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III COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

III.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter includes all comments received on the Draft EIR during the 50-day public and agency review 
period (45-day minimum per CEQA, plus five days per County of Imperial Guidelines). No new significant 
environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already identified in the Draft EIR for the Hudson Ranch II 
and Simbol Calipatria Plant II Projects, were raised during the public review period.  Acting as lead agency 
under CEQA, Imperial County directed responses to the comments received on the Draft EIR.  Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, none of the comments received during the comment period provide any basis 
to identify any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the 
Draft EIR   

III.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 
The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written comments 
on the Draft EIR.   
 
COMMENTS RECEIVED BY IMPERIAL COUNTY  

LETTER NO. INDIVIDUAL OR SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 
1 Scott Morgan, Director State of California, Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

July 2, 2012 

2 Dave Singleton, Program Analyst  Native American Heritage Commission  July 10, 2012 
3 Paula Backs 

Community Liaison Specialist 
Marine Corps Air Station Yuma August 10, 2012 

4 Jorge A. Perez, Environmental 
Health Compliance Specialist III 

Imperial County Division of Environmental 
Health 

August 13, 2012 

5 Rafiq Ahmed, Project Manager Dept. of Toxic Substance Control, 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration 
Program 

August 7, 2012 

6 Tony Rouhotas, Jr. Fire Chief, OES 
Coordinator 

Imperial County Fire Department July 19, 2012 

7 Donald Vargas, Environmental 
Specialist 

Imperial Irrigation District  August 16, 2012 

8 Peter H. Bailey, P.G. Dept. of Toxic Substance Control, Office of 
Permitting 

August 17, 2012 

9 Jacob M Armstrong, Chief Caltrans, Development Review Branch August 16, 2012 
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COMMENTS RECEIVED BY IMPERIAL COUNTY  
LETTER NO. INDIVIDUAL OR SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 

10 Scott Morgan, Director State of California, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

August 20, 2012 

 

III.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
III.3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A 

DRAFT EIR  

CEQA Guidelines §15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on environmental issues 
received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response.  The written response must address the 
environmental issue(s) raised and provide a detailed response. Rationale must be provided when specific 
comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted.  In addition, the written 
response must provide a good faith, reasoned analysis.  As long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is 
made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15204), lead agencies need only to respond to significant 
environmental issues associated with the project and do not necessarily need to provide all the information 
requested by commenters.  

CEQA Guidelines §15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus on the 
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways 
in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.  CEQA Guidelines §15204 also 
notes that commenters should provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments.  Pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines §15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence.  

CEQA Guidelines §15088 also recommends that where the response to comments results in revisions to 
the Draft EIR, those revisions should be noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or in a separate section of the 
Final EIR.  Revisions to the Draft EIR are set forth in Chapter II of this Final EIR. 

III.3.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to those 
comments.  To assist in referencing comments and responses, the letters are coded using numbers (e.g., 
Comment Letter 1) and each issue raised in the comment letter is assigned a number that correlates with 
the letter (e.g. 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, etc.).  Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to 
comments, those changes are included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for 
new text, strike-out for deleted text).  Comment-initiated text revisions to the Draft EIR and minor staff-
initiated changes are compiled in their entirety and are demarcated with revision marks in Chapter II, 
Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 
 

Commenter:  Scott Morgan, Director,  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  

Date of Letter: July 2, 2012 

Response to Comment 1-1 

The comment provides the date the Draft EIR was provided to public agencies for review (July 2, 2012) and 
identifies the date the public review period ended (August 17 2012).  This comment is administrative in 
nature. Comment noted. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-2 

The comment is a copy of the letter from the Imperial County Planning & Development Services 
Department to the State Clearinghouse noting the revised date for the comment period is Monday, July 2, 
2012 through Friday, August 17, 2012. Comment noted. No response is required.  

Response to Comment 1-3 

The comment is a copy of the Notice of Completion filed with the State Clearinghouse and included as an 
attachment to Comment Letter 1. It demonstrates that no other details of the project, aside from the close of 
the review period, have changed. Comment noted. No response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 
 

Commenter:  David Singleton, Program Analyst,  
Native American Heritage Commission  

Date of Letter: July 10, 2012 

Response to Comment 2-1 

This is an introductory comment explaining the Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC’s) role. 
Comment asserts that the letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American historic 
properties, etc., and notes that state law addresses the freedom of Native American religious expression in 
Public Resources Code §5097.9. Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
analysis of the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 2-2 

The comment explains the CEQA process as it relates to analyzing historical and archaeological resources. 
The comment states that the NAHC conducted a Sacred Lands File search within the Area of Potential 
Effect (APE) and that no Native American cultural resources were identified but that the APE is in close 
proximity to recorded cultural resources. Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of 
the analysis of the EIR.  

Response to Comment 2-3 

The comment notes that items in the Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public 
Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254(r). Comment noted. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR.  

Response to Comment 2-4 

The comment addresses early consultation with the Native American tribes and interested Native American 
Consulting parties and urges contact with the Native American contacts identified on the attached list of 
Native American contacts.  This comment also identifies consultation requirements if the Projects are under 
the jurisdiction of the status and regulations of the National Environmental Policy Act.  

As shown in Appendix A-1 of the Draft EIR, the Torres-Martinez, Quechan, and Cocopah Tribes were 
provided a copy of the Environmental Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (dated April 25, 2011) for the 
Hudson Ranch Power II LLC CUP#G10-0002.   
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Response to Comment 2-4 (Continued) 

As shown in Appendix A-3 of the Draft EIR, the Torres-Martinez, Quechan, and Cocopah Tribes were 
provided a copy of the Revised Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (dated March 2012) for the Hudson 
Ranch Power II CUP#G10-0002/Simbol Calipatria Plant II CUP#12-0005. In addition, the County of 
Imperial Planning and Development Services Department provided a copy of the conditional use permit 
application(s) to the Torres-Martinez Indian Tribe; Torrez-Martinez Cahuilla Tribe, Manzanita Band 
Kumeyayy Nation, Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office, Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage, Campo Kumeyayy Nation, 
Cocopah Indian Tribe,  Cabazon Band of Mission Indians, Quechan Indian Tribe, Kwaaymii Laguna Band, 
and Torres-Martinez Cahuilla Band requesting their comments and/or recommendations for the Projects. 
No comments were received on the Revised Initial Study and Notice of Preparation, or the Draft EIR, or the 
conditional use permits applications from any of the Tribes to whom this information was sent. 

The Hudson Ranch Hudson Ranch Power II Geothermal Project and the Simbol Calipatria Plant II 
(Projects) are not under the jurisdiction of the status and regulations of the National Environmental Policy 
Act.  

This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR.  

Response to Comment 2-5 

The comment notes that historic properties of religious and cultural significance are subject to 
confidentiality protection. Comment noted. No response is required.  

Response to Comment 2-6 

The comment cites sections of various codes that address accidental discovery of human remains outside 
of a dedicated cemetery. Mitigation measure MM CUL-4.1 on pp. 4.5-19 and 4.5-26 of the Draft EIR 
specifically address the procedures to follow in the event that human remains are discovered on the project 
site. This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR.  

Response to Comment 2-7 

The comment notes the importance of on-going consultation with the NAHC. Coordination with the NAHC, 
as needed, is noted in mitigation MM CUL-4.1 on pp. 4.5-19 and 4.5-26 of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 2-8 

The comment states that when Native American cultural sites are prevalent within the project site, the 
NAHC recommends “avoidance.” Mitigation measure MM CUL1.1 on pp. 4.5-14 and 4.5-21 of the Draft EIR 
is consistent with this recommendation in stating: 

“The cultural resources monitor shall have the authority to halt construction activity in the 
immediate vicinity of the encountered historic resource for a sufficient interval of time to 
allow avoidance or recovery of the encountered historic resources and shall also have the 
authority to redirect construction equipment in the event that any cultural resource is 
inadvertently encountered. Comment noted. No response is required.  

Response to Comment 2-9 

Closing remark with commenter contact information. Comment noted. No response is required.  

Response to Comment 2-10 

The comment is the “Native American Contact List” noted in comment 2-4. No response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 
 

Commenter:  Paula Backs, Community Liaison Specialist, Community 
Planning and Liaison Office 
Marine Corps Air Station Yuma  

Date of Letter: August 10, 2012 

Response to Comment 3-1 

Comment noted. No response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 
 

Commenter:  Jorge A. Perez, Environmental Health Compliance Specialist III 
Imperial County Division of Environmental Health 

Date of Letter: August 13, 2012 

Response to Comment 4-1 
 
This comment states the Imperial County Division of Environmental Health (DEH) has reviewed the Draft 
EIR for the Hudson Ranch II and Simbol II Projects.  This comment does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 4-2 

Comment states that due to the combined number of HR-2 and SmCP-2 employees, the Projects will be 
required to obtain a State Domestic Water Supply permit for a non-transient - non-community public water 
system.  This comment also notes that the permit would need to be obtained from the Imperial County 
Local Primacy Agency (LPA), the agency responsible for permitting public water systems in Imperial 
County.  

