plume bulging increases with increased
in situ flow rates for Alternatives 4C-3 over existing conditions, without
considering the additional extraction for agricultural treatment in OU-1 in that
alternative. The additional extraction should decrease the potential for bulging
in those alternatives in comparison with existing conditions. Accordingly, the
text should be revised as shown:
Thus, w With increased injection and irrigation, there is could be a greater
potential for localized plume bulging to occur during implementation, but
the addition of the three AUs in OU1 results in net extraction in this area
and reduces the potential for plume bulging as compared to Alternative
4B and the No Project Alternative.
The EIR states, “Freshwater injection for plume control would similar to
increased conditions.” This sentence appears to be missing a word. Suggest
revising the sentence to state “Freshwater injection for plume control would be
similar to existing conditions.”
Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, and 4C-4 include increased extraction in OU1 for
additional southern agricultural units. The increased extraction would decrease
the potential for spreading of the plume for these alternatives in comparison to
Alternative 4B. The influence of southern extraction in these alternatives on the
potential for plume spreading should be discussed in this section.
The EIR states, “Freshwater injection for plume control would similar to
increased conditions.” This sentence appears to be missing a word. Suggest
revising the sentence to state “Freshwater injection for plume control would be
similar to existing conditions.”
A 10 or 20% increase may not be significant, therefore, we suggest revising the
text as follows:
“Where existing levels of TDS in groundwater in the study area already exceed
the secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (both federal and state), an
increase of more than 20% above existing levels and statistically significant is
considered significant. Where existing levels of uranium and gross alpha already
exceed the primary Maximum Contaminant Level (presently known to occur in
wells near the Gorman agricultural treatment unit) a 10% increase in uranium
and gross alpha concentrations above current levels and statistically significant is
considered significant. In areas where TDS, uranium or other radionuclide levels
do not exceed the Maximum Contaminant Levels, this impact is considered

9

30-39

30-40

30-41

30-42

30-43

30-44
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3.1-72
3.1-73

12-43
1-32

significant if levels increase by 20% and statistically significant.
The EIR acknowledges on page 3.1-72 that "mitigation of increased TDS
concentrations in the aquifer as a whole is generally feasible but challenging.
TDS can be removed from water by reverse osmosis or boiling but is expensive
and energy-intensive." In addition, moving agricultural units to areas with
relatively low TDS is found to be infeasible because it would reduce remedial
options available to clean up the chromium plume.
However, the EIR does not acknowledge the duration of addressing TDS using
reverse osmosis (RO), which could take just as long as remediating the
chromium in groundwater and would likely have additional impacts to the
environment, such as biological and cultural impacts resulting from the
construction and operation of an RO system and impacts from the off-site
transportation and disposal of brine. To potentially meet this requirement, the
reverse osmosis plant would have to be large (up to 25,000 square feet) and
would require excessive energy use (approximately 5,260,000 kwh). This option
also would also generate excessive greenhouse gasses and would be very
unsustainable.

3.1-73
3.1-74
3.1-75
3.1-76

37-38
2
13, 35
18, 43

After
3.1-76

Figures 3.119 to 3.1-22

3.1-77
3.1-84
3.1-85

25
16, 29
1, 14, 29

3.1-78

14-18

These significant additional impacts and resulting mitigation measures that
would likely have to be evaluated and are not considered in this EIR.
Change the reduced form of uranium to U[IV], rather than U[III].
Change the reduced form of uranium to U[IV], rather than U[III].
The area shown in figures 3.1-19 to 3.1-22 depict the area of “potential” impacts,
rather than the area of “likely” impacts. The hashed areas include downgradient
and cross-gradient buffer zones beyond areas that are anticipated to be impacted
to be protective and conservative. The areas within these buffers should not be
considered to be “likely” impacted because they are included as protective
buffers. Therefore, change “likely” to “potential” in the text.
The area shown in figures 3.1-19 to 3.1-22 depict the area of “potential” impacts,
rather than the area of “likely” impacts. The hashed areas include downgradient
and cross-gradient buffer zones beyond areas that are anticipated to be impacted
to be protective and conservative. The areas within these buffers should not be
considered to be “likely” impacted because they are included as protective
buffers. Therefore, change “likely” to “potential” in the figure titles.
The area shown in figures 3.1-19 to 3.1-22 depict the area of “potential” impacts,
rather than the area of “likely” impacts. The hashed areas include downgradient
and cross-gradient buffer zones beyond areas that are anticipated to be impacted
to be protective and conservative. The areas within these buffers should not be
considered to be “likely” impacted because they are included as protective
buffers. Therefore, change “likely” to “potential” in the text.
A 10 or 20% increase may not be significant, therefore, we suggest revising the
text as follows:
“This impact is considered significant if remedial activities would increase
nitrate concentrations in groundwater or water supply wells to levels above
Maximum Contaminant Levels (if current concentrations are less than the
standard) or would increase nitrate concentration by more than 10% and is
statistically significant (if current concentrations exceed the standard) or would
increase nitrate concentration by more than 20% and is statistically significant (if
current concentrations do not exceed the standard).”
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3.1-82

3.1-90

1-6

5-7

A 10 or 20% increase may not be significant, therefore, we suggest revising the
text as follows:
This impact is considered significant if in-situ remediation results in an increase
of concentrations above primary or secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels, an
increase of 10% or more of arsenic and is statistically significant if current levels
are more than the primary Maximum Contaminant levels, an increase of 20% of
more of iron or manganese and is statistically significant if current levels are
more than secondary Maximum Contaminant Level, or an increase of 20% or
more and is statistically significant if current levels are less than the primary or
secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels.
The EIR currently requires that, if PG&E fails to acquire adequate water rights,
PG&E must implement above-ground treatment. In the unlikely event that
PG&E is not able to obtain sufficient water rights, PG&E may be able to modify
the remedy in a manner that is sufficient to compensate for any loss in in planned
agricultural treatment. Suggest revising the final bullet point as follows:

30-48
cont'd

30-49

3.1-92

33-34

If PG&E fails to acquire adequate water rights and FPA to support agricultural
treatment, PG&E will be required to modify the operation of the remedy in a
manner sufficient to compensate for any loss in planned agricultural treatment,
or implement above-ground treatment adequate to compensate for any loss in
planned agricultural treatment.
Similar to the comment provided in the significance criteria for remedial byproducts, the definition of actually affected wells in WTR-MM-2a should be
revised to include a statistical basis, rather than a straight percentage that may
not have statistical significance.
Accordingly, rewrite the text on page 3.1-92, lines 33-34 as follows:

30-50



3.1-93

21-35

“Concentrations increase by 10% or more and is statistically
significant (if the well previously had concentrations that exceed
background levels).”
Similar to the comment provided in the significance criteria for remedial byproducts, the definition of actually affected wells in WTR-MM-2b should be
revised to include a statistical basis, rather than a straight percentage that may
not have statistical significance.
Accordingly, rewrite the text on page 3.1-93, lines 21-35 as follows:
“Actually affected domestic wells” will be defined as any domestic water supply
well with remediation byproduct concentrations that exceed any of the following
criteria due to remedial actions:
•
concentrations above a California primary or secondary Maximum
Contaminant Levels if the well currently contains concentrations that are less
than California primary or secondary Maximum Contaminant Level or water
quality objective; or
•
a 10% and statistically significant increase above current levels if the well
has concentrations that currently exceed a California primary Maximum
Contaminant Level (unless it can be demonstrated that an increase is statistically
significant at a different level); or
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•
a 20% and statistically significant increase above current levels if the well
has concentrations that currently exceed a California secondary Maximum
Contaminant Level or water quality objective (unless it can be demonstrated that
an increase is statistically significant at a different level); or
•
a 20% increase above current levels if the well has concentrations that
currently are less a California primary or secondary Maximum Contaminant
Level or water quality objective (unless it can be demonstrated that an increase is
statistically significant at a different level).
3.1-94

1-3

30-51
cont'd

The EIR currently states, “All wells located within one‐half mile downgradient
or one‐quarter mile cross gradient of an “actually affected domestic well” or an
affected monitoring well (when no domestic well exists within these intervals).”
The text does not state what the definition of an affected monitoring well is.
Additional text should be added to define an affected monitoring well similarly
to the requirements of the current WDRs and Notice of Applicability of the
IRZs:

30-52

Defining Actually Affected Monitoring Wells
“Actually affected monitoring wells” will be defined as any monitoring well
within the remedial action monitoring program which, due to remedial actions,
contains remediation byproduct concentrations that increase more than 25
percent above the maximum baseline monitoring well concentration and which
are statistically significant.
3.1-94

6

3.1-94

40

3.1-95

10-15

The phrase “water quality modeling” is unclear. Suggest changing to
‘groundwater flow and transport modeling’
The text should be revised to describe a Water Board approval of PG&Eprovided alternate water supply. Suggest revising text as follows:
“If any domestic or agricultural wells are found to be impacted by remedial
byproducts (as described below), PG&E will increase monitoring of the
impacted well to once-a-month until alternate water supply is provided to the
satisfaction of the Water Board well owner, after which monitoring can be
reduced to twice-yearly (semi-annual) basis.”
Mitigation measure WTR-MM-2b, Water-Supply Program for Water Supply
Wells Affected by Remedial Activity Byproducts, is overly broad and should not
include the requirement to monitor any chemicals applied to fields as fertilizers,
pesticides, etc., in the byproducts of agricultural treatment units. The farming
community is not currently required to monitor groundwater for applied
herbicides, fertilizers, and pesticides. The use of pesticides and fertilizers in
accordance with those product’s labels and other applicable local, state, and
federal environmental laws adequately protects the health of workers, nearby
residents, and the environment. For example, pesticide and fertilizer use is
regulated by the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and PG&E must
follow that department’s regulations, as well as the applicable rules in the
California Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act. Pesticide sale and use also
is regulated by the United States EPA under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). Such state and federal regulations make
additional monitoring unnecessary, especially because it exceeds the
requirements placed on similarly situated agricultural operators.
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Rewrite the following paragraph of mitigation measure WTR-MM-2b as follows:
Agricultural treatment unit byproduct monitoring will consist of TDS, and
nitrate, and any chemicals applied to fields as fertilizers, pesticides, etc. If
the investigation required by Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-5 identifies
that agricultural treatment would significantly affect uranium or grossalpha levels in groundwater, then agricultural treatment unit byproduct
monitoring will also include uranium, gross-alpha, and any other
applicable radionuclide, such as radium.
3.1-95

38-40

5-27

cont'd

Similar to the comment provided in the significance criteria, the definition of
actually affected wells in WTR-MM-2c should be revised to include a statistical
basis, rather than a straight percentage that may not have statistical significance.
Accordingly, please rewrite the text on page 3.1-95, lines 38-40 as follows:
 All wells where groundwater drawdown of at least 10 feet occurs
and water quality sampling shows at least a 10% increase over
baseline conditions and is statistically significant of arsenic,
uranium, or gross alpha.

3.1-97

30-55

30-56

As written, mitigation measure WTR-MM-3 contains very detailed specifications
for requirements that will be included in the new CAO and associated WDRs for
site-wide remediation. The provision of such detailed requirements in the EIR
may limit the flexibility for drafting and amending the CAO and WDRs as
conditions evolve over time. For instance, the current capture metric specified in
R6V-2008-0002A3 may be initially expanded, making some of the current
metric components irrelevant, and then be retracted over time as the plume is
remediated and shrinks. A provision for a flexible metric that can evolve
overtime with the plume would avoid conflicts between the EIR requirements
and future changes to the capture metric and boundary monitoring program is
suggested, as follows:
Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-3: Boundary Control Monitoring,
Enhancement and Maintenance of Hydraulic Control and Plume
Water Balance to Prevent or Reduce Potential Temporary Localized
Chromium Plume Bulging
The Water Board will include requirements in the new CAO and
associated WDRs issued for the remediation for boundary monitoring and
requirements for plume containment to be evaluated through
establishment of a hydraulic capture metric. The monitoring plan and
hydraulic capture metric will be flexible to allow for expansion and
contraction of the plume overtime as the entirety of the plume is
addressed and remediated. The monitoring plan and hydraulic capture
measure is expected to contain the following options as follows:


PG&E will develop a Boundary Monitoring Plan to identify the
entirety of the chromium plume over time.

13

30-57

#30
Attachment 1

3.1-97
3.1-98

3.1-97

3.1-97
3.1-98

28-40
1-11

35-37

28-40
1-11



During remedial pumping and injection activities, PG&E will can
limit plume bulges by maintaining hydraulic control with
adjustments to pumping rates where necessary, and inward gradients
will be maintained as long as necessary to prevent Cr[VI] migration.
Hydraulic control can be obtained by capturing the plume at
extraction wells. Although the plume can be allowed to move toward
these extraction wells, the extraction wells will be designed to stop
the spread of the plume beyond the wells. PG&E also may limit
plume bulges by adding or modifying the operational design of
injection wells.



PG&E will operate and maintain the existing groundwater extraction
system to achieve and maintain hydraulic capture within targeted
areas on a year-round basis consistent with CAO R6V-20080002A3, (Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 2012).
PG&E will expand plume containment and monitoring to include the
entirety of the chromium plume over time and develop a
contingency plan in case containment is not met.



Agricultural treatment units and/or above-ground treatment can be
used for water treatment as appropriate to assist with inward
hydraulic gradients, plume water balance, and water quality
restoration of the aquifer.



PG&E will implement the Contingency Plan for AU Operations as
described in the Feasibility Study Addendum No. 3 (Pacific Gas and
Electric Company 2011c).

WTR-MM-4: PG&E suggests that Water Quality Mitigation Measure 4 be
restructured to allow for larger-scale, more effective aquifer management
strategies that would achieve the goal of aquifer protection and restoration while
maintaining or even improving the productive use of the resource. The logic
behind this restructuring is in Attachment 2.
Any new impacts that are found to exist in excess of the assimilative capacity of
the aquifer due to remedial activities, but not exceeding a water quality
objective, will be assessed for their ability to be naturally attenuated. We suggest
edits to lines 35-37 as follows:
“If the assessment finds that the aquifer contains constituents, exceeding
drinking water standards or water quality objectives and are in excess of baseline
conditions and of the assimilative capacity of the aquifer, and that these
constituents are likely to be present upon the conclusion of remedial actions,
PG&E will”…
The comments below are offered for Water Board consideration on WTR-MM-4
as written. PG&E suggests a more substantial revision to this which is discussed
in Attachment 2 (described two rows above). The comments below are also
included in the proposed new text in Attachment 2.
First, the measure should recognize that PG&E may be able to operate the
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remedy in a manner that avoids changes in the aquifer baseline conditions.
Second, the requirement to return the aquifer to baseline is overbroad – the
aquifer is not static, and there are other farming operations in the Hinkley Valley,
as there historically have been for some time. The mitigation measure should be
limited to adverse changes that are attributable to the remedy. This is stated to
some extent in the measure as currently worded, but needs to be made explicit.
Third, the ten-year time frame for restoration of the aquifer to baseline
conditions may be unrealistic. Since there are increases in TDS in groundwater
due to agricultural operations at the site and in the Hinkley Valley, we believe
that restoring the TDS in the aquifer to background as described in water quality
mitigation measure WTR-MM-4 may not be practicable or feasible in the 10
year timeframe indicated in the EIR. As currently drafted, the measure imposes
an arbitrary timeline that does not appear to account for its practicability or for
the potential secondary impacts of such an aggressive schedule, and the time
required for the restoration work should be determined at the time that the
comparison to baseline is assessed. Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-4 should
accordingly be revised to read as follows:
Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-4: Mitigation Program for Restoring
the Hinkley Aquifer Affected by Remedial Activities for Beneficial
Uses
This requirement holds PG&E responsible for restoring the Hinkley
aquifer back to baseline conditions to the extent changes from baseline
conditions are attributable to the implementation of the remedy. PG&E
may operate the remedy in a manner that avoids changes to baseline
conditions, or PG&E will comply with the following procedures to
determine and implement the necessary level of restoration activity.
No later than 5 years prior to the conclusion of the proposed project,
PG&E will conduct an assessment to evaluate adverse impacts or
potential adverse impacts to the Hinkley aquifer attributable to its
remedial actions.


