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Responses to Comments from Kjeldsen, Sinnock & Neudeck, Inc.—Christopher H. Neudeck

O6-1. The comment concerns the recommendation by Reclamation District No. 563 that the
proposed project be located along the Public Right-of-Way Alternative.  As presented in
Table ES-2 in the draft EIR, the commenter correctly notes that the Public Right-of-Way
Alternative would affect the least amount of agricultural land of any of the alternatives
considered and would reduce the number of water crossings to seven as compared to eight
for the Existing Pipeline Corridor Alternative or the Composite Route Alternative (preferred
alternative).

The commenter contends that the preferred alternative would have significant impacts with
proposed CALFED projects and the long-term agricultural production of land in the area,
and that these impacts are not fully considered in the draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 3.1,
“Land Use, Planning, and Agricultural Resources”, CALFED’s concepts for levee
modification, levee setbacks, and channel dredging have not been developed in sufficient
detail to analyze the proposed project’s consistency with these plans.  Recent consultation
with CALFED regarding the status of their planning effort, indicate that no specific detailed
plans have been developed at this time which would preclude construction of the proposed
project or project alternatives.  This section also analyzes in detail the potential of the
project and project alternatives to result in temporary and permanent loss of agricultural
productivity.  Mitigation measures are identified to reduce conflicts with agricultural
operations and to provide for future agricultural operations, including the conversion of non-
vineyard land to wine-grape production. Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 requires that the pipeline
be buried at a depth of 8 feet in lands that are suitable for grape production, but that have
not been previously deep-ripped.  This mitigation measure has been revised to include depth
requirements beneath irrigation and drainage ditches and is presented in Chapter 3,
“Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR.

O6-2. Table 2-2, which was inadvertently omitted from the draft EIR, is reprinted in Chapter 3,
“Revisions to the Draft EIR”.  Table 2-2 contains a description of Reclamation District
approval authority.

O6-3. The analysis in Section 3.3 of the draft EIR assumed that intra-island drainage ditches and
canals are necessary to continue current agricultural practices.  Mitigation Measure 3.3-1
has been revised to include the burial of the pipeline 2 feet below the bottom of irrigation
and drainage ditches to allow for the maintenance of these facilities.  The revised text of this
mitigation measure is presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final
EIR.  If the Applicant believes that burying is infeasible, LGS may negotiate with the
respective reclamation/drainage districts to provide alternative methods (i.e.,  siphons,
additional pump stations) to provide drainage. 

O6-4. The CPUC expects the Applicant to fully address these issues in order to obtain leases from
the CSLC, encroachment permits from the Reclamation Board, and approvals from the local
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reclamation districts.  The studies have not yet been completed because it is not known
which alternative alignment, if any, will be ultimately approved by the CPUC.
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Responses to Comments from Lum Bunn Sons—George Fong

O7-1. Impact 3.3-2 on pages 3.3-9 to 3.3-11 of the draft EIR describes ground subsidence and
mitigation measures to ensure that the pipeline remains buried at a safe depth.  While CPUC
understands concerns regarding the existing pipelines, they are related to an easement
agreement that is not part of this project.  Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 has been revised to
include the burial of the pipeline 2 feet below the bottom of irrigation and drainage ditches
to allow for the maintenance of these facilities.  The revised text of this mitigation measure
is presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR.  Mitigation
Measure 3.3-1  requires that the Applicant re-bury or use other CPUC approved methods
that do not interfere with agricultural practices, to maintain the minimum required cover.
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Responses to Comments from Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro, LLP—Robert B. Gex, Amy E.
Spence

O8-1. The CPUC believes that 49 CFR 192 applies to all pipelines, not just interstate pipelines.

O8-2. The commenters preference for the Public Right-of-Way Route Alternative is noted.  The
alternatives identified in the draft EIR represent four different approaches to locating the
natural gas pipeline associated with the proposed project.  It is important to note that
because of conditions and the location of various facilities in the project area, all of the
alternatives use public right-of-way and existing pipeline corridors to some extent.  The
primary difference between the alternatives is the extent of impacts to various resources.
The Public Right-of-Way Route Alternative would be located within or adjacent to
approximately 15 miles of area roadways as compared to 5 miles for the Composite Route
Alternative.  Construction within or adjacent to roads results in substantial inconvenience
and effects during the construction phase of the project and raises greater safety concerns
for motorists and construction crews.  

Construction at all locations in the Delta has the potential to affect wildlife.  Temporary loss
of habitat resulting directly from construction activities is not considered a significant effect
given the small areas that would be affected relative to available habitat.  Minor
disturbances during construction would result from all alternatives.  This impact is generally
considered less than significant and is not substantially different between the alternatives.
These trade-offs are identified in the EIR.

O8-3. The CPUC believes that the concept of locating new facilities near similar types of existing
facilities is a valid concept for designing project alternatives.  Creation of a new separate
corridor could exacerbate the problems and issues identified in this comment by creating
yet another utility corridor through the Delta.  The CPUC believes that the EIR adequately
discusses alternatives and the various implications of the alternatives.

O8-4. The greater sandhill crane is identified in Table 3.7-2 of the draft EIR as a special status
species known to occur in the project area.  Potential impacts to the greater sandhill crane
are described in Section 3.7 of the draft EIR and mitigation measures for impacts are also
identified.  See page 3.7-19 of the draft EIR.

O8-5. Mitigation measure 3.1-2 has been revised to address many of the concerns expressed in this
and similar comments.  Please see Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final
EIR, for the revised mitigation measure language.

O8-6. Regardless of the competitive nature of the Applicant’s business, the CPUC does not
regulate the decommissioning of facilities through its CEQA process.  Any such
decommissioning would be performed under the jurisdiction of appropriate state and federal
agencies, including the U.S. Department of Transportation Office of Pipeline Safety and the
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources.