The State of California, Department of Health Services, has delegated Imperial County, Public Health 
Department, Section of Environmental Health & Consumer Protection Services, as the public agency 
responsible for enforcement of state laws and regulations pertaining to operation, maintenance, and 
monitoring of small public water systems with less than 200 service connections within Imperial County 
(County of Imperial 2012). Therefore, the State Domestic Water Supply permit required for the Projects’ 
water treatment system would be obtained from the Imperial County Public Health Department. 

Pages 3-21 and 3-60 of the Draft EIR, note that a potable water treatment system would be included as 
part of the proposed HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects, respectively.  These potable water treatment systems 
would be classified as a “Nontransient-Noncommunity Water System”, which is a public water system that 
is not a community water system and that regularly serves at least the same 25 persons over 6 months per 
year.   

The Draft EIR acknowledges the requirement to obtain a permit for the potable water treatment system(s).  
Specifically, page 3-35 of the Draft EIR indicates that the HR-2 Project would include a “state approved 
potable water system.” Table 3-9, HR-2 Project – Potential Consultation and Permitting Requirements 
(page 3-43 of the Draft EIR) has been revised to specifically identify the required Non-transient – Non-
community Water System permit for the potable water system as shown below: 
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Response to Comment 4-2 (Continued) 

TABLE 3-9 HR-2 PROJECT - POTENTIAL CONSULTATION AND PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS  

JURISDICTION 
LEVEL TYPE OF PERMIT/APPROVAL AGENCY PURPOSE 

HUDSON RANCH II (HR-2) GEOTHERMAL PROJECT 

Local Non-transient – Non-community Water 
System Permit  

County Public Health 
Department (ICPHD) 

For on-site potable water 
system.  

 
Table 3-13 of the Draft EIR, SmCP-2 Project – Potential Consultation and Permitting Requirements (page 
3-71 of the Draft EIR), identifies that a Non-transient – Non-Community Water System permit will be 
required for the potable water system proposed for the SmCP-2 project and this this permit would be 
obtained from the Imperial County Public Health Department. 

Response to Comment 4-3 

The comment notes that the LPA, the Imperial County Public Health Department, will not permit two 
separate public water systems on the same property and that the conditional use permits for the Projects 
should specify that the public water system(s) must be permitted and operated in accordance with the 
California Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Pages 3-36 and 3-60 of the Final EIR have been modified as shown below to identify the four options for 
the potable water treatment systems currently under consideration that would avoid developing two 
separate public water systems on the same property. 

Hudson Ranch Power II LLC (HR-2) and Simbol, Inc. (SmCP-2) will provide potable water to their 
respective facilities that meets all regulatory standards. Four options are currently under consideration  

a) HR-2 or SmCP-2 would construct a single water system, on either the HR-2 Project Site or 
SmCP-2 Project Site that will provide water to both facilities; 

b) HR-2 and SmCP-2 would form a separate corporate entity to provide potable water to both plants.  
Under this option, the proposed water treatment system would be constructed on either the HR-2 
Project Site or the SmCP-2 Project Site; 

c) HR-2 and SmCP-2 would form a special district, which then can provide potable water to anyone 
within that district. Formation of the “special district” would require approval from the Imperial 
County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). 

d) The current parcel (APN 022-010-0009-000) would be divided into two legal lots, thereby allowing 
each facility to have a separate water treatment system, within its respective property.   
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The water treatment system(s) would be permitted and operated in accordance with the California Safe 
Drinking Water Act.  

The conditions of approval for the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects will include the four options listed above and 
will require that the applicants select an option at the time of filing the applications for the Non-Transient- 
Non-Community Water System permit(s). None of these four options has the potential to result in new or 
more significant environmental impacts that were previously identified in the Draft EIR.  The first option was 
already considered in the Draft EIR under Impact UTL-2 on page 4.15-6 for the HR-2 Project and under 
Impact UTL-2 on page 4.15-20 for the SmCP-2 Project.  The remaining three options merely describe 
alternative legal organizations for providing the potable water, none of which would result in any different 
physical environmental impacts than were analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 4-4 

This comment indicates that the applicant(s) must demonstrate that the “O” Lateral will have sufficient 
capacity to provide water to both Hudson Ranch I Geothermal Project and the Hudson Ranch II 
Geothermal Project, along with the proposed Simbol I and Simbol II Projects.   

Page 3-25 of the Draft EIR notes that the primary source of external fresh water for the HR-2 facility would 
be irrigation water made available under a supply contract with the Imperial Irrigation District (IID), supplied 
from the “O” Lateral and that a backup supply (in case of a long outage on the “O” Lateral) would be 
provided from the “N” Lateral. Page 3-59 of the Draft EIR indicated that water required during operations of 
the SmCP-2 Project would be obtained from the IID.  

An SB 610 Water Supply Assessment was prepared for the Hudson Ranch Power II Geothermal Project 
and the Simbol Calipatria Plant II Project, which was included as Appendix I of the Draft EIR. This report, 
which is scheduled for consideration by the County of Imperial Board of Supervisors on September 11, 
2012, concluded that IID’s water supply is sufficient to meet the projected demands of both the HR-2 and 
SmCP-2 Project through the year 2045, which is noted on page 4.15-5 of the Draft EIR.   

In addition, a cumulative analysis for IID water supply impacts was included in Section 5.5.15 of the Draft 
EIR, on page 5-44.  This analysis considered the demand for IID water for 55 existing and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in Table 5-1 - Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria Plant II – Potential 
Cumulative Projects)1 existing or reasonably foreseeable future projects, including the Hudson Ranch I 
geothermal project (existing) and the proposed Simbol Calipatria Plant I project (foreseeable project).   

  

                                                            
1 Two potential cumulative projects located in Riverside County (# 7. EUIPH Wind Farm, San Gorgonio Westwinds II LLC, San Gorgonio 

Wind Plant WPP1993, Wintec Energy Ltd. and # 28. Unnamed solar development on BLM-managed land) were not included in this analysis 
because they would not obtain water from IID. 
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Response to Comment 4-4 (Continued) 

Under the terms of IID’s Interim Water Supply Policy for Non-Agricultural Projects, IID has set aside up to 
25,000 acre-feet per year for potential non-agricultural projects within its service area. 

Both Hudson Ranch Power II LLC and Simbol Inc. will enter into water supply agreements with the IID 
which will make available up to 1,200 acre-feet of water per calendar year for the HR-2 Project and up to 
800 acre-feet of water per year for the SmCP-2 Project.  The Simbol Calipatria Plant I project will similarly 
need to enter into a water supply agreement with the IID, and the Hudson Ranch I project has already done 
so.  These agreements constitute IID’s commitment to deliver water to these four projects. Further, each 
project has (or shares) a freshwater pond sized to provide sufficient storage capacity to meet plant 
demands during foreseeable periodic interruptions in IID canal water availability.  A copy of the fully 
executed water supply agreement will be provided to the County for oversight of compliance with conditions 
and requirements prior to issuance of the respective HR-2 and SmCP-2 Project’s building permits.  

Response to Comment 4-5 

This comment notes that Page 3-61 of the Draft EIR, Section 3.4.3.5 Fluid Discharges and Containment, an 
above-ground septic system would be constructed for the SmCP-2 Project and states that DEH does not 
permit above-ground septic systems.  The Draft EIR used the term “above-ground” septic system to denote 
that a below-ground leach field was not proposed as part of the SmCP-2 Project.  This text has been 
modified as shown below to remove the term “above-ground” from the description of the septic system. 

Page 3-61 of the Final EIR has been revised as shown below: 

Sanitary waste from the SmCP-2 plant would be collected in a an above ground septic 
tank which would initially digest the sewer effluent. Sludge retained in the septic tank 
would be pumped by licensed contractors as needed and transported to a sanitary water 
treatment plant. Liquid waste would be pumped to an on-site waste water treatment 
system that would be constructed on-site or on the neighboring HR-2 facility. A leach field 
would not be required or installed. 

The comment also notes that any wastewater system for this project must be permitted through the 
RWQCB. The solid and semi-solid wastes would be contained in tanks and transported to a sanitary water 
treatment plant by a licensed waste contractor. Liquid wastes would be tertiary treated and either injected 
into the geothermal reservoir (to support reservoir pressures) by HR-2 or recycled as cooling tower makeup 
water, in conformance with all applicable agency regulations and permits. 
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Response to Comment 4-6 

This comment requests the applicants to provide a site plan showing the location of the septic system, 
surrounding buildings and where the wastewater will be disposed.  Figure 3-4 of the Draft EIR provides a 
Plot Plan for the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects.  This figure has been modified to identify the location of the 
septic system at the SmCP-2 Plant and the surrounding buildings.  In addition, a higher resolution copy of 
the Figure 3-4 has been included in the Final EIR which identifies the location of the two silica management 
areas at the SmCP-2 Plant site. 

