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Responses to Comments from Susan Hitchcock

I17-1. As discussed in Section 1.2.2, “Background”, of the draft EIR, population growth in
California and the conversion of electric power plants from oil to natural gas to reduce air
emissions has increased the demand for natural gas.  On occasion, especially during periods
of cold weather, pipeline companies cannot get enough gas into their pipelines to meet the
demand and are forced to cut off supplies.  The issue of natural gas pipeline capacity and the
ability to meet increasing demand is a state-wide issue and not specific to the Lodi area.  The
analysis of the No-Project Alternative focuses on the what changes to the environmental
setting would occur if the proposed project is not approved.

I17-2. The question of the proposed project resulting in local land owner impacts including
hardships resulting from the process of eminent domain in the context of the public benefit
of the project, is outside the scope of the EIR.  Independent of the CEQA analysis, however,
this concern along with other social and economic project issues are considered by the CPUC
in its decision-making process.  Section 1.6, “CPUC Application Process” of the draft EIR
describes this process and opportunities for public participation.  The process of eminent
domain is described in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR.

I17-3. As described in Chapter 4, “Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts” of the draft EIR, the
proposed project would facilitate the maintenance of a more consistent supply of natural gas
for statewide customers, likely increasing the competition among energy providers in a
deregulated marketplace.  This increased availability of natural gas is not likely to remove
obstacles to growth and therefore the project is not expected to induce any related industrial
development. 

Currently, the only other company other than PG&E and Southern California Gas Company
that owns a natural gas storage facility in California is the Wild Goose Storage Company,
Inc.  This company recently began operations in Butte County and no information is
available regarding additional industrial development resulting from the project.

I17-4. The project itself will not result in additional requests for projects with similar facilities;
however, as described in Section 2.1.1, “Project Background”, of the draft EIR, the
California State Legislature in Senate Bill 2744  and the CPUC in its Storage Decision
(D.93-02-013) have formally provided for competition in natural gas storage services.  Based
on opportunities provided by encouraging competition in natural gas storage services, new
companies may enter the gas storage market by requesting approval of similar types of
development projects.
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Responses to Comments from Martha Kamalyan

I18-1. If approved, the operation of the project would be carefully monitored by a variety of state
and federal agencies with responsibility and jurisdiction over these facilities.  In addition, the
CPUC would have an ongoing monitoring role to ensure that the mitigation measures
adopted by the CPUC were fully implemented on an ongoing basis.  The CPUC is aware of
alleged incidents of trespass by the Applicant.

I18-2. 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 Nancy Leventini (November 4, 1999)

I19-1. 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 will 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 Applicant would still be able to construct
its 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 1.2:1.0 to a ratio of 1.3:1.0 for offsets obtained within
15 miles of a source; however, it is 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 Applicant would be unable to build the proposed facility.

I19-2. As described on page 3.9-9 of the draft EIR, potential effects of skydivers on the project
facilities were considered and determined to be less than significant.  The risk of skydiving
accidents involving the project facilities was taken into account, however, in the design of
safety features to prevent a possible accident from posing a serious danger to nearby areas.

I19-3. Comment noted.  The additional features described by the commenter are 3,000 feet or more
from the alternative compressor site, well beyond the range of potential noise impact of
project facilities.  In addition, both residential areas are located nearer to Highway 99 and
Lind Airport than to the compressor site.

I19-4. As described on page 2-6 of the draft EIR, Table 2-1 presents initial screening results of
alternate compressor sites.  Key screening criteria included appropriately sized parcels,
sensitive noise receptors, and lack of biological resources.  All of the identified sites met
these minimum criteria.  A compressor facility at the well field was not considered because
it would potentially affect many sensitive noise receptors (homes).  No changes to the draft
EIR are required.
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Responses to Comments from Nancy Leventini (November 9, 1999)

I20-1. The comment concerns the comparison of LGS’s proposed project with the Wild Goose
storage project in Butte County.  Although the Applicant may do so, the draft EIR does not
compare LGS’s proposed project or project alternatives with other competitive gas storage
projects.  The draft EIR evaluates the potential for environmental impacts to result from the
proposed project or project alternatives, independent of other existing projects, and identifies
mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts.

