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Responses to Comments from Ken Allen

I11-1. The comment concerns the potential for odors resulting from operation of the project. The
potential for objectionable odors is analyzed in Section 3.5, “Air Quality”, of the draft EIR.
The analysis found that although leaks in the piping components could result in the emission
of small quantities of odorized gas, such leaks would be unlikely; however, this impact was
determined to be significant. Mitigation Measure 3.5-4 which requires the Applicant to
properly construct the piping components, to inspect the pipeline quarterly for leaks, and to
repair leaks within 1 month following the quarterly inspection, would reduce this impact to
a less-than-significant level. This mitigation measure has been revised to further ensure that
potential odor impacts are minimized. See Chapter 3, “Revision to the Draft EIR”, in this
final EIR. The potential for objectionable odors to result from operation of the compressor
facility is discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR.

11-2. The project Applicant has committed to compliance with the San Joaquin County Noise
Ordinance, which requires that noise levels be no greater than 50 dBA during the daytime
and 45 dBA at night at the nearest sensitive receptors measured as an hourly average (Leq).
The noise impacts of the proposed project facilities are fully described in Section 3.10, “Air
Quality”, of the draft EIR. The increase in noise levels would be almost imperceptible at the
nearest residences to the project sites, and would not be perceived at residences farther from
the project site. See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR for
additional discussion of compressor noise.

11-3. 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.

11-4.  The commenters desire for local financial benefits from the project is noted. The proposed
project, if approved, would provide a statewide benefit. Direct local reductions in the price
of natural gas would not likely be a result of the project. The Applicant has stated that
several hundreds of thousands of dollars per year would be brought to the local area through
tax revenues from the project.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 -1
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Responses to Comments from John Armanino

I2-1.  The comment concerns the potential for odors resulting from operation of the project. The
potential for objectionable odors is analyzed in Section 3.5, “Air Quality” of the draft EIR.
The analysis found that although leaks in the piping components could result in the emission
of small quantities of odorized gas, such leaks would be unlikely; however, this impact was
determined to be significant. Mitigation Measure 3.5-4, which requires the Applicant to
properly construct the piping components, to inspect the pipeline quarterly for leaks, and to
repair leaks within 1 month following the quarterly inspection, would reduce this impact to
a less-than-significant level. The potential for objectionable odors to result from operation
of the compressor facility is discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this
final EIR.

12-2.  Although problems or accidents at PG&E facilities may cause concern, they are not related
to the operation of the proposed project. The project, if approved, will be built to the latest
safety standards to minimize potential accidents. In addition, various safety programs have
been incorporated into the project description to protect the health and safety of people and
the environment (see Section 2.4.13 of the draft EIR). Each of these programs will be
approved and enforced by the federal, state, or local agency with jurisdiction over the
relevant issues. Although no project can be designed to guarantee accident-free operations,
the safety programs required for the project are sufficient to ensure a high degree of safety.

I2-3. Patterns of use by birds vary substantially from season to season and year to year. The
immediate area of the Lodi gas field and compressor facility are not heavily used by
migratory birds and therefore operation of the compressor facility would not result in any
substantial effects on use patterns. However, the general project area has many migratory
bird species present.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 1-3



Letter I3

October 26, 1999

Ms. Judith Ikle, Project Manager

State of California - Public Affairs Management
101 The Embarcadero, Suite 210

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re:. Application 98-11-012

Dear Ms. lkle:

The purpose of this letter is to voice my opposition to the Lodi Gas Storage Project. |
own a small farm that will be affected by this project. | object to this project for the
following reasons:

» The proposed Lodi Gas Storage project poses a dangerous threat to the
Acampo area, specifically where my family lives. This danger has not been
adequately addressed. 3-1
+ This gas reservpir was abandoned because there was contamination
involving the water aquifer. There have been no assurances that this will not 3-2
happen again.

» The Lodi Gas Storage Company is local in name only. A Houston
Corporation that is composed of private investors owns it. This corporation
has never done a project like the one they are proposing. 13.-3

If this company goes bankrupt, who will cleanup the environment?

» This project appears to be on the fast track and there is a lot of momentum
(money) to make this project happen quickly. | understand that your are now
fooking at the viability of three options. Why aren’t you examining the option 13-4
of doing nothing?