As noted on page 3-61 of the Draft EIR, the wastewater could either be treated on the SmCP-2 site or the 
HR-2 site.  Once treated to tertiary standards, the wastewater would either be injected into the geothermal 
reservoir by HR-02 or recycled as cooling tower makeup water.  The locations of the cooling towers and the 
HR-2 geothermal injection wells are shown on Figure 3-4. 

Response to Comment 4-7 

The comment states that the injection of wastewater into injection wells requires further approval from the 
RWQCB and the EPA through the Underground Injection Control Program. It also requests that the 
applicant should address regulatory approval requirements for injection of wastewater into the brine 
injection well, if proposed as a disposal option, in the proposed mitigation measures (Impact UTL-1 on page 
4.15-16 and 4.15-20). 

The EPA Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program classifies injection wells into six categories. Class V 
injection wells, which are all other injection wells which are not Class 1 – Class IV or Class VI wells, include 
injection wells associated with the recovery of geothermal energy for the production of electric power, 
cooling water return flow wells, and septic system wells used to inject the waste or effluent from a business 
establishment or regional business establishment septic tank. All Class V injection wells are “authorized by 
rule,” subject to the conditions in 40 CFR 144.84 – this means that although Class V injection wells have to 
comply with all the requirements of the UIC Program, they do not need to obtain an individual permit from 
the EPA.  The RWQCB CRB has historically included requirements for the monitoring of the quantity and 
quality of fluids injected into the geothermal reservoir as part of the Waste Discharge Requirements for the 
geothermal brine pond.   

Page 4.15-16 and 4.15-20 of the Final EIR have been modified as shown below to identify that the injection 
of sanitary wastewater would be conducted in conformance with the permit or other requirements of 
CDOGGR, the RWQCB CRB and the Class V injection well requirements of the Underground Injection Well 
program. 
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Response to Comment 4-7 (Continued) 

Sanitary wastewater would be treated to tertiary standards at an on-site treatment facility and injected into 
the geothermal reservoir via the aerated brine injection well, in conformance with the permit or other 
requirements of CDOGGR, the RWQCB CRB and the Class V injection well requirements of the 
Underground Injection Well program. The applicant would not use municipal wastewater treatment services 
and would not discharge wastewater to land except in conformance with the WDO issued by the RWQCB 
CRB.  

Therefore, the Project would not exceed California RWQCB CRB requirements, resulting in 
a less than significant impact under this criterion. 

Sanitary wastewater would be treated to tertiary standards at the on-site treatment facility 
and injected into the geothermal reservoir via the HR2 aerated brine injection well, in 
conformance with the permit or other requirements of CDOGGR, the RWQCB CRB and 
the Class V injection well requirements of the Underground Injection Well program. 
SmCP-2 would not use municipal wastewater treatment services and would not discharge 
wastewater to land except in conformance with the WDO issued by the RWQCB CRB. 
Therefore, the Project would not exceed California RWQCB CRB requirements, resulting in 
a less than significant impact under this criterion. 

Response to Comment 4-8 

This comment notes that page 3-57 of the Draft EIR indicates that the SmCP-2 Project would generate 
64,800 metric tons of iron-silica material annually.  This comment also notes that page 3-58 of the Draft EIR 
identifies that the SmCP-2 Project would produce approximately 4,250 metric tons of lead sulfide wet cake 
annually. Both of these materials would initially be managed as a waste stream.  Combined, the SmCP-2 
Project would generate 69,050 metric tons of waste per year, or 189 metric tons per day.  Given this 
volume of waste production, the commenter is requesting identification of an acceptable timeline for the 
storage, characterization, and off-site removal of the iron-silica waste filter cake and the hazardous lead 
sulfide wastes.   

The Silica Management Discussion on Page 3-57 of the Draft EIR has been modified as shown below to 
identify a timeline for the storage, laboratory testing and off-site removal of the iron-silica waste filter cake: 

The separated iron-silica material would be initially managed as a waste stream. It would 
be collected and analyzed in conformance with appropriate laboratory testing protocols to 
ensure that it properly handled and disposed of. If the iron-silica material is 
characteristically hazardous, it would initially be managed as hazardous waste and 
transported off-site within 90-days of generation as per Title 22, CCR, section 66262.34(a). 
Simbol has also committed to moving the non-hazardous iron-silica material off site and 
either disposing of it in landfill authorized to accept this waste or properly recycling it.   
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Response to Comment 4-8 (Continued) 

The discussion of Lead (Pb) Extraction on page 3-58 of the Draft EIR has been revised to include a timeline 
for the storage, laboratory testing and off-site removal of lead sulfide. 

Lead (Pb) Extraction  

The silica-, lithium- and zinc-depleted brine would be piped to the lead removal system in 
the Zinc Extraction area. Chemical reagent would be added to precipitate the lead as lead 
sulfide, which is then filtered from the brine to be trucked off-site as a wet cake within 90-
days of generation as per Title 22, CCR, section 66262.34(a).  Approximately 4,250 metric 
tons of lead sulfide wet cake would be produced annually. The separated lead sulfide 
would be initially managed as a waste stream. In the future, Simbol plans to market lead 
sulfide as an additional product to be shipped to a third parties for industrial use. The 
market for the lead sulfide material is currently being developed. 

Response to Comment 4-9 

This comment requested detailed information on where and how each waste stream will be stored. 

Page 3-33 and 3-63 of the Draft EIR indicate that “All hazardous wastes generated during facility 
construction and operation would be handled and disposed of in accordance with applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards. Any hazardous wastes generated during construction would be 
collected in hazardous waste accumulation containers near the point of generation and moved daily to the 
contractor's 90-day hazardous waste storage area located on site. The accumulated waste would be 
delivered to an authorized waste management facility. Hazardous wastes would be recycled or managed 
and disposed of properly in a licensed Class I waste disposal facility authorized to accept the waste.” 

The Hazardous Waste discussion on page 3-63 of the Draft EIR has been supplemented as shown below 
to identify the location of and method for the storage of the iron-silica and lead sulfide wastes. 

Both iron-silica and lead sulfide wastes would be loaded from separate belt filters onto separate 
end dump trailers which would be lined with plastic to prevent any discharge. Loaded trailers would 
be covered and parked in an on-site truck trailer staging area (see Figure 3-4) pending laboratory 
analysis of the waste and off-site transport. SmCP-2 would require all hazardous and 
non-hazardous waste haulers contracted to transport SmCP-2 solid wastes to obtain, and be in 
conformance with, all permits, registrations standards and approvals needed from all responsible, 
enforcement and oversight agencies with authority for the waste being transported. 
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Response to Comment 4-10 

This comment requests applicants to provide a detailed site plan showing the iron silica filer cake and lead 
sulfide materials storage areas.  A higher resolution copy of the Figure 3-4 has been included in the Final 
EIR which identifies the silica management area where the iron silica filter cake will be loaded onto trailers, 
and the zinc production area where the lead sulfide filter cake will be loaded onto trailers at the SmCP-2 
Plant site. Loaded trailers of iron silica filter cake and lead sulfide filter cake will be parked in an on-site 
truck trailer staging area (see Figure 3-4). 

Response to Comment 4-11 

This comment notes that the applicant must demonstrate that sufficient long-term capacity for disposal of 
Class II geothermal waste material is available and requests identification of the remaining capacity of the 
South Yuma County Landfill if non-RCRA hazardous waste and Class II designated wastes are intended for 
this facility.   

According to Edward McGraskey, sales manager at the South Yuma County Landfill, this landfill accepts, 
on average, 1,200 tons of waste per day and has an estimated 50 years of capacity at that rate 
(McGraskey, E. 2012).  Using a 2012 CalRecycle “volume to weight conversion factor” of 2,000 pounds 
(lbs.) per cubic yard (CY) for municipal solid waste packed in a packer truck, this landfill has an estimated 
capacity of 15,288,000 CY per day through the year 2062. 

The SmCP-2 Project would generate 189 metric tons of Class II waste daily, which translates into 
approximately 210 U.S. tons2.  Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR identified two possible landfills that could be 
used for the disposal of the iron silica, and the lead sulfides wastes, including the Kettleman Hills Landfill 
and the South Yuma County Landfill.  Nevertheless, SYCL with its daily capacity to accept 1,200 tons of 
waste through the year 2062 would have sufficient capacity to accept all 210 tons of waste projected to be 
generated daily at the SmCP-2 Plant during operations.  Therefore, the SmP-2 Project would be served by 
two landfills that together have sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Project’s projected solid 
waste disposal needs.  This information substantiates the Draft EIR’s finding for Impact UTL-6 that the 
HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects would not result in significant landfill impacts and no mitigation would be 
required. 

