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Responses to Comments from Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Ritchie & Day, LLP— Michael B.
Day

O3-1. The CPUC contracted with an independent consulting firm to evaluate information
regarding costs and electricity-driven compressors.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major
Issues”, of this final EIR.

O3-2. The CPUC recognizes that electrical power lines are reliable.  The second bulleted item on
page 2-8 of the draft EIR was referring to the reliability of power supply.  The Applicant
contends that times of peak electrical demand would occur concurrently with peak natural
gas demands (either during the winter to meet heating or electrical generation demand or
during the summer to meet electrical generation demand).  PG&E had indicated to the
Applicant that power to the project could be curtailed during peak-demand periods.
Consequently, using electrically driven compressors may inhibit the Applicant from
responding to its customer’s needs during critical demand periods, thus defeating the
purpose of the project.  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.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR for more
information regarding electricity-driven compressors.

O3-3. The CPUC contracted with an independent consulting firm to evaluate information
regarding costs and electricity-driven compressors.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major
Issues”, of this final EIR.

O3-4. See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR, for additional information
on the feasibility of electric drivers.  It is important to note that the use of electric drivers
does not necessarily substantially reduce overall emissions.  Electricity must be produced,
and while electricity may be produced from hydroelectric facilities or other non-fossil fuel
sources, it is also produced by the combustion of natural gas.  Thus, use of electric drivers
may only relocate air emissions, not eliminate them.  In addition, the CPUC believes that
it is appropriate to rely on the regulations of the relevant agency with jurisdiction over the
resources in question.  The entire purpose of the air pollution control district is to establish
appropriate regulations and requirements to govern the emission of air pollutants within the
district.  The district has established stringent criteria to minimize air emissions and is the
appropriate and expert agency with jurisdiction over the project. 

O3-5. The commenter is correct in noting that the transmission pipeline will require two
sectionalization valves, unless otherwise determined by the DOT administrator, and
blowdown facilities for each isolated segment.  Specific locations for each of these facilities
have not yet been determined.  Due to the uncertainty of which project alternative, if any,
would be approved by the CPUC, the detailed pipeline engineering has not been completed.
Throughout the draft EIR, it is stated that the pipeline would be constructed in accordance
with 49 CFR 192.  The specific location of these facilities along the pipeline would not alter
their environmental impacts as identified in the draft EIR. 
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O3-6. The comment concerns the potential use of microwave or radio communication between the
well pad sites and the compressor facility for safety valve actuation.  If radios or
microwaves are used for remote control activation of the well control valves, a small whip
antennae or small dish would be used.  These elements would be diminutive in nature
compared to the size and scale of the wells and well valves.  Therefore, no change to the
visual impact assessment of well pad development is required.

O3-7. See comments from the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) (letter S4).  The
CPUC has determined that the mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant along with
measures described in Section 3.7 of the draft EIR are sufficient to reduce any potential
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  The agencies mentioned in this comment were
invited to attend scoping meetings, but declined to do so.  Should the Applicant be required
to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or DFG, the Applicant will be required
to comply with the terms of such consultation.  CEQA does not require that such
consultation be completed prior to completing the CEQA process, nor does it require that
the CPUC incorporate such requirements into its approval process.

O3-8. Additional information and clarification regarding the release of gas to the atmosphere and
measures to attenuate sound and odor are described in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major
Issues”, of the final EIR.

O3-9. The comment concerns the scope of the proposed project and the potential for phasing.
Specifically, the commenter notes that Figure 2-13, "Alternate Compressor Facility Site
Plan”, depicts two proposed compressor engines to be developed initially and two engines
to be developed in the future.  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 EIR analyzes the potential impacts of the alternate compressor facility based on full
build-out, which includes the construction and operation of four compressor units. There
is no future construction planned for the compressor facility that is not analyzed in the draft
EIR.

During preparation of the draft EIR, LGS has been refining the project engineering,
specifically with regards to the alternate compressor facility (a component of the preferred
alternative), to reduce air emissions and noise.  Current engineering designs for this facility
call for four compressor units at 4,445 horsepower each, for a combined total of
17,700 horsepower.  Therefore, the alternate compressor facility would be similar to the
compressor facility associated with the proposed project.

