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Response to Comment S2-1(RS 101805 4)

DTSC RESPONSE: Comment Noted. PG&E is not
required to address this comment at this time. The
site history has been extensively researched by
PG&E and a significant amount of information
relating to facility operations has been compiled
and documented in the draft RFI/RI Report. The
compiled information provides a detailed account
of chemical usage and waste disposal practices
from the beginning of facility operation in 1951
through the present time. Sources used for the
research include PG&E company records (for
Topock and other compressor stations), interviews
with current employees, reviews of information
gained from interviews with former employees, and
regulatory agency (DTSC, RWQCB, County, EPA,
etc.) files.

With any project that dates back to 1951 it can be
anticipated that some specific details and
information may have been lost. However, the
historic information collected by PG&E to date
provides a reasonable and sufficient effort and
understanding relative to general chemical
category usage and waste disposal practices at
the PG&E Topock Compressor Station for the
purposes of identifying potentially affected areas
and contaminants of concern, and the
development of conceptual site models. Continued
additional historic research would be repetitive and
may introduce unnecessary delays into the RFI/RI
process, and it most likely would produce little if
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any additional significant information. It is also likely that any additional information (e.g., identification of chemical class and volume)
would not significantly alter the overall basic understanding of site history or significantly aid in the identification and assessment of
potentially contaminated areas. In addition, any uncertainties with respect to the types of potential contaminants will not significantly
alter the overall identification or assessment of Areas Of Concern (AOCS).

PG&E has made a best faith effort to provide a study that meets the standard level of care prescribed for the development of site
history and the documentation of chemical usage and waste management practices associated with Resource Conservation
Recovery Act (RCRA) RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA)/RCRA Facility Investigation RFI and CERCLA Preliminary Assessment
(PA)/Site Assessment (SI)/Remedial Investigation (RI) programs. Additional historical documentation is not warranted at this time
and would not materially assist or improve the Site History section of the draft RFI/RI.

PG&E shall complete the RCRA RFA questionnaire and sign the certification provided in the DTSC letter dated January 6, 2006. A
copy of the completed questionnaire and executed certification shall be placed in an Appendix of the Revised Site History Section.

PG&E RESPONSE: PG&E reviewed the few historical files not available at the time of the 2005 RFI and conducted additional
interviews with former employees. Only limited additional information was identified. This information is reflected in Sections 3.0
through 5.0. Detailed information regarding specific chemicals used and specific quantities and disposal locations for each potential
waste stream is not available. A new table has been included in Section 3.0 that summarizes available historic information regarding
volumes of chemicals purchased and/or stored.

DTSC RESPONSE to Comment S2-2

Comment Noted. PG&E is not required to address this comment at this time. DTSC has deferred response to this comment to a
future date since the comment does not relate to the site history section of the RFI. In accordance with DTSC'’s instructions and
direction, PG&E was directed to establish an initial data cut-off-date of June 2004 for the RFI. Otherwise no defined data end point
could be established since data continues to be collected on a frequent and regular basis. DTSC anticipates establishing a new RFI
data cut-off-date in April 2006 for groundwater, surface water, pore water and river sediment data to be included into Volume 2 and
March 30, 2007 for the soil data to be included into Volume 3. These dates will be identified in future written correspondence from
DTSC to PG&E.

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.
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Response to Comment S2-11(RS 110105 51)

Comment noted. PG&E is not required to address this
comment at this time. The RFI/RI Report provides a
reasonable level of information on the entire facility and
identified chemicals of concern in addition too those
listed in the Corrective Action Consent Agreement
(CACA).

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.

Response to Comment S2-12(RS 110105 52)

DTSC will defer a response to this comment to a future
date. PG&E is not required to address this comment at
this time. Response to comment is deferred to Volumes
2 and 3. For additional information see response to
comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.

Response to Comment S2-13(RS 110105 54)

PG&E shall revise the text to indicate that a Human and
Ecological Risk assessment will be prepared as was
previous required by DTSC.

PG&E RESPONSE: The following text has been added
“A human health and ecological risk assessment will be
prepared as a stand-alone document following
completion of the soil investigation program.”
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Response to Comment S2-14(RS 110105 55)

Comment noted. PG&E is not required to address this comment at this time. Applicable Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)
will be identified in a separate document that will be prepared by DTSC.