The Impact UTL-6 discussions on page 4.15-19 and 4.15-22 of the Draft EIR has been supplemented as 
shown below to demonstrate the available storage capacity for the wastes which could be generated by the 
HR-2 and SmCP-2 projects, respectively: 

  

                                                            
2 1 metric ton – 1.1023 U.S. tons. 
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Response to Comment 4-11 (Continued) 

The small quantities of office waste and general refuse generated during operations would 
be removed by a local sanitation service. Hazardous wastes that would be generated 
during operations, in addition to some of the filter cake waste, would include paint, spent 
solvents, used oil, laboratory waste, brine pond solids and geothermal scale. Hazardous 
wastes would be either recycled or managed and disposed of properly in licensed Class I 
or Class II waste disposal facilities, such as the Kettleman Hills Landfill in Kettleman City, 
California and/or the South Yuma County Landfill (SYCL) in Arizona, that are authorized to 
accept the waste.  According to Edward McGraskey, sales manager at the South Yuma 
County Landfill, this landfill accepts, on average, 1,200 tons of waste per day, and has at 
least 50 years of capacity at that rate (McGraskey, E. 2012).  Thus, the South Yuma 
County Landfill alone would be able to accept the silica filter cake waste generated by the 
HR-2 Project over the life of the project.  

The small quantities of office waste and general refuse generated during operations would 
be removed by a local sanitation service. Hazardous wastes that would be generated 
during operations, in addition to some of the filter cake waste, would include paint, spent 
solvents, used oil, laboratory waste, brine pond solids and geothermal scale. Hazardous 
wastes would be either recycled or managed and disposed of properly in licensed Class I 
or Class II waste disposal facilities, such as the Kettleman Hills Landfill in Kettleman City, 
California and/or the South Yuma County Landfill (SYCL) in Arizona, that are authorized to 
accept the waste.  According to Edward McGraskey, sales manager at the South Yuma 
County Landfill, this landfill accepts, on average, 1,200 tons of waste per day, and has at 
least 50 years of capacity at that rate (McGraskey, E. 2012).  Thus, the South Yuma 
County Landfill alone would be able to accept the silica filter cake waste generated by the 
SmCP-2 Project over the life of the project.  

Response to Comment 4-12 

See Response to Comment 4-11 above. 

Response to Comment 4-13 

This comment requests the Projects be conditioned to require all trucks hauling non-hazardous wastes for 
disposal must be registered and permitted with the DEH, and operated in accordance with solid waste 
vehicle standards. 

This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response is 
required. See also Response to Comment 4-9 above.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 

 
Commenter:  Rafiq Ahmed, Project Manager,  

Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program,  
Department of Toxic Substance Control 

Date of Letter: August 7, 2012 

Response to Comment 5-1 

This comment states the Department of Toxic Substance (DTSC) has reviewed the Draft EIR for the 
Hudson Ranch II and Simbol II Projects.  This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 5-2 

This comment provides a brief description of the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-3 

This comment states that the DTSC provided comments on the project Notice of Preparation on May 11, 
2011. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges receipt of the DTSC comment letter on the Notice of Preparation for the 
Hudson Ranch II Geothermal EIR, dated May 21, 2011.  A summary of the letter is included in Table 2-1 of 
the Draft EIR, Summary of Public Scoping Comments Received (page 2-10 of the Draft EIR) and a copy of 
the letter is reproduced in its entirely in Appendix A-3 of the Draft EIR.  Table 2-1 summarizes the 
comments received, and notes within which section of the Draft EIR each comment is addressed. 

This comment also notes that all comments have been addressed in the Draft EIR and requests that all of 
those comments will be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Projects.  Because this 
Final EIR includes the Draft EIR in its entirety, modified where necessary, DTSC’s comments have been 
addressed in this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-4 

This comment notes that DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight 
Agreement (EOA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a Voluntary Cleanup 
Agreement (VCA) for private parties and provides contact information for the DTSC’s Voluntary Cleanup 
Coordinator. 
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Response to Comment 5-4 (Continued) 

DTSC’s statutory mandate is to identify, prioritize, manage and cleanup sites where a release of hazardous 
substances has occurred.  However, the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the Hudson 
Ranch II Geothermal Project (Appendix H-1 of the Draft EIR) and the Agency Database Record Search 
prepared for the Simbol Calipatria Plant II (Appendix H-2 of the Draft EIR), found that the Projects would 
not be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites.  Thus, no hazardous 
substance cleanup is anticipated. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 
 

Commenter:  Tony Rouhotas, Jr. Fire Chief, OES Coordinator,  
Imperial County Fire Department 

Date of Letter: July 19, 2012 

This letter does not purport to comment on the adequacy of the EIR, but for the sake of convenience and 
creating a complete administrative record, the County has elected to respond to the Imperial County Fire 
Department’s Letter in the Final EIR, because it generally addresses fire service issues. 

Response to Comment 6-1 

This comment thanks the County of Imperial’s Planning and Development Services Department for allowing 
the Imperial County Fire Department (Fire Department) an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR on 
behalf of the Niland Fire Department. This comment also notes that the Imperial County Fire Department 
has assumed the day-to-day operations for the Niland Fire Department and will be providing the oversight 
for fire-related inspections, plan reviews, approvals and negotiations. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis of the EIR. Comment noted. No response is required.  

Response to Comment 6-2 

This comment notes that the Imperial County Fire Department reviewed HR-2’s conditional use permit and 
the Fiscal Impact Assessment (FIA) prepared for the Hudson Ranch II Geothermal Plant.  It notes that the 
Fire Department’s review used a model that based the HR-2 project’s impact to fire protection services on 
the equivalency of estimated dwelling units or EDUs, which measured the amount of fire personnel it would 
take to operate and maintain a fire station, just as it would if HR-2 was a residential subdivision. This 
comment requests the Planning and Development Services Department take into consideration that this 
project is a large commercial operation with a great deal of infrastructure that would need to be protected in 
the event of an emergency.  

The County of Imperial caused a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) to be prepared for the Hudson Ranch II 
Geothermal Project.  The FIA, which was prepared by Onaka Planning and Economics/Douglas Ford and 
Associates (November 2010) and included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR, estimated HR-2’s fiscal impacts 
on the County of Imperial General, Library and Fire Protection funds. The analysis was based on an 
assumption that if a new fire station and new equipment as well as full staffing were built in the north end of 
the County, HR-2’s fair share costs would be $353.42 per equivalent dwelling unit (Onaka, et. al. 2010, p. 
II-11) or $43,470 annually based on a calculated equivalent to 123 residential dwelling units.   

 

  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-37 Final EIR 

Response to Comment 6-2 (Continued) 

Table I-1 of the FIA presents a summary of HR-2’s fiscal impacts to the County.  This table indicates that 
the property taxes paid by HR-2 that would be allocated to the County’s Fire Protection Fund to off-set fire 
department costs range from $197,600 (during Year 1 of HR-2’s operation) to $203,000 (during Year 15 of 
HR-2’s operation) to $172,000 (during Year 30 of HR-2’s operation) annually, and no such new facility and 
staffing plans are contemplated by the County (Onaka, et al, 2010 p. IA-1).  The FIA concluded that 
“property tax revenues allocated to the County’s General, Library and Fire Protection funds will 
substantially exceed the expenditures for public services. This remains the case for all years of operation, 
even after assuming a conservative approach to determination of taxable value after initial construction.” 
(Onaka, et. al., 2010 p. II-11). Thus, the tax revenues generated by HR-2 would be more than four times 
the amount requested by the Fire Department’s letter. 

Although the Fiscal Impact Analysis for SmCP-2 is still being completed, by analogy, since the SmCP-2 
plant is about one-half the cost of the HR-2 plant; therefore, it is reasonable to expect that the taxes 
generated by SmCP-2 will also far exceed the cost of service. 

Response to Comment 6-3 

The Fire Department estimates the HR-2 Project’s fair-share demand for fire services as approximately 
equivalent to 123 residential dwelling units. Using the Department’s fee assessment rate of 
$353.42/year/unit, the Department calculates HR-2’s fair-share contribution to capital needs as $43,470 
annually.   

This comment identifies a list of capital items, requested for the Fire Department, which would be 
purchased with such funding: 

1.) Fire Apparatus, capable of responding and meeting the flow capacities and response goals of 
this project and surrounding facilities and residence. Estimated Cost $330,000.00 

2.) Personal Protective Equipment, safety equipment which meets and or exceeds the standards 
set forth by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) and Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration. Estimated Cost $54,000.00 

3.) Facilities with items such as dedicated sleeping quarters, office space, training space, storage, 
de-contamination isolation areas, etc. Estimated Cost $6000,000.00 to $700,000.00. 

4.) Training to ensure that the personnel serving this area meet or exceed the legal requirements 
as well as the citizen and visitors being served. Estimated Cost $14,000.00 
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Response to Comment 6-4 

This comment states that the Fire Department recognizes that Hudson Ranch II should not be solely 
responsible for the items identified. It also notes that Hudson Ranch I never reached an agreement.  
Comment noted. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 6-5 

This comment indicates the Fire Department believes that a project such as HR-2 is the equivalent of 
approximately 123 estimated dwelling units (EDUs) and the EDU’s would be assessed an estimated 
$353.42 per year/unit, which equates to $43,470 per year that would be available to the Niland Fire 
District/Imperial County Fire Department.   