O3-10. CEQA does not specify time limits on environmental analysis.  If the project were delayed
or conditions changed substantially from those analyzed in the EIR, additional analysis
could be required.  The passage of time, in and of itself, does not justify reverification of the
environmental analysis.
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Responses to Comments from Herum, Crabtree, Brown, Dyer, Zolezzi, Terpstra—Karna E.
Harrigfeld

O4-1. The draft EIR adequately evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives.  The alternatives
evaluation in the draft EIR considers the project as a whole and examined substantially
different alternatives in an equal level of detail, which is well beyond the level of detail
required by CEQA.  Variations of alternatives including alternative gas storage sites and
alternative sources of natural gas supply were not considered in detail in the EIR because
they were determined to be infeasible and because their implementation is remote and
speculative.

O4-2. As clearly described on page 1-2 of the draft EIR, even with the tripling of pipeline capacity
into California over the last 15 years, as recently as last winter (1998-1999), the state
experienced more than 10 days of natural gas shortages, which forced some fossil-fueled
power plants in the state to switch to fuel oil to fire boilers.  While there may be other
projects proposed within California under the recent state policies, it is important to note
that the concern is with the inability to bring sufficient gas into the state during extended
cold spells because of limited pipeline capacity; therefore, additional storage in other parts
of the country or in Canada does not alleviate this concern.  

Constructing additional high-capacity pipelines to increase the peak pipeline capacity may
not be a cost-effective solution.  This additional capacity is only needed during extreme
weather conditions and therefore is not necessary during much of the year, and constructing
large diameter (42- 48-inch) pipelines throughout the state has substantial environmental
consequences.

The CPUC believes that the analysis of the no-project alternative is appropriate.  The
analysis does not assume that the project is beneficial.  In fact, the opposite is true.  Because
it is difficult to quantify such effects, the no-project alternative discussion in the draft EIR
does not take into account that increased natural gas storage in California will ultimately
reduce the use of other fuels during periods of high demand, thereby reducing harmful air
emissions; however, because of the complex nature of the energy market, the EIR does not
attempt to justify the project on this basis.  Therefore, the no-project alternative discussion
in the EIR only discusses the fact that if selected, the project would not be constructed and
none of the environmental impacts associated with the action alternatives would result.

O4-3. The CPUC believes that the impact analysis and discussion of mitigation measures is
adequate.  The CPUC is not aware that any of the mitigation measures as described would
have “serious environmental consequences” and the commenter provides only one example,
which is addressed below.

Based on discussions with the Airport Land Use Commission staff and as described in the
draft EIR, the application of the Airport Land Use Plan to the proposed project facilities is
somewhat unclear.  The CPUC has determined, based on available information, that the
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proposed project facilities are generally consistent with the intent of the plan, which is to
ensure public safety and to avoid constraints to airport operations; however, the Airport
Land Use Commission is the appropriate agency to formally determine whether the project
facilities are consistent with the plan and the airport commission has jurisdiction and
authority over the project as a responsible agency.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major
Issues”, for more detailed information on the Airport Land Use Plan.  It should be noted that
the Airport Land Use Commission did not comment on the draft EIR.

During preparation of the draft EIR, the CPUC reviewed the Airport Land Use Plan
(ALUP).  The CPUC understands that the ALUP was developed to limit new aboveground
facilities that would be a hazard to aviation (i.e., obstruct view or encroaches into the
Federal Aviation Administration [FAA] mandated control surfaces) or that would be a
hazard to surrounding land uses in the event of a crash.  The ALUP does not regulate land
uses that existed within the plan area (i.e. propane distribution facility at SR 99 and Peltier
Road, aboveground or underground fuel storage tanks, existing PG&E natural gas
distribution lines, etc.) before the plan was formulated.

Although a portion of the proposed and alternative pipeline facilities would cross the
runway approach zones, the alternative compressor facility would not be located within the
approach zones.  Furthermore, since publication of the draft EIR, the Applicant has received
a determination from the FAA that the alternate compressor site would not interfere with
general aviation activities.

