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Responses to Comments from Cosumnes River Preserve— Rick Cooper

O1-1. The draft EIR considered impacts on habitat resulting from implementation of the proposed
project and alternatives.  Staten Island contains several thousand acres of farmland and other
lands.  Project construction would affect no more than about 20 acres over a relatively short
period of time.  Given the large amount of habitat on Staten Island, the large amount of
similar habitat throughout the Delta, and the very temporary nature of the disturbance, the
impact of project construction on agricultural habitat is considered less than significant.

O1-2. Given the current schedule, if approved by the CPUC, project construction would not occur
until after March 2000.  There is no evidence that agricultural habitat, which makes up most
of the 700,000-acre Delta area, is a limiting factor for waterfowl populations.  In addition,
as described above, areas affected on Brack Tract and Staten Island  would be relatively
small and such impacts would be temporary.  No significant impacts are anticipated.

O1-3. Construction impacts would be temporary and would not be expected to significantly alter
farming or wildlife habitat operations.  Maintenance activities would also not be expected
to result in any impacts; maintenance activities consist largely of monitoring the right-of-way
to identify any potential issues.  If maintenance were required, it would likely be site-specific
and temporary and not result in any significant impacts.

O1-4. It is not possible to quantitatively assess the potential for levee failure or weakening.  Several
state and local agencies have significant jurisdictional authority over such drilling activities
and the Applicant will be required by state law to comply with appropriate engineering and
construction practices.

O1-5. Comment noted.  The Public Right-of-Way Route Alternative is fully considered in the draft
EIR.
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Responses to Comments from Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer LLP— Ann L. Trowbridge

O2-1. The comment amplifies the discussion of the natural gas storage industry and the
development of independent gas storage facilities presented in the Executive Summary and
Section 1, “Introduction” of the draft EIR. Because the comment concurs with the
information presented in the draft EIR, no change to the draft EIR is required.

O2-2. The comment clarifies the amount and fate of natural gas remaining in the reservoirs,
following abandonment of gas production activities after 1972; the same reservoirs
proposed by LGS to be used as gas storage reservoirs.  The comment notes that an estimated
3.4 billion cubic feet of gas remain in each reservoir and that this gas will remain in the
formation because it cannot be produced economically.  Additionally, and as described in
Section 2.4.8, “System Operations”, the comment amplifies the discussion of base gas in
the operation of the storage reservoir.  Because the comment concurs with the information
contained in the draft EIR, no change to the draft EIR is required.

O2-3. Comment noted.  Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of the final EIR contains
additional information about airport planning issues.  The CPUC concurs that the procedural
requirements set forth in the State Aeronautics Act (Cal. Pub. Util. Code Section 21670 et
seq.) will likely apply to any Airport Land Use Commission review.  This review is the
purview of another agency and the CPUC assumes that this agency will appropriately carry
out its review requirements.

O2-4. The text of Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 has been revised to address the comment.  See
Chapter  3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”.

O2-5. The text of Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 has been revised to address the comment.  See
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”.

O2-6. The text of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 has been revised to address the comment.  See
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”.

O2-7. The text of Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 has been revised to address the comment.  See
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”.

O2-8. The comment concerns Mitigation Measure 3.12-1, “Develop and implement landscaping
and site design plan”.  Specifically, the commenter contends that given the Applicant’s
intent to plant large-size trees, the requirement to consider planting landscaping prior to the
construction of project facilities may delay construction if the trees are unavailable at the
time of construction.  The intent of the mitigation measure is to ensure the rapid
establishment of a mature landscape buffer around project facilities such that both
construction and operation of facilities are screened from adjacent viewsheds.  To this end,
the early planting (i.e., prior to construction) should be considered in developing an
effective landscape buffer.  Through early planning and coordination with local nurseries,
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the necessary landscaping can be arranged for without delaying the schedule for
construction of project facilities.  Because this mitigation is feasible through early planning
and coordination, no change to the draft EIR is recommended.

O2-9. The comment concerns the schedule for CPUC review of the project.  As discussed in the
draft EIR, Section 1.5, “EIR Process”, and Section 1.6, “CPUC Application Process”, the
CPUC typically certifies the final EIR on a project prior to issuing a decision on the project;
however, as correctly noted by the commenter,  CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090)
provides for certification of the EIR and approval of the project by the lead agency, in that
order, at a single meeting.

O2-10. The comment concerns Figure 2-13, "Alternate Compressor Facility Site Plan” of this draft
EIR.  The figure depicts the compressor building with two engine driven compressor units
and identifies two additional units to be installed on the site in the future.  The commenter
notes that the use of the term “future expansion” in relationship to the two additional
compressor units may cause confusion regarding the scope of the project being analyzed.
Although the alternate compressor site would be developed in two phases, the draft EIR
analyzes the potential impacts of the compressor facility based on full build-out, which
includes the construction and operation of four compressor units with a combined rating of
18,500 horsepower.  There is no future construction planned for the compressor facility that
is not analyzed in the draft EIR.

O2-11. The commenter notes that Table 2-2, “Potentially Applicable Project Permits and Other
Approvals”, which contains a listing of the potentially applicable permits, reviews, and
approvals for the project was inadvertently omitted from the draft EIR.  This table is
presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR” of the final EIR.

O2-12. CEQA (Guidelines Section 15154[a]) requires that the lead agency use the Airport Land
Use Handbook published by Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics, during preparation of the
EIR relative to potential airport-related safety hazards and noise problems.  As this
handbook was used to evaluate potential airport-related safety issues, it should have been
cited in Section 3.9, “Public Health and Safety”; the revised text is presented in Chapter 3,
“Revisions to the Draft EIR”.

O2-13. This comment concerns Impact 3.3-4, “Potential Destruction of Unique Paleontological
Resources”.  Although the analysis indicates that the potential to unearth paleontological
resources during project construction activities is significant, the analysis concludes that
because the project includes the development and implementation of a paleontological
resources discovery and management plan as part of construction monitoring, no further
mitigation is required.  The commenter correctly notes that the EIR does not identify the
significance of this impact with the inclusion of the paleontological resources discovery and
management plan.  The inclusion of this program into the proposed project reduces this
impact to a less-than-significant level.  Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final
EIR, presents the revised text of Impact 3.3-4.
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O2-14. The text of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 has been changed to reflect the impact discussion on
page 3.4-23 of the draft EIR.  The revised text for this mitigation measure is presented in
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR.

The commenter’s letter also provides additional information requested during or relevant
to the public meetings and public participation hearings on the project.  This information
was used by the CPUC in responding to comments on the draft EIR.