As noted in Response to Comment 6-3 above, the fee assessment rate of $353.42 and HR-2’s annual fair 
share contribution of $43,470 per year identified by the Fire Department matches that identified by the FIA 
and determined by the County to be HR-2’s fair share costs. 

This comment also notes that the Hudson Ranch I project is equivalent to 91 EDU’s which amounts to 
$32,161.00.  This comment does not pertain to the Hudson Ranch II or Simbol Calipatria Plant II projects.  
No comment is required.  

Response to Comment 6-6 

This comment notes that plans for the project(s) will need to be in full compliance with internal roadway, 
access and that on-site fire suppression systems must meet National, State and local laws, codes, 
ordinances and standards.  The Draft EIR acknowledges the need for ingress/egress and internal roads to 
be in conformance with County of Imperial Public Works Department requirements.  The Draft EIR also 
acknowledges that HR-2 and SmCP-2’s on-site fire suppression systems must meet federal, state, and 
local fire codes, occupational health and safety regulations, and other jurisdictional codes, requirements, 
and standard practices, as identified on pp. 3-34 and 3-54 of the Draft EIR, respectively.  

Response to Comment 6-7 

Closing remark with commenter contact information. Comment noted. No response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 7 
 

Commenter:  Donald Vargas, Environmental Specialist 
Imperial Irrigation District (IID) 

Date of Letter: August 16, 2012 

Response to Comment 7-1 

This comment confirms that IID received the Notice of Availability of Draft EIR for the Hudson Ranch Power 
II Geothermal Project and Simbol Calipatria Plant II Projects and provides a brief description of each 
project.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 7-2 

This comment states that the IID provided two comments letters of the Notice of Preparation for the Draft 
EIR for the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects, dated May 26, 2011 and April 11, 2012, which are included as 
attachments to the comment letter.   

The Draft EIR acknowledges receipt of the IID comment letter on the Notice of Preparation for the Hudson 
Ranch II Geothermal EIR, dated May 26, 2011.  A summary of the letter is included in Table 2-1 of the Draft 
EIR, Summary of Public Scoping Comments Received (page 2-5 of the Draft EIR) and a copy of the letter 
is reproduced in its entirely in Appendix A-3 of the Draft EIR.  Table 2-1 summarizes the comments 
received, and notes within which section of the Draft EIR each comment is addressed. 

It should be noted however, that the IID’s letter dated April 11, 2012, was in response to the County’s early 
consultation process for the Simbol Calipatria Plant I (SMCP-1) and Simbol Calipatria Plant II CUP 
Applications.  This letter is included in the Administrative Record for the HR-2, SmCP-2 and the SmCP-1 
Project, and all the EIR issues identified therein were included in the analyses. IID’s April 11th letter was 
not reproduced in its entirety in the Draft EIR. 

This comment also identifies the IID water facilities that could be impacted, namely the “O” Lateral and the 
“N” Drain.  Draft EIR acknowledges that the “O” Lateral and the “N” Drain would be affected by the 
proposed HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects in numerous sections including the Project Description; Section 4.4 
Biological Resources; Section 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.15 Public Utilities; and, Chapter 
6 Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment 7-3 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR, but notes that the grading, 
construction and desilting operations will be completed under a stormwater general water permit with 
erosion-related best management practices.  Both the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects include an applicant 
proposed environmental protection measures (EPMs) to control run-off during construction (HR-2 EPM 
WQ-11 and SmCP-2 EPM WQ-3) and operation (HR-2 EPM WQ-4, HR-2 EPM WQ-8, SmCP-2 EPM WQ-4 
and SmCP-2 WQ-5).  In addition, the Draft EIR included mitigation measure MM WQ-1.1 (Implementation 
of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) to ensure that potential water quality impacts (including on- and 
off-site erosion) are minimized during construction.  The Draft EIR found that with implementation of 
mitigation measure MM WQ-1.1, as well as environmental protection measures HR-2 EPM WQ-11, HR-2 
EPM WQ-4, HR-2 EPM WQ-8, SmCP-2 EPM WQ-3, and SmCP-2 WQ-4 and SmCP-2 EPM WQ-5, impacts 
on water quality would be less than significant.  

Response to Comment 7-4 

This comment states that driveway access from McDonald Road, the secondary access road constructed 
across the “O” Lateral would be designed and built by IID and would require an IID encroachment permit.  
Page 3-29 of the Draft EIR notes that the primary entrance to the HR-2 Project site would be from 
McDonald Road and that the required crossing of the IID’s “O” Lateral was completed as part of the 
McDonald Road widening.  Page 3-29 of the Draft EIR also notes that, secondary access to the HR-2 plant 
site would be from English Road, south of the IID “O” lateral canal.  No crossing of the “O” Lateral or IID 
encroachment permit would be required for the secondary access.   

Page 3-49 of the Draft EIR confirms that the driveway access for truck traffic to the SmCP-2 plant site from 
McDonald Road, approximately 2,800 feet west of English Road and would cross over the Imperial 
Irrigation District “O” Lateral. This improvement would require an IID encroachment permit, which is 
identified on Table 3-13 of the Draft EIR, which lists the potential consultation and permitting requirements 
for the SmCP-2 Project. 

Response to Comment 7-5 

This comment notes that any construction or operation on IID property or within its existing and proposed 
right of way will require an encroachment permit.  An IID encroachment permit is listed as one of the 
permits that would be required for both the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects.  Table 3-9 and Table 3-13 of the 
Draft EIR, lists the potential consultation and permitting requirements for the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects, 
respectively, and identify that an IID encroachment permit (IID Easement) is required for construction within 
IID property or an IID easement.  

  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-49 Final EIR 

Response to Comment 7-6 

This comment notes that IID claims, at a minimum, a prescriptive right of way to the toe of slope of all 
existing canal and drains; that IID may claim additional secondary easements/prescriptive rights of way.  
This comment recommends that they be consulted prior to installation of any facilities adjacent to IID’s 
facilities.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR. However, both Hudson 
Ranch Power II, LLC and Simbol, Inc., will consult with IID, as part of the IID encroachment permit process. 

Response to Comment 7-7 

This comment notes that all new non-agricultural water project supply requests are processed in 
accordance with the IID’s Interim Water Supply Policy (IWSP) for Non Agricultural Projects.  The Draft EIR 
acknowledges this process and includes a description of the IWSP on page 4.8-11 and 4.15-10 of the Draft 
EIR.  In addition, page 4.15-17 and 4.15-8 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that water supplies for both the 
HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects would be provided via a water use agreement from the IID through the IWSP. 

Response to Comment 7-8 

This comment notes that on May 8, 2012, the IID adopted a Temporary Land Conversion Fallowing Policy, 
which addresses projects that will remove land from agricultural production on a long-term temporary basis.  
A description of the Temporary Land Conversion Fallowing Policy and its applicability to the HR-2 and 
SmCP-2 Projects is included on pp. 4.8-12 and 4.15-10 of the Draft EIR. This comment does not address 
the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 7-9 

This comment indicates that a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) will be developed for the HR-2 
Project and for the SmCP-2 Project and recommends that it be submitted to IID’s Hazardous Materials 
(HazMat) Section for review.  Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, indicates that the HMBPs 
will be provided to the County of Imperial Fire Department/Office of Emergency Services (OES), Niland Fire 
Department and the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for Imperial County (the local California 
DTSC office) for review and approval prior to plant operations. Both the HR-2 Project and the SmCP-2 
Project have committed to providing a copy of their respective HMBPs to the IID once they have been 
accepted by the County of Imperial Office of Emergency Services, Niland Fire Department and the CUPA. 

Response to Comment 7-10 

The comment notes that any new, modified or reconstructed IID facilities required for and by the project 
need to be included as part of the project’s environmental analysis. The Draft EIR discussed IID facility 
improvements in the Project Description in Chapter 3.0. Potential environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed actions are analyzed in Sections 4.1 through 4.15 of Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  
Specifically, the Draft EIR addresses all impacts associated with new, relocated, modified or reconstructed   



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-50 Final EIR 

Response to Comment 7-10 (Continued) 

IID facilities required for the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects, including crossing of the “O” Lateral to provide 
truck access for the SmCP-2 Project; improvements required to obtain water from the “O” Lateral (or the 
“N” Lateral as a backup); electric transmission/distribution line connections, substations, etc.).   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 8 
 

Commenter:  Peter H. Bailey, P.G.  
Office of Permitting  
Department of Toxic Substance Control 

Date of Letter: August 16, 2012 

Response to Comment 8-1 

This comment states the Department of Toxic Substance (DTSC) has reviewed the Draft EIR for the 
Hudson Ranch II and Simbol II Projects.  This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the 
EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 8-2 

This comment provides a brief description of the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Projects. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the analysis of the EIR.  No response is required. 

