Letter I9

Judith Ikle', Project Manager

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

Dear Ms Ikle',

Please find the following my comments on the draft EIR. Please address my comments and
questions in the final EIR. Thank you.

* ES. 7 Alternatives to the Project: The EIR states that no environmental impacts would
© transpire. Please address what actual harm would come to the area if this pipeline
project were not approved.

* #3.1 Land Use, Planning and Agricultural Resources: "Land uses near Lind Airport are
governed by the Airport Land Use Plan. The airport plan is intended to ensure that no
new land use resulting in a a hazard to the health or safety of persons on the ground is
permitted within any part of the airport's are of influence"

Impact 3.1-26: Potential Inconsistency with Plans and Policies; "The location of
the compressor facility at the airport site under the alternative route would conflict
with airport land use plan. The land use plan specificaily prohibits "electrical and
natural gas generation and switching and natural gas and petroleum pipelines in the
lands underlying the Approach and Transitional Surfaces." This is considered
significant impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 would make this impact less than significant by
obtaining the permit or amending the land use plan.

This is abselutely remarkable that such a statement can be printed and
considered as a mitigation. The California Public Utilities Code demands
that the Airport Land Use Commission formutate a plan to safeguard the
general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of the airport and the
public in general. Defiling a law to insure public safety for this

project is irrational, and unacceptable. There are homes and a

freeway within one quarter of a mile of the proposed facility. The

buildings would be in the left hand approach for pilots using the diagonal
runway. The gas venting would create an additional visual hazard in a
uncontrolled airport. Adding the risk of an airplane accident to a project
that has inherent mechanical and human error risks displays total disregard
for the community in which this company wishes to place this project. The
most notable crashes of recent occurred in 1998 and 1999, both

involving fire. In addition to the likelihood of explosion and fire, hazardous
materials stored at the site would be released. Please do not accept this
mitigation.
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*

#3.9.1 Public Health and Safety; The EIR addresses only the safety record of distribution
and transmission pipelines. It addresses only incidents and nature, not outcomes in terms
of lives harmed and lives lost. Not printing injuries and fatalities appears to be an
omission. In addition, facility accidents are not addressed at all. This also appears to be
an omission.

Please include in the final EIR all injuries and fatalities associated with both
pipelines and related facilities, specifically separator and compressor, within the
same reporting period. Please include all facility incidents for the same period, and
address cause and environmental harm. Please identify what harm the release of the
hazardous materials into the environment would be,should there be a fire and
explosion at the compressor facility. Please do not minimize this. Should this
project be approved as presented, the individuals who live within the area of
potential harm need to know. Please include what harm will come to nearby
vineyards should they be showered with lubricating oil, as this once occurred

with the McDonald Island facility. I am made aware of these omissions by the fact
that recent incidents have occurred at the PG and E facility in the Delta. At the
McDonald Island facility, a mechanical failure resulted in explosion and fire. I was
unable to obtain reports from PG and E as they were considered protected,
however, newspaper articles revealed the following about the October 1, 1993
accident.

*"The explosion was felt as far north as Lodi and as far south as Livermore"
*"The explosion knocked a 5,0007 pound cap off the separator and launched it a
quarter of a mile through an adjacent cornfield leaving a 6 foot wide path."
Another report indicates the cap imbedded itself in a levee.

*PG and E Affairs Representative Rob Lechner said " a 1,000 pound chunk of
metal landed in a driveway of a neighbor's house."”

Other newspaper articles indicate that PG and E's McDonald Island facility is no
stranger to problems, citing incidents in 1981 and 1982, An unprovoked event,
(some mechanical failure,) resulting in explosion and fire of the same magnitude as
the McDonald Island incident, transplanted to a location less than one quarter of a
mile from the freeway, homes and the airport would prove disastrous. Individuals
using the freeway would be harmed if a 1,000 pound chunk, at great velocity struck
the freeway. Please bear this in mind. The only appropriate place for such
facilities is in remote locations.
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* #3.12.2 Regulatory Setting: The San Joaquin County General Plan requires that
"development proposals along scenic routes shall not detract from the visual and
recreational experience.”

A scenic wine route that will incorporate a scenic drive with opportunities for visitors to
stop at the local wineries is being planned. The route will take visito s to the area down
Peltier Road. The EIR states that the potential exists for the compressor facility to have a
significant impact on the visual character of the project area. Mitigation Measure 3.12-

1 addresses the issue through use of shielding vegetation.