If the assessment finds (a) that the aquifer contains constituents,
exceeding drinking water standards or water quality objectives and
are in excess baseline conditions, (b) that these constituents are
likely to be present upon the conclusion of remedial actions. and (c)
that these changes from baseline conditions are attributable to the
implementation of the remedy, PG&E will propose cleanup actions
to restore the aquifer for beneficial uses as soon as possible, as
approved by the Water Board. The assessment shall specify the time
required for restoration activities, and aAquifer water quality
restoration to baseline conditions will occur within that time frame,
subject to adjustment as needed, with approval of the Water Board,
based on the implementation of the restoration activities no longer
than 10 years after completion of chromium remediation.

15

30-60
cont'd

#30
Attachment 1

If the assessment finds that the aquifer includes groundwater
drawdown such that domestic or agricultural wells were still
experiencing water supply shortages and require alternative water
supplies, and these excess levels are likely to exist upon the
conclusion of remedial actions, and these changes are attributable to
the implementation of the remedy, PG&E will propose actions to
restore the aquifer for beneficial uses as soon as possible, as
approved by the Water Board or Mojave Water Agency. The
assessment shall specify the time required for restoration activities,
and gGroundwater levels will be restored to baseline conditions
within that time frame, subject to adjustment as needed, with
approval of the Water Board or the Mojave Water Agency, based on
the implementation of the restoration activities no longer than 20
years after the completion of chromium remediation.



26-35

cont'd

Every year afterwards following preparation of the assessment,
PG&E must submit a status report of actions to restore the aquifer
for beneficial uses. The status report will describe all actions taken
over the course of the year and list proposed actions for
implementation during the following year. An updated schedule will
be provided predicting fulfillment of aquifer restoration.



3.1-98

30-60

Mitigation measure WTR-MM-5 is overly broad. The EIR should clarify that
the mitigation measure will be imposed if the impacts it mitigates are “due to
remedial actions.” The mitigation measure should be revised as follows:
The Water Board will include requirements in the new CAO and/or
associated WDRs issued for the remediation as follows:
...




3.1-99

3-13

If TDS, uranium, and other radionuclides levels are determined to
increase measurably by a statistically significant amount due to
agricultural treatment associated with remedial actions, then
PG&E will monitor these levels in and adjacent to all agricultural
treatment units for the duration of operation and propose remedial
methods to restore the aquifer to baseline conditions.

30-61

If the study of agricultural units indicates that TDS, uranium, and
other radionuclide concentrations increase due to in association
with agricultural operations associated with remedial actions and
boundary monitoring confirms an increase in these levels, then
corrective actions and or alternative water supplies will be
provided per Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-2 and Mitigation
Measure WTR-MM-4 will be implemented toward the end of
chromium plume remediation to restore aquifer beneficial uses.

Similar to the comment provided in the significance criteria, the definition of
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actually affected wells in WTR-MM-6 should be revised to include a statistical
basis, rather than a straight percentage that may not have statistical significance.
Accordingly, please rewrite the text on page 3.1-99, lines 3-13 as follows:
Given that prior agricultural treatment at the Desert View Dairy has
been shown to reduce nitrate levels substantially, it is possible that
use of irrigation water with higher nitrate levels may not result in
increased nitrate levels in groundwater beneath new agricultural
treatment locations. In order to confirm if this is occurring, PG&E
will monitor nitrate levels for one year before creating new
agricultural treatment units (as feasible without delaying
remediation), monitor at the start of new agricultural treatment, and
continue monitoring nitrate levels during implementation of all new
agricultural treatment units. If nitrate levels do not increase above 10
ppm (as N) or by more than 10% and is statistically significant
compared to existing levels (if current levels are already above 10
ppm as N), or by more than 20% and is statistically significant
compared to existing levels (if current levels are less than 10 ppm as
N) then no further action, other than monitoring, will be required.
WTR-MM-6: Similar to mitigation measure WTR-MM-4, PG&E requests that
nitrate levels in the aquifer also be treated on a basin-wide approach. As noted
above on page 3.1-99, line 3 of the EIR, prior agricultural treatment associated
with the remedy has substantially reduced nitrates, and any increases associated
with the remedy should be netted out or balanced against reductions in nitrates
associated with the remedy. Suggest revising lines 33-34 as follows:


3.1-99

25-34



3.1-99

37

“PG&E will be held accountable for implementing remedial methods to
restore the aquifer to baseline conditions such that, determined over the basin
as a whole, and taking into account any reductions in nitrates associated with
the remedy, there is overall no net increase in nitrates associated with the
remedy.”

30-62
cont'd

30-63

We believe that well planned agricultural management in the Hinkley Valley
could result in more predictable plume hydraulic control, overall lower TDS
levels, lower nitrate levels, and greater forage crop production per gallon of
water used.
In the text of mitigation measure WTR-MM-6, it appears that the EIR is mixing
the use of or interchanging the terms “background” and “baseline”
concentrations. These phrases are not interchangeable and the EIR should be
revised so that the terms are used consistently throughout the document. For
example, the text on line 37 should be revised to use the word “baseline”:
PG&E will estimate the duration of nitrate impairment of water quality
due to remedial activities and will identify how affected groundwater
nitrate levels will return to background baseline conditions prior to the
timeframe for remediation of the chromium plume to the established
cleanup levels. The duration of nitrate impairment due to remedial
activities may possibly extend beyond the time necessary to remediate
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3.1100

3.2-7

3.2-23

3.2-24

3.2-24

14-19

14-17

12-34

4-7

8-17

the chromium plume; the goal of remedial operation in the later stages
of the cleanup should be to minimize the duration of all impacts.
The EIR text currently requires implementation of additional mitigation for insitu remediation by-products, if concentrations above Maximum Contaminant
Levels or Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels are detected. Based on
baseline sampling of existing in-situ remediation system monitoring wells, some
concentrations of these constituents naturally occur above the water quality
standards at baseline. The criteria in these lines should be replaced to allow for
increases to 25 percent above maximum baseline and is statistically significant
which is consistent with the thresholds in the current WDRs and Notice of
Applicability for the IRZs as follows:
PG&E will construct and operate additional extraction wells or implement an
equally effective mitigation measure along or upgradient of the designated IRZ
treatment boundary to prevent effects to domestic water supply wells, if
concentrations of dissolved arsenic, iron, or manganese increase to more than 25
percent above the maximum baseline monitoring well concentration and is
statistically significant.
Section 3.2: Land Use, Agriculture, Population and Housing
Local land use requirements generally apply when some local discretionary
permit required for the activity, and in many cases the remediation activities will
not require any local permits. To clarify this, revise lines 14-17 as follows: “As
a state agency, the Water Board itself is not subject to local land use authority;
however provided exercise of local land use regulations does not impede or
hinder state exercise of authority over the remediation, remedial actions can be
subject to local applicable local land use requirements.”
Discussion of the potential secondary impacts of home acquisition is beyond the
scope of CEQA since they result from contracts between private parties and do
not involve a discretionary government approval. Accordingly, this discussion
should be deleted.
PG&E will obtain approvals from BLM for proposed remedial activities on
federal land. The consistency of the remedial activities on federal land with BLM
policies will be considered by BLM in determining whether to approve the
activities, and the BLM approval of any such activities will be evidence of such
consistency. To avoid the potential of inconsistent determinations of policy
consistency by two agencies, the Water Board should rely on the BLM approval
as evidence of such consistency, rather than requiring PG&E to separately
demonstrate such consistency to the Water Board. In order to keep the Water
Board informed of BLM policies and approvals, PG&E will provide copies of
these approvals to the Water Board. The following revisions are suggested to the
text:
PG&E will obtain approvals any required approvals from BLM for
proposed remedial activities on federal land prior to implementing such
actions. PG&E will demonstrate consistency with all relevant provide
copies of BLM policies for use of the subject land and provide evidence
of such consistency submittals and approvals to the Water Board to keep
them informed of any proposed remedial activities on federal land prior
any construction on federal land.
PG&E’s operation of the remedy will increase agricultural uses, and may
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increase the use of existing important farmland as defined in the EIR. The
mitigation to require PG&E to obtain easements should be modified to require
such easements if there has been a net loss of such existing important farmland.

3.3-2

3.3-20

3.3-21

3.3-21

Table 3.3-1

27-37

4-5

4-25

On line 12, suggest adding “if there has been a net loss of such important
farmland considering any additions to such farmland that have occurred as a
result of implementation of the remedy.”
Section 3.3: Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact Haz-1b is listed both as potentially and less than significant in the
significance before mitigation column. The text of the EIR on page 3.3-17
indicates this impact is potentially significant for all alternatives, so the entry in
this table referring to the impact as less than significant should be deleted.
Soil excavation and grading activities will be conducted under the oversight of
an experienced, qualified and licensed professional engineer or professional
geologist. Professional engineers and geologists are licensed by the state and are
required under licensure terms to practice only in areas where they are competent
and qualified. A separate review and approval of those individual(s) by the
Water Board is therefore unnecessary. Therefore, please revise lines 29-32 of
this section as follows:
PG&E will provide the resume of work with an experienced and qualified
Professional Engineer or Professional Geologist, who will be available for
consultation during soil excavation and grading activities, to the Water
Board for review and approval. The resume will demonstrate experience
in remedial investigation and feasibility studies.
The items listed to be covered by the spill plan seem to pertain to operations and
maintenance activities rather than construction. Therefore, revise this heading as
follows: “Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-2: Implement Spill Containment,
Control, and Countermeasures Plan During Construction Operations and
Maintenance.”
PG&E will work with the San Bernardino County Fire Department to prepare the
necessary Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plans (SPCC) or
equivalent, if required by the County. An SPCC Plan is typically required for
aboveground petroleum storage of greater than 1,320 gallons. To avoid any
conflict between the requirements of the County and the EIR, the following edits
are suggested for lines 6-14:
To prevent accidental spills and contain spills of hazardous substances
that might occur, PG&E will prepare a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCC Plan), prior to commencement of
construction activities for approval if required by the San Bernardino
County Fire Department prior to commencement of construction
activities. The SPCC plan will be in accordance with all federal and state
laws that addresses procedures to (1) properly handle, use, store, and/or
transport potentially flammable and/or other chemical hazardous wastes,
(2) emergency response protocols to contain these substances in the event
of an accidental spill or release, (3) specific worker safety training and (4)
reporting requirements in the event of an accidental spill or release.
If the SPCC Plan is required, it is anticipated that it The SPCC Plan will
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3.3-21

26-33

3.4-11

25, 29

3.4-13

36-39

include the following features:
Hazardous materials storage and usage will be in accordance with the
requirements of the San Bernardino County Fire Code. To avoid any conflict
between the requirements of this agency and the EIR, revise the EIR as follows:
Hazardous materials storage and usage will be in accordance with the
requirements of the San Bernardino County Fire Code, Articles 79 and
80. A Business Contingency/Emergency Plan will be prepared in
accordance with San Bernardino County Fire Department requirements
for chemicals stored on-site for more than 30 days in excess of the
regulatory thresholds (55 gallons, 500 pounds, or 200 standard cubic feet
of gas). It is anticipated that tThe plan will list hazardous materials
handled and include procedures for emergency response, training, and
inspections. Hazardous wastes will be managed in accordance with the
requirements of Title 22, California Code of Regulations, Division 4.5.
Section 3.4: Geology and Soils
It appears that the references to the land subsidence sections be to Section
3.4.3.3, rather than 3.4.3.2.
The statement that the northern part of the project area has a greater fraction of
fine-grained silts and clays is inaccurate and should be deleted. Our rationale is
as follows:
Stantec has described the stratigraphy of investigation areas in several reports,
including the Technical Memorandum - Update to Upper Aquifer Groundwater
Investigation Activities (Stantec, February 2012). One of the key stratigraphic
layers identified is a clay layer that is present at some locations between the
upper (A1) and lower (A2) portions of the upper aquifer (i.e., the "Brown Clay"
or Upper Aquifer Confining Clay Layer - UACCL). The majority of
investigations conducted to date that have assessed stratigraphy at and below the
depth of the Brown Clay have been south of Sonoma Road, with the majority of
borings to this depth south of Thompson Road.

30-73
cont'd

30-74

30-75

30-76

Monitoring wells have been installed north of Sonoma Road, extending to Red
Hill near Burnt Tree Road. The majority of the borings for these wells have
focused on the uppermost portion of the upper aquifer (i.e., the A1) with limited
assessment of deeper geologic conditions. The geologic conditions north of
Sonoma Road, as they are currently understood, are depicted on Cross
Sections A, B, C, P, Q, R, and S in the above-referenced report.

3.4-18
3.4-19
3.4-20

13-43
1-33
19-20

As shown on the referenced cross-sections, there is no current data suggesting
the Brown Clay increases in thickness to the north. There is no indication of
continuous section of clay materials from 80 to 150 feet below ground surface
near Red Hill as suggested. Further, as shown on sections A, B, C, R, and S
there is data suggesting substantial thickness of A1 sandy deposits in the
northern part of the valley including the vicinity of wells MW-139 and MW-142.
Impact Geo-1c: Same comments as in section 3.1 related to drawdown/aquifer
compaction
Generally, as noted in the discussion at pages 3.4-19, there is no history of land
subsidence problems or damage in the Hinkley area, despite a long history of
substantial groundwater usage and drawdown for historical agricultural and dairy
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operations. This point should be added to the discussion of Impact Geo-1c on
page 3.4-20, lines 16-22 as follows:
In the northern part of the project area (generally north of Thompson Road),
there are more limited number of residential or non-residential structures
and far fewer roads than in the southern and central parts of the project
area. However, individual structures or roads might be affected, if land
subsidence were to occur. But as noted previously, the overall potential
for substantial land subsidence is low.

3.4-22

3.4-24
3.4-25

32-39

18-44
1-2

It cannot be concluded for certain that land subsidence will occur due to
the project given the nature of this impact and the available data and thus,
this is considered a potentially significant impact of all the action
alternatives, with the greatest potential for effect due to Alternative 4C-4.
An accidental exposure to chromium-laden water or remediation byproducts is
not a “substantial” risk to human health and safety. As stated on page 3.1-41,
lines 7-13, the California PHG for hexavalent chromium is based on the
consummation of 2 liters of waters a day for 70 years, not from spray of a few
minutes. The risk that a person would be harmed from a short-term, accidental
exposure is speculative and should be removed from EIR.
According to the General Industry Safety Orders from CalOSHA regulations,
Title 8, Chapter 4, Subchapter 7, Group 1, Article 2, Section 3220 (e) (3), it is
typically not required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan or Emergency
Action Plan for fewer than 10 full-time staff on-site. Rather than prepare a
separate detailed emergency response plan to be implemented in the event of a
major earthquake, PG&E recommends including a section in the system
operation and maintenance (O&M) manual and/or the site Health and Safety
Plan (HASP) that describes the specific procedures to be followed.