Response to Comment 8-3 

This comment states that Section 1.6 of the EIR identifies that the SmCP-2 Project would extract lithium 
carbonate, lithium hydroxide, hydrochloric acid, zinc, and manganese from the HR-2 brine and the 
remaining brine would be returned to the HR-2 site for injection into the geothermal reservoir. The comment 
also notes that the facility shall comply with California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, Division 4.5 
when treating materials that are hazardous waste.   

It should be noted that Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR indicates that “lithium, manganese, and zinc” would be 
removed from the HR-2 brine and that these substances would then be converted into lithium carbonate, 
lithium hydroxide, hydrochloric acid, zinc, and manganese products.   

Sections 1.6 and 3.4.3.5 will be modified to identify compliance with California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
Title 22, Division 4.5 when treating materials that are hazardous waste.   

Response to Comment 8-4 

This comment refers to HR-2’s environmental protection measure (EPM) EPM HAZ-6: Secondary 
Containment, which is presented in section 4.7.3 of the Draft EIR.  The comment notes that the EIR 
identifies features, such as concrete pits or containment areas with berms that would be used where 
accidental releases of hazardous and acutely hazardous materials could occur. This section also states 
that “Containment areas would be drained to appropriate collection areas or neutralization tanks for  
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Response to Comment 8-4 (Continued) 

recycling or off-site disposal.” The comment states that operating features that are anticipated to store, or 
currently store hazardous waste, such as concrete lined impoundments require a Hazardous Waste permit 
in accordance with Chapters 14 and 20 of CCR Title 22. 

Table 3-9, HR-2 Project – Potential Consultation and Permitting Requirement (page 3-45 of the Draft EIR) 
has been revised to specifically identify the potentially required Hazardous Waste Permit in accordance 
with Chapters 14 and 20 of CCR Title 22, Division 4.5 as shown below: 

TABLE 3-9 HR-2 PROJECT - POTENTIAL CONSULTATION AND PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS  

JURISDICTION 
LEVEL TYPE OF PERMIT/APPROVAL AGENCY PURPOSE 

HUDSON RANCH II (HR-2) GEOTHERMAL PROJECT 

State Hazardous Waste Permit  Dept. of Toxic Substance 
Control 

Operating features storing 
hazardous waste. 

 
Response to Comment 8-5 

Closing remark with commenter contact information. Comment noted. No response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 9 
 

Commenter:  Jacob M. Armstrong, Chief 
Caltrans, Development Review Branch 

Date of Letter: August 16, 2012 

This letter was received by the Imperial County Planning and Development Services Department on August 
22, 2012, after the close of the 52-day public comment period on the Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol 
Calipatria Plant II EIR.  However, the County has committed to responding to this comment letter within the 
Final EIR.  

Response to Comment 9-1 

This comment states the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to 
have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Hudson Ranch II 
Geothermal and Simbol Calipatria 2 (SmCP-2) projects (SCH #2010101065).  This comment does not 
specifically address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 9-2 

This comment states that mitigation improvements to the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road need to 
be implemented to address Construction and Near-Term impacts to this intersection. The comment further 
notes that Caltrans in prior consultation with both the County and project representatives advised that 
Caltrans guidance recommends an exclusive left-turn lane be considered at intersections when volumes 
exceed 100 vehicles per hour (vph). During construction and in the Near-Term (2015) traffic analysis 
scenario, left-turn volumes from northbound (NB) SR-111 to westbound (WB) McDonald Road exceed 100 
vph. In addition to traffic volumes, intersection channelization should also be considered on facilities with 
high speeds and the potential for speed differential conflicts resulting from large truck and/or heavy 
vehicles, as is the case at this intersection location. For these reasons, it was requested for both 
operational and safety concerns, and documented in this section of the EIR as part of the scoping issues, 
that a mitigation measure to include an exclusive left-tum lane at this intersection be required as a direct 
project mitigation feature prior to the commencement of construction activity that would distribute truck 
traffic to the SR-111/McDonald Road intersection. This comment was also made by Caltrans as part of our 
letter to the County for the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  

Therefore, the EIR needs to be revised to incorporate this mitigation measure as part of the Final EIR 
mitigation findings.  
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Response to Comment 9-2 (Continued) 

Caltrans’ NOP comment letter is included in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, Table 2-1, Summary of Public 
Scoping Comments.  This table summarizes all comments received during the public scoping period and 
identifies within which section of the Draft EIR the individual comments are addressed.  Caltrans’ 
comments are shown on pp. 2-11, 2-12, and 2-13 of the Draft EIR.  The actual comment letters were 
reproduced in their entirety in Appendix A-3 of the Draft EIR. 

As shown on pp. 2-11, 2-12, and 2-13 of the Draft EIR, along with comments related to improvements to 
the SR-111/McDonald Road intersection, Caltrans’ comments requested clarification on assumptions used 
in the TIS, such as the directional split and the percentage of heavy trucks assumed.  In addition, several 
comments requested minor corrections to TIS figures and or tables labels.   

The Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for the HR-2 and SmCP-2 Project, prepared by the professional traffic 
consulting firm of Fehr & Peers, was included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR and was revised to reflect the 
requested corrections.  In addition, Fehr & Peers prepared a memo responding to each of Caltrans 
Comments.  A copy of this memo is included as Exhibit 1 of these responses.   

The TIS was performed in accordance with the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) guidelines. The 
TIS used State Highway Level of Service (LOS) and performance based upon procedures developed by 
Caltrans District 11, which are derived from the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000).  Because the 
SmCP–2 Project would be dependent on the geothermal brine produced by the HR-2 geothermal flash 
plant, it would not be constructed /could not operate without the HR-2 geothermal flash plant. However, the 
HR-2 Project could operate without SmCP-2. Therefore, the traffic analysis considered (a) construction and 
operation impacts of HR-2 only; and (b) construction and operation impacts of HR-2 + SmCP-2.  

The procedure for calculating freeway levels of service involved estimating a peak hour volume to capacity 
(V/C) ratio. Peak hour volumes were estimated from the application of design hour (K), directional (D) and 
heavy vehicle factors (HVF) to ADT volumes. The resulting V/C was then compared to acceptable ranges 
of V/C values corresponding to the various LOS for each facility classification as shown on Table 4.14-2 of 
the Draft EIR (page 4.14-6). The corresponding LOS represents an approximation of existing or anticipated 
future freeway operating conditions in the peak direction of travel during the peak hour. LOS C or better 
was used in the TIS and the Draft EIR as the threshold for acceptable freeway operations based upon 
Caltrans and County of Imperial requirements  

Unsignalized intersections, including two-way and all-way stop controlled intersections, were analyzed 
using the Chapter 17 methodology of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. The level of service for a 
two-way stop controlled intersection was determined by the computed or measured control delay and was 
defined for each minor movement. Table 4.14-3 of the Draft EIR (page 4-9) summarized the level of service 
criteria for unsignalized intersections. 
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Response to Comment 9-2 (Continued) 

The County and/or Caltrans have established LOS C or better as the acceptable LOS at intersections and 
freeway/highway segments, respectively (County of Imperial, 2008). In general, a location operating at LOS 
C or better under existing/baseline conditions that degrades to LOS D or worse due to project traffic was 
considered a significant direct impact. If a freeway/highway segment would operate at LOS D, E or F under 
existing/baseline conditions, the project would have a significant direct impact if it increases the 
vehicle-to-capacity ratio by more than 0.01 (Fehr and Peers, 2012, p. 7). If an intersection would operate at 
LOS D, E or F under existing/baseline conditions, the project would have a significant direct impact if it 
causes delays to increase by more than 2 seconds (Fehr and Peers, 2012 p. 7). 

For the SR-111/McDonald Road intersection operations during construction, the TIS and the Draft EIR 
found that while the number of peak hour left-term lane volumes from northbound (NB) SR-111 to 
westbound (WB) McDonald Road would exceed 100 vehicles, this intersection was projected to operate at 
LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours when assuming the concurrent construction of both HR-2 
and SmCP-2 (see Table 4.14-17 of the Draft EIR, page 4.14-31). For this reason, the TIS and Draft EIR did 
not identify a significant traffic impact at the intersection during construction; no additional improvements 
were required; and the installation of an exclusive left-turn lane from NB SR-111 to WB McDonald Road 
was not included in the Project Description. 

Similarly, for the SR-111/McDonald Road intersection operations during the Near Term (Year 2015), this 
intersection was projected to operate at LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours when assuming the 
concurrent construction of both HR-2 and SmCP-2 (see Table 4.14-18 of the Draft EIR, page 4.14-32). For 
this reason, the TIS and Draft EIR did not identify a significant traffic impact at the intersection during the 
near term (Year 2015); no additional improvements were required; and the installation of an exclusive left-
turn lane from NB SR-111 to WB McDonald Road was not included in the Project Description. 

Because neither the Draft EIR nor the TIS identified a significant impact to SR-111/McDonald Road 
intersection operations during construction or in the Near Term (2015) scenarios, a mitigation measure to 
install an exclusive left turn lane has not been added to the Final EIR.   