I20-2. Based on the noise data presented in Tables 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 of the draft EIR, the
commenter is correct  that ambient noise levels near the alternate compressor site are likely
to be similar to those near the storage field.  The atmospheric conditions that affect the
transmission of noise vary from day to day.  The storage field is typically not likely to be
affected by noise associated with Highway 99.  Noise is only one of the considerations used
by the Applicant to site the compressor facility near Highway 99. 
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Responses to Comments from Nancy and Ted Leventini (November 25, 1999)

I21-1. The comment concerns the timing of LGS’s discussions about the project with potentially
affected landowners.  The commenters state that they are potentially affected landowners that
were contacted by LGS in 1999.  Page ES-3 of the draft EIR states that LGS has been
discussing the project with potentially affected landowners since summer 1998 and describes
recent negotiations with landowners.  As the proposed project and project alternatives have
been refined, additional landowners have become affected by the project and have been
involved in conversations with the Applicant.  The commenters  were part of more recent
efforts by LGS to discuss the project with potentially affected landowners.  No change to the
draft EIR is required.

I21-2. The commenters contend that the project’s effect on 280 trees should be included in the air
quality analysis.  As identified in Table ES-2, implementation of the Composite Route
Alternative (preferred alternative) has the potential to affect 280 trees, although not
necessarily remove this number of trees.  Some trees may only require pruning in order to
allow for construction equipment to access certain areas.  The loss of native trees, native
oaks, landmark trees, heritage trees, and historical trees is evaluated in the draft EIR in
Section 3.7, “Biological Resources”.  Because these trees would qualify for protection under
tree ordinances in the Sacramento and San Joaquin County General Plans, damage or
mortality of these trees is identified as a significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 3.7-4
requires preconstruction surveys to be conducted to identify the locations of these trees and
the development of a plan for the treatment of heritage and landmark trees.  Additionally, the
mitigation measure requires compensatory actions for trees that cannot be avoided.
Compensation will be determined in coordination with the Sacramento and San Joaquin
County Planning Departments and the guidelines in the county tree ordinances.  These tree
ordinances have required replacement planting ratios for the removal of native trees.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 requires the development and implementation of
a site design and landscaping plan, which includes the planting of trees to screen the project
facilities.

Given the requirements of these mitigation measures, the loss of trees required by project
construction will be offset by the requirements to plant trees, likely resulting in a net increase
in trees in the project area and having a negligible effect on air quality in the project area.

I21-3. The basic need for projects such as the Lodi Gas Storage Project is described in Section 1.2.1
on page 1-2 of the draft EIR.  As discussed in this section, although pipeline capacity into
California has more than tripled over the last 15 years, demand has risen even faster.  On
occasion, especially during cold spells, insufficient gas is available in the state to meet
demands.  This situation occurred in the winter of 1998-1999 for more than 10 days, which
forced some fossil-fueled plants in the state to switch to fuel oil to fire the boilers resulting
in increases in air pollutants.  This concern has statewide effects and ramifications and has
led to the deregulation of the gas storage industry to generally encourage additional gas
storage within California.
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The No-Project Alternative is discussed in the draft EIR on Page 2-6.  Under this alternative,
none of the impacts discussed for the other alternatives would take place.  The EIR identifies
only environmental impacts of the project, however; the need for the project may involve
other factors, such as economic considerations, that are not addressed under CEQA.  

I21-4. The opinion of the commenter regarding lack of public benefit is noted.  The EIR is not
required to identify public benefit.  The CPUC does, however, consider public benefit of the
proposed project as part of its proceedings.

I21-5. See response to comment I21-3 above. The public need and convenience would not be local.