Although the ALUP specifically prohibits new natural gas pipelines, it could not be
determined if that prohibition related to only aboveground pipelines or all pipelines.
Because the ALUP provides a procedure for the Airport Land Use Commission to amend
the plan and provisions for the County Board of Supervisors to override the ALUP, it is
believed that the prohibitions are not absolutes, but rather planning considerations that can
be evaluated on a project by project basis.  Given the air traffic (mainly light aircraft) at
Lodi Airport and the minimum pipeline burial depth of 4 feet, the pipeline would be safe
from aircraft crash damage; modifying the ALUP would be appropriate mitigation to
eliminate the policy conflict.

O4-4. Although the project facilities are located partially within areas under the jurisdiction of the
Airport Land Use Commission, the compressor facility itself is on airport property, which
is not regulated by the Airport Land Use Plan.  Portions of the pipeline would pass within
the approach zone.  This potential conflict with the plan is addressed in Mitigation Measure
3.1-3, a revised version of which is presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”.
The final determination of whether the facilities conflict with the plan rests with the Airport
Land Use Commission.

O4-5. See response to comment O4-3 above.
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O4-6. The alternate compressor facility would not be located within the runway approach zones.
Since publication of the draft EIR, the Applicant has received a determination from the FAA
that the alternate compressor site would not interfere with general aviation activities.

O4-7. The pipeline would be buried a minimum depth of 4 feet below the ground and would be
constructed of steel approximately one-half-inch thick.  It is not possible that a falling
parachutist could cause any significant damage to the ground surface, much less a buried
pipeline.  Similarly, nearly all of the usage of the Lind Airport is small aircraft.  Such small
aircraft are not considered likely to be able to damage the pipeline.  The Applicant has
received a determination from the Federal Aviation Administration indicating that the
proposed project is consistent with airport operations.  The San Joaquin Airport Land Use
Commission will be requested to determine the consistency of the proposed project with the
ALUP.

O4-8. Since publication of the draft EIR, the Applicant has received a determination from the FAA
that the alternative compressor site would not interfere with general aviation activities.

O4-9. The comment concerns the location of the compressor facility in proximity to Lind Airport.
As discussed in the draft EIR, Section 2.24, “Project-Specific Location Alternatives”,
alternative compressor facility sites were evaluated based on a variety of criteria including
noise sensitivity, presence of biological resources, and compatibility of existing land uses
among other criteria.  Specifically, as discussed in the draft EIR, Section 3.1, “Land Use”,
the evaluation of the consistency of the proposed compressor facility with the ALUP
recognizes that the siting of this facility at the orchard site conflicts with the ALUP.
Mitigation identified to reduce the significance of this impact requires the Applicant to have
the project reviewed by the Airport Land Use Commission to determine if the project is
consistent with the ALUP.  If the Airport Land Use Commission determines that the
proposed project is consistent with the plan, the plan may be amended to allow the proposed
facility.  Alternatively, if the Airport Land Use Commission determines that the plan should
not be amended, the facility will need to be relocated to another site that is compatible with
the ALUP.

O4-10. The only permanent loss of farmland associated with any of the alternatives is associated
with permanent above-ground facilities including the PG&E interconnections, the
compressor facility, the separator facility, and the wells.  These facilities result in the
permanent loss of approximately 10 acres of farmland, not 200 acres.  All other lands will
be returned to agricultural production; however, they will be disturbed temporarily.
Because vine age is an important factor in wine production, vineyard productivity may be
reduced temporarily.  In addition, many of the lands crossed by the pipeline are not
identified as prime or unique farmlands by the State of California Department of
Conservation.  As stated in Section 3.1, the alternatives result in less than 10 acres of
permanent impacts on prime farmland and these impacts are less than significant.  In the
context of the total acreage of prime farmland in the area.  Landowners would be
compensated by the Applicant for the temporary loss of production.



Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4.  Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 O-12

O4-11. 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 DOT regulation requirements, even with
current rates of subsidence in the Delta.  This program would not affect the pipeline
integrity.