However, the County has conditioned the HR-2 and SmCP-2 projects to install an exclusive left-turn lane at 
the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road from northbound SR-111 to westbound (WB) McDonald Road, 
prior to the commencement of construction activities that would distribute truck traffic to the SR-111/ 
McDonald Road intersection.  The improvement will be designed to meet the Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual (HDM) requirements and will require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. If the improvements cannot 
be completed prior to the commencement of construction activities, a Traffic Management Plan shall be 
prepared and submitted under the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process.   
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Response to Comment 9-2 (Continued) 

Installation of an exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road does not have the 
potential to result in new or more significant environmental impacts than were previously identified in the 
Draft EIR and no new mitigation measures would be required. 

No impacts to aesthetics; agricultural resources; geology, soils, mineral resources; hazardous materials 
and public health; land use; population and housing; public services; recreation; utilities and services; or 
climate change and greenhouse gas would be anticipated.  Therefore these resources are not discussed 
further. 

Potential impacts to air quality, biological resources, cultural and paleontological resources, geology and 
soils, hydrology and water quality, and noise are described below.  However, no new or more significant 
impacts have been identified.    

Air Quality 

Daily air pollutant emissions from the combined construction of HR-2 and SmCP-2 are presented on Table 
4.3-10 of the Draft EIR (page 4.3-26).  As shown on Table 4.3-10, during that period when both projects 
would be under concurrent construction, daily emissions would not exceed the Imperial County Air Pollution 
Control District’s (ICAPCD) construction significance thresholds of 75 pounds (lbs.)/day of ROG or 150 
lbs./day of PM10.  However, NOx emissions would exceed the ICAPCD daily threshold for NOx emissions.  
The Draft EIR found that implementation of MM AQ-2.1 – “NOx Controls During HR-2/SmCP-2 Concurrent 
Construction” (pp. 4.3-34 and 4.3-42 of the Draft EIR) will reduce the estimated NOx emissions from the 
two Projects to less than 100 pounds per day. 

Emissions from the construction of an exclusive left-turn lane at the SR-111/McDonald Road intersection 
would result in temporary increases of NOx and ROG from heavy-duty diesel and gasoline powered 
equipment and PM10 fugitive dust emissions from earthmoving activities. Because disturbance is 
anticipated to be confined within the SR-111 ROW, and because of the short-term nature of construction 
activities for the intersection improvement, emissions substantially greater than those identified in the Draft 
EIR are not anticipated.  Implementation of MM AQ-2.1 would ensure that NOx emissions would not 
exceed ICAPCD standards. Therefore, installation of an exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-
111/McDonald Road does not have the potential to result in new or more significant air quality impacts than 
were previously identified in the Draft EIR and no new mitigation measures would be required. 

Biological and Natural Resources 

As noted on page 4.4-2 of the Draft EIR, a Biological Resources Technical Report (dated October 2011), 
which included general biological surveys, a focused western burrowing owl survey, and a preliminary 
jurisdictional delineation for waters of the U.S. was prepared for the area within the road right-of-way along 
McDonald Road, between Highway 111 and English Road, in the fall of 2011.  The survey area also   
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Response to Comment 9-2 (Continued) 

included the possible turn lane areas along Highway 111, north and south of McDonald Road. This 
Biological Resources Technical Report was included as Appendix D-3 of the Draft EIR. No special status 
species other than burrowing owls were documented within the survey area. 

The results of the burrowing owl survey are presented in tabular form on Table 4.4-2 of the Draft EIR (page 
4.4-10) and are presented graphically on Figure 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR (page 4.4-15).  As shown on Figure 
4.4-3, two burrowing owls and one active burrow were found within the survey boundaries along SR-111. 

The Draft EIR identified the potential loss of individuals or essential habitat for the western burrowing owl 
and the American badger, both of which are California species of special concern. These impacts were 
considered potentially significant and the following mitigation measures were identified to avoid or mitigate 
to below a level of significance impacts to western burrowing owls, their burrows, and the burrows of the 
American Badger. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would avoid Western burrowing 
owls, American badgers, and their burrows or mitigate impacts to below significance: 

 MM BIO-1.1-1  Avoidance of Occupied Burrows, pp. 4.4-25 and 4.4-33 of the Draft EIR; 

 MM BIO 1.1-2 Passive Relocation Techniques, pp. 4.4-26 and 4.4-33 of the Draft EIR; 

 MM BIO 1.1-3 Preparation of a Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan, pp. 4.4-26 and 4.4-33 of the Draft 
EIR; 

 MM BIO 1.1-4 Activities During Nesting Season, pp. 4.4-26 and 4.4-34 of the Draft EIR; 

 MM BIO 1.1-5 Passive Relocation Techniques, pp. 4.4-26 and 4.4-334 of the Draft EIR; 

 MM BIO 1.1-6 Worker Training, pp. 4.4-27 and 4.4-35 of the Draft EIR; 

 MM BIO 1.1-7  Mitigation Plan for Burrows, pp. 4.4-28 and 4.4-36 of the Draft EIR; 

 MM BIO 1.2-1  Avoidance of American Badger Burrows, pp. 4.4-29 and 4.4-37 of the Draft EIR 

No loss of individuals or essential habitat for the desert pupfish, a federally listed and state-listed 
endangered species, or a substantial loss of foraging habitat for the merlin, a California species of special 
concern was identified. 

Therefore, installation of an exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road does not 
have the potential to result in new or more significant biological resource impacts than were previously 
identified in the Draft EIR and no new mitigation measures would be required. 
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Impacts to cultural resources typically happen during the construction phase as this is when most of the 
ground disturbance occurs. Installation of the left-turn lane at SR-111/McDonald Road is anticipated to 
occur within the existing ROW of SR-111, an area that is previously disturbed.  Nonetheless, during 
construction, impacts on previously unrecorded historic resources could occur. If these resources meet the 
eligibility criteria of the California Register of Historic Places, the impact would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource. This would be a potentially significant 
impact to cultural resources. Although unlikely, construction-related ground disturbing activities could 
uncover previously unknown prehistoric and/or historic resources. Implementation of the following 
mitigation measures would avoid damaging previously unrecorded historical resources through professional 
monitoring and avoidance, preservation or data recovery and, therefore, would reduce impacts on cultural 
resources to less than significant: 

 MM CUL-1.1  Cultural Resources Construction Monitor, pp. 4.5-14 and 4.5-21 of the Draft EIR; 

 MM CUL-1.2  Evaluate Significance of Unanticipated Discoveries, pp. 4.5-15 and 4.5-22 of the 
Draft EIR;  

 MM CUL 1-3  Native American Construction Monitor, pp. 4.5-15 and 4.5-22 of the Draft EIR; 
and,  

 MM CUL-1.4  Unanticipated Discoveries Historic Treatment Plan, pp. 4.5-16 and 4.5-23. 

In addition, as noted on page 4.5-17 of the Draft EIR, Lake Cahuilla sediments underlie the entire project 
area and are known to contain proven and significant paleontological resources.  There is a potential that 
such resources could be negatively impacted during construction.  Implementation of MM CUL-3.1, as 
presented on page 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR, would reduce potential impacts to a level that is less than 
significant by ensuring proper assessment, document, recovery and curation of unique fossils. Thus, 
installation of an exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road does not have the 
potential to result in new or more significant cultural or paleontological resource impacts than were 
previously identified in the Draft EIR and no new mitigation measures would be required. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Installation of a left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road could affect surface water 
quality by increased sediment loading associated with land disturbance and erosion during construction. 
Because the intersection improvement is not expected to disturb more than one-acre of land, coverage 
under Caltrans General Construction General Permit (Caltrans 2011) and preparation of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan would not be required. Instead a Water Pollution Control Program (WPCP) will be  
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required as part of the Caltrans encroachment permit process and BMPs would be incorporated into the 
final project design potential.  This would ensure that potential water quality impacts (including erosion) 
during construction would be minimized, and that no water quality standards would be violated.  Therefore, 
installation of an exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road does not have the 
potential to result in new or more significant water quality impacts than were previously identified in the 
Draft EIR and no new mitigation measures would be required. 

Noise 

The sensitive residential receptor closest to the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road is a residence 
located west of the intersection of SR-111/Sinclair Road, approximately 0.5 miles to the south.  
Construction activities for the intersection improvement could result in short-term increases in construction 
noise.  As described on page 4.10-17 of the Draft EIR, noise levels associated with individual pieces of 
construction equipment can generally range between 70 and 90 dBA (FTA 2006).  However, construction 
noise levels would attenuate to levels below the County’s 75 dBA Leq construction noise threshold with 
increasing distance to the nearest sensitive receptor due to geometric spreading of sound energy.   

In addition, implementation of MM NOI-1.1 (pp. 4.10-19 and 4.10-25) would restrict construction activities to 
daytime hours, in compliance with the County of Imperial Construction Noise Standards. Therefore, 
installation of an exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road does not have the 
potential to result in new or more significant construction noise impacts than were previously identified in 
the Draft EIR and no new mitigation measures would be required. 