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.
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10 INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 Location

The compressor station is located in eastern San Bernardino County, California, about 12
miles southeast of Needles as shown in Figure 1-1. The compressor station began operations
in 1951 to compress natural gas supplied from the southwestern United States for transport
through pipelines to PG&E'’s service territory in central and northern California.

1.1.2 Land Ownership and Management Does Pa+l ewn an
The compressor station occupies approximately
the study area for RCRA corrective action activi Other pro Per'h‘b In +he

owned and managed by a number of governme: o r have an
Department of the Interior, United States Burea Uitelns h‘[ 4 ‘j
States Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and San Be gt of w or

th bli d el :
Most of the publicly owned parcels are manage« enh{»{e mentsS 4o a

wildlife Service (USFWS) manages two parcels | . . ]
Refuge (HNWR). other land in immediate
1.1.3 Nearby Communities Uldnﬁ“d?

There are several communities in the general arc
as shown in Figure 1-3. The nearest communitie
and Moabi Regional Park, California, and the to

Topock is located on the Arizona (or eastern) sic ;

northeast of the compressor station. Topock is a community of about 20 persons in a small
mobile home park near the Topock Gorge Marina. Most of the residents in Topock are retired
senior citizens who live in the area part of the year, typically from late fall through spring.
There are also a couple of permanent homes (i.e., the homes are occupied all year) located on
the southern side of Interstate 40 (I-40).

Tothe PTD‘#I l‘l'\i*'s-l _on the California (or western) side of the Colorado River,
ompressor station. Moabi Regional Park is a part of San

iries
fo wmmUﬂiH - sarks system. It is primarily a recreational facility with mobile
basedon the oat marina. The park is located on a side channel of the

4h e +1 mile west of the main river channel. The mobile homes are

LCL’I.HO‘(\ Jhe S {g, idences. Asa regional park, it has no full-time residences.

fud i
or Smdi Area 2 winity of about 1,300 homes (population 1,800) in Mohave
iy, ALILUIL 1L 15 l0Cated approximately 5 miles northeast of the compressor station on

the east side of the Colorado River. Its demographics include both permanent and
recreational residents. Golden Shores includes several small businesses, a fire station, a post

office, and an elementary school.

The proximity of the compressor station to the Colorado River and to the California and
Arizona state border has meant that DTSC and PG&E work to keep many additional cities
and stakeholders informed (in addition to the most proximate, as required under RCRA).
These additional cities and stakeholders include the City of Needles approximately 12 miles
northwest and Lake Havasu City, and the city of Parker (18 and 40 miles away, respectively).

SFOAAF]_DOCUMENT DOOOSHNS000S
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Response to Comment S2-15(RS 110105 56)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall include any information
on other properties in the immediate vicinity that are
owned or leased to PG&E (if any exist).

PG&E RESPONSE: The additional information has been
included as requested.

Response to Comment S2-16(RS 110105 57)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall provide additional
clarification in the text that that the values are based on
distance from the facility.

PG&E RESPONSE: The clarification has been made as
requested.
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Response to Comment S2-17(RS 110105 58)

DTSC RESPONSE: Comment noted. PG&E is not
required to address this comment at this time. The report
does include a complete regulatory history in Section 3.
The level of effort and inclusion of all historic and current
permits is not warranted as these permits are not likely
to provide any substantive information that is not already
identified.

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E should provide additional
clarification related to the statement "hazardous
substances" that this is taken directly from RCRA
guidance documents, while the statement regarding
"hazardous waste and constituent releases" is taken
directly from the CACA.

PG&E RESPONSE: The text in Section 1.2 has been
revised and streamlined to clarify the regulatory
framework for the project, and the requirements of the
RCRA Corrective Program (and CERCLA) are described
in Table 1-1.

Response to Comment S2-18(RS 110105 59)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
by including information on why the facility is being
addressed under RCRA.

PG&E RESPONSE: See response to second comment
under comment S2-17.
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DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment. The text shall be clarified and revised to be consistent.
PG&E RESPONSE: The text in both sections has been streamlined and clarified to refer to the requirements of the CACA.
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Response to Comment S2-21(RS 110105 62)

DTSC RESPONSE: Comment Noted. PG&E is not
required to address this comment at this time. DTSC
assumes that soil removal could and probably will be
one likely alternative for evaluation.

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.
Response to Comment S2-23(RS_110105_64)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment.
Please note that the objectives are taken directly from
the CACA; however, PG&E shall revise the wording to
indicate that an area larger than just the compressor
station will be addressed. Reference to the Area of
Potential Effect (APE) as determined by BLM should be
incorporated with an appropriate reference figure that
identifies the APE. Include a discussion of the purpose
and definition of the APE.