I21-6. The reasons for excluding the alternative underground storage locations are provided on page
2-5 of the draft EIR under “Results of Analysis”.  The alternative storage locations were
eliminated because they would not meet the project objectives, were not feasible, or would
not substantially lessen or reduce significant impacts identified in the draft EIR.

I21-7. CEQA does not require analysis of alternatives to each component of a proposed project.
As described on page 2-46 of the draft EIR, CEQA requires the EIR to consider a reasonable
range of alternatives that would eliminate significant impacts of the project while meeting
the objectives of the project.  The discussion beginning on page 2-3 of the draft EIR
describes the extensive screening process used to arrive at the alternatives analyzed in the
draft EIR.  The analysis undertaken for the compressor facility meets the requirements of
CEQA.

I21-8. The commenter identifies eight reasons for siting the separation and compressor facilities at
the same site.  The CPUC has the following response to each point:

1. Locating the compressor facility over the storage field would result in land use
conflicts as noise from this facility would affect adjacent residences.

2. The airport site appears to be more suitable for industrial land use. 

3. The original design would likely be more efficient to operate, but the CPUC has no
evidence that it would be an inherently safer design.

4. The draft EIR indicates that the additional compression would have negligible effects
on noise and air emissions.

5. Landowners who overlie the gas field are being compensated for an easement on
their property as are other affected landowners.

6. The CPUC has not identified any significant environmental problems with the airport
site that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels.
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7. Based on the noise data presented in Tables 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 of the draft EIR, the
CPUC would agree that ambient noise levels near the alternate compressor site is
similar to those at the storage field site.  The atmospheric conditions that affect the
transmission of noise vary from day to day. 

8. The compressor and the separation facility are substantially different in size and
intrusiveness in a residential area.

In summary, the commenter’s points do not provide sufficient reasons to change the site of
the separation and compressor facilities.

I21-9. A compressor facility at the well field was not considered because it would potentially affect
many sensitive noise receptors (homes).  The key screening criteria for compressor sites are
described on page 2-6 and Table 2-1 of the draft EIR.  The State CEQA Guidelines require
that a reasonable range of alternatives be considered.  It does not require that every
alternative be considered.  The environmental impacts of the project facilities on one site are
very similar, if not the same, for another site.

I21-10.Section 2.5 of the draft EIR identifies the process used to arrive at the alternative routes
analyzed.  The State CEQA Guidelines require analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives,
not all possible alternatives. 

I21-11.The comment concerns a potential alternate pipeline alignment (routing the pipeline along
Peltier Road between Kennefick and Highway 99) that is not analyzed in the draft EIR.  The
commenters are concerned that although this potential alternate pipeline alignment would
avoid impacts to the commenters’ vineyard, it would place the pipeline closer to their
residence and the residence of family members.  The potential environmental impacts of a
project or project alternative subject to CEQA must be analyzed and disclosed prior to being
approved or adopted by a lead agency.  In the context of this project, the CPUC cannot
approve of a project alternative whose environmental impacts of components (location of
compressor facility, separation facility, and pipeline alignment) are not analyzed in the draft
or final EIR.

I21-12.Although no surface water sources are adjacent to the field lines, water used in an adjacent
segment would likely be pumped and reused to conserve water.  Any additional make up
water would likely be groundwater.

I21-13.Repairing a leaking or damaged pipeline would require digging up the affected pipeline
segment.

I21-14.The CPUC believes that the federal, state, and local regulations that the project would be
required to comply with adequately protect public health and safety and that the project is
compatible with the surrounding land uses.  The zoning ordinance allows utility services
such as natural gas transmission lines and substations within the General Agriculture zone
as a conditionally permitted use with an approved Site Approval application.  See Chapter
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3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, for revised information about San Joaquin County zoning.
The ordinance does not expressly prohibit natural gas storage projects.