We, in the local community, are supposed to trust people that are only in it for the
money, have no stake in the community, are doing something they have never done
before, and we (the property owners) won't be able to hold them accountable if there is a
major tragedy. | am very afraid for my family’s safety if this project is approved.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.
Lee Belarmino

10387 E. Jahant
Acampo, CA 95220




Responses to Comments from Lee Belarmino

13-1. The CPUC believes that the federal and state safety standards described in the draft EIR
adequately protect the public and the environment.

I3-2.  The gas field was abandoned because it was not economical to remove any more gas. It is
estimated that approximately 3 billion cubic feet of gas still exist in each gas reservoir (page
2-16 of the draft EIR). When the gas reservoir was nearly depleted, the existing wells also
captured a large quantity of water that had to be re-injected. To remove additional gas
without getting water, would have required drilling new wells. It was not economically
feasible to drill new wells to recover the remaining gas.

13-3.  Construction and operation of the project will primarily be monitored by local, state, and
federal agencies which have jurisdictional authority over such facilities including, the U.S.
Department of Transportation, Office of Pipeline Safety, and the California Division of Qil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources. These agencies are specifically designated as the primary
agencies responsible for the appropriate and safe design of natural gas facilities, including
providing for appropriate closure. Because of the nature of the project, it is not anticipated
that substantial “cleanup” of the environment will be required.

13-4.  The CPUC has made no decision regarding this project. The purpose of the draft EIR and
final EIR is simply to identify and disclose potential environmental impacts to the public as
part of the decision making process. In addition to looking at three action alternatives, the
draft EIR examines the alternative of no project. This alternative is not extensively discussed
in the draft EIR because the result of this alternative would simply be that the project would
not be constructed and none of the impacts identified in the EIR would occur.

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-5



To:

Letter 14

California Public Utilities Commission
¢/0 Public Affairs Management

101 The Embarcadero, Suite 210

Sanp Francisco, Ca. 94106

Subject: Lodi Gas Storage Draft EIR -- Comments and Recommendations

From:

Date:

W. A. Bennett
5081 E. Jahant Road
Galt, Ca. 93632

(209) 368-8494
October 26, 1999

Comments and recommendations related to the Lodi Gas Storage project and the draft EIR are
made below. While I am opposed to this project , I believe that if the recommendations are im-
plemented, the project would be much less objectionable and much more acceptable to its
neighbors.

NOISE:

The EIR noise discussions (and particularly the noise appendix) are obtuse and ditficult to fol-
low. Noise level units should be clearly defined and explained. Also, specific noise levels should
be equated to every-day human noise experience so that the levels can be more easily under-
stood. However, apart from the difficulty in understanding the EIR noise discussion, the fol-
lowing comments are made:

L.

According to the EIR, Lodi Gas Storage is not subject to San Joaquin County noise
regulations because it is regulated by the CPUC (page 3.10-3). If the CPUC is to regulate
noise emanating from projects under its purview, the CPUC should have noise standards.
However, CPUC noise standards are not included in the EIR and I suspect there are none.
IF THERE ARE NO CPUC NOISE STANDARDS, THE PROJECT SHOULD BE
REQUIRED TO MEET (OR IMPROVE ON) SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY NOISE
REQUIREMENTS.

Even though it is not required, the EIR (page 2-45) says the separator and compressor fa-
cilities will meet the San Joaquin noise requirements. However, the noise levels on page
2-45 are higher than San Joaquin County allows. The following table summarizes the

inconsistencies:

N .-"Pmpbsed Pl;oj.é{z:t_:as;?de- ‘| San Joaquin (."auilty
L S : S -] 310-3. ' .
Noise -daytime. 55 dBA 50 dBA
Noise - nighttime Not covered 45 dBA

For mitigation purposes, the San Joaquin County noise ordinance states that the noise levels
mentioned above are to be measured at the plant boundary. [.GS apparently does not intend
to conform to that requirement since it talks about achieving noise levels at the nearest sensi-
tive location. SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY NOISE LEVEL REQUIREMENTS SHOULD
BE ACHIEVED AT THE PLANT BOUNDARY.

1-

I4-1

4-2



3. The unit of measure for noise is dBA (decibels above reference noise, A-weighted). The
definition of dBA is not clear but in discussions with one of the CPUC's consultants, it
appears that the dBA is a weighted average taken over a one-hour period. If this is true,
that means there could be periods of several minutes throughout the day and night when
the noise level is excessively high (such as might occur when pressure relief valves open
or the plant vents). In other words, a 55 dBA noise level could be made up of approxi-
mately 55 minutes of 45 dBA noise and 5 minutes of 120 dBA noise. This is clearly un-
acceptable and also unnecessary.