PG&E RESPONSE: The text has been changed to refer
to the Topock Compressor Station site.

Response to Comment S2-24(RS 110105 65)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment.
Additional information on the CWG shall be provided and
the time period shall be better defined.

PG&E RESPONSE: Per direction from DTSC, Section
1.4 has been streamlined, and the reader is referred to
the Public Participation Plan for detailed information.
This change has not been made.
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32-25

52-26

1.0 INTROOUCTION

that provides guidance on technical matters 'The mader_ - i“;.—{—o of

multiple state and federal agencies and stak )
Undastand Hhat pankicipation

Arizona Department of Environmental ¢ m
BLM He CWGE does not

BOR ndicake. approval bL?\ cwa
California Regional Water Quality Conl mé’.mbe.rs Pl
California State Water Resources Contr I.+

Colorado River Board of California
Chemehuevi Indian Tribe

i s T needs Yo be cleor that
o DIEC |5 +he decisionmker

Mohave County Department of Healtt  (Lnd Hwe C WG s Dnik{
Metropolitan Water District of Southe: )

PG&E a dU [ SOl’\f' i

United States Bureau of Indian Affairs
United States Department of the Interior
USFWS

United States Geological Survey

United States [ndian Health Service

[ R R T T T S B R T )

The, Resolution Ji’crmin
i?cwhéi?ni“iofdﬁ‘{?u?i?o‘&"ﬁ;Z’é‘i‘ihﬁfﬁ‘. Hanew" CWa, 25 well 25
Cocopah Indian Tribe 3Iuin5 He lead 4o 't)’_['SG.‘l
needs robe liskd w

Fort Mojave Indian Tribe
Fort Yuma-Quechan Indian Tribe
Hhe re E{nm ce doments

Hualapai Indian Tribe

Havasupai Indian Tribe

Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indian Tribe
Twenty-Nine Palms Indian Tribe
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe

DTSC and PG&E also coordinate public participatior
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality a

appropriate.
1.4.2 Public Participation Plan e PPPxchien
In 1998, DTSC produced a Public Participation Plan (DTE pgeds 4o NJ‘le.d- 'S

that the agency will perform to involve the public inenvi _y v <lalie/
regarding the Topock compressor station. An updated Pt

completed in early 2005 and will be available in the proje ppAoach do the ion
of each public participation activity is also included belov Ao gumeud -

1.4.3 Community Assessments

In recent years, DTSC has conducted community assessments, including interviews and
surveys, to determine the level of concern of the community members near the facility. The
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Response to Comment S2-25(RS 110105 66)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment.
The text will be revised to state that the CWG has a
responsibility to participate and provide meaningful input
as an advisory resource to DTSC. DTSC is sole and final
decision making authority as the lead regulatory
administrating agency.

PG&E RESPONSE: Per direction from DTSC, Section
1.4 has been streamlined, and the reader is referred to
the Public Participation Plan for detailed information. The
text was clarified to indicate that DTSC is the sole
decision-making agency with respect to RCRA and that
the CWG is an advisory group.

Response to Comment S2-26(RS 110105 67)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment.
The section shall be updated as requested.

PG&E RESPONSE: Per direction from DTSC, Section
1.4 has been streamlined, and the reader is referred to
the Public Participation Plan for detailed information.
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Response to Comment S2-27(RS 110105 68)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
and update the text

PG&E RESPONSE: Per direction from DTSC, Section
1.4 has been streamlined, and the reader is referred to
the Public Participation Plan for detailed information.
This change has not been made.

I ———
BAO\072200001

A-10



PROPOSED RESPONSES TO METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON THE FEBRUARY 2005 RFI/RI

B III——— Letter - S2 : Document Id - TOPOCK-MWD_00001

Page 18

Response to Comment S2-28(RS 110105 69)

DTSC RESPONSE: Comment Noted. PG&E is not
required to address this comment at this time.
Documents referenced in the RFI/RI have been provided
in hardcopy and placed in several central locations.
Providing these documents on CD to CWG members
may be considered in the future.

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.

Response to Comment S2-29(RS 110105 70)

DTSC RESPONSE: Comment Noted. PG&E is not
required to address this comment at this time. The
Website will be continually updated. However, this
activity is not part of the RFI/RI.