Because the ground subsidence is occurring from the land surface, the pipeline would not
affect adjacent levee stability.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final
EIR for more detailed information regarding subsidence.

O4-12. The calculations needed to determine the thickness of concrete coating or frequency of
concrete collars are common engineering tasks.  Pipelines have been installed throughout
the Delta using these measures to counteract buoyancy (see Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 in
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR).  As described on page 3.4-23 of
the draft EIR, the Applicant must provide the CPUC with the necessary calculations before
constructing of the pipeline.

O4-13. The comment concerns the proximity of air quality monitoring stations to the project site.
As described in the last sentence of the sixth paragraph on page 3.5-4 of the draft EIR, there
are no sulfur dioxide monitoring stations in the project area.  The only sulfur dioxide
monitoring stations within the San Joaquin Valley are located in the southern portion of the
Valley and are primarily associated with oil and gas field operations.  Currently, the entire
state of California is in attainment for the California and federal sulfur dioxide ambient
standards.  Sulfur concentrations are extremely low in the natural gas that will be burned
in the engine-driven compressors and the glycol dehydration reboilers as evidenced by the
low emissions for these units shown in Table 3.5-4 of the draft EIR.  Due to the low level
of sulfur emissions that would be produced by this project, monitoring of sulfur dioxide is
not required as mitigation for the project.  In addition, the proposed mitigation measures for
the project do not include ambient air quality monitoring for any other pollutants. The air
quality permit that the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District must issue
prior to project operation may contain additional requirements such as air monitoring.

O4-14. This comment concerns the use of best available control technology (BACT).  LGS is
proposing to implement the following as part of best available control technology:

Natural gas compressors:  combustion modifications and oxidation catalyst.

Glycol dehydration reboilers:  low NOx burners and lean burn, low NOx emitting engines.

Emergency Generator:  optimal engine tuning, detonation/timing controls, intercooler, and
fuel/air controller.
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Since these are considered BACT by the Applicant, they will be included in the permit
application to the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.  The Air
District may, as part of the permit conditions for this project, require that additional
emission controls be installed as part of BACT.  If that were to occur, then the emission
estimates included in the draft EIR overestimate the emissions and associated emissions
offsets required for this project.  LGS has prepared a cost analysis showing that using
electric compressors in lieu of natural gas would not be feasible from an economics
standpoint.  The emission controls used at McDonald Island have not been investigated as
part of this analysis; however, the Air District, in evaluating BACT as part of the permit
application process, will examine BACT at other similar facilities, including McDonald
Island.  

O4-15. The comment concerns the analysis of Impact 3.5-3, “Construction-related ROG and NOx

emissions in Sacramento County”.  The commenter notes that emissions of ROG and NOx

during construction are identified in the EIR as significant because they exceed Sacramento
County Air District’s significance threshold.  Additionally, the commenter concurs with the
conclusion of this analysis which indicates that the impact is significant and unavoidable
because no mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  As
required by CEQA, a statement of overriding consideration must be issued by the lead
agency prior to approving a project with significant and unavoidable impacts.

O4-16. Ozone is a regional rather than a microscale pollutant. Emissions of ROG and NOx by the
proposed project will result in increases in regional ozone concentrations downwind of the
project rather than in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  Emissions of ozone
precursors (ROG and NOx) undergo a chemical reaction in the presence of sunlight, forming
ozone several miles downwind of the emission points.  Consequently, emission offsets are
an effective way to reduce  regional ozone concentrations. The impacts of ozone on grape
yields is discussed in the draft EIR on page 3.5-2.  Grapes are not susceptible to NO2,

according to the U.S. EPA manual, “Diagnosing Vegetation Injury Caused by Air Pollution”
(EPA-450/3-78-005).

Additionally, in response to this comment “hot spot” modeling of NO2 was conducted to
estimate local concentrations of NO2 during project operation.  Using the results of the
health risk assessment, a worse case estimate of NO2 concentrations was developed
assuming that all NOx is NO2, which is not the case.  These estimates were then compared
to the state and federal NO2 standards.  The results of the NO2 modeling for the project and
related standards are presented below.