In addition to maintaining the hourly weighted average dBA noise levels required by San
Joaquin County, sound proofing should be installed to ensure that the maximum sound
levels as mdlcated in the followmg table are not exceeded.

) of ‘a Noise Event Wltlnn Daytlme Nmse Levei (dBA) " nghmme Noase Levei _
ny Ote-Hour Period (Minutes) | 1 _ Ny ’ SO0 dBAY L
30 50 45
15 55 50
5 60 55
1 65 60
0 70 65

THE NOISE LEVELS INDICATED ABOVE ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE PREVI-
OUS SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY NOISE ORDINANCE AND SHOULD BE REQUIRED
FOR THIS PROJECT.

AIR POLUTION:

[f two of the primary air pollution components (NOx and ROG) produced by this project during
the operations can not be reduced to acceptable standards by applying the best available control
technology (BACT), the applicant plans to purchase emission offsets as a mitigation measure.,
This apparently means that the applicant can go to a different part of the San Joaquin Valley and
buy credits from some other industrial facility which is not polluting up to the maximum. The
applicant then uses the credits as offsets to its own poliution.

This means there can be pockets of severe air pollution interspersed within a relative clean area
and as long as the average within the overall air pollution district meets the requirements, it is
acceptable. This concept is ridiculous beyond words but is apparently the way the law is written.

The draft EIR states (page 3.5-14) that the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District or
the applicant may elect to install electrically driven compressors which would essentially elimi-
nate local emissions. Electrically driven compressors would also eliminate much of the noise
problem.

AS A CONDITION FOR APPROVING THIS PROJECT, THE CPUC SHOULD RE-
QUIRE THE INSTALLATION OF ELECTRICALLY DRIVEN COMPRESSORS. THIS
SHOULD NOT BE OPTIONAL.

144



PROPERTY VALUES

There will be a "market stigma” attached to properties near this pipeline and its stationary facili-
ties. This means that such properties will not be worth the same amount of money they were
worth before the project and, subsequently, will not be worth as much as similar or nearly similar
properties which are not near this project. It seems clear that if a potential property buyer has the
option of purchasing a property through which a 30-inch, high-pressure natural gas pipeline
passes or a similar one a mile away for the same price, he will buy the one which is a mile away.

AS A CONDITION FOR APPROVING THIS PROJECT, THE CPUC SHOULD RE-
QUIRE THAT THE APPLICANT PAY FOR PROPERTY APPRAISALS (USING AP-
PRAISERS SELECTED BY THE PROPERTY OWNER) AND REIMBURSE THE
PROPERTY OWNER IMMEDIATELY FOR ANY DECREASE IN VALUE AS DE-
TERMINED BY THE APPRAISAL.

Appraisals should be conducted on all properties through which or adjacent to which the pipeline
passes and all properties within one mile of the compressor station and/or the separator facility.

EMINENT DOMAIN

The justification for granting this project eminent domain status is that it will provide a general
benefit to the people of California in the form of lower gas prices. However, nothing has been
published indicating the magnitude of this benefit in dolars per year. I suspect there are two rea-
sons for this lack of publicity: 1.) the law probably does not require it, and 2.) the amount is
probably unknown. How about requiring a cost/benefit analysis?

Many of us who are potentially affected by this project can imagine what the cost of the project
will be to us in noise, air pollution, visual aggravation, and loss of property values. We are to-
tally in the dark as to the benefit that will offset our suffering.

AS A GUIDELINE, THE CPUC SHOULD NOT EVEN CONSIDER GRANTING EMI-
NENT DOMAIN STATUS TO LODI GAS STORAGE UNLESS IT CAN BE CLEARLY
DEMONSTRATED THAT THE ANNUAL BENEFIT TO THE PEOPLE OF CALIFOR-
NIA IS EQUAL TO OR HIGHER THAN THE ANNUAL NET INCOME (BEFORE
TAXES) EXPECTED BY LODI GAS STORAGE.

Signed,

R [{.{Jt"/: - "‘:’X‘f—

TS L

cc:
Richard Pombo, Anthony Pescetti, Patrick Johnston, Jack Sieglock, California Public Utilities
Commission

14-5




Responses to Comments from W.A. Bennett

14-1.