I21-15.The draft EIR thoroughly examines the issue of farmland conversion.  Although some
impacts will occur, these impacts are very minor when viewed in the context of the county
and the region, and are not considered significant.  Vineyards would be allowed to be
replanted over the pipeline and the impacts are not permanent.  Some  “old vine” vineyards
would be affected by the project. 

I21-16.Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 has been revised to further reduce potential conflicts with grape
harvesting activities.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.5-1a has been slightly revised to
reflect increased dust control during construction activities in and near vineyards.  See
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, in this final EIR.

I21-17.Although the compressor facility will be an industrial facility, the alternate locations
described in the draft EIR are considered to be the sites that provide the most consistent
surrounding land uses for such a facility in the immediate project vicinity.

I21-18.The comment concerns the location of the compressor facility under the proposed project (at
the orchard site) which would conflict with the Airport Land Use Plan and the potential for
amending the plan to permit this facility.  As discussed in Section 3.1, “Land Use”, of the
draft EIR the evaluation of the consistency of the proposed compressor facility with the
Airport Land Use Plan recognizes that the siting of this facility at the orchard site conflicts
with the Airport Land Use Plan.  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 Airport Land Use Plan.  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, the County
Board of Supervisors could override the commission’s decision or 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 Airport Land Use Plan.  See Chapter 2,
“Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR for a detailed discussion of these issues.

I21-19.The text on page 3.1-31 of the draft EIR has been revised.  See Chapter 3, “Revisions to the
Draft EIR”, of this final EIR for the revised language.

I21-20.As described on page 3.3-12 of the draft EIR,  there is no evidence of transmission pipeline
failure related to substantial seismic events in California over the last 15 years.  The distance
from the epicenter of an earthquake greatly affects the ground motion felt at any particular
site.  Pipelines buried in the ground are very resistant to damage from ground motion because
they are flexible.  

I21-21.The EIR states that the project is not inconsistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan.
Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially alter the regional or county-
wide use of agricultural land.  Except for the relatively small areas that comprise the well
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pad, separation, and compressor facilities, all facility sites will be allowed to return to
agricultural production.  The area near the proposed project facilities will remain “principally
for crop production, ranching, and grazing.”

I21-22.U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Pipeline Safety records for the past 14 years
provide a sufficient basis for analysis.  The data reflect pipelines that have been installed
under the most current regulations and many substantially older pipelines.  The identified
earthquakes, such as Northridge and Loma Preita, have caused some of the most significant
damage in California.

I21-23.The water drive is provide by saline water that is trapped in the deep underlying aquifers.
The water is not suitable for industrial, municipal, or agricultural uses.  Consequently, the
water level and hydraulic head in these aquifers would not substantially change during a
drought.

I21-24.The text being referred to is taken from the San Joaquin County General Plan’s Public Health
and Safety and Resource Elements.  Injection of wastes into the underlying ground water is
regulated to protect water quality.  The project would not inject wastes into the groundwater.
Produced water would be re-injected into the formation where it was produced.

I21-25.The comment notes that Gill Creek, which runs parallel to, and between Peltier Road and
Jahant Road, transports runoff in the project area during storm events.  As discussed in
Section 3.4.2, “Regulatory Setting” in the draft EIR, the project would require a streambed
alteration agreement for any work proposed within a creek or stream and its floodplain.  No
change to the draft EIR is required.

I21-26.The comment concerns the proximity of ozone or other air quality monitoring stations to the
project site. 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
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1-hour California standard:         470 micrograms/cubic meter

Annual worst case concentration: 0.71 micrograms/cubic meter
Annual federal standard         100 micrograms/cubic meter

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.

As described in the last sentence of the sixth paragraph on page 3.5-4, 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.  

I21-27.The comment concerns the effects of ozone on grape vines.  The impacts of ozone on grape
yields is discussed in the draft EIR on page 3.5-2.  Ozone is a regional rather than a
microscale pollutant. Emissions of ozone precursors (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 ROG and NOx undergo a chemical
reaction in the presence of sunlight, forming ozone several miles downwind of the emission
points. 

