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Responses to Comments from Inez Villa

I37-1. As shown of Figure 2-4 of the draft EIR, the well will be cased in concrete from the top of
the storage formation to the ground surface.

I37-2. As described on page 2-18 of the draft EIR, all wells will be drilled using conventional
techniques in accordance with the California Code of Regulations.  Page 2-12 of the draft
EIR outlines the California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources role in
supervising the development, operation, and abandonment of  gas injection, production, and
storage projects.  Although not shown in the draft EIR, the Applicant’s PEA provides typical
diagrams for observation and water injection wells, both of which will be completed in a
manner similar to the injection/withdrawal wells.

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.

I37-3. Based on your mailing address it appears that your property overlies the Lodi Gas Field,
consequently your well may be a candidate for water quality monitoring.  Depending on the
depth of the well and the screened interval, however, a neighbor’s well may be better suited
for monitoring than yours.  A registered geologist or hydrogeologist will recommend wells
for water quality monitoring based on well drilling information and other geological
information.  Because of the continuous nature of the groundwater aquifier, however, similar
results would be expected at the same depth from any well within a given area.  Therefore,
monitoring of every well is not required to obtain the needed information.









Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4.  Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 I-87

Responses to Comments from Roger Ward

I38-1. The CPUC believes that the analysis is appropriate and adequately describes the noise
environment and the potential noise-related impacts of the proposed project.  While it is true
that certain specific and transient atmospheric conditions (e.g., inversions) can result in an
increase in the distance that noise events are perceived, such events are extremely difficult
to predict and to model over an extended period of time.  Therefore such conditions are not
typically considered in EIR assessments.  In addition, there are also times when other specific
and transient atmospheric conditions (e.g., winds, rain) would tend to dampen the noise
effects predicted through noise modeling.  The draft EIR analyses did not attempt to take
such conditions into account.  In summary, the draft EIR analyses used the best available
information and industry-wide modeling approaches to predicting noise impacts of the
proposed project.

I38-2. See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR for a discussion of venting.
The project Applicant has provided additional project design details that indicate that noise
levels from use of the emergency relief valves will be reduced to less-than-significant levels.
In addition, such emergency releases would occur only very infrequently.

I38-3. See response to comment I38-1 above.  The Leq measurement is typically used in EIR
assessments and is considered the standard measure of noise conditions.  For example, the
San Joaquin County Noise Ordinance uses Leq to derive noise standards.  This commenter
also appears to have incorrectly cited information contained in Appendix D of the draft EIR.
Page 5 of the Hoover & Keith Inc. report in Appendix D indicates that the L10 sound
measurement at the separation facility is 42.4 dBA (not 33 dBA), while the L90 sound
measurement is 33 dBA (not 42 dBA).  Given that noise conditions change on a frequent and
continuous basis and the well field covers a large area and includes residences adjacent to
local roadways as well as residences located away from roadways, the 35-45 dBA Leq is an
appropriate approximation of existing noise conditions near the separation facility.  It should
be noted that the measured Leq at the separation facility actually ranged from about 46 dBA
to 54 dBA; therefore, use of a 35-45 dBA Leq range to approximate existing conditions is
considered conservative.

It is also important to note that should the project be approved, well drilling activities will
temporarily become part of the background noise environment.  Drilling will not be suddenly
“switched on”; as stated by the commenter, it will be a continuous process and, as such, will
not be contrasted to non-drilling conditions on a regular basis.

I38-4. The CPUC believes that the noise impact analysis is valid.  Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 has
been revised based on comments from the California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources.  See Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR for these changes.

I38-5. Section 2.4.13 of the draft EIR states on page 2-45 that the separator and compressor
facilities will be designed and operated in such a manner as to comply with the San Joaquin
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County Noise Ordinance.  The analyses in the draft EIR assumed implementation of the
mitigation measures recommended in the Hoover & Keith report, or similar measures, as
those measures were required to bring the facility in compliance with the San Joaquin County
Noise Ordinance as committed to by the Applicant.  The CPUC will require the Applicant
to demonstrate that compliance with the San Joaquin County Noise Ordinance can be
achieved as a condition of approval, should the project be approved, and project operation.

I38-6. See response to comment 38-2 above.

