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Responses to Comments from San Joaquin Farm Bureau Federation—Matthew Terra

O9-1. Comment noted.  As indicated in Table ES-2 in the draft EIR, the shortest pipeline
alignment is the Applicant’s original proposed project.  This alternative also crosses the
most agricultural land of any of the alternatives.  Recognizing this issue, the CPUC sought
to develop alternatives that would reduce the use of agricultural land.  Two of the three
alternatives considered in the EIR would reduce use of agricultural lands.  However,
10 acres of agricultural land would be permanently lost and some vineyard land would be
temporarily disrupted.

O9-2. Section 2.2.2, “Alternative Underground Gas Storage Locations”, in the draft EIR explains
the process used by the Applicant to select the Lodi gas field as the gas storage location for
the project.  This was the primary factor in selecting a project location because the storage
site plays a pivotal role in the success of such a project.  Interconnect facilities were selected
based on their suitability to serve the storage location, not the reverse. 

O9-3. See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR, for a discussion of eminent
domain issues.
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Responses to Comments from Varni, Fraser, Hartwell & Rodgers— Anthony B. Varni

O10-1. The analysis of the no-project alternative 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 draft EIR does not attempt to justify the project on this basis.
Therefore, the no-project alternative discussion in the draft EIR only discusses the fact that
if selected, the project would not be constructed and none of the environmental impacts
associated with the action would result.

O10-2. The facility would not provide natural gas to Lodi residents.  The Applicant has stated that
local tax benefits would result from the project.

O10-3. Underground natural gas storage is a long-proven technology used throughout the world.
California has relatively few such operations and the CPUC and the California Legislature
determined that additional facilities were desirable within the state.  The CPUC considers
the alternatives analysis in the draft EIR to be appropriate.  A major emphasis of the CPUC
decision on whether to approve the Lodi Gas Storage project will be to balance statewide
needs with local effects.

O10-4. The commenter contends that the environmental document is deficient in that it does not
analyze the socioeconomic effects of a private entity using the powers of eminent domain.
Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)).  Economic or social effects are not considered
environmental effects under CEQA.  These effects need only be considered if they would
lead to an environmental effect.  The process of eminent domain that would be available to
LGS if the CPUC grants their application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity is discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR.
Additionally, and as discussed in Section 1.6, “CPUC Application Process” of the draft EIR,
the CPUC, as part of the application process considers the public benefit and need for the
project.

O10-5. The proposed project does not involve the construction of an “underground storage tank”.
The project would utilize and existing natural feature that stored natural gas for many
thousands of years prior to being discovered and the gas withdrawn over a several-decade
period ending in the 1970's.  This feature is over 2,000 feet below the ground and would
have no effect on the ground surface.  Farming, including grape growing, has historically
occurred over this feature before, during, and after the previous gas exploration and
extraction activities.

O10-6. Chapter 5 of the draft EIR contains a draft mitigation monitoring and reporting plan.
Evaluation of potential new equipment, changes in public policy, or new laws is purely



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-28

speculative.  The state CEQA guidelines expressly caution against speculative analyses.
The project would be permitted in compliance with current laws. 

O10-7. The comment concerns continuing air quality problems in the San Joaquin Valley.
Recently, the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District announced 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 would bring the Air
Basin into attainment with the 1-hour federal ozone standards.

If the project were approved, the Applicant would be required to comply with all applicable
regulations and requirements of state and local agencies, including those of the San Joaquin
Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.  Under the new designation, the project
Applicant would still be able to construct the proposed facilities.  This new designation will
require the Air District to develop and implement more stringent emission controls for
stationary and area sources and will 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.  As discussed in Section 3.5, “Air Quality”, of the draft EIR, given the current
ozone designation of the San Joaquin Valley, LGS would need to obtain offsets for NOx and
ROG (ozone precursers) to mitigate the net increase in these emissions resulting from the
project.  The actual amount of emission offsets required will be based on the final
agreement between LGS and the Air District as to what constitutes best available control
technology (BACT).  If controlled emissions (after installation of BACT) exceed specific
trigger levels, then emission offsets or credits must be obtained for the project.  If the project
is approved under the new designation and if emission offsets are unavailable, then the
project Applicant would be unable to build the proposed facility.
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Responses to Comments from Wild Goose Storage, Inc.—Dean Cockshutt

O11-1. This comment provides information about “blowdown” events at the Wild Goose Storage
facility in Butte County.  No response is required.