As discussed in Section 3.5, “Air Quality”, given the current designation of the San Joaquin
Valley as a serious nonattainment area for ozone LGS would need to obtain emission offsets
for ROG and NOx emission increases thereby reducing the project’s net emissions increase
for these two pollutants to zero.

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 will have until 2005 to implement measures that will bring the Air Basin into
attainment with the 1-hour federal ozone standards.
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Under the new designation, the project Applicant would still be able to construct its 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  1.2:1.0 to a ratio of 1.3:1.0 for offsets obtained within 15 miles
of a source; however, it is unclear whether the proposed project will be permitted prior to the
redesignation from a serious to a severe area.  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.

I21-28.The comment or agrees with the EIR’s comment regarding the degraded nature of air quality
in the San Joaquin air basin.  The status of air quality in the San Joaquin air basin is
described in detail in Section 3.5, “Air Quality” of the draft EIR.

I21-29.The project would not routinely vent gas to the atmosphere.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification
of Major Issues”, of this final EIR for a discussion of this process and modifications to the
facility design to reduce noise and odor impacts of venting.

I21-30.See response to comment I21-29.  Leaks must be repaired in accordance with federal and
state regulations.  In addition, Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, addresses venting.

I21-31.The comment concerns Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 and a reference to the potential use of
water or a chemical stabilizer/suppressant as a means of minimizing fugitive dust emissions
during project construction and their possible detrimental effects to soil, plants, animals, and
people.  Water is the most commonly used dust-control.  A variety of soil stabilizers are also
available for dust control purposes.  These are commonly used and their environmental
effects are well known to the Air District, which will regulate the use of dust-control
substances.  The specific dust control product is not named in the draft EIR in order to let the
Applicant select the most cost-effective option available at the time that construction is
initiated.  As stated in the mitigation measure, the Applicant’s selected product will be
reviewed and approved before construction begins. 

I21-32.This requirement has been added to Mitigation Measures 3.5-1a and 3.5-1b.  See Chapter 3,
“Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR.

I21-33.The commenters are correct in noting that high ozone levels can reduce grape yield.
Operation of the proposed project would result in increased emissions of ozone precursors
(ROG and NOx).  Although not likely to effect vineyards in the immediate vicinity of the
project because ozone precursors are not immediately transformed into ozone, these
increased emissions would have a significant impact on regional air quality.  Mitigation
Measure 3.5-3 requires LGS to obtain emissions offsets for ROG and NOx equal to the net
increase in the emission of these two pollutants, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-
significant level.  The actual amount of emission offsets will be based on the final agreement
between the Applicant and the San Joaquin Air District as to what technologies constitute
best available control technologies (BACT), which must first be applied to the project to
reduce pollutant emissions.  The Applicant must receive a permit to operate from the San
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Joaquin Air District.  As part of the application process, the Air District may require an
evaluation of the use of electric compressors as BACT.

I21-34.The comment concerns the plant operating time factor (“load factor”) of 40% noted in Table
3.5-5 and the reality of this operating time factor given the project objective to be able to
inject/withdraw natural gas 2-3 times per day.  LGS plans 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 will be such that the compressors are not
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.

I21-35.This comment concerns the potential for the project to result in the emission of toxic air
pollutants, specifically formaldehyde.  As part of the air quality analysis for this project, a
screening level health risk assessment was conducted based on methodology recommended
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association.  This analysis is presented on
pages 3.5-14 through 3.5-15 of the draft EIR.  The analysis found that the highest estimated
cancer risk would result from the exposure to formaldehyde emissions and equals a cancer
risk of 3.4 per million people, which is less than the San Joaquin Air District threshold of
10 per million people.

Using extremely conservative air quality dispersion modeling, formaldehyde concentrations
from the proposed project were estimated to equal a maximum of 14.28 micrograms per
cubic meter (ug/m3) averaged over 1 hour and 0.57 ug/m3 averaged over one year.  The
annual concentration of 14.28 ug/m3 is associated with an increased cancer risk of 3.4 per
million people.  