I38-7. It is important to note that the noise analysis did not take into account prevailing wind
conditions in determining that impacts to the nearest sensitive receptor would be less than
significant.  The purpose in qualitatively describing the fact that areas upwind of the alternate
compressor site in Sections 3.10.5 and 3.10.6 would likely experience somewhat reduced
noise levels as compared to predicted noise levels because of prevailing wind conditions, is
related to the fact that the only nearby sensitive receptor identified for this location is located
northwest of the alternate compressor site.  Although it is true that the same conditions would
result in increased noise levels downwind of the site, no sensitive receptors are located to the
east that could be affected by the alternate compressor facility.  Residences located to the east
are relatively close to Highway 99 and ambient sound levels at those locations are higher as
a result.  The alternate compressor facility would therefore not result in perceptible noise
increases at these locations, even when prevailing wind conditions are taken into account.
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Responses to Comments from Teresa Williams (November 4, 1999)

I39-1. The Applicant has proposed additional pollution control technologies and will purchase
emission offsets if required by the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.

I39-2. The CPUC has no jurisdiction or authority over the negotiations that have occurred between
LGS and landowners.  It is important to note that LGS does not currently have eminent
domain authority and will not receive it unless the CPUC approves the project and grants
eminent domain powers through the SB 177 process.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major
Issues”, of this final EIR for a general discussion of the eminent domain process.

I39-3. Information in the draft EIR was derived from information submitted by the Applicant and
by independent analysis conducted by consultants under contract to the CPUC.  Much of the
information was derived from review of aerial photographs of the project area.  Noise
measurements were typically taken from publicly accessible locations.  Venting of the
compressor was briefly discussed in Section 2.4 of the draft EIR.  Based on comments
received, additional information is included in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues” of
this final EIR.

I39-4. There is no evidence that implementation of the proposed project would have any measurable
effect on plant production and animal welfare.  The pipeline would be inert and would not
carry any electrical current.  Safety issues related to the proposed project are discussed in
Section 3.9 of the draft EIR.

Locating the compressor at the well field site would result in substantially greater land use
inconsistencies than would occur at either of the two sites addressed in detail in the draft
EIR.  This alternative was therefore not considered further.

I39-5. This comment concerns the location of the compressor facility adjacent to Highway 99,
applicable federal air quality standards, and the potential reclassification of the San Joaquin
Air Basin as a severe nonattainment area for ozone.  As discussed in Section 2.2.4, “Project-
Specific Location Alternatives”, the original concept was to place the compressor as close
as possible to the well field.  Because the compression equipment generates noise, siting of
the compressor adjacent to the well field was determined by the Applicant to be incompatible
with surrounding residential land uses.  Given the technical feasibility of operating the
compressor facility apart from other project facilities, alternate compressor sites that have
higher background noise levels were evaluated.  The results of the initial screening of
alternate compressor locations, which included an evaluation of noise sensitivity, presence
of biological resources, compatibility with existing land uses, and other criteria are presented
in Table 2-1 of the draft EIR.  The compressor site locations northeast of Highway 99 and
Peltier Road and southwest of Lind Airport were determined by the Applicant to meet all
initial evaluation criteria.  The environmental impacts of siting the compressor facility at
these locations is evaluated in the draft EIR.  All other potential compressor sites failed to
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than significant and no mitigation is required.  Noise levels associated with infrequent
venting of the compressor are discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this
final EIR.  Air quality impacts associated with the operation of the compressor are disclosed
in Section 3.5, “Air Quality”, of the draft EIR. As discussed in the response to comment I39-
5, air quality impacts associated with operation of the compressor require the incorporation
of best available control technologies to reduce emissions and offsets are required for
emissions that exceed specified trigger levels.

I39-7. The criteria discussed under Impact 3.1-4, “Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses”,
were developed based on professional judgment and review of relevant information.  The
commenters disagreement with these criteria is noted.

I39-8. The CPUC is unaware that polluted water exists in the gas storage formations.  The storage
formations, as described on page 3.4-6 of the draft EIR, contain saline water that is not
suitable for agricultural, industrial, or domestic uses.  This water would remain in the deep
aquifers and would move in and out of the storage formations depending on the amount of
gas being stored.  The concrete and steel well casing will prevent the water from moving
upwards into the aquifers that are suitable for the previously mentioned uses.

I39-9. No zoning changes would be required to implement the proposed project.  Such facilities are
considered potentially consistent uses within the agricultural zone, as a conditionally
permitted use with an approved Site Approval application.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of
Major Issues”, of this final EIR, for a detailed discussion.  