Response to Comment 9-3 

This comment indicates that based on the project schedule, an interim Traffic Management Plan (TMP) 
approved under a Caltrans Encroachment Permit could be considered until the intersection improvements 
to include an exclusive left-turn lane are completed. 

As described in Response to Comment 9-2 above, the County has conditioned the HR-2 and SmCP-2 
projects to install an exclusive left-turn lane at the intersection of SR-111/McDonald Road from northbound 
SR-111 to westbound (WB) McDonald Road, prior to the commencement of construction activities that 
would distribute truck traffic to the SR-111/ McDonald Road intersection.  The improvement will be 
designed to meet the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) requirements. If the improvements cannot 
be completed prior to the commencement of construction activities, a Traffic Management Plan shall be 
prepared and submitted under the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process.   
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Response to Comment 9-4 

The comment notes that a plan set, showing the left-turn lane was provided to them for review and a copy 
of those plans was included as an attachment to their comment letter.  The comment questions why the 
description of the improvements is not included in the EIR and requests that their comments on the plan be 
reflected in the revised Final EIR mitigation description.  The comment further indicates that the design 
plans previously reviewed do not meet the Caltrans Highway Design Manual required. 

Comment noted.  See Response to Comment 9-2 and Exhibit 1 of these responses. 

Response to Comment 9-5 

This comment correctly notes that the traffic analysis in the EIR identified an impact at the 
SR-111/McDonald Road for the peak hour intersection level of service results for the Future Year scenario 
and that a traffic signal was identified as a cumulative mitigation measure for the project and a fair-share 
contribution was identified (See MM TR-1.1).  The comment further notes that at the time the signal is 
installed it must clearly demonstrate that it meets signal warrants prior to Caltrans approving its 
construction or allowing the signal to operate.   

Comment noted.  Because MM TR-1.1 requires the project applicants to contribute to Caltrans their fair-
share cost of the future signalization of the intersections of SR-111/McDonald Road and SR-111/Sinclair 
Road, the preparation of future signal warrants or other engineering studies to confirm that installation of 
the signal is “justified”, will not be the responsibility of the Hudson Ranch Power II, LLC or Simbol, Inc.  

Response to Comment 9-6 

This comment requests an explanation of how the 55/45 directional split identified in the TIS was 
determined. Caltrans traffic volume data indicates a greater directional split between the ranges of 85/15 
and 70/30. 

The 55/45 directional split along SR‐111 utilized in the Traffic Impact Study was based upon the peak hour 
directional splits observed during daily roadway counts conducted in January 2011.  The traffic counts were 
performed by National Data & Surveying Services, a professional, independent traffic counting firm. The 24 
hour roadway segment count worksheets on which the split is based are included as Appendix A of the 
Traffic Impact Study (TIS), which is included as Appendix L of the Draft EIR. 

  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-67 Final EIR 

Response to Comment 9-7 

This comment states that a Traffic Control Plan may be required by the developer for approval by the lead 
agency and Caltrans prior to construction. The plans shall be prepared in accordance with Caltrans's 
.Manual of Traffic Controls/or Construction and Maintenance Work Zones. All work proposed within the 
State Right of Way (R/W) requires lane and shoulder closure charts. All roadway features (e.g., signs, 
pavement delineation, roadway surface, etc.) within the State R/W must be protected, maintained in a 
temporary condition, and/or restored.  

Comment noted.  See Response to Comment 9-2 above. 

Response to Comment 9-8 

This comment notes that any work performed within Caltrans R/W will require discretionary review and 
approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any work within the Caltrans' R/W 
prior to construction. It describes Caltrans’ policies for Highway Improvement Projects costing $1 million or 
less to follow the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process. Highway Improvement Projects costing greater 
than $1 million but less than $3 million would follow a streamlined project development process, similar to 
the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process. 

The comment further states that in order to determine the appropriate permit processing of projects funded 
by others, it is recommended the concept and project approval for work to be done on the State Highway 
System be evaluated through the completion of a Permit Engineering Evaluation Report (PEER). After 
approval of the PEER and necessary application and supporting documentation an encroachment permit 
can be issued. 

Comment noted.  This comment presents Caltrans procedures for processing highway improvement 
projects.  It does not address the adequacy of the EIR and no further comment is required. 

Response to Comment 9-9 

This comment notes that Highway Improvement Projects greater than $3 million, or considered complex 
projects, would be required to adhere to the full Project Development Process (e.g. Project Initiation 
Documents, Project Study Reports and Cooperative Agreements). A Caltrans District responsible unit will 
be notified and a project manager will be assigned to coordinate the project approval. 

Comment noted.  This comment presents Caltrans procedures for processing highway improvement 
projects.  It does not address the adequacy of the EIR and no further comment is required. 
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This comment notes that in order to expedite the process for projects sponsored by a local agency or 
private developer, Caltrans recommends a PEER be prepared and included in the Lead Agency's California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document. This will help expedite the Caltrans Encroachment Permit 
Review process. The PEER document forms and procedures can be found in the Caltrans Project 
Development Procedures Manual (PDPM). 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/pdpm/pdpmn.htm  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/permits/pdf/forms/PEER (TR -0112).pdf 

Comment noted.  A PEER is not included in the Final EIR for the Hudson Ranch II Geothermal Plant and 
Simbol Calipatria Plant II Projects.  Instead, the PEER will be prepared and submitted to Caltrans in 
accordance with Caltrans’ Project Development Procedure Manual and the Encroachment Permit Manual, 
as part of the Caltrans encroachment permit process. 

Response to Comment 9-11 

This comment describes Caltrans encroachment permit process and notes that the applicant must provide 
an approved final environmental document including the CEQA determination addressing any 
environmental impacts within the Caltrans' R/W, and any corresponding technical studies. If these materials 
are not included with the encroachment permit application, the applicant will be required to acquire and 
provide these to Caltrans before the permit application will be accepted. The comment further states that 
identification of avoidance and/or mitigation measures will be a condition of the encroachment permit 
approval as well as procurement of any necessary regulatory and resource agency permits. Encroachment 
permit submittals that are incomplete can result in significant delays in permit approval. 

Comment noted.  This comment presents Caltrans procedures for encroachment permits.  It does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR and no further comment is required. 

Response to Comment 9-12 

This comment notes that improvement plans for construction within State Highway R/W must include the 
appropriate engineering information consistent with the state code and signed and stamped by a 
professional Engineer registered in the State of California. Caltrans Permit Manual contains a listing of 
typical information required for project plans. All design and consumption must be in conformance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

Comment noted.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and no further comment is 
required. 
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Response to Comment 9-13 

Closing remark with commenter contact information. Comment noted. No response is required.  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-70 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-71 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-72 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-73 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-74 Final EIR 

  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-75 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-76 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-77 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-78 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-79 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-80 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-81 Final EIR 

 
  



III. Comments and Responses to Comments 

County of Imperial   August 2012 
Hudson Ranch Power II and Simbol Calipatria II III-82 Final EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 10 
 

Commenter:  Scott Morgan, Director,  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  

Date of Letter: August 20, 2012 

Response to Comment 10-1 

This comment notes that the State Clearinghouse (Clearinghouse) submitted the Draft EIR for the Hudson 
Ranch Power II Geothermal Plant/ Simbol Calipatria II Plant Project (SCH#: 2010101065) to selected state 
agencies for review.  The comment includes a Document Details report on which the Clearinghouse has 
listed the state agencies that reviewed the Draft EIR.  The comment identifies that the review period closed 
on August 17, 2012 and includes copies of the comment letters from the responding agencies, including the 
California Department of Transportation (Attachment 1); and the Department of Toxic Substance Control, 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program (Attachment 2). 

The comment letter from California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is included in this Final EIR as 
Comment Letter 9.  Please see Responses to Comments 9-1 through 9-13 for responses to Caltrans’ 
specific comments.  The comment letter from the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program is included in this Final EIR as Comment Letter 5. 
Please see Responses to Comments 5-1 through 5-4 for responses to DTSC’s specific comments. 

Response to Comment 10-2 

This comment presents Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code, which addresses 
responsible agencies providing comments on projects. The comment states that responsible or other public 
agencies shall only make substantive comments regarding those project activities which are within an area 
of expertise of the agency or which are to be required to be carried out or approved by the agency.  The 
comment further states that the Clearinghouse has forwarded the agency comments for use in preparing 
the final environmental document and recommends the County of Imperial Planning and Development 
Services Department contain the commenting agencies directly should more information or clarification be 
required on the comments. 

As noted in Response to Comment 10-1, comments Caltrans and DTSC are included in this Final EIR as 
Comment Letter 9 and Comment Letter 5, respectively.  Please see Responses to Comments 9-1 through 
9-13 and Responses to Comments 5-1 through 5-4. 
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Response to Comment 10-3 

This comment notes that this letter acknowledges the County of Imperial Department of Planning and 
Development Services Department has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and provides 
commenters contact information. Comment noted. No response is required. 
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