30-78
cont'd

30-79

PG&E also recommends specifying the spill and release notifications procedures
in the WDRs rather in each section in the EIR, such that there will be one unified
set of requirements for notification, regardless of whether a spill or release is
caused by seismic activity or equipment malfunction.
Recommended edits to the text include the following:
PG&E will prepare a detailed emergency response plan section in the
treatment system operation and maintenance (O&M) manual and/or Health
and Safety Plan (HASP) that describes the specific procedures to be followed
in the event of earthquake-induced damage to project pipelines or aboveground storage tanks in order to avoid all human exposures to contaminated
groundwater or stored chemicals. The plan will include, at a minimum, the
following a major seismic event:


Shut-down of remedial pumping of contaminated water in the event of a
major seismic event.



Visual inspection of project pipelines and aboveground tanks to
determine if any leakage has occurred.



Spill containment and recovery procedures to contain for any
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recoverable contaminated groundwater or chemical that has reached the
surface or spilled onto the ground and to prevent human exposure.
Procedures to reinfiltrate or siphon contaminated groundwater or
chemicals into appropriate storage containers to prevent long-term
exposure to workers or nearby residents may have leaked from project
pipelines or aboveground tanks.


Spill containment and recovery procedures for any chemicals that may
have spilled from project pipelines or aboveground tanks.



Pressure testing of project pipelines and above-ground storage tanks
following a major seismic event to determine pipeline and/or tank
integrity prior to putting these features back in service resuming system
operation.



Repair of any damaged pipelines or above-ground storage tanks prior to
putting these features back in service.



3.4-24

10-17

30-80
cont'd

Details of failed pipelines, tanks, or other structures resulting in rupture
and exposure of contaminated groundwater or chemicals to workers will
be reported to the Water Board either verbally or through electronic
messaging within 3 working days and with a report within 30 days. The
report will cite appropriate information such as the cause of the release,
volume of the release, number of workers affected, whether surface
waters were affected, and the types of repairs or remedial actions
planned.

All workers will be required to review the emergency plan annually, and a
copy of the plan will be kept at appropriate workstations used by the
employees. Communication requirements for notifying the Water Board of
spills and releases will be specified in the WDRs for the project.
Mitigation Measure GEO-MM-1 needs to be revised to set forth a Water Board
process for determining if subsidence is caused by remedial activities, so that a
claim that subsidence has occurred and is caused by the remedy can be
independently evaluated and confirmed. We suggest the following revisions to
the text:
Where changes in ground surface elevations greater than 1 foot are
identified by PG&E or the Water Board or where structural damage is
identified by PG&E or reported by a landowner, PG&E will investigate
site structures for subsidence-related damage. If damage is identified by
PG&E and/or landowners, PG&E will retain an expert to evaluate
whether the damage is due to remedial-induced groundwater drawdown.
If the expert determines that the damage is and is determined to be due
to remedial-induced groundwater drawdown, then PG&E will identify
proposed remedial actions to the Water Board and, once approved by the
Water Board, will repair, replace, and/or reimburse for any damaged
structures (e.g., buildings, garages, barns) or infrastructure (e.g.,
pipelines, septic systems, supply wells) to its baseline condition. PG&E
will report all identified areas of structural damage whether identified by
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3.5-1
3.5-6

3.5-20
3.5-21

26
19-24

Table 3.5-9
Table 3.510

3.5-23

7

3.5-38
3.5-38
3.5-39

4-5
38-39
8-9

3.5-39

12-15

PG&E and/or reported by landowners and identify proposed remedial
actions to the Water Board.
Section 3.5: Air Quality and Climate Change
The sentence appears to be missing the word "that."
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions were calculated using URBEMIS, a model to
calculate air emissions for land use projects. There are EPA methodologies that
may be more appropriate (EPA, 2012). The EPA guidelines were published this
year (as opposed to 2007 for URBEMIS) and provides guidance and emissions
factors relevant to remediation activities.
Proposed revisions to Table 3.5-9 are attached.
The existing and no project alternatives do not have emissions listed for
harvesting and plowing of existing agricultural operations, such as the Desert
View Dairy. This oversight should be remedied. The numbers for Alternative
4C-3 in this table are incorrect. For example, some of the numbers in the daily
VMTs column are actually monthly VMTs and thus inconsistent with the yearly
VMTs shown. The worker commute number is substantially overestimated. In
addition, the VMT numbers do not line up with the activity that they are
associated with. Proposed revisions to Table 3.5-10 are attached.
The generator set default number from URBEMIS is 549 HP is larger than the
size that the proposed project will use. The EIR should use a generator set size
of 400 HP because that size may be more appropriate for this project.
It is not necessary for PG&E to hire a third-party monitor to periodically inspect
construction equipment and practices to ensure compliance of AIR-MM-3, 4 and
5. PG&E is required to comply with all mitigation measures in the EIR.
Accordingly, this requirement should be deleted.
Rather than submit a separate plan for review and obtain approval from San
Bernardino County Planning Department, PG&E would like to amend the text to
specifically state their activities to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
during construction. Specific recommended edits to text are as follows:
PG&E or its contractor will submit for review and obtain approval from
County Planning or a signed letter agreeing to include as a condition of all
construction contracts/subcontracts requirements to reduce GHG
emissions and submitting documentation of compliance results. PG&E or
its contractor will do the following . . . .

3.5-39

3.5-42

16

30-33

PG&E recommends removing the requirement to submit a separate Coating
Restriction Plan (CRP) to the County for approval. This is not a greenhouse gas
reduction measure as it is primarily used to reduce Volatile Organic Compounds
(VOC) emissions. VOC emissions do not exceed thresholds and do not need to
be addressed under this mitigation measure. Therefore the requirement to
“implement a County approved Coating Restriction Plan” should be deleted.
To avoid potential conflicts between County Planning requirements and this EIR,
the following text edits are suggested:
PG&E will submit for review and obtain approval from work with County
Planning of and submit any required reports for evidence that all
applicable GHG performance standards have been installed and
implemented properly, and that specified performance objectives are
being met to the satisfaction of County Planning and County Building and
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30-90

Safety.
3.5-42

36-38

cont'd

To avoid potential conflicts between County Planning requirements and this EIR,
the following text edits are suggested:
In this case, PG&E will work with County Planning and submit for
review and obtain approval from County Planning of any required
evidence that emissions will be reduced by a minimum of 31 percent by a
project-specific reduction plan required amounts.

3.6-7

3-6

Section 3.6: Noise
Local land use requirements generally apply if there is some local discretionary
permit required for the activity, and in many cases the remediation activities will
not require any local permits. To clarify this, add the following sentences:
The purpose of the San Bernardino County General Plan (2007a) Noise
Element is to limit the exposure of the community to excessive noise
levels. The Noise Element is used to guide decisions concerning land use
and the location of new roads and transit facilities, which are common
sources of excessive noise. The San Bernardino County General Plan
would apply to the project only if the project will require local permits. It
is not anticipated that such permits will be required for project activities,
but the following discussion is included here for informational purposes.

3.6-8

34-35

30-91

Throughout this section, tables list the number of wells, while the text states that
the numbers of pumps are quantified in the tables. Not every remedial well will
have a pump. Only extraction wells will be equipped with pumps, while many
of the remedial wells listed are injection wells which will not be equipped with
pumps. Accordingly, revise the text as follows:

30-92

30-93

Table 3.6-10 shows the number of pumps wells and linear feet (LF) of
pipeline associated with the existing remediation program.
3.6-24

20-38

Rather than submit a separate noise/vibration control plan, PG&E recommends
including noise/vibration control measures as part of the construction
specifications. The following text edits are recommended:
Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1: Employ Noise/Vibration-Reducing
Construction Practices to Comply with County Noise Standards
PG&E or its contractor will ensure that noise/vibration-reducing
construction practices are implemented so that construction noise does
not exceed applicable County standards. As part of the construction
specifications, tThe project contractor will prepare a noise/vibration
control plan that will identify feasible measures that can be employed to
reduce construction noise/vibration. These may include the measures
listed below.


Scheduling substantial noise-generating/vibration activity during
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exempt daytime hours


Requiring construction equipment to be equipped with factoryinstalled muffling devices and all equipment to be operated and
maintained in good working order to minimize noise generation



Locating noise/vibration-generating equipment as far as practical
from noise-sensitive uses including avoiding vibration-generation
within 25 feet of any residence, wherever feasible



Using temporary noise/vibration-reducing enclosures around noisegenerating equipment



30-94

cont'd

Placing temporary barriers between noise/vibration sources and
noise-sensitive land uses or taking advantage of existing barrier
features (e.g., terrain, structures, edge of trench) to block sound
transmission

The noise/vibration control plan will demonstrate that Per the
construction specifications, control measures will be implemented to
reduce noise and vibration to a level that is in compliance with County
noise standards.

3.7-3
3.7-15

Impact Bio4
26

3.7-21
3.7-31
3.7-32

25
21-31
35-36

3.7-33

7-8

3.7-33

22-23

3.7-33

35-36

3.7-34

1-4

3.7-36

36-39

3.7-38

41-43

Section 3.7: Biological Resources
Change impact to “Less than Significant” for desert tortoise and see comment
below regarding Impact BIO-4.
Existing agricultural units currently support Bermuda grass and sudan grass in
addition to alfalfa.
The word 'biologists' is redundant and should be deleted.
See comment below on Impact BIO-4.
Impacts from Alternative 4B should be considered less than significant for desert
tortoise movement. See comment below regarding Impact BIO-4.
Impacts from Alternative 4C-2 should be considered less than significant for
desert tortoise movement. See comment below regarding Impact BIO-4.
Impacts from Alternative 4C-3 should be considered less than significant for
desert tortoise movement. See comment below regarding Impact BIO-4.
Impacts from Alternative 4C-4 should be considered less than significant for
desert tortoise movement. See comment below regarding Impact BIO-4.
Impacts from Alternative 4C-5should be considered less than significant for
desert tortoise movement. See comment below regarding Impact BIO-4.
Harm to burrowing owls from exposure to waterborne hexavalent chromium is
exceedingly speculative and unsupported by any data; accordingly, it should be
deleted.
The EIR text here states that BIO-MM-1n will limit construction to occur outside
the breeding season for the loggerhead shrike and northern harrier; however, the
mitigation measure itself (page 3.7-51, lines 8-23) requires pre-construction
surveys and imposes buffer requirements, rather than preventing construction
altogether. The EIR text on lines 41 through 43 should be revised to read as
follows:
“Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-1n would further avoid or reduce these impacts
to a less-than-significant level by requiring pre-construction surveys and
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3.7-43
3.7-44
3.7-45

2-3
23-44
1-22

imposing buffer requirements when needed limiting construction to occur
outside breeding season and establish exclusionary areas for project-related
disturbance.”
In the discussion of Impact BIO-4, the EIR suggests (page 3.7-43, lines 42 & 43)
that there is an east-west movement corridor north of Thompson Road and south
of the existing agricultural unit, south of State Route 58, by stating that there is
suitable habitat for desert tortoise there. However, no studies were completed to
document any movement of tortoises in this area. The EIR biological Resources
report does not reference such a movement corridor in its discussion of the desert
tortoise, and the pattern of tortoise sightings reported in the EIR does not support
this conclusion. (EIR Appendix C). Therefore, the statement that there is an
east-west movement corridor for the desert tortoise north of Thompson Road and
south of the existing agricultural treatment units is incorrect and unsubstantiated.

30-100
cont'd

Further, there are two existing barriers to movement in the area assumed to be an
east-west corridor: (1) State Route 58, which runs east west and (2) the railroad
which runs diagonally through the area. To state that this is an existing open,
expansive area for tortoise movement is incorrect. Development of agricultural
units in this area, which is already disturbed and contains a patch work rural
residential development, may impact habitat were tortoises currently exist but
will not isolate a tortoise or a population of tortoises from movement and the
potential to continue breeding.
Accordingly, we suggest that the text be revised as follows:
Impact BIO-4: Conflicts with Wildlife Movement (Less than
Significant, No Project Alternative; Potentially Significant, All Action
Alternatives)
...
Although dDesert tortoise would be physically able to move through the
agricultural treatment units and there would not be any physical barriers
(like fences) to their movement,. Even though they would likely avoid the
agricultural treatment areas because they would be largely unsuitable
irrigated parcels that would not favor tortoise locomotion, desert tortoise
movement would not be significantly impacted. There are no known eastwest corridors in the area, which is disturbed by State Route58 and a
railroad, as well as a patchwork of other development. This impact is
potentially less than significant impact for all action alternatives because it
could result in a substantial constraint of a general east-west movement
pattern for desert tortoise individuals.
Because the impact is less than significant for all alternatives, no mitigation
is required Further, wWhile feasible mitigation was reviewed for this
impact, none of the following measures are recommended for the following
reasons:


Wildlife movement corridors. A mitigation measure was considered
to require PG&E to segregate new agricultural treatment areas (by
perhaps 500 to 1,000 feet). This mitigation is not proposed because
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it is highly uncertain whether desert tortoise would actually use
such corridors and because spreading out (as opposed to
concentrating) agricultural areas would actually increase
fragmentation of habitat even further and would push more
agricultural areas further north, which is considered
counterproductive in terms of maintain habitat for the desert
tortoise.


Limit the number of agricultural treatment areas. A mitigation was
considered to limit the areas new agricultural treatment such that
substantial desert tortoise east-west movement areas could be
maintained throughout the Hinkley Valley. For example, if
agricultural treatment units were limited to the 40 acres for
Alternative 4B included in the Feasibility Study/Addenda (and
shown in Figure 3.7-5), then east-west movement areas would be
maintained. This measure is not recommended because it would
substantially slow down remediation and may impede hydraulic
containment of the plume.



Adopt one of the alternatives with less agricultural treatment. One
mitigation option would be to adopt the No Project Alternative, but
this would not meet the project objectives and was thus rejected.
Another option would be to adopt Alternative 4B which would have
the least amount of new agricultural treatment, but since this
alternative may need to be scaled up to provide up to 264 acres of
new agricultural treatment, this alternative would lower but would
not avoid a potentially significant impact.



Eliminate new agricultural treatment. One mitigation option would
be to use a different remediation technology than new agricultural
treatment. One option could include wide-scale above-ground
treatment (“plume-wide pump and treat”). While this option would
provide for hydraulic containment if extraction flows were
sufficiently high, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives,
Section 2.8, this alternative would take approximately 50 years to
reduce Cr[VI] concentrations throughout the plume to 50 ppb,
approximately 140 years to reduce Cr[VI] concentrations to 3.1
ppb, and 210 years to reduce Cr[VI] concentrations to 1.2 ppb. This
alternative was rejected because it does not meet the fundamental
project objectives because it does not clean up chromium in
groundwater within a meaningful period of time. Chapter 2, Project
Alternatives, Section 2.8, also discusses why other alternatives were
not carried forward fur further analysis.