Formaldehyde is normally present a low levels in both outdoor and indoor air.  Residences
or offices that contain products that release formaldehyde to the air can have formaldehyde
levels of more than 375 ug/m3.  Products that add formaldehyde to the air include particle
board, fiberboard, and urea-formaldehyde as insulation (EPA web site:
http://www.epa/gov/iedweb00/formalde.html). 

No federal standard has been set for indoor air concentrations of formaldehyde; however, the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) now regulates formaldehyde as a
carcinogen.  Some states have established a standard of 499 ug/m3 in their residential
building codes while California has established a much lower recommendation of 62 ug/m3.
Consequently, the incremental increase in outdoor concentrations that would result from the
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proposed project are well below the standards set for indoor air concentrations of
formaldehyde at the federal and California levels.

Please note that the term “less than significant” as used in the draft EIR is a technical term
relating to the ability of the project to meet certain identified criteria.  It is in no way intended
to discount or downplay the concerns or importance of affected parties or individuals. 

I21-36.This comment concerns the notes presented in Table 3.5-6 of the draft EIR; specifically the
commenter requests an explanation of the term “using the rural option”.  SCREEN3 allows
for the selection of urban or rural dispersion coefficients. Sources located in urban areas
should be modeled using urban dispersion parameters while sources in rural areas should be
modeled using the rural dispersion parameters.  Determination of the applicability of urban
or rural dispersion is based upon land use or population density.  For determination by land
use the following steps are used:  (1) circumscribe a 3 km radius circle, Ao, about the source
using the meteorological land use typing scheme and (2) if land use types I1, I2, C1, R2, and
R3 account for 50 percent or more of Ao, select the urban option, otherwise use the rural
option.  Using the population density criteria, the following steps are used:  (1) compute the
average population density, "p", per square kilometer with Ao as defined above and (2) if "p"
is greater than 750 people/km², use the urban option, otherwise select the rural option.  Of
the two methods, the land use procedure is considered more definitive.  This guidance is
extracted from Section 8.2.8 of the U.S. EPA’s "Guideline On Air Quality Models
(Revised)". 

I21-37. Implementation of the proposed project would not have a direct or noticeable effect on burn
days.  Burn days are established by the local air pollution control district and are based
largely on meterological conditions that are suitable for dispersion of smoke from
intentionally set fires.

I21-38.The CPUC does not believe that there will be any substantial increase in false alarms.  On
occasion, the project facilities will be “blowdown” to allow maintenance activities.  The gas
could be flared (burned) to control odor.  As described in Chapter 2, “Clarifications of Major
Issues”, gas would be burned in a 10-foot-deep flare pit surrounded by a berm that would
reduce the visibility from the surrounding area.  The project 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 their comment letter, the local fire district would establish a working relationship
with the Applicant.  It would be reasonable to assume that as part of this relationship,
notification of activities that may appear to require emergency response would be made to
further minimize responses to false alarms.

I21-39.Comment noted.  Several species of raptors nest in agricultural areas.  The intent of this
statement was to indicate that nesting density is likely not high in the areas immediately
surrounding the project alternatives because of the lack of trees.  In addition, most impacts
would be temporary, construction-related impacts.  Mitigation Measure 3.7-7 is adequate to
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ensure that any potential impacts to nesting raptors are reduced to a less-than-significant
level.

I21-40.The draft EIR adequately identifies potential risks to the community and the environment.
The proposed project would be required to comply with numerous federal, state, and local
regulations established to minimize the risk of this type of development project.  Potential
public health impacts of the project are discussed in Section 3.9 of the draft EIR.  The CPUC
is aware of perceived psychological effects of the project on the local areas; however any
analysis of such effects would be outside the scope of the EIR.

I21-41.No attempt was made in the draft EIR to compare background or ambient noise levels at
either of the compressor sites evaluated with noise levels within the Lodi Gas field area.  It
is likely that noise levels at these locations are generally similar, with average noise levels
being highest near roads.