PG&E RESPONSE: No response required.
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Response to Comment S2-30(RS 110105 71)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
and update the text to better define the study area in
future documents. The remaining editorial comments
may be incorporated as desired.

PG&E RESPONSE: The western extent of the study
area has been clarified. A portion of the requested
editorial changes have been incorporated.

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall clarify that the text
refers to RFI/RI work "completed to date".

PG&E RESPONSE: The text has been revised to refer to
the relevant types of source documents only.
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Response to Comment S2-58(RS 101805 36)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
and update the historic ownership of the property with
available information.

The word "currently” shall be inserted as requested.

Comment Noted. PG&E is not required to address this
comment at this time. Underground tanks are discussed
in detail in Section 3.1.5.1.

Information on changes in gas processed and
associated changes in waste/waste handing shall be
provided as available. See also response to Comment
S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: No additional information regarding
historic property ownership was identified during the
supplemental site history review.

The word "currently" was inserted as requested.

No response required. Underground tanks are discussed
in detail in Section 3.1.5.1.

No response required. See response to Comment S2-1.
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Response to Comment S2-59(RS 101805 38)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
and update the text. PG&E shall determine if water
derived from wells PGE-01 and PGE-02 was apparently
used for all domestic purposes except drinking water and
that domestic wastewater presumably was discharged to
a septic system.

Comment Noted. PG&E is not required to address this
comment at this time. The locations of wells PGE-01 and
PGE-02 are shown on Figure 3-2.

The predominate water quality issue with wells PGE-01
and PGE-02 was TDS. PG&E shall revise the text as
necessary.

PG&E RESPONSE: The text was updated as requested.
No response required.

The text was revised to indicate that the predominant
water quality issue with wells PGE-01 and PGE-02 was
TDS (high iron and chloride).
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Response to Comment S2-60(RS 101805 6)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
and clarify and update the text. Statement regarding lime
sludge disposal should read "1951 to 1962", not "1951 to
1961".

It is possible that other “names” may have been used for
the Sludge Dry Beds; PG&E shall identify if possible.

Comment Noted. PG&E is not required to address this
comment at this time. Since no citation for where the
term "waste piles" is used. PG&E is not able to make an
assessment whether the terms refer to the same or
separate features

PG&E has already performed a significant historical
information search and have compiled sufficient
chemical usage and waste disposal information to
support the identification of potentially affected areas
and contaminants of concern, and the development of
conceptual site models. However, PG&E shall make a
reasonable attempt to gather additional information on
dry wells and cisterns, and on cartridge removal. See
also the response to Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: The text was revised as requested.

No other names for the sludge-drying beds were
identified as part of the additional site history review.

No response required.

Available information suggests that cartridges were
removed and regenerated starting in 1962 (when the
cartridge system was put into service). This information
has been included in the text. There is no information to
suggest that dry wells or cisterns were used at the site.
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Response to Comment S2-61(RS 101805 7)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
regarding “foreign Material” and update/clarify the text.

Comment Noted. PG&E is not required to address this
comment at this time. Handling and disposal of scrubber
waste (both pre- and post-1970) are discussed in
Section 3.1.2.2.

PG&E shall address this comment to clarify that the fuel
and oil storage area has been in the same location since
the station was constructed in 1951.

PG&E shall address this comment and describe the
chemical make up of TBM and THT.

PG&E has already performed a significant historical
information search and have compiled sufficient
chemical usage and waste disposal information to
support the identification of potentially affected areas
and contaminants of concern, and the development of
conceptual site models. However, PG&E shall attempt to
gather additional information on the incoming gas
pipeline. See also the response to Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: The discussion of pipeline liquids,
including composition, source, and disposal, has been
expanded and clarified (see Section 3.1.2.2).

No response required.
The text was revised as requested.
The text was revised as requested.

The pipelines have generally been in the same locations
as they are today. No changes to the document are
required.
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Response to Comment S2-62(RS 101805 39)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E has already performed a
significant historical information search and have
compiled sufficient chemical usage and waste disposal
information to support the identification of potentially
affected areas and contaminants of concern, and the
development of conceptual site models. However, PG&E
shall make a reasonable attempt to identify the additional
requested information. See also the response to
Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: Available information on the pipeline
liquids tank has been added to the document (Sections
3.1.2.2 and 4.3.2).
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Response to Comment S2-63(RS 101805 40)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E has already performed a
significant historical information search and have
compiled sufficient chemical usage and waste disposal
information to support the identification of potentially
affected areas and contaminants of concern, and the
development of conceptual site models. However, PG&E
shall make a reasonable attempt to respond to the
additional requested information. See also the response
to Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: The text was revised (Section
3.1.2.2) to state that pipeline liquids currently collected at
the drip points do come back to the facility prior to proper
disposal. However, this does not expand the definition of
the study area. Past disposal practices may have
included the spraying of pipeline liquids on plant roads;
this information is also provided in Section 3.1.2.2.