1-hour worst case concentration: 7.1 micrograms/cubic meter
1-hour California standard:         470 micrograms/cubic meter

Annual worst case concentration: 0.71 micrograms/cubic meter
Annual federal standard         100 micrograms/cubic meter
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As indicated by these screening-level modeling results, the project would not approach,
much less exceed, either the 1-hour California standard or the annual federal standard.

The same procedures cannot be used to estimate local concentrations of  ROG.  Because
they are “reactive” organic gases, ROG concentrations can’t be accurately estimated with
nonreactive models, such as SCREEN3 (the model used to conduct the health risk
assessment).  Additionally, there are no ambient standards for ROG, so even if accurate
modeling methodology was available, the resulting information would be meaningless
without comparison to adopted standards.  It is also important to note that local
concentrations of ROG were indirectly addressed in the screening level health risk analysis
in that all of the constituents of ROG were considered a potential health risk and analyzed
as part of the health risk analysis.  Constituents of ROG were found not to present a health
risk to nearby residents.

O4-17. The health risk assessment shows that even with extremely conservative dispersion
modeling the proposed project would not result in a significant health risk, which is defined
as a risk that exceeds the cancer and noncancer thresholds established by the San Joaquin
Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.  The San Joaquin Valley Air District’s
Threshold for significance for toxic air contaminants is 10 per million, and the calculated
cancer risk from the maldelyde from the project is 3.4 per million – well below that
threshold.

LGS does plan to use 100% of the capacity of the compressor facility when required (e.g.,
when LGS needs to flow the maximum flowrate of gas within the minimum suction
pressure and maximum discharge pressure); however, the load factor is different from
engine capacity.  While the term “load factor” refers to operating restrictions which could
result in the occasional operation of the compressors at a maximum capacity, it is likely that
most of the time conditions would be such that the compressors would not be operating at
maximum capacity.  LGS has modeled the proposed system and has determined that the
predicted load factor for the compressors is somewhat less than 40%.  This implies that the
compressors operate at less than capacity some of the time, at capacity some of the time, and
are idle some of the time. Consequently, the emission estimates for the proposed project
assume a 40% load factor.  If, during a one year period, fuel usage reaches an amount close
to 40% load factor, the Air District will require LGS to reduce or stop operation of the
engines for the remainder of the year.

If the plant were to operate 100% of the time, the annual air emissions from the plant would
increase and Tables 3.5-4 and 3.5-5 would have to be altered to show higher annual
emissions.  The acute health hazard portion of the risk assessment would not change
because acute health risks are based on estimates of worst case hourly emissions associated
with the project.  Chronic health hazards and cancer risk estimates would increase as a result
of increased load factors.  The San Joaquin Valley Air District will conduct an independent
health risk assessment prior to issuing a permit for this project.
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O4-18. The comment concerns the potential for odors related to the venting of gas into the
atmosphere.  The applicant has determined that all normal venting operations will be
“flared” or burned to reduce odors.  This issue is discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of
Major Issues”, of this final EIR.

O4-19. The commenter is correct in noting that the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin will be
redesignated by the U.S. EPA from a serious to a severe ozone nonattainment area.  This
redesignation is expected to occur no later than May 2000.  As a severe ozone
nonattainment area, the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District would
have until 2005 to implement measures that will bring the Air Basin into attainment with
the 1-hour federal ozone standards.  Under the new designation, the project Applicant would
still be able to construct its proposed facilities.  This new designation would require the Air
District to develop and implement more stringent emission controls for stationary and area
sources and would increase the offset requirements from a ratio of 1.2 to 1, to a ratio of 1.3
to 1 for offsets obtained within 15 miles of a source; however, it’s unclear whether the
proposed project will be permitted prior to the redesignation from a serious to a severe area.
If emission offsets are unavailable, then the project Applicant would be unable to build the
proposed facility.

O4-20. The text of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 has been revised to include the washing of equipment
between vineyards.  See Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR, for the
revised text of this  mitigation measure.

O4-21. U.S. Department of Transportation - Office of Pipeline Safety records do not contain
information regarding incidents occurring specifically at compressor or separation facilities.
No alternative sources for this information have been identified. 