14-2.

14-3.

14-4.

14-5.

14-6.

The CPUC has not adopted noise standards. Therefore, for this analysis, the draft EIR relies
on noise standards adopted by the local jurisdictions including the San Joaquin County Noise
Ordinance, as well as professional judgement. The project is required to meet these
standards or, in instances where this is not possible (e.g., construction), appropriate
mitigation will be required.

The San Joaquin Noise Ordinance was recently revised and no longer regulates noise levels
at property boundaries. Instead, the revised noise ordinance requires stationary sources to
achieve specific noise levels at “nearby outdoor activity areas”. The noise ordinance
requirements are described on page 3.10-3 of the draft EIR. As described on page 2-45 of
the draft EIR, mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant include an upper noise unit of
55 dBA at the perimeters of the compressor and separation facility sites and 45 dBA at the
nearest sensitive receptors. With inclusion of these measures into the project, the proposed
project and project alternatives comply with San Joaquin County Noise Ordinance
requirements, as discussed in Section 3.10, of the draft EIR, except for well-drilling
activities.

The term “dBA” refers to the A-weighted decibel scale, which weights the frequencies of a
given sound to approximate the way the human ear responds to sound levels. Noise
measurements and standards are typically described as noise levels that would occur over a
period of time. The San Joaquin County Noise Ordinance uses hourly equivalent noise levels
(Leq) as the appropriate standard. As indicated above, the noise levels from the compressor
facility and separation facility meet the requirements of the current San Joaquin County
Noise Ordinance. See Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR for a
detailed discussion of venting and compressor operation.

The comment concerns the potential use of electric compressors which would reduce air
emissions and noise from this facility. This issue is discussed in detail in Chapter 2,
“Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR.

The issue of compensation for property and property value is not directly regulated by the
CPUC. California state law contains extensive requirements regarding compensation for
property. Typically, the value of property or an easement is negotiated between a buyer and
a seller. Assuming that CPUC approves the project, if LGS and a landowner cannot come
to mutually agreeable terms, and if CPUC also determines that it is appropriate to grant LGS
authority to exercise eminent domain, appraisals will be required and the value of and effect
to property will be decided through an impartial court process. During such proceedings,
issues such as severance, loss of income, and reduced property values are typically addressed.

The CPUC has made no decision whether to approve the project. If the project is approved
and if LGS cannot come to terms with one or more landowners regarding property and
easement requirements, under the recently enacted Senate Bill 177, the CPUC will have to

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 -7



determine whether or not to allow LGS to exercise eminent domain powers. Prior to that
decision, a public hearing would be required to be held in the project area. At that time,
concerns regarding the relative value of and need for the project could be addressed. As of
now, LGS, along with other private utility proposals that have not yet been approved by the
CPUC, will not automatically be allowed to exercise eminent domain powers even if the
project is approved by the CPUC.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 1-8
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Responses to Comments from Adelene L. Cattuzzo

15-1.

15-2.

15-3.

15-4.

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/m®) averaged over 1 hour and 0.57 ug/m® averaged over one year. The
annual concentration of 14.28 ug/m? 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/m?®. 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
proposed project, is well below the standards set for indoor air concentrations of
formaldehyde at the federal and California levels.

Modern engineering and construction practices require pipelines to be designed and built to
withstand the maximum expected earthquake. Consequently, such facilities are resistant to
damage from ground motion.

As described in Section 2 of the draft EIR, all major waterways will be directionally drilled
to protect both aquatic and riparian habitats.

The Applicant does not currently have the right to enter private property without permission,
nor will they even if the project is approved. The CPUC is aware of this issue concerning
the Applicant’s alleged trespass.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 1-9



I5-5.  There are many existing pipelines in the Delta region that are buried in peat soils. Page 3.9-
10 of the draft EIR identifies peat fires as a potential impact of the project and mitigation
measures to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 1-10



Letter 16

Pu;)\ l_lk ities Cﬂﬁlfﬂigs‘uﬂ nclﬂllﬂ‘ 13. 1999
Lodi

Gomments on the Draft EIR

" —

we ZDpwARD B CATTW220

- - . Comments are due by Novemnber
Am_{)é;? &:/‘ RN ER ~ D, 10, 1899, and may be submitted