Mitigation was examined even though impacts are less than significant and
no mitigation is required. However, Since no feasible mitigation was
identified that would meet most of the project goal objectives and would
reduce this impact to a less than significant level, the action alternatives are
considered to result in a potentially significant and unavoidable impact
related to desert tortoise movement (depending ultimately on the amount
and configuration of new agricultural treatment areas). Because mitigation
is not required for an impact found to be less than significant and there are
no feasible mitigation measures, no mitigation measures will be imposed.
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3.7-46
3.7-47

3.7-48

20-42
1-7

18-30

PG&E will obtain appropriate incidental take authorizations following
consultation with CDFG and USFWS for potential impacts to desert tortoise.
Minimization measures within either of these two permits would supersede these
minimization measures, to the extent of any conflict. To avoid the possibility of
conflicting requirements, we suggest inserting the following text at line 20 on
page 3.7-46, before the six bulleted paragraphs:
“The following measures shall be implemented to reduce construction impacts to
the desert tortoise. These measures shall be implemented in a manner consistent
with any incidental take authorizations issued by CDFG and USFWS, and to the
extent that the below measures may be inconsistent with the requirements
imposed by CDFG and USFWS, the requirements imposed by those agencies
shall govern.”
Rather than specifying that a separate raven management plan be developed, the
specific requirements for raven management should be included in any incidental
take authorizations issued by CDFG and USFWS to meet the requirements of
Section 10(a) of the Endangered Species Act. In addition, construction may or
may not occur on BLM lands therefore there is a strong likelihood that BLM
would have no nexus to approve any plans for the project. To avoid any conflict
between the requirements of this agency and the EIR, PG&E suggests revising
this section as follows:

30-101
cont'd

PG&E will implement measures to minimize and prevent attraction of
predators during construction and operation in compliance with the
incidental take authorizations issued by CDFG and USFWS, as necessary.
It is anticipated that the mitigation measures will include:


Litter control measures will be implemented. Trash and food items will
be contained in closed containers and removed daily to reduce the
attractiveness or the area to opportunistic predators such as common
ravens (Corvus corax), coyotes (Canis latrans), and feral dogs.



If water trucks are to be used, pooling of water will be avoided so to
minimize the potential to attracting common ravens or other potential
predators.



Potential perches and nest substrates for the common raven will be
reduced to the greatest extent practicable within permanent project
facilities.



A raven management plan will be developed by the project proponent
and approved by BLM that will include at a minimum establishing a
common raven population baseline, with ongoing and post-construction
monitoring of common raven populations, and triggers for adaptive
management actions if ravens are occurring above baseline conditions
and observed to be utilizing facilities and structures built as part of this
project.
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3.7-49

3.7-49

3, 8-9

19-32

As noted in this discussion compensatory mitigation ratios for loss of habitat
would be determined through consultation with CDFG and USFWS. Field
surveys of the project area have yet to be completed. Once surveys are
completed to quantify the quality of habitat occurring on the project site,
effective compensation ratios can be determined. While this survey effort
supports that habitat exist within the study area and that compensation would
likely be required, the actual compensation ratios should and will be determined
by the resource agencies with jurisdiction over this issue. Therefore, the text on
these lines should be modified to say that these proposed ratios “could be” or
“may be” applicable as minimum compensation, but ratios would be determined
after surveys are completed and in consultation with appropriate resource
agencies.
Rather than developing a separate AU integrated pest management (IPM) plan
and adaptive management plan, the specific requirements should be included in
any incidental take authorizations issued by CDFG and USFWS, as necessary.
To avoid any potential conflict between the requirements of this agency and the
EIR, revise the text as follows:

30-103

Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-1i: Integrated Pest Management and
Adaptive Management Plan for Agricultural Treatment Units
An agricultural unit integrated pest management (IPM) plan will be
developed and implemented for all new (and existing) agricultural units, and
will be compliant with the California Statewide IPM year-round program for
alfalfa and any other crops that may be proposed for use. The plan will
explicitly detail an integrated pest management plan to ensure that risks of
any proposed use of herbicides, pesticides, or rodenticides will pose a
negligible risk to wildlife species. Herbicides, pesticides, or rodenticides will
only be used at new agricultural units if specifically authorized by USFWS
and CDFG in the take permits for the desert tortoise and the Mohave ground
squirrel. The adaptive management plan will detail the predicted harvest of
the agricultural crops and how harvest will be conducted in such a manner to
reduce potential impacts to nesting birds. The adaptive management plan
will provide other population monitoring guidelines for predatory species
such as brown-headed cowbird, with management actions that will be
required if fields are found to be supporting these species. The adaptive
management plan will also outline irrigation control to avoid pooled water,
as well as dust control methods.
PG&E will implement measures to manage pests at all new (and existing)
agricultural units in ways that pose a negligible risk to wildlife species and
are aligned with the current land use for agricultural crops in compliance
with any incidental take authorizations issued by CDFG and USFWS, as
necessary.
Mitigation measures in the incidental take authorizations may include:


Pest management actions will be compliant with the California
Statewide IPM year-round program for alfalfa and any other crops
grown on the agricultural units.
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3.7-50

10-17



Herbicides, pesticides, or rodenticides will only be used at new
agricultural units if they pose a negligible risk to wildlife species and are
consistent with USFWS and CDFG requirements for the desert tortoise
and the Mohave ground squirrel.



The incidental take authorizations are anticipated to include an adaptive
management plan for agricultural treatment units. This section of the
incidental take authorizations is anticipated to detail the predicted
harvest of agricultural crops and how harvest will be conducted in such a
manner to reduce potential impacts to nesting birds.



The incidental take authorizations adaptive management plan is
anticipated to provide other population monitoring guidelines for
predatory species such as the brown-headed cowbird, with management
actions that would be required if fields are found to be supporting these
species.



The incidental take authorizations adaptive management plan is
anticipated to also outline irrigation control measures to avoid pooled
water on the fields.

24-29

cont'd

The first bullet of Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-1l states that the focused survey
for burrowing owl will utilize the most recent CDFG protocol. CDFG at times
approves modifications to the protocol for specific surveys. To avoid any
inconsistencies between the survey requirements of CDFG and the EIR
mitigation measures, suggest revising the first bullet as follows:


3.7-50

30-104

To confirm the current existing condition for burrowing owls in the
study area, a focused nesting season survey for burrowing owl will be
completed for all potential disturbance limits and a minimum 400 feet
buffer area, where accessible, prior to construction. This focused survey
will utilize the most recent CDFG protocol (including any variations in
that protocol that may be approved by CDFG for the survey).

30-105

Rather than submit an avian protection plan, the specific requirements for
protecting burrowing owls can be specified in any incidental take authorizations
issued by CDFG and USFWS, as necessary. To avoid any conflict between the
requirements of that agency and the EIR, PG&E suggests revising Mitigation
Measure BIO-MM-1l as follows.


Avoid impacting burrows occupied during the non-breeding season
(September 1–January 31) by migratory or non-migratory resident
burrowing owls.



An avian protection plan will be developed in consultation with
CDFG If necessary, procedures to address burrowing owls or signs
of burrowing owls should they be found on site during the focused
nesting or preconstruction surveys will be specified in any
incidental take authorizations issued by CDFG and USFWS, as
necessary . Unless otherwise approved by CDFG, the minimum no
construction buffers will be 160 feet for occupied burrows during the
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non-breeding season of September 1 through January 31 and 250
feet during the breeding season of February 1 through August 31.


3.7-52

3.7-52

5-10

14-24

If burrowing owls and their habitat can be protected in place on or
adjacent to a project area, the use of buffer zones, visual screens
(such as hay bales) or other feasible measures while project activities
are occurring will be used to minimize disturbance impacts. These
will be outlined in the avian protection plan.

Remove the text related to the preparation of a brief analysis to determine if
removal of non-listed special status plant species would be significant under
CEQA. Such a requirement is unnecessary. We already commit to avoiding
such plants to the maximum extent feasible. Moreover, because the species are
not listed, impacts to those species are not significant under CEQA. Further
impacts to such species will not be significant for a project such as the one here,
which proposes to install discrete facilities rather than develop the entire
property.
Rather than develop a separate compensatory mitigation program or plan, the
specific requirements for compensatory mitigation should be specified by the
appropriate agencies. PG&E proposes the following text revisions to mitigation
measure BIO-MM-2:

30-106
cont'd

30-107

Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-2: Habitat Compensation for Loss of
Sensitive Natural Communities
If new remediation activities result in the permanent removal and loss of
sensitive natural communities such as the California joint fir scrub,
aPG&E will implement compensatory mitigation. program or plan will
be developed and implemented through consultation PG&E will consult
with the USFWS, CDFG, and the Lahontan Water Board. Compensatory
mitigation may include a fee-based program and/or direct habitat
replacement on a to replace habitat on an anticipated minimum 1:1 basis
and in accordance with those agencies’ recommendations.
Lands provided as mitigation for desert tortoise, Mohave ground
squirrel, and burrowing owls may also be used to provide mitigation for
any loss of sensitive nature community habitat, if the land in question
includes sensitive natural communities. If 1:1 direct habitat replacement
is not practicable, PG&E will consult with USFWS, CDFG, and the
Lahontan Water Board to supplement the compensatory mitigation with
fees.

31

30-108

#30
Attachment 1

3.8-17

3.8-28

3.8-28
3.8-29

11-14

17-32

17-32
6-40

3.1110
3.113.12

18

3.12-1

16-17

3.12-5

33-40
1-20

15-19

Section 3.8: Cultural Resources
These are the preliminary findings of FWARG's survey, and have since been
updated. Please use the following data: FWARG recorded 74 resources,
including 42 historic period sites with 55 features, mostly refuse scatters or
elements of water/irrigation systems; 26 historic-period isolates consisting of 32
irrigation system elements and two miscellaneous features; two small prehistoric
flaked stone scatters, three single flake isolates, and one other prehistoric isolate
consisting of a ground stone fragment and one piece of flaked stone.
Propose deleting this mitigation measure CUL-MM-4 (Evaluate Archaeological
Resources to Determine if Historical Resources under CEQA or Unique
Archaeological Resources under PFC 21083.2). Any necessary evaluation of
archaeological resources is already covered under mitigation measure CUL-MM6, following an opportunity to redesign and avoid impacting archaeological
resources (CUL-MM-5).
Both CUL-MM-4 and CUL-MM-6 require evaluation of archaeological sites,
which is confusing. It would seem more appropriate for MM-4 to be limited to
identification of sites. If those sites that are identified can be avoided, MM-5
(avoidance) comes into play. If the site cannot be avoided MM-6
(evaluation/data recovery) would be implemented. If these items are changed,
the Table on 3.8-1 would need to be updated as well. It also identified both
MM-4 and MM-6 as evaluating archaeological resources.
Section 3.11: Aesthetics
Delete the "3" at the end of the sentence.
The screening mitigation measures should only apply to "major above-ground
treatment facilities."
Section 3.12: Socioeconomics
Generally, chapter 3.12 of the EIR overstates the potential for blight resulting
from implementation of the remedy, and our comments are directed at this in
several specific respects. The text suggests that any departure of people from the
community causes blight, which is incorrect. The text should be revised to read
as follows:

30-109

30-110

30-111

30-112
30-113

30-114

These secondary effects could result in people leaving the community; if
such departures result in a substantial number of vacant lots and homes
this could contribute to physical deterioration or blight.
The EIR states the project could “disrupt, hinder or otherwise discourage
existing residential and other land use due to effects of groundwater drawdown
and water quality changes from remedial actions that might result in blighted
conditions.”
There is no causal link between groundwater drawdown and water quality
changes due to the project and blight, and suggesting otherwise is speculation.
Moreover, the project will improve water quality in the long term. Further, as
stated on page 3.12-6, the temporary groundwater drawdown that the project
may cause would “take decades at a minimum” to impact water supply wells in
the area. Finally, mitigation measures WTR-MM-2 through WTR-MM-8 ensure
that any affected homes, businesses, and agricultural facilities would receive
alternative water supplies and that PG&E restore the aquifer for all beneficial
uses. (DEIR at 3.12-6:40–3.12-7:5.) Accordingly, the EIR should be revised as
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follows:
The project could create blighted conditions that could result in secondary
physical impacts due to land and water rights acquisition to facilitate
remedial actions. The project could also disrupt, hinder or otherwise
discourage existing residential and other land use due to effects of
groundwater drawdown and water quality changes from remedial actions,
but those actions likely would not that might result in blighted conditions
and associated secondary physical impacts.
3.12-5

21-38

Several revisions should be made in the discussion of the effects of property
purchases associated with the remediation.

30-115
cont'd

30-116




In line 24, the word “local” appears to be out of place
In lines 28-29, there is no basis for asserting that properties could be
subject to arson, or that if there were fires due to arson, that fires would
affect other neighbors given the fact that homes and structures in the area
where the remedy will be implemented are generally widely dispersed.
This sentence is speculative and should be deleted.
 The statement that PG&E acquisitions under the land acquisition
program should not be stated as part of the paragraph analyzing the No
Project Alternative. It is correct that the private purchases are outside
the scope of the project and the CEQA analysis, but this conclusion is
not limited to the No Project Alternative. This should be made into a
separate paragraph, prefaced with “Under any of the alternatives,
including the No Project Alternative and the action alternatives”
3.12-5 24-39
Revise the text in this section to clarify that all private purchase and sale
agreements, not just those in the no project alternative, are outside of the project
mandated by the Water Board and outside the scope of the CEQA analysis in this
EIR.
CHAPTER 4 - OTHER CEQA ANALYSIS
4-27;
18-26;
The EIR suggests that agricultural units could substantially impede east-west
4-30
8-29
desert tortoise movement through the center of Hinkley Valley. However, the
EIR biological resources report does not reference such a movement corridor in
its discussion of the desert tortoise, and the pattern of tortoise sightings reported
in the EIR does not support this conclusion. Further, present infrastructure in the
area that the EIR suggests is a movement corridor, including State Route 58 and
the railroad, are a barrier for movement of desert tortoise. Therefore, as noted
above in the comment regarding impact BIO-4, it is speculative and highly
unlikely that such a movement corridor for tortoises exists. The effect of all
alternatives on the movement of desert tortoises is not cumulatively
considerable. Therefore, the development of agricultural units in this area does
not contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact.
4-47
Table 4-4
Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, and 4C-4 include increased extraction in OU1 for
additional southern agricultural units. The increased extraction would decrease
the potential for spreading of the plume for these alternatives in comparison to
Alternative 4B. Therefore, Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, and 4C-3 should be ranked
with less severity for this impact than 4B.
4-47
Table 4-4
The amount of in situ remediation is similar among alternatives 4B, 4C-2, 4C-3,
and 4C-4 and by-product impacts are expected to be similar, as indicated in the
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4-51

4-60

17-20

32-34

text on page 4-52, lines 26-28. These alternatives should therefore have similar
rankings for in-situ by-product impacts in Table 4-4, rather than alternative 4C-3
being ranked less severe than the others.
Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, and 4C-4 include increased extraction in OU1 for
additional southern agricultural units. The increased extraction would decrease
the potential for spreading of the plume for these alternatives in comparison to
Alternative 4B. Therefore, Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, and 4C-3 should be ranked
with less severity for this impact than 4B.
In the overall comparison of alternatives, the EIR states that Alternative 4B
would have the least groundwater drawdown, the lowest level of remedial
byproducts, and the least new disturbance of special-status species habitat, but it
would take “much longer” to treat the plume under Alternative 4B than
Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, or 4C-4. The statement that it will take “much longer”
overstates the magnitude of the time difference.