I21-42.The analysis in the draft EIR indicates that there would be no significant noise-related
impacts from the compressor facility at either location considered in the draft EIR.  Noise-
related impacts are primarily a function of the distance of sensitive receptors from the
facility.  Compensation issues are not considered in the draft EIR analysis.

I21-43.Both continuous and intermittent noise impacts are considered.  The Applicant will provide
adequate sound reduction to ensure that noise levels from all project facilities will be
consistent with the San Joaquin County Noise Ordinance.  Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major
Issues”, of this final EIR addresses noise-reduction measures related to venting.

I21-44.The CPUC is not aware of any information that would lead to a conclusion that the
implementation of the proposed project would lead to the inducement of other, similar
facilities.  Zoning ordinances and general plans provide the basics for decisions regarding
what types of land uses are permitted in a given area.

I21-45.This comment refers to air quality effects on the local area.  Air quality is more appropriately
viewed, however, in a regional context.  The air emissions of the project are small when
viewed in the context of the air basin and easily meet state and federal air quality standards
and would make up a tiny fraction of the emissions in the air basin.  Ozone is a regional
pollutant, which is why the State of California has determined that offsets are a reasonable
approach to addressing air emissions for certain pollutants.  Additionally, ozone will not be
directly emitted by the facilities.  Ozone precursors that will be emitted do not result in
increased ozone concentrations in the immediate area where they are emitted but contribute
to regional air quality problems.  Because offsets are available and are permitted under state
law and local regulation, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative air quality
impacts.

I21-46.The purpose of a cumulative impact analysis, as described on page 4-1 of the draft EIR, is
to determine whether a proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in individual effects that, when considered
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together, are considerable or that compound or increase other impacts.  The CPUC is not
aware of any information that would indicate that the potential public health and safety
impacts of the proposed project, which are described in Section 3.9,  of the draft EIR, are
additive to any other known or foreseeable project.  Psychological effects of a project are not
considered environmental effects and are not addressed under CEQA.

I21-47.See response to comment I21-46 above.  The CPUC is not aware of any past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects that would contribute to cumulative noise levels in the
areas potentially affected by the proposed project.

I21-48.The potential effects of an explosion or accident on public services is speculative.  Accidents
are extremely rare and the potential for an accident would not contribute to cumulative
demands for public services. 

I21-49.This comment concerns perceived minor inaccuracies in the draft EIR.

The commenters contend that the statement on page ES-3 of the draft EIR noting that the
compressor site is located “near” Highway 99 is inaccurate because the alternate compressor
site is located one-half mile from the Highway 99.  Although the statement on page ES-3
refers to the location of the compressor site under the proposed project (depicted in Figure
2-12a), both the proposed and alternate compressor sites are located on parcels adjacent to
(albeit on opposite sides of)  Highway 99, qualifying for use of the term “near” to describe
their proximity to Highway 99.  No change to the draft EIR is required.

The commenters contend that there are no “industrial uses or industrial facilities” near the
alternate compressor site.  As described in Section 3.1, “Land Use, Planning and Agricultural
Resources” of the draft EIR, the proposed compressor facility would be located near
Highway 99 and adjacent to a propane storage and distribution center.  As regards the
alternate compressor site, it is located on the southwest corner of the Lind Airport property.
Scattered light industrial uses, many of which serve to support the primarily agricultural uses
in the area, occur throughout the project area.  No changes to the draft EIR are required.

I21-50.This comment questions the credibility of the draft EIR because it is based on information
prepared by consultants under contract to the Applicant.  LGS hired consultants to develop
information contained in its Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA), which was a
required component of its application to the CPUC for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity.  The CPUC, as lead agency for the project, entered into a contract with Jones
& Stokes, an environmental consulting firm unaffiliated with the Applicant, to objectively
review the Applicant’s submittal, request or develop additional data as necessary, and
prepare an independent analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the project.