While the mitigation measure does incorporate shielding the industrial site, it
cannet mitigate the visual, olfactory and auditory experience of the gas venting. In
addition, vegetation takes many years to reach full maturity. The impact on the
blossoming wine tour, wine tasting industry at this time cannot be mitigated,

Thank you for the opportunity to address through this and the public meeting forums my strong
opposition to this project. It has been handled with insensitivity by the proponents from the
onset. The mitigation measures in the draft EIR further reveal how little concern there 1s for the
existing community, culture and greater environment in which they wish to place this project.
Please take my concerns into consideration when reviewing this project's ment. Not every
utilities related project will be necessary and deserving of a Certificate of Public need. 1
respectfully request that you deny the Lodi Gas Storage proponents theirs.

Sincerely,

il

Laddie Erbele

720 Cypress Run

Woodbridge, California 95258
(209} 339-0521
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Responses to Comments from Laddie and Brian Erbele

19-1. As stated in the draft EIR, if the project were not approved, none of the potential
environmental impacts described in the draft EIR would occur. No other effects would
result.

19-2.  Although the project facilities are located partially within areas under the jurisdiction of the
Airport Land Use Commission, the compressor facility itself is on airport property, which
is not regulated by the Airport Land Use Plan. Portions of the pipeline would pass within
the approach zone. This potential conflict with the plan is addressed in Mitigation Measure
3.1-1, arevised version of which is presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of
this final EIR. The final determination of whether the facilities conflict with the plan rests
with the Airport Land Use Commission.

19-3. The Department of Transportation’s (DOT’s) Office of Pipeline Safety records do not
contain information regarding incidents at compressor or separation facilities. No alternative
sources for this information were identified. Injury and property damage data related to
pipeline incidents is, however, available. From 1985 through the present there were 39
fatalities, 189 injuries, and $238 million dollars worth of property damage related to the
1,302 reported transmission system incidents (DOT-OPS 1999).

It would be speculative to attempt to identify what the results of an accident at the proposed
facility would, could, or might have on the environment. The state CEQA guidelines
expressly caution against speculative analyses; however, because of the numerous permitted
facilities throughout California and the nation, it can be reasonably assumed that the risk to
the environment is acceptable to the regulatory agencies.

One could assume that since waste oil has been used in the past to suppress weed growth,
that lubricating oil would have a detrimental effect on vineyards. The project Applicant has
committed to carrying liability insurance or posting a bond to cover damages that may be
caused by operations of their facilities. If anaccident that caused property damage occurred,
individuals could file a claim to seek reimbursement for losses.

19-4.  The comment concerns the visual impacts associated with the proposed compressor in light
of the scenic wine route being planned for the project area. The commenter notes that the
scenic route would include Peltier Road. Under the proposed project, the compressor facility
would be located east of Highway 99, adjacent to a frontage road approximately 1,400 feet
north of Peltier Road. As discussed in Section 3.12, “Visual Resources”, of the draft EIR
mitigation for the visual impacts of the compressor facility requires the development of a site
design and landscape buffer to shield views of this facility from adjacent vantage points. The
development of a site plan and the landscape buffer includes consideration of
undergrounding a portion of this facility to reduce its visibility, creating a berm to shield this
structure from view and to serve as a base for the landscape buffer and other measures used
to minimize the visibility of the compressor. Additionally, the mitigation measure requires

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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the planting of landscaping prior to the construction of the facility and ongoing maintenance
and monitoring of the landscaping to ensure that it effectively screens views of this facility
from adjacent vantage points. Figure 3.12-2 depicts a photosimulation of the compressor
facility with the implementation of the mitigation. Venting of the compressor facility, as
discussed in Chapter 2, “Clarification of Major Issues”, of this final EIR, would occur
infrequently and be of such short duration that the visual, odor, and noise effects of this
activity would likely not detract from the scenic experience of the proposed wine route.
Additionally, the preferred alternative for this project, as identified by the CPUC includes
locating the compressor facility at the airport site, which would be at a greater distance from
the proposed wine route along Peltier Road.
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Letter 110

Scpicmber 25, 1999

Judith Tcle'