’ - tonight or mailed to:
L o2y 2. 79242 CA Public Lisilities Commission

c/ 0 Public Affairs Management
101 The Embarcadern, Suite 210
Tererrione (OPmionaL): /77 44:4 /! ST ED San Francisco, CA 94105

Fax 4152818843
Email: cpuc-gas-lodi@pamsf.com

Cowen: 7HE /U7 S PiPELIME f@ MoT SATE AND IT 1S NoT
CONDUCIVE TO QUR ENVIRONMENT. Tt 16-1
PRoPoOED ALTERMNATE ROUTE Wik DESTRDY
AEO TREES VWE ToiN 0UR N EIEHBORS A
LPPOSINIF THE LoD ITAS STPRAGE PRDTECT.
As L ReAD THoi DRAFTT ENVIRDNMNENT AL TMPACT 16-2
,Rffx’o?’l" 3.5-b PoTENTIAL ToR OBRTEL TIoNABLE
000RS (SUEMIFICANT) Bir W E NEED 15 Mp RE
ODDORS \W puR AR, [FRE Vou SuRl FrA47"
LARTHOUAKES Wikt Wos DJsri @ Br THE 16-3
PUPEMINE, SEpaRATION FBC It 17y, LoMPRESSOR
f‘ncm;ru P.I7E f/z/fiﬁ&bﬂa/é@f’ T A1 (FeET
TheT" 4 cf/%ﬁm/y CAN HRrE # "L TED .L/ﬁﬂ/szy
LAusE Wit PERMITS THEM To CoME pn) FrvATE 16-4

WYERTY AP If BVITHINE }HAPPENS THEY LAY Fit 2

ouT WITIouT Ass5umini7 ToER RESPoNS Bies 7/£5,
Please use the reverse side or attach any additional pages.

OVER .

QUESTIONS?
ConTacr THE INFORMATION LINE AT 415/988-1446, exTeEnsion 85
CHECK OUT THE PROJECT WEBSITE WWW. CPLIC. CA.GOV/ DIMISIONS/ ENERGY/ENVIRONMENTAL /INFO/LODI-GAS HTM




A Lo e ERNELD bt 7 77 A/;C,J BE
e TER CRODS A W G ke
i‘fsou&cﬁ oF FossiBrd LEVEE '

Judith lkl&, Project Manager

¢/o Public Affairs Management
101 The Embarcadero, Suite 210
San Francisco, CA 94105




Responses to Comments from Edward Cattuzzo

16-1.

16-2.

16-3.

16-4.

16-5.

The comment concerns the potential for implementation of the preferred alternative to
destroy 280 trees. As identified in Table ES-2 in the draft EIR, implementation of the
Composite Route Alternative (preferred alternative) has the potential to affect 280 trees,
although not necessarily destroy 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 Section 3.7,
“Biological Resources”, of the draft EIR. 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 ordinances. Implementation
of this mitigation will reduce adverse impacts on landmark trees or groves to a less-than-
significant level.

The comment concerns the potential for odors resulting from operation of the project. The
potential for objectionable odors is analyzed in Section 3.5, “Air Quality”, of the draft EIR.
The analysis found that although leaks in the piping components could result in the emission
of small quantities of odorized gas, such leaks would be unlikely; however, this impact was
determined to be significant. Mitigation Measure 3.5-4 which requires the Applicant to
properly construct the piping components, to inspect the pipeline quarterly for leaks, and to
repair leaks within 1 month following the quarterly inspection, would reduce this impact to
a less-than-significant level. This mitigation measure has been revised to further ensure that
potential odor impacts are minimized. See Chapter 3, “Revision to the Draft EIR”, in this
final EIR. The potential for objectionable odors to result from operation of the compressor
facility is discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR.

The CPUC believes that the federal, state, and local agencies regulating the construction and
operation of the project are adequate to protect human and environmental health, including
potential risk from earthquakes (draft EIR page 3.3-12).

The CPUC does not regulate the formation of corporations. However, despite the formation
of LGS as a “limited liability corporation”, the CPUC will not allow the Applicant to simply
abandon the project. Numerous state and federal laws govern the closure of such facilities.

River crossings have the potential to damage levees; however, several regulatory agencies
with jurisdiction over these types of lands will be required to review and approve the
engineering designs of each crossing (draft EIR page 3.4-21).