30-121
cont'd

30-122

Although it would take longer to treat the plume under Alternative 4B than
Alternatives 4C-2, 4C-3, or 4C-4, the statement that it will take “much longer”
does not reflect the fact that the time differentials are not substantial, and does
not take into account the uncertainties of the modeling assumptions that
produced this number.
The model, like all mathematical models of natural systems, has accuracy
limitations due to the underlying simplifications and assumptions incorporated
into the model. Accordingly, the simulated times to cleanup are qualitative
estimates based upon the mathematical representation of the hydrogeologic
system and has inherent uncertainties. Examining the time to clean up the
Cr[VI] to 3.1 ppb shows that under Alternative 4B the time to clean up is
estimated to be 40 years. Under Alternative 4C-2, the time to clean up is
estimated to be 39 years; under Alternative 4C-3, the time to clean up is
estimated to be 36 years, and under Alternative 4C-4, the time to clean up is
estimated to be 29 years. Taking into account both the length of time and the
model accuracy, the time to treat the plume under Alternatives 4B, 4C-2, and
4C-3 is comparable. A relative comparison of the remedial time frames of
Alternatives 4B, 4C-2, and 4C-3 relative to a 40 year baseline remedy indicates
that there is less than a 10% range in timeframe differential, whereas Alternative
4C-4 has greater than a 25% range in timeframe differential.
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Table ES‐1. PG&E Hinkley Groundwater Remediation Alternatives Analyzed in the EIR
Alternatives
Source of Information

No Projecta
FS Addendum 3

4B
FS Addendum 2

4C‐2
FS Addendum 3

4C‐3
FS Addendum 3

4C‐4
FS Addendum 3

Plume FS analysis based on
OU1–Remedial Method for
High Concentration Plume

Q1/2011
In‐Situ

Q1/2010
In‐Situ

Q1/2011
In‐Situ

Q1/2011
In‐Situ

Q1/2011
In‐Situ

Time to 50 ppb
Time to 80% Cr[VI]
Mass Conversion to Cr[III] or
Removal
OU 1/2/3–Remedial method for
low concentration plume

6b
13b

6
10

IRZ/
AUsc

IRZ for 20 yearsx
AUs for 95 years

IRZ for 20 yearsx
AUs for 90 years

Time to 3.1 ppb cleanup
Time to 1.2 ppb cleanup
Fate of Cr3+ in the soil

NAc
NAc
Leaves

40
95
Leaves

39
90
Leaves

IRZ for 20 yearsx
AUs for 85 years
Aboveground
Treatment
36
85
Leaves

2,042 gpm (FS)
3,167 gpm (total)
351 acres (FS)/
575 acres (total)
$118M
Year round
pumping for plume
control (winter
Crop).

2,829 gpm (FS)
4,388 gpm (total)
351 acres (FS)/
575 acres (total)
$276M
Year round pumping
for plume control
(winter above‐
ground treatment).

AU Pumping Ratesc
AUsd, e
FS Estimated Costs (NPV)f
Key Feature

1,100 gpm (FS)

1,270 gpm (FS)
2,395 gpm (total)
182 acres
222 acres (FS)/
446 acres (total)
N/A
$84.9M
Required by CEQA Less groundwater
pumping, AU
acreage and lower
cost.

6
7

4
6

3
6
IRZ for 20 yearsx
AUs for 75 years
29
75
Leaves

4C‐5
FS Addendum
4Technical
Memorandum
Q1/2011
Above‐ground
Treatment/
In‐situ
20
15
IRZ for 32 20 yearsxx
AUs for 95 years

50
95
Removes from high
concentration area
2,829 gpm (FS)
2,042 gpm (FS)
4,388 gpm (total)
3,167 gpm (total)
895 acres (FS)/
351 acres (FS)/
1,394 acres (total)
575 acres (total)
$173M
$171M
Year round pumping Removal of chromium
for plume control.
from the high
Fastest cleanup of
concentration plume
all alternative.
area.
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Alternatives
No Projecta
4B
4C‐2
4C‐3
4C‐4
4C‐5
Notes:
a No Project Alternative defined based on the No Project details provided for Alternative 4C‐2 in FS Addendum No. 3.
b Based on FS Alternative No. 4 cleanup times because FS Addendum No. 3 did not identify cleanup times for No Project conditions.
c No Project Alternative limited to addressing the 2008–2010 plume. Thus, no duration for cleanup of entire plume is identified.
x Intermittent, low concentration carbon amendment continues beyond 20 years in SCRIA injection area and Source Area
xx Intermittent, low concentration carbon amendment continues beyond 20 years in SCRIA injection area and begins at year 32 in the Source Area
d Two pumping rates shown for action alternatives. First is highest pumping rate in the FS/Addenda marked with a (FS). Second is scaled up to account for expanded
plume beyond that at the time of the FS/Addenda.
e Two acreages shown for agricultural units for action alternatives. First is from the FS/Addenda marked with a (FS). Second is scaled up to account for expanded
plume beyond that at the time of the FS/Addenda.
f Costs are based on FS/Addenda costs to remediate to 1.2 ppb Cr[VI] level and only include the infrastructure described in the FS/Addenda and do not account for the
additional cost for the infrastructure and activities to address the expanded plume.
AU = Agricultural Units
FS = Feasibility Study
gpm = gallons per minute
IRZ = In‐Situ Remediation
NPV = Net present value
ppb = parts per billion

1
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Table 2‐3. Summary of Components under No Project Alternativea
Initial Buildout
Year 5
Year 10
Year 20
(0–5 years)
(5–10 years)
(10–20 years)
(20+ years)
Optimization Period
Agricultural Land Application
Agricultural Units (AUs)
182 acresb
AU Extraction Wells
29
24,499 lf
Pipelines
AU Extraction Flowc
1,100 gpm
In‐Situ Remediation Zone (IRZ)
Extraction Wells
17
17
20
20
Injection Wells
86
86
89
89
Pipelines
31,392 lf
31,992 lf
33,892 lf
33,892 lf
190 gpm (110 gpm – SCRIA; 80 gpm – SAIRZ)
Carbon amended IRZ flow (SCRIA, SAIRZ)c, d
83 gpm
IRZ Recirculation flow (CAIRZ)c, d
Northwest Area Freshwater Injection
Extraction Wells
53
Injection Wells
35
Pipelines
31,886 lf
80 gpm
Northwest Freshwater Reinjection Flowc
Monitoring Wells
Monitoring Wells
446
Wells and Supporting infrastructure acreagee
39
39
39
39
Access roads
1
1
1
1
Notes:
a All totals include existing infrastructure (see Table 2‐1)
b Agricultural Units = DVD, Gorman, Cottrell, and Ranch (all existing).
c All flows are based on average annual rates.
d SCRIA refers to the South Central Reinjection Area.
SAIRZ refers to the Source Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
CAIRZ refers to the Central Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
e Includes acreage for all wells, including Agricultural Units, In‐Situ Remediation, Northwest Freshwater Reinjection, and monitoring wells.
lf = linear feet
gpm = gallons per minute

59974\4198176v1

Comment [d1]: 24,499 is the linear feet of
trenching, we suggest adding a note to clarify.
Also applies to IRZ pipeline totals below
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Table 2‐4. Summary of Components under Alternative 4Ba
Initial Buildout
Year 5
Year 10
Year 20
Optimization Period
(0–5 years)
(5–10 years)
(10–20 years)
(20+ years)
Agricultural Land Application
Agricultural Units (AUs)b
446 acres
AU Extraction Wells
65
65
90
90
AU Pipeline
59,049 lf
59,049 lf
78,419 lf
78,419 lf
2,395 gpm
AU Extraction Flowc
In‐Situ Remediation Zone (IRZ)
Extraction Wells
21
21
2125
25
Injection Wells
108
108
111
111
Pipelines
39,240 lf
39,990 lf
42,365 lf
42,365 lf
431 gpm
244 gpm
319 gpm
213 gpm
Carbon‐amended IRZ flow (SCRIA/SAIRZ)c,d
279 175 gpm
175 gpm
175 gpm
0 gpm
IRZ Recirculation flow (CAIRZ)c,d
Northwest Area Freshwater Injection
Extraction Wells
53
Injection Wells
46
Pipelines
36,669 lf
92 gpm
Northwest Freshwater Reinjection Flowc
Monitoring Wells/Supporting Infrastructure
Monitoring Wells
558
Wells and Supporting Infrastructure (acres)e
51
51
53
53
Access roads (acres)
3
3
5
5
Notes:
a All totals include existing infrastructure. All estimates have been scaled up from the data from the Feasibility Study and Addenda to account for a
larger plume than used in the feasibility study. See discussion in text.
b Desert View Dairy, Gorman, Cottrell, Ranch, plus additional Agricultural Units.
c All flows are based on average annual rates.
d SCRIA refers to the South Central Reinjection Area; SAIRZ refers to the Source Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone; CAIRZ refers to the Central Area In‐
Situ Remediation Zone.
e Includes acreage for all wells, including Agricultural Units, In‐Situ Remediation, Northwest Freshwater Reinjection, and monitoring wells.
lf = linear feet
gpm = gallons per minute

Comment [d1]: Totals are linear feet of
trenching, we suggest adding a note to clarify
Comment [d2]: 140 gpm + 25% contingency

Comment [d3]: 5 + 15% contingency

Comment [d4]: Suggest clarifying that well
estimates include the number of wells to be
constructed; not all wells may be operating at one
time
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Table 2‐5. Summary of Components under Alternative 4C‐2a
Initial Buildout
Year 5
Year 10
Year 20
Optimization Period
(0–5 years)
(5–10 years)
(10–20 years)
(20+ years)
Agricultural Land Application
Agricultural Units (AUs)b
575 acres
AU Extraction Wells
80
80
102
102
AU Pipeline
68,489 lf
68,489 lf
83,374 lf
83,374 lf
3,167 gpm
AU Extraction Flowc
In‐Situ Remediation Zone (IRZ)
Extraction Wells
21
21
25
25
Injection Wells
108
108
111
111
Pipelines
39,240 lf
39,990 lf
42,365 lf
42,365 lf
431 gpm
244 gpm
319 gpm
213 gpm
Carbon‐amended IRZ flow (SCRIA/SAIRZ)c,d
279 175 gpm
175 gpm
175 gpm
0 gpm
IRZ Recirculation flow (CAIRZ)c,d
Northwest Area Freshwater Injection
Extraction Wells
53
Injection Wells
46
Pipelines
36,669 lf
92 gpm
Northwest Freshwater Reinjection Flowc
Monitoring Wells/Supporting Infrastructure
Monitoring Wells
558
Wells and Supporting Infrastructure Acreagee
52
52
54
54
Access roads (acres)
4
4
5
5
Notes:
a All totals include existing infrastructure. All estimates have been scaled up from the data from the Feasibility Study and Addenda to account for a
larger plume than used in the feasibility study. See discussion in text.
b Desert View Dairy, Gorman, Cottrell, Ranch, plus additional Agricultural Units.
c All flows are based on average annual rates.
d SCRIA refers to the South Central Reinjection Area.
SAIRZ refers to the Source Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
CAIRZ refers to the Central Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
e Includes acreage for all wells, including Agricultural Units, In‐Situ Remediation, Northwest Freshwater Reinjection, and monitoring wells.
lf = linear feet
gpm = gallons per minute

Comment [d1]: Totals are linear feet of
trenching, we suggest adding a note to clarify
Comment [d2]: 140 gpm + 25% contingency

Comment [d3]: 5 + 15% contingency

Comment [d4]: Suggest clarifying that well
estimates include the number of wells to be
constructed; not all wells may be operating at one
time
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Table 2‐6. Summary of Components under Alternative 4C‐3
Initial Buildout
Year 5
Year 10
Year 20
Optimization Period
(0–5 years)
(5–10 years)
(10–20 years)
(20+ years)
Agricultural Land Application
Agricultural Units (AUs)a
575 acres
AU Extraction Wells
80
80
102
103102
AU Pipeline
72,751 lf
72,751 lf
83,374 lf
83,374 lf
AU Extraction Flow
4,388 gpm
4,388 gpm
4,388 gpm
3,606 gpm
In‐Situ Remediation Zone (IRZ)
Extraction Wells
2221
2221
25
25
Injection Wells
108
108
111
111
Pipelines
39,240 lf
39,990 lf
42,365 lf
42,365 lf
431 gpm
244 gpm
319 gpm
213 gpm
Carbon‐amended IRZ flow (SCRIA/SAIRZ)b,c
279 175 gpm
175 gpm
175 gpm
0 gpm
IRZ Recirculation flow (CAIRZ)b, c
Ex‐Situ Treatment
Extraction Injection Wells
31
Pipelines
41,816 lf
1,222 gpm
Extraction System Flow (annualized average)
Northwest Area Freshwater Injection
Extraction/Injection Wells
5/43/6
Pipelines
36,669 lf
92 gpm
Northwest Freshwater Reinjection Flowb
Monitoring Wells/Supporting Infrastructure
Monitoring Wells
558
Wells and Supporting Infrastructure acreaged
54
54
56
56
Access roads (acres)
7
9
12
15
Notes:
All totals include existing infrastructure. All estimates have been scaled up from the data from the Feasibility Study and Addenda to account for a
larger plume than used in the feasibility study. See discussion in text.
a Desert View Dairy, Gorman, Cottrell, Ranch, plus additional Agricultural Units.
b All flows are based on average annual rates.
c SCRIA refers to the South Central Reinjection Area.
SAIRZ refers to the Source Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
CAIRZ refers to the Central Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
d Includes acreage for all wells, including Agricultural Units, In‐Situ Remediation, Northwest Freshwater Reinjection, and monitoring wells.
lf=linear feet
gpm = gallons per minute

Comment [d1]: Totals are linear feet of
trenching, we suggest adding a note to clarify
Comment [d2]: 140 gpm + 25% contingency