I39-10.The commenters concern regarding reduction in property values is noted.  Although the
CPUC is concerned about property values in the area, effects on property values are not
typically considered an environmental issue and, as such, are not addressed in an EIR.
Eminent domain issues are discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this
final EIR.
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Responses to Comments from Teresa Williams (October 19, 1999)

I40-1. Based on observations at the parachute center it appears that the parafoil style parachutes
used by most parachutists are highly maneuverable and can be controlled to avoid the
proposed project facilities.  When observed during preparation of the draft EIR, most
parachutists landed within 100 feet of the parachute center, which is a multi-story building.
The compressor facility would be approximately 35 feet tall and would be screened by trees;
therefore it is likely that an ultralight pilot would be able to see the facility from some
distance and would be able to safely avoid it.  Venting would take place in 10-foot-deep,
bermed pits that would be easily visible and should also be avoided by parachutists.

I40-2. The commenters concern regarding reduction in property values is noted.  Although the
CPUC is concerned about property values in the area, effects on property values are not
typically considered an environmental issue and, as such, are not addressed in an EIR.
Eminent domain issues are discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this
final EIR.
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Responses to Comments from Teresa Williams (October 13, 1999)

I41-1. Safety issues are addressed in Section 3.9, “Public Health and Safety”, of the draft EIR.  

I41-2. The commenter objects to the project’s emissions of air pollutants.  The Applicant would be
required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local air quality regulations.  These
regulations require the incorporation of best available control technologies (BACT) into the
project design to minimize emissions.  For emissions of air pollutants in exceedance of
specified trigger levels, the Applicant is required to purchase offset credits.

I41-3. See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, in this final EIR for additional information
regarding venting of the compressor facilities.

I41-4. There is considerable uncertainty regarding the interpretation of the Airport Land Use Plan.
Potential conflicts with the plan are fully disclosed in Section 3.1 of the draft EIR.  Since
publication of the draft EIR, the Applicant has received a letter from the Federal Aviation
Administration indicating that the proposed project did not conflict with the those elements
of airport safety under the jurisdiction of the FAA.  See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major
Issues”, of this final EIR for more information.

I41-5. The commenters concern regarding reduction in property values is noted.  Although the
CPUC is concerned about property values in the area, effects on property values are not
typically considered environmental in nature and, as such, are not addressed in an EIR.  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 Todd Williams

I42-1. The comment concerns the fact that LGS is a limited liability company.  This comment is
outside the scope of the draft EIR and therefore no response is required.

I42-2. Although the eminent domain process is outside the scope of the draft EIR, the CPUC is very
concerned about this issue.  As of now, LGS has no eminent domain authority and will not
unless the project is approved.  Even if the project were approved, the recently enacted SB
177 changes the authority of private utilities to exercise eminent domain.  Chapter 2,
“Clarification of Major Issues”,  in this final EIR for a general discussion of the eminent
domain process.

I42-3. The commenter contends that siting the compressor facility  at either the proposed site or the
alternate site is irresponsible.  Section 3.9, “Public Health and Safety”, of the draft EIR
analyzes the potential safety impacts associated with the compressor facility.  This analysis
concluded that although the alternate compressor site would place the compressor near an
airport, where there is a risk of aviation-related or skydiving-related accidents, the safety
factors designed into the project, including automated shutdown equipment would minimize
the severity of these accidents.  These same safety factors would also serve to minimize the
severity of accidents if the compressor were located adjacent to Highway 99.  

I42-4. While there are numerous gas fields throughout the state, there are very few natural gas
storage facilities such as is being proposed by LGS.  The overall need for additional gas
storage facilities in California is described in Section 1.2.1 on page 1-2 of the draft EIR.

I42-5. 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.  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 alternate 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, the CPUC could not
determine if that prohibition related to only aboveground pipelines or all pipelines.  Because
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the ALUP provides procedures for the Airport Land Use Commission to review proposed
projects and amend the plan and provisions for the County Board of Supervisors to override
the ALUP.  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. The
Airport Land Use Commission would be the appropriate local agency to address the policy
conflict.

I42-6. The Applicant would be required to conform with the safety programs and regulations of
various federal, state, and local agencies if the project is approved.  These agencies would
be responsible for enforcing their regulations and ensuring that safety precautions are not
overlooked. 

I42-7. See response to Comment I42-5.  Moving the compressor facility closer to the airport,
although contrary to intuition, would be safer than the originally proposed site because the
facility would be located outside the flight path to the side of the runway rather than at the
end of the runway.

I42-8. There is considerable uncertainty regarding the interpretation of the Airport Land Use Plan.
Potential conflicts with the plan are fully disclosed in Section 3.1 of the draft EIR.  Since
publication of the draft EIR, the Applicant has received a letter from the Federal Aviation
Administration indicating that the proposed project does not conflict with the those elements
of airport safety under the jurisdiction of the FAA.

I42-9. See response to comment I42-8 above.