CPUC Project Manager

c/o Public Aifairs Management
101 The Embarcadero, Suite 210

San Francisco, CA 94105
Re: Lodi Gas Storage Project

As a property owner directly affectod by this project, T once again, strongly petition yow to consider the
effects this project will have on small fymily farms sach as ours, We have 40 acres of choice vineyard
which has to support myself and nry family who manage it. If thig project goes in, the pipeline will mn
the whole length of ixm property froutage, drastically affecting the valos of our property, and will posc d
constant danger to our home and family. Regardless of LGSP’S reassurances 1o the ontirary, that
possihilizy is very REAL! We struggled to obeain this lintle bit of heaven for a long time, a safe place in
which to raise our children and now our grandchildren. T have suffeved two strokes since all of this
started, and now am depemtant an my children for not only my care, but for help in caring for my 84 year
oid mother who has Alzcimers, We don't need 1 have a constant, fear of disaster loonring over us. It
really isn't right for a private business to come into an arez and disrupt our whole liver and peace of mind,
in order to line their pockets. And that i whar this is all about! 1 can't even contemplate moving nryself
and my family to a safer Jocation because | won't be able to sall my property far anywhere near what I
have inlg it, or what it is worth today. No one wamts o be that close 10 a possible disaster, let alone all the
other detrimental effects the 16-108 Intereomnect Slation is going 10 HNPOSE 0N QUK 35ed.

T have 0o means to fighi this legally, s0 ask yon Lo remember all of us when you ntake your decision. Our
rights 1o 2 safe, clean cavircament, free [rom constant fear is at jeopardy. LGSP has g-fted and weil pmd

lawyers 1o Lcll you what you want to hear, but they cannot muarantes that 2 disaster will not occor, Eacts
prove otherwise. Let them take this project to a remote area where there are no people whose Jives and

hemes will be jeopardized.
Sincerely

z "tu J ﬁ«ﬂ.,w_/

Charlene G. Evans, Trustee for
Ronajd A. Evans Bypass Trust
P. O. Box 794, Lodi, CA 95241

5500 W. Acampo Road, Lodi, CA

209-339-8732

l 110-1

i 110-2



Responses to Comments from Charlene G. Evans

110-1. This comment concerns the potential change in property value resulting from the
implementation of the proposed project or project alternatives. 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, 10ss
of income, and reduced property values are typically addressed.

110-2. This comment concerns the safety of the pipeline in proximity to residences. Section 3.9,
“Public Health and Safety”of the draft EIR, evaluates the potential risk to public safety from
pipeline rupture that could lead to an explosion resulting in property damage or facilities.
This analysis summarized the rate of public injuries from pipeline safety incidents for the
estimated 1.7 million miles of gas pipeline in service. Applying this industrywide standard
to the proposed 33 miles of pipeline, the proposed project would result in less than 0.02
injuries to facility operators and the nearby public per year, or approximately 0.5 injuries
over the 30-year life of the project. To offset this limited risk of injury, several measures
have been incorporated into the project design including burying the pipeline in exceedance
of U.S. Department of Transportation standards to provide for future agricultural use of the
area, including deep-ripping activities. Additionally, in accordance with federal regulations
aboveground markers will be placed along the pipeline corridor.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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Letter I11

Octeher 13, 1999
Lodi

Comments on the Draft EIR

Nee Donald & Elfonda Filomeo

Comments are due by November
Aporess; 23836 N. Dustin Rd. 10, 1999, and may be submitted

Acampo, Ca 95220 tenight ar maited to:

CA Public Utilitties Commissian
¢,/ 0 Public Affairs Management
101 The Embarcadere, Suite 210
TererHone (oPmiona):  209-369-3300 San Francisco, CA 94108
Fax: 4152918543
Email: cpuc-gas-ledi@pamsf.com

CovvenT:

See attached

Please use the reverse side or aitach any additional pages.

QUESTICINS?
Contecr THE INFORMATION LUINE AT 4715/989-1446, BTENSION 85
CHECK OUT THE PROJECT WEBSITE WWW.CPUC.CA.GOV/ DIMSIONS/ENERG Y/ ENVIRONMENTAL/INFO/L ODI-HGAS. HTM




Environmental impacts list€ed in CPUC*8 EIR draft with mitigation
measures show "less than significant® impact. Perhaps the criteria

used by CPUC differs from that of most of the people concerned.

How can we be certain our water will not be affected when the gas is
being pumped in urder such high pressure? Won't this cause geological

changes over a period of time?

We would not be akle to plant vineyard such as has been done in much of

the 3urrounding land, if the pipeline is only 3 tc 4 ft. deep. We will
i

lose the use of approximately 1% acres, wvalued at approximately $10,0C0 i

to $20,000 an acre.

Since natural gas has no oder, how can we be certain of no leaks &t the

storage field?

L.GS's representative has given us different information at each contact,
leading us to believe they may ke a little unscrupulous. They are spend-
ing $85,000,000 so they must stand to make a wveey:large return on this

project,

There must be other storage fields in the Rio Vista-Delta area. Why
pump the gas 3% miles? The letter we just received from LGS enclosed
the news article about the Wild Goose Project in Butte County--suggest-
ing all would be well with the LGS project. How can they compare the
Butte Ccunty Project,:which runs about 3 miles thrcugh unpopulated area,
with the proposed project?