As described on Page 3.9-8 of the draft EIR, several programs are incorporated into the
project description to protect health and safety with regard to hazardous materials.  These
programs are required by law and must be approved by the responsible agencies.  The
CPUC believes that these agencies can adequately enforce the appropriate regulations
dealing with hazardous materials.

Furthermore, it would be speculative to attempt to identify what the results of an accident
at the proposed facility would, could, or might have on the environment.  The state CEQA
guidelines expressly caution against speculative analyses; however, because of the
numerous permitted facilities throughout California and the nation, it can be reasonably
assumed that the risk to the environment is acceptable to the regulatory agencies.

O4-22. See response to Comment O4-3.

O4-23. This comment concerns the need for additional training and equipment for potential impacts
associated with project construction.  Impact 3.11-1 analyzes the temporary increase in the
demand for emergency response services during project construction.  Because the project
would be constructed in compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration
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(OSHA) and Cal-OSHA standards, the risk of injury or property damage associated with
construction would be no greater than other construction activities in the area.  Additionally,
LGS is continuing to work with local fire districts to develop a disaster contingency plan
in accordance with California Administrative Code.

O4-24. The comment concerns the adequacy of Mitigation Measure 3.12-1, “Develop and
implement landscaping and site design”, to reduce the visual impact of the project facilities.
It is important to note that in addition to Mitigation Measure 3.12-1, LGS has incorporated
a variety of measures into the proposed project and project alternatives to minimize the
disturbance of the visual character of the area.  These measures are listed on pages 3.12-6
and 3.12-7 of the draft EIR and include minimizing the construction footprint of facilities
to reduce contrast between exposed soil and vegetated areas, minimizing the clearing of
vegetation and trees, and painting facilities with non-glare earthtone colors to blend with
the surrounding landscape among other measures.  

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 requires that LGS, in consultation with San Joaquin County and
subject to the approval of the CPUC, consider incorporating additional measures into the
landscaping and site design for project facilities.  These measures include reducing the
profile of the compressor facility by undergrounding a portion of the facility and using
excavated material to create a berm around the facility to further reduce the visibility of the
compressor.  This berm would also serve as a base for planting the landscape buffer, which
would initially increase the effectiveness of the buffer in screening views of the compressor
from adjacent vantage points.  The use of fast-growing evergreens and the planting of the
landscape buffer prior to the construction of project facilities will also enhance the
effectiveness of the landscaping in screening views of the structures.  Additionally, the
establishment of performance criteria and a long-term maintenance program is also
described under this measure to ensure the long-term effectiveness of the landscape buffer.
The measures incorporated into the project design by the Applicant and the measures
outlined in Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 taken together will effectively reduce the visibility
of the project facilities, minimizing the ability of these facilities to degrade the visual
character or quality of the site.
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Responses to Comments from JBM Consultants—James B. Moore

O5-1. Because the Lodi natural gas field still retains some gas and recently contained substantially
more gas that it currently contains, it is believed that the field can be safely used for storage.
In addition, because the distance between the top of the storage reservoir and the bottom of
the potable water (approximately 500 feet below ground surface [page 3.4-6 of the draft
EIR]) is almost 1,500 feet, it is highly improbable that a well driller would inadvertently
drill into the storage reservoir.

O5-2. Natural gas chimneys were not investigated as part of the draft EIR analysis.  It is possible
for wells to penetrate shallow deposits of natural gas.  It is common for natural gas to move
through fractures in bedrock; however, there is no evidence that the formation proposed for
storage is fractured and leaking.  The Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
regulates well construction and abandonment.  That agency is responsible for ensuring the
safety of well design and construction for the project.

O5-3. Wells drilled in Linden encounter different geological conditions than those in the project
area.  Linden is approximately 15 miles southeast of the Lodi gas field.  Because it is closer
to the foothills, it is likely that the area’s valley fill deposits are much shallower and the well
driller encountered the basement bedrock formation.

O5-4. The groundwater monitoring program is described on page 2-45 of the draft EIR. 