Comment [d3]: 5 + 15% contingency

Comment [d4]: Suggest clarifying that well
estimates include the number of wells to be
constructed; not all wells may be operating at one
time
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Table 2‐7. Summary of Components under Alternative 4C‐4
Initial Buildout
Year 5
Year 10
Year 20
Optimization Period
(0–5 years)
(5–10 years)
(10–20 years)
(20+ years)
Agricultural Land Application
Agricultural Units (AUs)a
1,394 acres
AU Extraction Wells
149
149
190
190
AU Pipeline
132,875 lf
132,875 lf
147,374 lf
147,374 lf
AU Extraction Flow
4,388 gpm
In‐Situ Remediation Zone (IRZ)
Extraction Wells
2221
2221
25
25
Injection Wells
108
108
111
111
Pipelines
39,240 lf
39,990 lf
42,365 lf
42,365 lf
431 gpm
244 gpm
319 gpm
213 gpm
Carbon‐amended IRZ flow (SCRIA/SAIRZ)b,c
279 175 gpm
175 gpm
175 gpm
0 gpm
IRZ Recirculation flow (CAIRZ)b,c
Northwest Area Freshwater Injection
Extraction Wells
53
Injection Wells
46
Pipelines
36,669 lf
92 gpm
Northwest Freshwater Reinjection Flowb
Monitoring Wells/Supporting Infrastructure
Monitoring Wells
558
Wells and Supporting Infrastructure acreaged
56
56
59
59
Access roads (acres)
8
8
9
9
Notes:
All totals include existing infrastructure. All estimates have been scaled up from the data from the Feasibility Study and Addenda to account for a
larger plume than used in the feasibility study. See discussion in text.
a Desert View Dairy, Gorman, Cottrell, Ranch, plus additional Agricultural Units.
b All flows are based average annual rates.
c SCRIA refers to the South Central Reinjection Area.
SAIRZ refers to the Source Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
CAIRZ refers to the Central Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
d Includes acreage for all wells, including Agricultural Units, In‐Situ Remediation, Northwest Freshwater Reinjection, and monitoring wells.
lf = linear feet
gpm = gallons per minute
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Comment [d2]: 140 gpm + 25% contingency

Comment [d3]: 5 + 15% contingency

Comment [d4]: Suggest clarifying that well
estimates include the number of wells to be
constructed; not all wells may be operating at one
time
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Table 2‐8. Summary of Components under Alternative 4C‐5
Initial Buildout
Year 5
Year 10
Year 20
Optimization Period
(0–5 years)
(5–10 years)
(10–20 years)
(20+ years)
Agricultural Land Application
Agricultural Units (AUs)a
575 acres
AU Extraction Wells
80
80
102
102
AU Pipeline
68,489 lf
68,489 lf
83,374 lf
83,374 lf
3,167 gpm
3,167 gpm
3,167 gpm
2,618 gpm
AU Extraction Flowb
In‐Situ Remediation Zone (IRZ)
Extraction Wells
19
19
23
23
Injection Wells
90
90
91
91
Pipelines
33,940 lf
34,690 lf
36,340 lf
36,340 lf
244 gpm
244 gpm
319 gpm
213 gpm
Carbon‐amended IRZ flow (SCRIA/SAIRZ)b,c
279 175 gpm
175 gpm
175 gpm
0 gpm
IRZ Recirculation flow (CAIRZ)b,c
Ex‐Situ Treatment
Extraction Wells
206
206
246
246
Injection Wells
10
10
13 (year 15)
13
Pipelines
7,719 lf
7,719 lf
8,594 lf
8,589 lf
250 gpm
250 gpm
250 gpm
0 250 gpm
Extraction System Flow (annual)
Northwest Area Freshwater Injection
Extraction/Injection Wells
5/43/6
Pipelines
36,669 lf
92 gpm
Northwest Freshwater Reinjection Flowb
Monitoring Wells/Supporting Infrastructure
Monitoring Wells
558
Wells and Supporting Infrastructure(acres)d
52
52
54
54
Access roads (acres)
4
4
5
5
Notes:
All totals include existing infrastructure. All estimates have been scaled up from the data from the Feasibility Study and Addenda to account for a
larger plume than used in the feasibility study. See discussion in text.
a
Desert View Dairy, Gorman, Cottrell, Ranch, plus additional Agricultural Units.
b
All flows are based on average annual rates.
c
SCRIA refers to the South Central Reinjection Area.
SAIRZ refers to the Source Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
CAIRZ refers to the Central Area In‐Situ Remediation Zone.
d
Includes acreage for all wells, including Agricultural Units, In‐Situ Remediation, Northwest Freshwater Reinjection, and monitoring wells.
lf = linear feet
gpm = gallons per minute
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Figure 2-4

Alternative 4B Conceptual Layout
(Initial Buildout to Year 20)

#30
Attachment 1
Legend
Project Study Area
IRZ Area

Sunset

OU1
OU2

Plymouth

OU3
Desert View Dairy LTU

Mountain General

Ho
lste
ad

New Agricultural Units

Existing Freshwater Extraction Wells

!C

s
Fo

Existing Agricultural Units

d
Be
sil

!

New Infrastructure (wells and pipelines)

!

Approximate limit of saturated alluvial aquifer
Bedrock exposed at ground surface

Burnt Tree

Canyon

Hinkley

Roads
Santa Fe Railway
Note 1: New infrastructure layouts are slightly
exaggerated and locations are approximated
for graphical display.

Sierra

Coon

Potential
Future
Remedial
Activity Area

Note 2: Number of new wells shown on this
figure are according to FS/Addenda estimates.
It is expected additional infrastructure will be
necessary to address the expanded plume.
See discussions in text.
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Alternative 4C-2 Conceptual Layout
(Initial Buildout to Year 20)
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Note 2: Number of new wells shown on this
figure are according to FS/Addenda estimates.
It is expected additional infrastructure will be
necessary to address the expanded plume.
See discussions in text.
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Figure 2-6

Alternative 4C-3 Conceptual Layout
(Initial Buildout to Year 20)
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figure are according to FS/Addenda estimates.
It is expected additional infrastructure will be
necessary to address the expanded plume.
See discussions in text.
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Alternative 4C-5 Conceptual Layout
(Initial Buildout to Year 20)
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1

Air Quality and Climate Change

Table 3.5‐9. Estimated New Construction Quantities by Alternative
Before Scaling

Alternative

Agricultural
Treatment
Unit
(Acres)

Pipeline
(linear
feet)

Wells

After Scaling
Above‐Ground
Treatment
Facility
(square feet)

Agricultural
Treatment
Unit
(Acres)

Pipeline
(linear
feet)

Wells

Above‐Ground
Treatment
Facility
(square feet)

No Project

0

16,407

45

0

0

16,407

45

0

4B

40

19,557

48

0

264

58,805

219

0

4C‐2

168169

26,142

60

0

392393

68,245

233

0

Comment [d1]: 351‐182

4C‐3

168169

50,322

8279

81,060

392393

72,507114
,323

265

125,705

Comment [d2]: 575‐182

4C‐4

713

40,572

6360

0

1,212

132,631

303

0

4C‐5

168169

32,31728,
077

60

37,500

392393

70,664

233234

37,500

Notes:
All numbers represent new infrastructure in addition to that which already existed as of late 2011.
“Before Scaling” refers to the data on remedial infrastructure provided by PG&E based on the conceptual alternatives
design in the Feasibility Study/Addenda. As discussed in Chapter 2, the Feasibility Study/Addenda evaluated the
remedial infrastructure needed to address chromium plume as it is existed in 2010 and early 2011.
“After Scaling” refers to estimates of the potential amount of remedial infrastructure that may be needed to address the
chromium plume as it existing in the Fourth Quarter 2011, when it was somewhat larger than in 2010 and early 2011,
plus an assumed 15% potential expansion in the future. As discussed in Chapter 2, ICF worked with PG&E to scale up
the potential infrastructure using various scaling factors and considerations for different remedial actions. The “after
scaling” numbers are used for environmental analysis as they represent a conservative estimate.

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

3.5.5.2

Operations Emissions

Operational activities associated with each alternative would result in a continuous source of
criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with worker vehicle commute trips, materials
delivery truck trips, waste hauling truck trips, and the operation of wells and above‐ground
treatment facility equipment.
Emissions associated with worker vehicle commute trips, materials delivery truck trips, and waste
hauling truck trips from each alternative were quantified using emission factors from the
EMFAC2011 web tool and trip data from the project applicant. Exhaust emission factors from
EMFAC2011 for light duty vehicles, light duty trucks, and medium duty vehicles were utilized in
conjunction with the worker commute trip data received from the project applicant in estimating
emissions associated with worker trips. Similarly, an emission factor for heavy‐duty tractor trucks
was used with the materials delivery and waste hauling trip data to account for delivery and waste
hauling trips. Re‐entrained road dust was quantified using EPA re‐entrained road dust
methodologies for paved and unpaved roads. The variables used to estimate motor vehicle
emissions are summarized in Table 3.5‐10. Note that while materials delivery and waste hauling
trips would occur sporadically throughout the year, the daily emission calculations assume one trip
on the maximum day.

Comprehensive Groundwater Cleanup Strategy for Historical
Chromium Discharges from PG&E’s Hinkley Compressor Station
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.5‐20

August 2012
ICF 00122.11

Comment [d3]: +41,816 ex‐situ trenching
Comment [d5]: 51 AU wells + 39 IRZ +20 ex‐
situ + 124 monitoring = 234
Comment [d4]: 16,407‐4,240(Source
Area)+9,735+6,175 = 28,077
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Air Quality and Climate Change

Table 3.5‐10. Maintenance and Operations Sources of Emissions by Alternative
Alternative

Activities

Existing

Worker Commute (VMT)
Ethanol Deliveries (VMT)
Electricity Consumption (kwh)

Totals Before Scaling
Max. Daily
Annual

Totals After Scaling (1)
Max. Daily
Annual

25
240
8,510

6,000
2,8801,485
2,042,501

25
240
8,510

6,000
2,8801,485
2,042,501

6,000
2,8801,485
6,581,323

25
240
27,422

6,000
2,8801,485
6,581,323

No Project

Worker Commute(VMT)
Ethanol Deliveries (VMT)
Electricity Consumption (kwh)

25
240
27,422

Alternative 4B

Worker Commute (VMT)
Ethanol Deliveries(VMT)
Electricity Consumption (kwh)
Harvesting and Plowing (acres)

50
240
29,055
‐‐

12,000
2,8801,485
6,973,263
40

73
300
42,491
‐‐

17,549
4,2121,856
10,197,856
264

Alternative 4C‐2

Worker Commute (VMT)
Ethanol Deliveries (VMT)
Electricity Consumption (kwh)
Harvesting and Plowing (acres)

50
240
30,362
‐‐

12,000
2,4721,485
7,286,815
168

72
300
42,491
‐‐

17,164
3,5361,856
10,422,673
392

Alternative 4C‐3

Worker Commute (Ex‐Situ) (VMT)
Material Deliveries (Ex‐Situ)
(VMT)
Worker Commute (VMT)
Ethanol Deliveries (VMT)
Treatment Residue Disposal (VMT)
Ex‐Situ Diesel Fuel (gallons)
Electricity Consumption (kwh)
Harvesting and Plowing (acres)

120
240

28,800
2,880

186
372

44,662
4,466

288
240
424
5
40,424
‐‐

69,120
1,485
5,088
1,200
9,701,702
168

418
300
658
8
58,625
‐‐

100,242
2,1541,856
7,890
1,861
14,069,994
392

Worker Commute(VMT)
Ethanol Deliveries(VMT)
Electricity Consumption (kwh)
Harvesting and Plowing (acres)

50
240
30,484
‐‐

12,000
2,4721,485
7,316,211
713

97
300
59,109
‐‐

23,268
4,7931,856
14,186,259
1,212

Alternative 4C‐4

Comprehensive Groundwater Cleanup Strategy for Historical
Chromium Discharges from PG&E’s Hinkley Compressor Station
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.5‐21

August 2012
ICF 00122.11

Comment [d6]: There are only a few ethanol
deliveries per year

Comment [d7]: 288 miles per day which
assumes 4 people for 3 shifts (12 miles each way).
This number is excessive by a factor of 2 or more
Comment [d8]: 240 VMT/month, not daily

Comment [d9]: 424 VMT/month, not daily
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Alternative

Activities

Alternative 4C‐5

Worker Commute (Ex‐Situ) (VMT)
Material Deliveries (Ex‐Situ)
(VMT)
Worker Commute (VMT)
Ethanol Deliveries (VMT)
Treatment Residue Disposal (VMT)
Ex‐Situ Diesel Fuel (gallons)
Electricity Consumption (kwh)
Harvesting and Plowing (acres)

Air Quality and Climate Change

Totals Before Scaling
Max. Daily
Annual

Totals After Scaling (1)
Max. Daily
Annual

120
240

28,800
2,880

120
240

28,800
2,880

400
240
424
5
30,261
‐‐

96,000
1,485
5,088
1,200
7,262,532
168

572
300
424
5
43,252
‐‐

137,214
2,1231,856
5,088
1,200
10,380,413
392

Source: PG&E 2011, 2012 data responses.
(1) Data shown herein is the total for each emission source by alternative, and not net new over existing.
(2) PG&E data based on Feasibility Study/addenda based on February 2011 plume. ICF scaled up based on estimated plume size 15% larger than
December 2011 plume (see discussion in Chapter 2, Project Description).
Scaling factors used: Worker Commute(Ex‐Situ) = ex situ gpm; Material Deliveries(Ex‐Situ) = ex situ gpm; Worker Commute(VMT/day) = # of
wells (not including monitoring wells); Ethanol Deliveries(VMT/day)= carbon injection gpm; Treatment Residue Disposal(VMT/day) = ex situ
gpm; Ex‐Situ Diesel Fuel (gals/yr)= ex situ gpm; Electricity Consumption(kwh/yr) = # of wells (not including mon. wells).
VMT = vehicle miles traveled; kwh = kilowatt hours; yr = year; ex‐situ = above‐ground treatment facility
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figure are according to FS/Addenda estimates.
It is expected additional infrastructure will be
necessary to address the expanded plume.
See discussions in text.
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Attachment 2 – Discussion of Alternate Mitigation Options for Effects due to Agricultural
Treatment
Background: A key aspect of the proposed remedy is the use of agricultural treatment for treatment of
hexavalent chromium. In addition to being a well-proven method for groundwater treatment, this
treatment approach has several large-scale benefits for the community and the environment, including:
1) Beneficial utilization of the groundwater resource during the life of the cleanup
2) Production of a useful, locally-used product (crops/animal feed)
3) Creating a land use that is consistent with and builds upon the agricultural heritage of the Hinkley
area
4) Providing employment for local agricultural-related workers and contractors
5) Potential avoidance of greenhouse gas and other transport-related emissions due to the reduction
in trucking of animal feeds from areas outside the Hinkley Valley
6) Providing a basis for a stable, sustainable economic activity in the Hinkley area
As noted in the EIR, agricultural treatment may have impacts on groundwater quality (such as potential
increases in total dissolved solids [TDS] and nitrate). At some level, these impacts may require
mitigation, as set out in Mitigation Measures WTR-MM-4, WTR-MM-5 and WTR-MM-6 of the draft
EIR. This addendum is intended to offer an alternative and potentially superior approach to these draft
mitigation measures for the RWQCB’s consideration.
Groundwater quality issues related to agricultural impacts are a challenge facing much of California. State
Water Board Policies acknowledge the need for area-wide and basin-wide approaches to salt and nutrient
1
management. This is shown in the state’s Recycled Water Policy, adopted in Resolution No. 2009-0011.
A Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (LRWQCB) staff briefing to the Board in
January 2012 stated in part “The Recycled Water Policy…. establishes goals to manage a sustainable
water supply through increased use of recycled water, enhanced stormwater management, and improved
water conservation efforts. The Water Boards have determined that regulating individual waste discharges
in a groundwater basin may not be effective or efficient at ensuring long-term protection of groundwater
resources and its beneficial uses without some overall evaluation of potential salt and nutrient loading.”
The location and geometry of the Hinkley plume may afford a unique opportunity for positive basin-level
salt and nutrient management approaches. Conceptually, if beneficial uses of groundwater in the basin
(such as farming) can be relocated from an area where they may cause a significant impact (near other
quality-sensitive water users) to an area where they do not (in an area away from other quality-sensitive

