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Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4.  Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 S-1

Responses to Comments from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research—State
Clearinghouse—Terry Roberts

S1-1. The comment letter acknowledges that the CPUC has complied with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements for draft environmental documents, in accordance with CEQA. 
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Responses to Comments from California Department of Conservation—Division of Oil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources—Jason Marshall (10/4/99)

S2-1. The comment notes an incorrect reference to the location within the environmental impact
report of the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources’ responsibilities related to the
proposed project. This information is contained in Section 2.3.2, “State Requirements”, of
the draft EIR.

S2-2. The comment relates to the use of the term “gasoline”.  Gasoline is usually used to describe
a refined petroleum product, but it can also be used to describe hydrocarbons containing a
range of carbon atoms (gasoline usually contains hydrocarbons with 4 to 10 carbon atoms).
In the text of the draft EIR, the term “gasoline” refers to naturally occurring oil, composed
of hydrocarbons in the gasoline range.  To avoid confusion, the CPUC has modified the
sentence on page 2-31 of the draft EIR (See Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this
final EIR).
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Responses to Comments from California Department of Conservation—Division of Oil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources—Jason Marshall (10/29/99)

S3-1. This comment concerns Mitigation Measure 3.10-2, the schedule for well construction.
Specifically, the commenter is concerned that the proposed suspension of well drilling
activities during nights and weekends to minimize noise effects on adjacent residences could
result in safety impacts at the wells.  In response, the CPUC has revised Mitigation Measure
3.10-2 to provide for necessary continuous activities associated with safe well drilling and
to reduce the associated noise to a less-than-significant level.  The text of revised Mitigation
Measure 3.10-2 is presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”.
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Responses to Comments from California Department of Fish and Game—Larry L. Eng

S4-1. Comment noted.  Although giant garter snakes occur generally within the region, they are
primarily located in areas of persistent water and aquatic vegetation and not in vineyard and
row crop areas.  The commenter is correct that the snakes have been identified within 5 miles
of the project; however, the CPUC reviewed DFG’s Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB)
for records of giant garter snakes in the area surrounding the project, and no records are
known from the immediate project area.  The Applicant has proposed, and will be required
to implement, mitigation measures that are adequate to protect the giant garter snake, (see
Section 2.4.13 of the draft EIR).

S4-2. The CPUC has revised Mitigation Measure 3.7-6 to further address potential impact on
sandhill cranes.  See Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, for the revised mitigation
measure.
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Responses to Comments from Department of Transportation—William J. Costa

S5-1. As shown on Figure ES-3 of the draft EIR, the proposed project and alternative alignments
would cross Interstate 5, Highway 99, and State Route 12.  As identified in Table 2-2
(follows page 2-62 of the draft EIR), the Applicant would be required to obtain an
encroachment permit from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to
construct within the Caltrans’ right-of-way.  The CPUC determined during the preparation
of the draft EIR that specific permit requirements regarding the design of the road crossing
would not materially affect the environmental impacts of the project and therefore are not
evaluated in the EIR.  The Applicant is, however, required to meet those requirements. 

S5-2. The commenter states that a Traffic Management Plan should be prepared for the project and
submitted to Caltrans for review to minimize traffic impacts on adjacent state and federal
highways.  Additionally, the commenter recommends limiting truck trips during the morning
and afternoon peak traffic periods to avoid exacerbating traffic conditions.  As discussed in
Chapter 3.6, “Transportation and Circulation”, during project construction the combined
traffic volume of construction employees and delivery and haul truck trips would require
170-200 vehicle trips per day.  This traffic would have a negligible effect on traffic volumes
on Highway 99 and other state and federal roadways in the area; however, construction-
related traffic would represent a large increase on local roadways in the project area during
peak commute hours.  For this reason, Mitigation Measure 3.6-1, which requires the
Applicant to develop and implement a traffic control plan, requires that the plan be
developed in coordination with Sacramento and San Joaquin County Department of Public
Works.  Because construction-related traffic would have a minimal effect on the traffic
volumes of adjacent state and federal highways, no coordination with Caltrans is
recommended.  Additionally, as described in Section 2.4.13, “Mitigation Measures Proposed
By The Applicant”, the Applicant has also committed to several measures to specifically
minimize peak-hour traffic and congestion.

