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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 L-1

Responses to Comments from County of San Joaquin, Department of Public Works—Paul
Takhar

L1-1. The commenter is correct in noting that the reference to obtaining an encroachment permit
from the San Joaquin County Department of Public Works was inadvertently omitted from
Section 2.6.3, “Local Permits and Entitlements” of the draft EIR.  The permit requirements
and other federal, state, and local permits and approvals applicable to the project are
summarized in Table 2.2, “Potentially Applicable Project Permits and Other Approvals”.
This table was inadvertently omitted from the draft EIR and is reprinted in Section 3.
“Revisions to the Draft EIR”. 

L1-2. As discussed in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, under “Land Use, Planning, and
Agricultural Resources”, Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 has been revised.  As revised, this
mitigation measure requires that the pipeline be buried a minimum of 4 feet below the
ground surface and at least 2 feet below the bottom of existing irrigation and drainage ditches
along the pipeline route.

Page 3.11-4 of the draft EIR describes potential conflicts with public service providers.  As
noted in this discussion, LGS will coordinate closely with county public works departments
and other utility providers during the final project design to minimize potential utility
conflicts.  Additionally, the DOT design specifications (49 CFR 192) provide minimum
separation from other utilities. 

L1-3. Comment noted.  The attached Waste Plan Format is San Joaquin County’s implementation
methodology pursuant to the Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act
of 1985 (commonly called the Business Plan Act), which is discussed on page 3.9-6 of the
draft EIR.  
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Responses to Comments from North San Joaquin Water Conservation District— Edward
Steffani

L2-1. The potential for well drilling to result in cross-contamination between potable water
aquifers and the underlying saline and non-potable aquifers is addressed in the discussion of
Impact 3.4-3 in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, in this final EIR.  The division of
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources is responsible for regulating well drilling and
abandonment and would enforce its regulations relating to the project.  The CPUC believes
that developing or abandoning wells in compliance with the division’s rules and regulations
reduces this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

L2-2. An inventory of all wells in the project area would not provide useful information that could
be used to determine project impacts.   The purpose of the EIR is to examine the effects of
the proposed project, not potential effects of previous projects.  Impact 3.4-3 on page 3.4-19
of the draft EIR identifies that there is potential for cross contamination of aquifers.  The
CPUC believes that developing or abandoning wells in compliance with the Department of
Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources rules and regulations
reduces this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.
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Responses to Comments from Reclamation District #2033—Eric Merlo

L3-1. As described on page 2-15 of the draft EIR, local reclamation districts would be asked to
endorse the project’s engineering designs.  The districts may request additional supporting
information if required to evaluate the project and may impose additional engineering
requirements on the project.  The district’s assessment policy is not an environmental issue
requiring discussion in the EIR.  The Applicant is planning to directionally drill under the
levee system to reduce potential impacts on the levee. 
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Responses to Comments from San Joaquin County Community Development
Department—Kerry Sullivan

L4-1. The CPUC has reviewed the local permit requirements in response to the comment, and
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR, contains a revised description of
the San Joaquin County Development Title requirements.
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Responses to Comments from Woodbridge Rural Fire Protection District—Michael W. Kirkle

L5-1. The comment concerns creating a financial burden to the taxpayers of the fire district in
regards to the specialized equipment and training needs associated with the proposed project.
As noted in Section 3.9, “Public Health and Safety”, of the draft EIR, the Applicant has
committed to providing training and specialty equipment to local fire districts to effectively
fight fires at LGS facilities.  Additionally, several programs have been incorporated into the
proposed project and project alternatives and required in Mitigation Measure 3.9-1, including
an operations and maintenance plan, a damage prevention program, a hazardous materials
release response plan, and a stormwater pollution prevention plan, and a peat fire prevention
plan.  These programs are required by law and require the approval of several responsible
agencies, including the State Water Resources Control Board, the U.S. Department of
Transportation Office of Pipeline Safety, and the State Fire Marshall.  The CPUC will
require the Applicant to closely coordinate with all local fire protection agencies during
project construction.  An additional mitigation measure has also been added to the project.
See Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR for additional information.

L5-2. On occasion, the project facilities will be “blowndown” to allow maintenance activities.  The
gas will be flared (burnt) to control odor, as described in greater detail in Chapter 2,
“Clarification of Major Issues”.  The Applicant has committed to provide training to local
fire departments.  It is assumed that this training would include a description of normal
operating procedures so that false alarms would be minimized.  As noted in the comment
letter, if the project is approved the Applicant would establish a working relationship with
the fire district.  It would be reasonable to assume that as part of this relationship, the district
would be notified of activities that may appear to require emergency response   to further
minimize responses to false alarms.  In addition, the Applicant has designed the flare tips in
an excavated area on the compressor facility site, surrounded by a berm, to provide noise and
visual attenuation.  The site will also be densely landscaped around its perimeter.  These
measures will reduce the potential for false alarms.

 