1

Language from this policy states: These challenges also present an unparalleled opportunity for California to move
aggressively towards a sustainable water future. The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
declares that we will achieve our mission to “preserve, enhance and restore the quality of California’s water resources
to the benefit of present and future generations.” To achieve that mission, we support and encourage every region in
California to develop a salt/nutrient management plan by 2014 that is sustainable on a long-term basis and that provides
California with clean, abundant water. These plans shall be consistent with the Department of Water Resources’
Bulletin 160, as appropriate, and shall be locally developed, locally controlled and recognize the variability of
California’s water supplies and the diversity of its waterways. We strongly encourage local and regional water agencies
to move toward clean, abundant, local water for California by emphasizing appropriate water recycling, water
conservation, and maintenance of supply infrastructure and the use of stormwater (including dry-weather urban runoff)
in these plans; these sources of supply are drought-proof, reliable, and minimize our carbon footprint and can be
sustained over the long-term. We declare our independence from relying on the vagaries of annual precipitation and
move towards sustainable management of surface waters and groundwater, together with enhanced water conservation,
water reuse and the use of stormwater.
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users), then the overall water quality and usefulness of the groundwater resources of the basin may
actually be improved (when compared to baseline conditions).
PG&E is planning to explore this option in cooperation with existing farmers and dairy producers in the
Hinkley area. Conceptually, the idea of a ‘farm swap’ during the life of a cleanup may offer significant
environmental benefits. By having a local farmer remove a given field from production (idling), and
transferring that pre-existing farming to a field planned for use as part of the remedy, the overall net effect
will be that no extra salt or nutrient impacts will be created. In fact, if the idled field uses an older, less
efficient form of irrigation (when compared to a new high-efficiency irrigation method such as drag drip,
as discussed below) the overall environmental impact of this farming activity will be reduced. This
reduction in net environmental impact may reduce or eliminate the need for some of the mitigation
measures.
In a related but separate vein, the agricultural approaches being used at Hinkley may hold promise for a
net reduction of the potential groundwater impacts of agriculture in the area. The advanced drag-drip
irrigation systems currently being deployed at the site have several benefits for arid-land agriculture. By
applying water directly to the base of the crop (rather than spraying it out into the air) a significant source
of evaporation is eliminated. This reduction in evaporation results in less water use per unit of
agricultural production, which is turn leads to the following environmental benefits:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Less use of limited groundwater resources
Reduction in agriculture-induced aquifer drawdown
Lower salt loading to the aquifer for a given unit of agricultural production
Reductions in electric use for pumping (thereby reducing secondary effects of power
generation such as GHG emissions, transmission impacts, etc.,)

The higher capital costs of the drag-drip systems have been a deterrent to having local farmers employ
this method. PG&E is prepared to explore the development of demonstration/incentive programs to
encourage adaptation of these or similar conservation-focused agricultural techniques for the Mohave
basin. PG&E believes that having the current agricultural units as demonstration units that local farmers
can see and observe in everyday use may assist in dispelling concerns about operational issues,
maintenance, etc. Such a conservation program, if successful, would reduce the net water usage and salt
and nutrient load on the basin. This reduction would serve as mitigation for the potential impacts of the
project.
PG&E believes that these approaches offer a significant opportunity for environmental benefits at the area
and basin level of analysis. However, it is important that these approaches are not misconstrued to mean
impacts to water users in the immediate vicinity of the project will not be mitigated. PG&E notes that
Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-2: Water Supply Program for Wells that are Affected by Remedial
Activities is specifically designed to address and mitigate this concern. PG&E is fully supportive of the
adoption of WTR-MM-2, and regardless of approach, will work to minimize and, if necessary, mitigate
the potential impacts of the remedy on local groundwater users.
As such, PG&E offers the draft text edits for the RWQCB’s consideration. The intent of the text is to
provide the necessary flexibility to allow PG&E to pursue the programs described above. It is structured
to provide alternatives: either mitigation via the use of the alternative mitigation strategies enumerated
here, OR to ensure mitigation via the approaches already contained within the EIR. The existing
language from the EIR has been extensively copied below. At the RWQCB’s discretion, PG&E is
prepared to assist in the refinement of this language, in order to allow for these environmentally superior
alternative mitigations to be employed.

2
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Proposed Revised EIR text is provided below in italics.
Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐4: Mitigation Program for Restoring the Hinkley Aquifer
Affected by Remedial Activities for Beneficial Uses
This requirement holds PG&E responsible for restoring the Hinkley aquifer back to baseline conditions
to the extent changes from baseline conditions are attributable to the implementation of the remedy, or
otherwise mitigating the effects on the aquifer of the remedial actions.
Due to the beneficial nature of the agricultural treatment proposed for the site, this may be accomplished
in one of two ways, or some combination thereof:
1) Aquifer restoration
2) Agricultural offsets and/or salt/nutrient mitigation
Aquifer restoration
1) No later than 5 years prior to the conclusion of the proposed project, PG&E will conduct an
assessment to evaluate adverse impacts or potential adverse impacts to the Hinkley aquifer from its
remedial actions.
a) If the assessment finds that (i )the aquifer contains constituents, exceeding drinking water standards
or water quality objectives and are in excess of baseline conditions and of the assimilative capacity
of the aquifer, (ii) that these constituents are likely to be present upon the conclusion of remedial
actions in a manner that would restrict beneficial uses of the aquifer and (iii) that these changes from
baseline conditions are attributable to the implementation of the remedy, PG&E will propose
cleanup actions to restore the aquifer for beneficial uses as soon as possible, as approved by the
Water Board. Aquifer water quality restoration to baseline conditions will occur no longer than 30
years after completion of chromium remediation.
b) If the assessment finds that the aquifer includes groundwater drawdown such that domestic or
agricultural wells were still experiencing water supply shortages and require alternative water
supplies, and these excess levels are likely to exist upon the conclusion of remedial actions, and these
changes are attributable to the implementation of the remedy, PG&E will propose actions to restore
the aquifer for beneficial uses as soon as possible, as approved by the Water Board or Mojave Water
Agency. The assessment shall specify the time required for restoration activities, and groundwater
levels will be restored to baseline conditions within that time frame, subject to adjustment as needed,
with approval of the Water Board or the Mojave Water Agency, based on the implementation of the
restoration activities.
c) Every year following preparation of the assessment, PG&E must submit a status report of actions to
restore the aquifer for beneficial uses. The status report will describe all actions taken over the
course of the year and list proposed actions for implementation during the following year. An
updated schedule will be provided predicting fulfillment of aquifer restoration.
Agricultural offsets and or salt/nutrient mitigation
2) In the case of impacts due to agricultural treatment, it is recognized that some increases in TDS
and other dissolved constituents may occur. These potential increases are an inherent result of
the beneficial use of the aquifer for farming, and are similar to impacts that are caused by other
agriculture in the Hinkley Valley and the greater Mojave Basin. Acknowledging that salt and
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nutrient issues are most effectively managed on a basin-wide plan, the Board may approve the
use of agricultural offsets, or salt and nutrient management programs in lieu of aquifer
restoration as set forth in item 1a above (or to reduce the scope of potential aquifer restoration).
(However, this section is not intended to relieve PG&E of any responsibility for mitigating
impacts to individual well owners as described in MM-WTR-2.) The measures used under this
section must provide an equivalent level of mitigation , and may include the following:
a) Temporary relocation of current farming activities (agricultural offsets) – extensive farming is
currently taking place in close proximity to the planned remediation site. PG&E may work with
farmers to relocate existing agricultural activities into the footprint of currently planned AUs; or
may elect to pipe water from the current extraction wells to nearby currently irrigated fields.
These agricultural offsets will have the net effect of not adding additional agriculture to the
basin, and shall therefore serve as complete mitigation for the water quality impacts to the
aquifer of those agriculture units which are offset (on an acre for acre basis). However, this
section is not intended to any relieve PG&E of responsibility for mitigating impacts to individual
well owners as described in MM-WTR-2.
b) Funding of salt/nutrient management planning and mitigation programs – PG&E may work with
farmers, local agencies and other interested parties to develop salt/nutrient management,
planning and mitigation programs. These programs may include measures such as incentives
and outreach for reducing water use in local agriculture, funding for development of regional
plans, studies and strategies, and/or funding for regional salt/nutrient removal or management
programs.
Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐5: Investigate and Monitor Total Dissolved Solids, Uranium, and Other
Radionuclide Levels in relation to Agricultural Treatment and Take Contingency Actions
The Water Board will include requirements in the new CAO and/or associated WDRs issued for the
remediation as follows:








PG&E will submit an investigation plan to the Water Board concerning TDS, uranium, and
other radionuclides levels in relation to existing agricultural treatment by sampling water used
for agricultural treatment and in groundwater upgradient, beneath and downgradient of
agricultural treatment units
After approval of the investigation plan by the Water Board, PG&E will conduct the
investigation and provide the results to the Water Board along with an analysis of whether
agricultural treatment is affecting naturally occurring uranium levels.
PG&E will monitor all new agricultural treatment units by establishing a baseline of TDS,
uranium, and other radionuclides levels at the outset agricultural treatment and during
operation.
If TDS, uranium, and other radionuclides levels are determined to increase measurably by a
statistically significant amount due to agricultural treatment associated with remedial actions,
then PG&E will monitor these levels in and adjacent to all agricultural treatment units for the
duration of operation and propose remedial methods to restore the aquifer to baseline
conditions.
If the study of agricultural units indicates that TDS, uranium, and other radionuclide
concentrations increase due to agricultural operations associated with remedial action and
boundary monitoring confirms an increase in these levels, then corrective actions and or
alternative water supplies will be provided per Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐2 and Mitigation
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Measure WTR‐MM‐4 will be implemented toward the end of chromium plume remediation to
restore aquifer beneficial uses.
Alternatively, this mitigation measure may be implemented through the use of the Agricultural offsets and
or salt/nutrient mitigation program as described in Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-4.
Mitigation Measure WTR‐MM‐6: Monitor Nitrate Levels and Manage Agricultural Treatment to
Avoid Significant Increases in Nitrate Levels and Provide Alternative Water Supplies As Needed
Agricultural treatment will likely reduce nitrate levels in the groundwater aquifer overall. However, if
groundwater is extracted from an area of higher nitrate concentrations and then treated in an area with
much lower nitrate concentrations, it is possible that nitrate concentrations could increase in those areas.
The Water Board will include requirements in the new CAO and/or associated WDRs issued for the
remediation as follows:




Given that prior agricultural treatment at the Desert View Dairy has been shown to reduce
nitrate levels substantially, it is possible that use of irrigation water with higher nitrate levels
may not result in increased nitrate levels in groundwater beneath new agricultural treatment
locations. In order to confirm if this is occurring, PG&E will monitor nitrate levels for one year
before creating new agricultural treatment units (as feasible without delaying remediation),
monitor at the start of new agricultural treatment, and continue monitoring nitrate levels during
implementation of all new agricultural treatment units. If nitrate levels do not increase above 10
ppm (as N) or by more than 10% compared to existing levels (if current levels are already above
10 ppm as N) and is statistically significant, or by more than 20% compared to existing levels (if
current levels are less than 10 ppm as N) and is statistically significant then no further action,
other than monitoring, will be required.
If monitoring indicates that nitrate levels are approaching 10 ppm (as N) or increasing by more
than the criteria noted above, then PG&E will implement a contingency plan for managing
nitrate levels which may include some combination of the following:
o Extraction source water will be shifted from application where it would raise
concentrations substantially to locations with existing higher concentrations provided it
would not cause an exceedance of nitrate levels at any domestic well.
o Extraction source water will be blended before application to agricultural treatment
units so as to avoid exceedance of 10 ppm as N and avoid increases in existing levels that
exceed the criteria noted above.
o Above‐ground treatment may be used as necessary to meet the concentration levels
described above.
o If control of nitrate cannot meet these requirements, PG&E may request permission from
the Water Board to allow temporary increases in nitrate conditions at certain
agricultural treatment units, if and only if, the following can be demonstrated:
 no domestic wells will contain nitrate concentrations above 10 ppm or an
increase in nitrate levels exceeding the criteria above; or
 PG&E will provide whole house water for any affected domestic well until such a
time as nitrate concentrations return to existing concentrations at the affected
well, and
 PG&E will be held accountable for implementing remedial methods to restore
the aquifer to baseline conditions.
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PG&E will estimate the duration of nitrate impairment of water quality due to remedial activities
and will identify how affected groundwater nitrate levels will return to background conditions
prior to the timeframe for remediation of the chromium plume to the established cleanup levels.
The duration of nitrate impairment due to remedial activities may possibly extend beyond the time
necessary to remediate the chromium plume; the goal of remedial operation in the later stages of
the cleanup should be to minimize the duration of all impacts.



The Water Board will retain the authority to approve or deny temporary impairment of the
aquifer due to nitrate contamination and will make determinations on a case by case basis taking
into account information on remedial progress, the affected wells and community, the certainty of
returning affected groundwater to background water quality over time and any other relevant
considerations.

Alternatively, this mitigation measure may be met through the use of the Agricultural offsets and or
salt/nutrient mitigation program as described in Mitigation Measure WTR-MM-4.
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#32A
November 4, 2012
Jonathan Quass
36433 Hinkley Road
Hinkley, CA 92347
Anne Holden
Lahontan Water Board
2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150.
aholden@waterboards.ca.gov
Dear Ms. Holden,
I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for chromium cleanup in
groundwater at Hinkley (the “Project”). I submit these comments to you in regards to the
Project’s impacts on arsenic and manganese in Hinkley groundwater.
The State CEQA Guidelines require an EIR summary to identify areas of controversy known to
the Lead Agency including issues raised by agencies and the public. (State CEQA Guidelines §
15123.) When the EIR was released for public review, the Lahontan Water Board (“LWB”) was
aware of the areas of controversy affecting this proposed project. However, the EIR did not
include increases in secondary byproducts, such as dissolved arsenic and manganese, in the
discussion of areas of known controversy. As a result of carbon injection remediation
techniques, PG&E has already increased the amount of these byproducts in our groundwater.
Further, these by products may potentially be another threat to human health in our community.
Accordingly, LWB should revise this section of the EIR to reflect this issue of vital importance
to the community.
Under CEQA, a lead agency must describe the physical conditions in the area of the project at
the time the Notice of Preparation is released. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15125.) This
“environmental setting” is normally the baseline condition against which a project'
s impacts are
measured. (Ibid.) The selection of the baseline cannot be arbitrary, and must set forth a good
faith and complete explanation for why a baseline other than the environmental setting is
justified; this explanation must be supported by substantial evidence to be upheld. (E.g., County
of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931.) The EIR attempts to
set the baseline for “Concentrations of Other Constituents” such as arsenic and manganese.
However, the EIR’s description of the Environmental Setting contains several significant
problems under CEQA and cannot be certified until these issues are corrected.
The EIR claims that the background levels of arsenic in the Hinkley area may range from less
than 1 ppb to 200 ppb. However, the data that LWB used to reach its estimate of background
levels does not reflect the changed conditions in Hinkley. Specifically, the EIR relied upon
studies conducted in 2001 and 2007, both of which do not account for the PG&E’s use of
carbonamendment injections to groundwater, and thus reflects levels prior to insitu
1

32A-1

32A-2

32A-3

32A-4

remediation. (EIR 3.1-32.) Accordingly, LWB should conduct an independent study to
determine the current background levels of arsenic in the project area, which will include the
arsenic currently in the groundwater as a result of PG&E’ s carbonamendment injections. The
LWA should also consider the Mojave Water Agency’ s 1997 study entailed “ Concentrations for
Total Dissolved Solids, Arsenic, Boron, Fluoride, and Nitrite-Nitrate for Wells Sampled in the
Mojave Water Agency Management Area, California, 1991-1997.” (available at
http://www.mojavewater.org/document-library.html.)