S5-3. The proposed project and project alternatives include bore and jack installation of the
pipeline underneath Highway 99, Interstate 5 and Highway 12; no other construction
activities are proposed within Caltrans rights-of-way.  Conditions required by Caltrans for
boring and jacking will be enforced by that agency during its permit review process.

S5-4. Conditions required by Caltrans for transmission pipeline casing will be enforced by that
agency during its permit review process.

S5-5. As described on page 2-27 of the draft EIR, surplus materials and construction debris will
be disposed of properly.   The draft EIR does not evaluate existing hazardous material sites
that may occur along the potential pipeline alignments.  Because a route has not been
finalized or the project approved by the CPUC in concept, these detailed analyses have not
yet been completed.  The Applicant will complete these analyses as part of final project
design.  The presence of hazardous materials would not materially affect the environmental
impacts of the project, but would rather increase the Applicant’s construction costs. 
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S5-6. Because it is assumed that the Applicant would comply with federal and state hazardous
materials laws and occupational health and safety laws, it is anticipated that there would be
no worker safety issues related to hazardous materials encountered along the pipeline route.

S5-7. See response to comment S5-3.

S5-8. See response to comment S5-4.

S5-9. Comment noted.

S5-10. The proposed project and project alternatives include bore and jack installation of the
pipeline underneath Highway 99, Interstate 5 and Highway 12.  The Applicant will keep
Caltrans informed of all construction activities, and any associated delays in the vicinity of
Caltrans rights-of-way.  Additionally, upon completion of the project the Applicant will
provide Caltrans with the location of all new pipeline adjacent to and beneath Caltrans rights-
of-way.

S5-11. The Applicant will provide Caltrans with the precise location of pipeline crossing
installations in relation to state highways rights-of-way on “As-Built” plans.
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Responses to Comments from California State Lands Commission—Mary Griggs

S6-1. Pages 2-14 and 3.4-21 of the draft EIR describe the oversight role of the California State
Lands Commission (CSLC) in constructing projects on state lands.  The CPUC assumes that
geotechnical studies, prepared by a California licensed geotechnical engineer for the
Applicant, are a necessary part of the pipeline engineering plans. 

S6-2. Pages 2-14 and 3.4-21 of the draft EIR describe the oversight role of the CSLC in
constructing projects on state lands.

S6-3. Pipelines located under waterways are typically abandoned in place because removal may
cause substantial adverse environmental effects.  Thank you for the additional clarification
regarding the need to submit abandonment plans to the CSLC for approval.  Because the
pipeline is proposed for the transmission of dry gas, no residual hydrocarbons would be
expected to remain in the pipeline after it is evacuated prior to capping and filling with
concrete.

S6-4. The comment concerns the California State Lands Commission’s discretionary authority over
state-owned lands.   Section 2.3.2, “State Requirements” of the draft EIR, accurately
identifies the California State Lands Commission as having discretionary leasing authority
over the installation of the proposed pipeline in all tidelands, submerged lands, and beds of
navigable waterways which are under the jurisdiction of the California State Lands
Commission.

S6-5. The commenter notes that the California State Lands Commission will monitor all
directional drilling activities which are proposed to occur under state-owned land.  This
monitoring is in addition to the monitoring of construction activities by other agencies as
described in Section 2.3 “Design and Operation Requirements”, and by the CPUC as
identified in mitigation measures in the draft EIR.

S6-6. Description of site restoration activities are described on pages 2-27 and 2-37 of the draft
EIR.