The text was revised to state that there has been no
known record of waste disposal from offsite locations.

I ———
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Response to Comment S2-64(RS 101805 8)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E has already performed a
significant historical information search and have
compiled sufficient chemical usage and waste disposal
information to support the identification of potentially
affected areas and contaminants of concern, and the
development of conceptual site models. According to
PG&E, available information on the Betz products has
been provided. Sources include monitoring and
inspection reports prepared by Betz, Betz product
information sheets, and correspondence between Betz
and PG&E. PG&E shall provide additional clarification in
the text. See also the response to Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: A new table, Table 3-3, has been
added to the text that summarizes the limited information
available regarding chemicals ordered and stored at the
facility. The lack of any other information is explicitly
stated in Section 3.1.3.7.

I ———
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Response to Comment S2-65(RS 101805 41)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E has already performed a
significant historical information search and have
compiled sufficient chemical usage and waste disposal
information to support the identification of potentially
affected areas and contaminants of concern, and the
development of conceptual site models. However, PG&E
shall make a reasonable attempt respond to the
additional requested information. See also the response
to Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: The processing and treatment of
blowdown water is described in detail in the text (Section
3.1.3.8). The blowdown rate cannot be estimated. As is
stated in the text, it varies daily, seasonally, and
annually, depending on temperature, gas flow, additive
efficiency, etc. No minimum or discharge rate or trend
can be determined. It is not known how TDS ranges
were determined; however, some historic laboratory data
reports provide information that could be used in
calculating TDS. The volume of sulfuric acid used is
unknown. The sulfuric acid tanks have a capacity of
2,000 gallons. Chromium mass cannot be accurately
estimated from the available data because chromium
concentration data in the effluent are limited, and the
actual concentration is likely to have varied extensively
over time (see discussion in Section 3.1.3.7).

I ———
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Response to Comment S2-66(RS 101805 9)

DTSC RESPONSE: Comment Noted. PG&E is not
required to address this comment at this time. Section
3.1.4 clearly documents when and how blowdown was
treated.

Poly Floc Il and ferric sulfate were used to minimize
particulate matter in the wastewater which was important
while the injection well was being used. Once use of the
injection was discontinued, the use of Poly Floc Il and
ferric sulfate was also discontinued (i.e., after 1974).

The Mittelhauser report (1986) contained copies of
laboratory reports of blow down and wastewater samples
collected in the mid 1970s. Mittelhauser used these data
to identify contaminants of concern for the removal of the
wastewater treatment facilities.

The RFI map does include the location of both oil/water
holding tanks.

PG&E RESPONSE: To clarify, the only change made to
the wastewater treatment process between 1969 and
1985 was the temporary use of Poly Floc Il and ferric
sulfate while the injection well was in use. The goal was
to remove the maximum amount of particulates possible
to avoid clogging the injection well. No changes are
required to the text.

I ———
BAO\072200001 A-21



PROPOSED RESPONSES TO METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS ON THE FEBRUARY 2005 RFI/RI

52-87

30 FACLITY OPERATIONS AND HISTORY

Regional Board Order 6925 ordered PG&E to cease discharging industrial wastewater by
infiltration no later than January 1, 1970 and required any retention of wastewater to be in
basins from which no infiltration or surface run-off may occur (RWQCB 1969). In response
to this order, PG&E constructed wastewater injection well PGE-08. Injection of wastewater
began in May 1970 and continued to August 1973. Records from the time (Dames & Moore
1970) indicate that there were some initial difficulties with the operation of the injection
well. From May 1970 to September 1971, some wastewater may have been temporarily
discharged to the percolation bed in Bat Cave Wash when injection well PGE-08 was offline
for repairs or maintenance.