32A-4
cont'd

The EIR also provides manganese is a naturallyoccurring in Hinkley and ranges from less than 1
ppb to 48 ppb. (EIR 3.1-33.) Again, the data that LWB used to reach its estimate of background
levels does not reflect the changed conditions in Hinkley. The EIR relied upon one single study
conducted in 2007, which does not account for the PG&E’ s use of carbonamendment injections
to groundwater, and thus reflects levels prior to insitu remediation. (EIR 3.1-33.) Accordingly,
LWB should conduct an independent study to determine the current background levels of
manganese in the project area, which will include the manganese currently in the groundwater as
a result of PG&E’ s carbonamendment injections.

32A-5

The EIR plainly states that carbonamendment injections to groundwater result in an increase in
arsenic and manganese. Specifically, “ [a]rsenic levels in groundwater increase from less than 1
ppb to 15 ppb in areas up to 500 feet downgradient of the carbon injection point.” (EIR 3.1-32.)
Further, “ manganese levels in groundwater increased from less than 226 ppb up to over 4,000
ppb in areas downgradient of the carbon injection point and then declined back toward initial
levels over time and distance as organic carbon levels dropped.” (EIR 3.1-33.) Thus, the EIR’ s
depiction of the environmental setting as it relates to arsenic and manganese does not reflect the
increases that have occurred as a result of carbonamendment injections.

32A-6

Section 3.1 of the EIR claims that project impacts to water supply associated with dissolved
manganese and arsenic can be reduced to a less than significant level through Mitigation
Measures WTRMM2 (alternative water supply), WTRMM4 (remediation of byproduct
plumes) and WTRMM7 (byproduct plume control). However, LWB cannot assume that these
mitigation measures will be effective unless the current levels of arsenic and manganese is
disclosed as required by CEQA. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15125.) The EIR is insufficient for
failure to determine the existing environmental setting as required by CEQA.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Quass
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#32B
Mr. Quass
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. QUASS: Good evening, board. Thank you for being in our community and taking this time to listen
to our concerns. Serving on the PG&E CAC, we've put a lot of hours and time into this EIR trying to look
at it. And it’s quite a time-consuming volume. Personally, I've still got a long ways to go. But the EIR is
very important to us in that we -- we got to keep pushing ahead. We got to keep moving. And so if this
EIR is to your pleasure to pass it, we would ask that you would leave some liberties in. Where they can
be amended is technology as new information comes forward so that the process of remediation can
move forward. And therefore, I support what I've seen so far of it in it being passed.

32B-1

Only one problem that we have is that the time for comment -- it sure would be nice if you gave us an
extra 15 days on the deadline. We just -- we've just kind of really run up against it and we're trying to
get all the way through the program. Thank you.

32B-2

#33
Betsy Shirkey
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MS. SHIRKEY: I usually can speak without one. Good evening. My name is Betsy -- that's B-e-t-s-y
Shirkey, S-h-i-r-k-e-y. My husband and I own the property at 38949 Mountain View Road just on the
corner of Sonoma and Mountain View. We have a 60-acre parcel, 10,000 pistachio trees, two houses,
four wells -- da, da, da. We purchased this property by choice in 1990. We could have lived anywhere we
wanted to. We had the financial wherewithal to live anywhere we wanted. And we chose Hinkley for
the lifestyle, for the school, for the warm summer nights, for the clear skies, for the lack of noise. 60
fenced acres. And my friends would say what do you do with 60 fenced acres? Well, we shut the gate
because we enjoy our privacy. We had four of our children attend Hinkley School. It was a wonderful
school. It was an award winning state school.
I'm not -- I've read a little bit of the documentation. I'm not a scientist nor am I a healthcare
professional. I am a wife, a mother, a grandmother, an experienced real estate professional -- and I
know that the community of Hinkley has been destroyed. This has been destroyed by the inactions and
actions of PG&E.
And to think that after 60 years of polluting the community, they're all of a sudden going to fix it quickly
and without harm. It's just ludicrous.
17 years ago they were supposedly brought to their knees and not -- and instead of the plume being
contained, it has spread.
I am concerned with the quality of the water as we all are, but I'm concerned with the effects of the
remediation. I'm -- I was trusting. I was told oh, you're in a great place, your water is never going to be
affected. It flows from the north through the south through your property and you're getting your
water from the Tehachapis and nothing will ever go wrong with your water. And then out of nowhere,
we're in the plume. We're right in the middle of the plume. And I -- hey, I'm a Republican. I like
corporations. You know, I'm a free enterprise kind of person. And now I am brought to being afraid.
And, of course, then you read in the Internet, you know, there's nothing wrong with anything except for
what those hysterical California people think. So maybe if we were in the Midwest, people would pay
attention to what is going on.
So I think -- I truly as a real estate professional think that our community will not survive this.
We've been -- there's been an order that this be fixed for 17 years. It hasn't been fixed.
Unless we go with the suggestion that the two gentlemen made where we can have a quick resolution
to this, I can see that not in my lifetime will this community be the same.

33-1

I think our legacy to Hinkley should be that of fixing the problem with the least damage to the
environment. I think that would be 4-C-5 maybe with those guys doing their electrical magic to the
water before it goes back in.

33-2

I -- I didn't know about you. So I have a question for Ian. And that is at what year does the sweet point
hit that you had discussed?

33-3

And I'm sorry like John Turner that I didn't pay attention sooner. I would have been active in the
Community Advisory Committee. And I thank you for your time.

33-4

#34
John Turner
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. TURNER: John Turner, J-o-h-n T-u-r-n-e-r. All right. I just want to kind of top things off. I want to
discuss a little bit about the EIR. I'm all for it. I think it's great. But what's going to happen is that
there's going to be large effects on all areas of Hinkley.
This does not say that hey, here is the project area, this is the place that's going to be affected. It's
almost guaranteed that somewhere outside that project area is going to be affected. And that needs to
be addressed to go back to hearing about the plume. The plume needs to be addressed.
In this report, it is mentioned 30 times "contaminated chromium." Okay. Contaminated chromium. So
ask yourself, your common sense. I'm just a low high school graduate, don't know nothing, but I hear
"contaminated chromium." However, we don't know what -- where it's at.
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We don't know. There's nobody saying this is the contaminated chromium and this is natural. They say
oh, we're going to get it down to background levels, which in this EIR report states that it's an open
issue.
So looking at this EIR report and seeing that we don't have a defined plume, it tells me that, again, PG&E
has an open book to do whatever they want to do and call it whatever they want to call it. It needs to
be defined. You've heard it.
And I want to say one final thing. I've heard from four different CAC members tonight and I liked what I
heard, but I never heard that from any CAC meeting. Why is that?
Thank you.
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#35
Roberta Walker
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. WALKER: Hello. My name is Roberta Walker. I've lived in Hinkley for over 35 years.
Myself and many people in the community have concerns about the CAC, Community Advisory
Committee. We are very intimidated by the way PG&E directs the course of every meeting. Direct
questions are never really answered and the people are intimidated to speak their concerns because of
PG&E's presence.
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And why is there a PG&E employee on the CAC?
Why isn't there an independent facilitator on the CAC when we asked for one?
Also, PG&E are not allowing us to receive our ion (phonetic) exchange unit if we intend to discuss ion
with them even though it is under order by you.
Thank you.
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#34
Mr. Webster
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. WEBSTER: Good evening. Good evening. Thank you Mr. Chairmen, the rest of the board members
for letting me make a few brief remarks. My name is Ian Webster. I am the IRP, Independent Review
Panel manager for the Hinkley Community Advisory Committee. I've been in this position since early
March and I've been helping the CAC understand the project better including this major document, 1002
pages of the EIR. As a -- professionally, I'm an environmental engineer for about 30 years. I run an Asian
(inaudible) environmental firm. That is what I do for a living.
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The EIR is much needed in the project. The CAC understands the critical path and nature using
engineering power in this document. We can't get to plume definition, extra work in the plume area
until this document is approved.
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By way of understanding the CAC itself, the Community Advisory Committee stands an independent
body that is supposed to provide technical input to PG&E on the complex technical issues of this project.
So my role is to basically try and understand and define what PG&E is doing, translate it into a form that
my clients and the community and community advisory members can understand, make presentations,
take their input and feed it back to PG&E. That process has been on with its ups and downs for the past
four or five months, but the CAC, process in my opinion, is working. Nothing it perfect, but it's working.

36-3

So in the spirit of that, here is some very general remarks about the EIR going ahead. So we do thank
you for issuing this EIR. The CAC and the community have been waiting for this document for a long
time. It's always been one more step over the horizon with the EIR on the street in a flexible
engineering form that can be adopted and approved right now.
Even though we understand the final cleanup goal is not yet adopted, as long as the EIR is flexible
enough, it is a living, working document that can be amended down the line to basically meet the
eventual cleanup goal that can be set. There's a lot of work to be placed eventually to set that goal, but
with a flexible EIR of which I think this is, this is a major step in the right direction.
The -- the full -- the desire to move rapidly, obviously to comply with all regulations on a full-scale
remedy is on the tip of the tongue of every community member. I think probably the community behind
you tonight will come forth in allegiance saying clean water now as fast as possible and please pick a
protective remedy.
So here are some details: I think that the -- personally as an independent manager for the CAC, what
the community wants is progress. And progress can be achieved through this document. It has
reviewed a number of alternatives in trying to balance the need for speed in the remedy, i.e., not
hundreds of years to meet the chrome safe ultimate goal, but decades. And I think this document does
that.
In the same time, when you take any environmental action, the impacts on the environment have to be
assessed and mitigated. And I think from my initial review of this document, is does that competently.

36-4

36-5

36-6

And I'll show a graph in a minute that tries to show the balance between speed of cleanup and
environmental impacts, very close to what Anne already showed.
The second bullet there which basically is the push for progress and the approval for EIR now -- again, to
reiterate my remarks, there's been a lot of discussion within the community about how -- it's the
chicken and egg situation. Do we have to require to establish a cleanup goal or a standard before you
do the EIR which basically discusses the remedies, doing the requirement to get that done before the
EIR is done.
The answer, from my perspective, is an emphatic "no," especially from the way the documents have
been produced right now. This document can move along for the job. Like I said, a living, breathing
document can take the tools that can follow the project so that the affects of the project can be
mitigated as it moves ahead towards the final cleanup goal.

36-6
cont'd

So the last bullet there, basically the CAC does endorse a flexible, agreed Water Board enforcement
approach using an EIR that basically uses possible amendments and an ultimate CEO (sic) that possibly
can be amended down the road.
The key thing that I've seen also from the PG&E engineering approach here is that the word "adaptive
management" has been used many, many times especially in the feasibility study. Adaptive
management basically means as your information is gathered as ongoing remediation is going on, the
actual remedial approach is flexible enough that it could be expanded or contracted or change to meet
the changing conditions. That's a very important three or four words there in the PG&E approach.
As an engineer working on many projects around the country, that is a powerful tool to have in your
toolbox. So in conclusion and to add kind of a cherry on the cake here in terms of my remarks, this is all
very qualitative. And it is -- again, early comments on this -- John Quass who is the chair of the CAC who
spoke a few minutes ago who is requesting an extra 15 days of possible review, I would thoroughly
endorse that that is required given the voluminous document.
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As the IRP manager on behalf of the CAC, I intend to submit written comments to the Water Board on
the document. So in general, I think the document as written -- and I've tried to (inaudible) here the
chrome 6 cleanup time, there is a number of agricultural treatment units. One of the major horsepowered techniques in the six-mile-long, two-mile-wide plume is the use of the land treatment units -basically take the chrome 6 to chrome 3.
So a major variable in terms of its impact on the environment is how many of these do you have.
And Anne, actually, by, again, great coincidence showed that nice graph of basically the acreage versus
the time of the chrome 6 cleanup so I guess we're thinking similarly.
So what I've done is conceptually applaud the speed of cleanup time versus the number of ag units.
And obviously, if you have a large number of ag treatment units and thousands of acres and land
treatment, you will get a decade's-like cleanup time.
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However, because of the amount of impacts that generates, you get this blue line rising which obviously
the Environmental Impact Report looks at.
So in general, the EIR is trying to balance an engineering judgment between speed of cleanup and the
overall environmental impacts on the environment even though some of these can be mitigated.
So in my overall general conclusions -- 15 days or so into hopefully the 75-day comment period as
opposed to 60 -- is that there's a balance in here between probably 8 to 12 ag units is the appropriate
acreage. And I think that's the sweet spot that this EIR should be heading towards.
So that concludes my remarks. Hopefully I've helped you out in your analysis yourself and I'll be happy
to take any questions before I sit down.
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cont'd
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#37B
Lester White
This is an excerpt from the September 12, 2012, public meeting transcript (Appendix X).
MR. WHITE: My name is Lester White. That's L-e-s-t-e-r. Last name is White like the color. I've been on
the Community Advisory Committee for just a little over a year and I'm a co-chair on the board now.
And the community wants to have a Community Advisory Committee without PG&E on it and they also
want different facilitator and they want one appointed by you guys. And I want you to know that if you
guys choose to use the CAC that's existing or you choose another one, I will volunteer all my time to it
and I will give myself to it because I want to see this problem fixed like everybody else does.
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And I came in here and I asked -- in the last meeting I spoke to you guys about a human risk assessment
and I was told by you guys that the CAC would get the information on it and we never received it. And
Ms. Horne said that the human risk assessment -- you guys had a little bit on that and you would give it
to us and we haven't received anything.
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And I also said the community wanted to see cross-grade testing on laboratory animals to see -- as a full
toxic cocktail of all of the contaminants used to be put into an animal to see what happens to them and
we want to see it on video. Because we have too many people dying of the same types of cancer and
we have too many people dieing of massive coronaries. And we want to see these test results on video.
We want to see what happens to these animals and we want to see if these animals have any type of
effect as the people in Hinkley.
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And we expect you guys to do this. Because if you're not going to get the federal government in here -we want the USGS in our community. We want them. We don't want any more of this playing games
with PG&E. And if you guys can't do this, what are we going to do then? If you cannot help us do this,
we'll take the law into our own hands. Because we will because we have too many people being lost.
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And we just want you guys to grow some balls and stick up to these people. And stop being afraid of
them. I will stand by you guys. I'll follow you. Just take the lead. I'll follow you and so will these other
people. Just get out there and do it.
That's all I got to say.
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