S6-7. Page 3.4-18 of the draft EIR describes the hydrostatic testing procedures to protect aquatic
resources.  Specific locations have not yet been selected because it is not known if the
proposed project or a project alternative will be approved by the CPUC.  Once an alignment
has been approved, the Applicant will coordinate with responsible agencies to select intake
and discharge sites. 
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Responses to Comments from Delta Protection Commission—Margit Aramburu

S7-1. The CPUC believes that the information contained on pages 2-4 and 2-5 of the draft EIR
provides adequate information under CEQA regarding the project objectives and the
Sherman Island storage site.  The Sherman Island site is not readily available to the project
proponent and while use of this site would eliminate some impacts associated with the
proposed project and project alternatives (primarily those related to pipeline construction),
it would also result in an increase in the severity of other environmental impacts such as air
quality and the permanent loss of important agricultural soils.  Therefore, this alternative was
eliminated from detailed consideration.

S7-2. The state CEQA guidelines (Section 15126.6) permit a lead agency to eliminate from
detailed consideration project alternatives that do not meet the basic project objectives.  After
selecting the Lodi gas field as the preferred storage facility, only the interconnects at the
PG&E Lines 196 and 401 met the basic project objectives (capacity, metering facilities, and
operating pressure) as described in Section 2.2.3, “Alternative Interconnect Sites”, of the
draft EIR.  Therefore the draft EIR does not identify or discuss alternative interconnect sites.

 
S7-3. Comment noted.  The impacts of the proposed project on agriculture within the Delta region

are identified in Section 3.1, “Land Use, Planning, and Agricultural Resources” of the draft
EIR.

S7-4. The comment concerns varying the pipeline alignment proposed as part of the Public Right-
of-Way Alternative.  Such a variation was considered in developing the Public Right-of Way
Route Alternative.  This variation was discarded, however, because of difficulties in routing
the pipeline along Highway 12 immediately west of Interstate 5.  There are large drainage
ditches immediately adjacent to this portion of Highway 12; therefore the pipeline would
need to be routed into adjacent agricultural fields.  There also are substantial vineyards in this
area and one of the key objectives of this alternative was to avoid impacts to vineyards.  At
Terminous, the river crossing is extremely wide and wetlands are present on the north side
of Highway 12.  Therefore, this option was discarded.

S7-5. As described on page 2-9 of the draft EIR, the use of existing PG&E easements is not
feasible because the easement agreements do not allow multiple pipelines or assignment of
the easement to a third party.   The CPUC believes that establishing a new easement parallel
to the existing easement is consistent with the Delta Protection Commission’s goal of
consolidating utilities in corridors.  Section 2.5.2 of the draft EIR provides a narrative
description where the alternative alignment would parallel existing PG&E natural gas
pipelines.  The specific location of the existing PG&E natural gas pipelines within their
respective easements has no material effect on the environmental impacts of the Existing
Pipeline Corridor Alternative.
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S7-6. This comment accurately describes the Composite Route Alternative.  It is unclear what
additional information is being requested in this comment.  The primary goal of this
alternative was to follow existing pipeline alignments to the extent possible and to follow
road rights-of-way in other areas.  

S7-7. As described on page 3.3-10 of the draft EIR, it is probably not feasible to bury the pipeline
at a depth that would eliminate the need for future actions in areas of peat soils with high
subsidence rates during the useful life of the project.  Detailed soil engineering studies have
not been completed because a final alignment has not been selected and the project has not
been approved by the CPUC. 

Because ground subsidence in the project area is a result of the oxidation of overlying soil
materials there would be no adverse effect on the pipeline.  As described on page 3.3-11 of
the draft EIR, a one-year period to schedule replacement or reburial of the pipeline is allowed
primarily to reduce impacts to agricultural activities.  Because remediation would be required
when monitoring shows that the pipeline has become shallower than 3.5 feet, at no time
would the pipeline be shallower than the Department of Transportation, Office of Pipeline
Safety’s regulation requirements, even with current rates of subsidence in the Delta.  This
program would not affect the pipeline integrity.

More detailed information about peat soils and subsidence in the Delta has been provided in
Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of the final EIR, under “Subsidence”.  This
information does not affect the significance determination made regarding this impact.