Pond 1, the first of four single-lined evaporation ponds (i.e., SWMU 10; the Old Evaporation
Ponds), was completed September 1971. From September 1971 through August 1973, Pond 1

may have also been used temporarily for the disposal of wastewater when injection well

PGE-08 was offline for repairs or maintenance. The 1972 annual report pursuant to Order

70-72 (RWQCB 1970) indicates that a total of 1.6 million gallons of wastewater were

discharged to Pond 1 in 1972 (PG&E 1972). This volume constitutes approximately 10

percent of the average annual wastewater volume.® Between Augusta *The volume ¢ onslitudes
treated wastewater was discharged alternately on a 3-day cycle betwex poroti mattly o pevce-
and Pond 1 (PG&E 1973). Beginning in December 1973, wastewater Wi:"’m auenage rf‘.l)mmz-'

to the evaporation pends. Ponds 2 through 4 were subsequently comp o, 45., aya poltsme
began receiving wastewater shortly thereafter. Industrial wastewater 4

compressor station between 1973 and 1989 was discharged to the singl (Ohgae did Hie AU
ponds. o| Hie w aalt woaker 407

The four single-lined evaporation ponds were replaced by four new,C_ . | 3
evaporation ponds in 1989 (i.e., Ponds #1 through #4). Since 1989, all industrial wastewater
from the compressor station has been disposed of at the Class II ponds. The original, single-
lined ponds were clean closed in 1993

Sludge DisCuns ion L Aay 1985, sludge generated in the precipitation tank

fromt pends amd pm\d lowdown was transferred Hie sludae.
fordel Liocinps need 'QCB 1970; A T. Keamney 1 HOUW WoP g5

Octobx < 1 directly from the precipi mmt& of puer
off site citattons. 1ste. The volume of chrom 1963 (4

genera stant and averaged about

(PG&E (PG&E 1984b) indicate the

sludge _ ims per kilogram (mg/ kg,

Soluble threshold limits concentration data for the elutriate den

were reported as 170 mg/ L Cr(T) and 0.98 mg/ L Cr(VI).

A 1970 letter (PG&E 1970) indicates that PG&E was planning to hur tha indtial hateh ~f
sludge on or near the compressor station; however, there is no d Doz, e (930 letn
whether this on-site disposal occurred. RWQCB Order 70-73 spe cyntun 7y WdAcakton
requirements (location and placement) for the chromium hydro» llﬂﬂ&*
oAl was issued on Octoper 29, 1970 (RWQCB 1970). It appes °F WAE pl hda?
hydroxide sludge was disposed of at Needles Landfill from that on d‘"‘[m ’5 9

8 The reported average daily discharge rate at the lime was 48,500 galions, or approxim
[RWOQCB 1963).

srm_ow.-mlmm 1

BAO0\072200001

Letter - S2 : Document Id - TOPOCK-MWD_00001
Page 61

Response to Comment S2-67(RS 101805 10)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E shall address this comment
indicating that the remainder of the wastewater was
injected through PGE-08.

Pond closure citations shall be added.

PG&E shall clarify that little if any sludge was generated
prior to 1969 since only a single-step treatment system
was used. The single-step system converts Cr(VI) to
Cr(Ill), but does not remove the chromium (i.e.,
precipitate).

The 1970 letter does not contain any information on
where disposal was planned.

PG&E RESPONSE: The text has been changed as
requested for the first two items.

No response is required for the other two items.
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Response to Comment S2-68(RS 101805 29)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E has already performed a
significant historical information search and have
compiled sufficient chemical usage and waste disposal
information to support the identification of potentially
affected areas and contaminants of concern, and the
development of conceptual site models. However, PG&E
shall make a reasonable attempt to address the
additional requested information. See also the response
to Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: Additional employee interviews
indicate that some of the waste oil may have been
sprayed for dust control on station roads. This
information is provided in Section 3.1.5.2. No other new
information was identified.
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Response to Comment S2-69(RS 101805 11)

DTSC RESPONSE: PG&E has already performed a
significant historical information search and have
compiled sufficient chemical usage and waste disposal
information to support the identification of potentially
affected areas and contaminants of concern, and the
development of conceptual site models. However, PG&E
shall make a reasonable attempt to obtain the additional
requested information. See also the response to
Comment S2-1.

PG&E RESPONSE: Based on the available information,
batteries were either returned to the manufacturer or
Wiley Wrecking for salvaging. No additional information
was identified.

Text was added to Section 3.1.5.2 to briefly discuss
steam cleaning. Discharge from steam-cleaning area
was routed to the oil/water separator.

I ———
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