I42-10.This comment concerns the reliability of the air quality data as supplied by the Applicant.
The comment concerns the validity of the air quality data supplied by the Applicant.  The
CPUC reviewed the toxic air pollutant emissions and associated emission factors prior to
incorporating them into the draft EIR.  They were found to be consistent with recommended
toxic air pollutant emission factors published by the U.S. EPA.

I42-11.See response to comment I42-2 above, as well as,  Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”,
in this final EIR, for an expanded discussion of eminent domain with regard to offsets, the
Applicant has proposed additional pollution control technologies and will purchase emission
offsets if required by the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District.

I42-12.The commenter identifies various concerns about the proposed location of the compressor
facility.  The response to comment I42-6 addresses the issue of consistency with the Airport
Land Use Plan, which is also discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this
final EIR.  The alternate compressor facility site was proposed in response to comments from
the public and in an attempt to reduce noise impacts on surrounding land uses.  Only 0.5 acre
of the 10 acre alternate compressor site would be located in the transitional zone.  The site
is large enough to accommodate the planned facility without locating any project facilities
in this zone.  As shown on Figure 2-13, the facilities are oriented to avoid the northeast
corner of the parcel that is under the transitional zone.  
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I42-13.The commenter identifies concerns regarding the safety of parachutists and pilots near the
compressor facility.  Based on observations at the parachute center, it appears that the
parafoil style parachutes used by most parachutists are highly maneuverable and can be
controlled to avoid the proposed project facilities.  When observed during preparation of the
draft EIR, most parachutists landed within a 100 feet of the parachute center, which is a
multi-story building.  Sky diving in unsafe conditions (i.e. strong winds), however, may
cause participants to land in unintended areas. 

The compressor facility would be approximately 35 feet tall and would be screened by trees;
it is therefore likely that an ultralight pilot would be able to see the facility from some
distance and would be able to safely avoid it.  Venting would take place in a 10-foot-deep,
bermed pit that could be easily seen and avoided by parachutists.

I42-14.The commenter summarizes concerns elaborated elsewhere in the letter concerning the safety
of the compressor facility’s location and operation.  As described in response to these
individual comments, the compressor facility is subject to numerous regulations, safety
programs, and inspections to ensure that it is operated and maintained safely.  In response
to these concerns and those of other commenters, additional information has been provided
(see Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR) regarding the venting
process and the venting facilities have been redesigned to reduce noise and odor.  More
information has also been provided in Chapter 2 of this final EIR about the compatibility of
the compressor facility’s location with the Airport Land Use Plan and the potential for
revisions to that plan to address local concerns.

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.
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Responses to Comments from Judy Wilson

I43-1. Noise from the operation of the separation facility is discussed in Impact 3.10-3, “Exposure
of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Noise from the Operation of the Separator Facility”, of the
draft EIR.  Noise from this facility at the nearest sensitive receptor is expected to be 37 A-
weighted decibels (dBA), which is below the ambient noise levels measured at the existing
site and is in compliance with San Joaquin County Noise ordinance standards for stationary
sources.  For these reasons this impact was determined to be less than significant and no
mitigation is required.

Noise from the construction of the wells is discussed in Impact 3.10-2, “Exposure of Noise-
Sensitive Land Uses from Well Drilling Activities”, of the draft EIR.  This analysis found
that noise from well- drilling activities could exceed 50 dBA within 2,000 feet of a well site
and that approximately 50 residences are located within this distance.  As discussed in
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR” Mitigation Measure 3.10-2 has been revised to
restrict the noisiest activities associated with well-drilling operations and to require the
installation of a hay wall around the perimeter of each well site and a sound wall around the
drill floor.  Please refer to Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR for a
complete description of this revised mitigation measure.

I43-2. As depicted in Figure 3.12-1 of the draft EIR, the separation facility would be set back
approximately 175 feet from Jahant Road.  Additionally, as discussed in Impact 3.12-1,
“Potential to Degrade the Existing Visual Character of the Site”, the design of this facility
includes the use of non-glare materials and earth tone colors to reduce the visibility of
structures.  Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 requires that a detailed landscape plan be developed
for the separator to effectively screen this facility from view.
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Responses to Comments from Phillip Wirtz

I44-1. California state law governs the exercise of eminent domain.  In addition, the recently
enacted Senate Bill 177 revises the granting of eminent domain authority to private utilities.
In any case, under state law entities exercising eminent domain authority must pay the fair
market value of any property or easement acquired through that process.  See Chapter 2,
“Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR for a detailed discussion of eminent domain
and SB177.

I44-2. The commenter’s objection to the proposed project is noted.