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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Letter I7

October 18, 1999

CA Public Utilities Commission
c/o Public Affairs Management
101 The Embarcadero, Suite 210
San Francisco,CA 94105

Gentlemen:
Re: Lodi Gas Storage application

| am writing in reference to the "proposed project route” crossing two of my
parcels of property. As of this writing, | am under the impression that the

DWR is not in favor of this route and for this reason, of the four routes, this
is the least favorable. Nontheless, | wish to state that this crossing passes
through bird santuaries on three islands--Staten, Twitchell and Sherman.

My land is on Andrus [sland between Georgiana Slough to the north and
south of Highway 12. The Lodi Gas stakes run directly over my syphon
pipe into Georgiana Slough! There are two “boils” on the inside levee and
a permanent seepage problem which the local reclamation district is
trying to repair. This [and was inundated in the late 80’s by a break in the
levee on the San Joaquin River. The levees are in so-so shape and take a
tremendous pressure when the winter rains and the spring run-off occur.

Most of the land is peat and readily burnable. 1t requires flooding to be
extinguished. Also peat shifts. As an example over on Grand Island which
contain much less peat, my Dad installed water drainage lines in the fields
about 5-6 ft. deep. Some of that pipe has worked its way up to the surface
today. The proposed pipe line is only 3 1/2 ft. deep and that is simply
not deep enough.

| am basically opposed to the “proposed project”. | prefer none of the
four routes but realize the area will grow . | do prefer the “composite” or
“existing pipeline” route given a choice.

Sincerely,

P ’
Zé«étﬁ/é é"?)d.('i/{'{:‘é_-
Marilyn Comstock

6574 Crystal Springs Drive
San Jose, CA 95120-4615

17-1

17-2

17-3




Responses to Comments from Marilyn Comstock

I7-1. The California Department of Water Resources commented during the scoping phase of the
project that the originally proposed pipeline alignment was not consistent with its proposed
use of its property on Twitchell Island.

I7-2.  As described on page 2-14 of the draft EIR, the State Lands Commission and the State
Reclamation Board will provide oversight of activities that may affect levee stability. The
Applicant will be required to complete extensive engineering studies to ensure that levee
stability is not adversely effected.

I7-3.  Impact 3.9-4 on pages 3.9-10 and 3.9-11 of the draft EIR describes the potential for peat fires
and measures to ensure that the potential for fire is minimized. 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. Impact 3.1-2 on pages 3.1-14 to 3.1-16 of
the draft EIR describes issues regarding pipeline burial, and Mitigation Measures 3.1-2 has
been revised (see Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of this final EIR) to more suitably
address pipeline depth. Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR also
provides more information about subsidence as it relates to the project.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 1-13



Letter I8

October 13, 1999

Comments on the Draft EIR

Comments are due by November

Aooress: [ DAL0 K. 7% orn?é,-,u /q/ 10, 19989, and may be submitted

- tonight or mailed to:
L 004;# Lo G252 CA Public Utilities Commission

¢/ 0 Public Affairs Management
101 The Embarcadern, Suite 210

TeLerrone (oPmona): f P F— E6 2 - 5.2 San Francisca, CA 94105
Fax: 415-281-8943
Email: cpuc-gas-lodi@pamsf.com
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Please use the reverse side or attach any additional pages.

QUESTIONS?
CoNTACT THE INFORMATION LINE AT 415/989-1448, EXTENSION 85
CHECK OUT THE PRGJECT WEBSITE WWW. CPUC.CA.GOV/ DM SIONS/ENERGY/ENVIRONMENTAL/INFO/LODI-GAS . HTM




Responses to Comments from Joe Cotta

18-1.

18-2.

The pipeline will be designed to allow for the development of gravel, oil based, and paved
roads over the alignment.

As discussed in Section 3.1, “Land Use, Planning and Agricultural Resources”, of the draft
EIR, policies established by San Joaquin County, Sacramento County, and the Delta
Protection Commission recommend that utility facilities should, to the extent feasible, be
routed adjacent to existing facilities or other existing rights-of-way to minimize the number
of utility disruptions. This section evaluates the consistency of the proposed project and
project alternatives with these policies. The consideration of the effect of several adjacent
utility easements traversing the private property of a single land owner is outside the scope
of the EIR. Independent of the CEQA process, however, the CPUC considers project
impacts on individual landowners in the context of the public benefit when making decisions
on project applications. This process and opportunities for public participation in this
process are described in the Draft EIR in Section 1.6, “CPUC Application Process”.
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