We are ccnsidering selling our property. We are most certain the pipe-

[
|

Y-

[at

line will devaluate the pzrcpe

L

Please let LGS find an unpopulated area for their project.

If the project is approved, shouldn't we, as land owners con the same

sectifon of land and close proximity to the storage field, be compen-

I11-2

I11-3

1114

I1-5

Ii11-6

sated for the withdrawal of the gas already in the field?

I11-1 ¢




Responses to Comments from Donald & Elfonda Filomeo

111-1. 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 Qil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources rules and regulations reduces this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

111-2. As noted on page 3.1-15 of the draft EIR (Mitigation Measure 3.1-2), within lands that are
suitable for grape production but that have not been previously deep-ripped, the pipeline
would be required to be buried at depth of 8 feet.

111-3. The comment concerns the potential for gas leaks at the storage field. Natural gas injected
into the storage reservoir will be odorized. Routine inspections of the field transmission
pipeline will be conducted to identify leaks in pipeline components and remedial actions will
be taken within 1 month of inspection to repair any leaking components. Gas sniffers will
be used during inspections to detect gas levels much lower than those detectable to the
human nose.

111-4. There are other potential gas storage fields in the Delta region, however these storage areas
are not as suitable as the Lodi Gas field for several reasons. These alternative sites are
discussed starting on page 2-4 of the draft EIR. The draft EIR does not use the Wild Goose
Storage project as a measure of potential impacts.

111-5. While a concern of the CPUC, property value is not typically an issue that is addressed in an
EIR. Should the CPUC approve the project, the Applicant will be required to negotiate with
individual landowners to acquire property. If the CPUC allows LGS to exercise eminent
domain, and if property is acquired through eminent domain, the Applicant will be required
to pay fair market value for any acquired property or easement. Such fair market value may
include payment of reduction in property values.

111-6. Because mineral rights are owned separately from property, proximity to the storage field
does not imply ownership interest in the natural gas held there. The CPUC does not regulate
mineral rights and does not determine what property owners should receive compensation
for mineral rights.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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Letter 112

October 13, 1999
Lodi

Comments on the Draft EIR

Ne _ Amec o
= Comments are due by November

horess _ S0FE (Do cmalp Lo 10,1988, and meybe submited

tenight or mailed ta:

LPLEAMPO, (5. Z5220 CA Public Utilities Commission

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

TaceHone (CPToNAY): _ 05 RL & ST % San Francisco, CA 94105
Fax 415-291-8943
Email; cpuc-gas-lodi@pamsf.com

112-1
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ConTacr THE INForMATION LINE AT 415/989-14448, SION 85
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Responses to Comments from Marc G

112-1. The purposes of the proposed project are described in Section 1 of the draft EIR. The intent
is to provide additional storage of natural gas for use when the state experiences significant
shortages of gas.

112-2. Since publication of the draft EIR, the Applicant has received a determination from the FAA
that the alternate compressor site (at Lind Airport) would not interfere with general aviation
activities. Land uses such as homes, schools, recreation areas, etc. are all considered in the
design safety of the project facilities. Page 3.9-3 of the draft EIR describes the pipeline
classes and the corresponding safety factors used in the design of the pipeline facilities.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
Lodi Gas Storage, LLC’s February 2000
CPUC Application 98-11-012 1-23



ALPHA ENTERPRISE Fay NO, 1-209-334-4718 P.02

HOV-08-98 TUE 14:18
Letter 113

3444 E. Jahant Rd.
Acampo, CA 95220
_ November 9, 1889
Judith Ikle, Project Manager
C/o Public Affairs Management
101 The Embarcadero, Suite 210
San Francig¢o, CA 94105

Dear Ms. lklé,
Foliowing are our comments on the draft EIR for the Lodi Gas Storage Project.

1. IS THIS PROJECT NECESSARY? We see nothing in the draft EIR that proves [ 13-
need.

2. CONFLICT WITH AIRPORT USE PLAN. Regarding the proposed compressor
facility site at Lind's Field / Lodi Airport. the draft EIR states on page 3.1-30 that
“these conflicts with the adopted plan are considered significant.” The proposed
mitigation: “cbtain determination that the project is consistent with or amend the 113-2
airport use pian.” This mitigation does not address the safety issues the county
planners had in mind when formulating the plan; it merely brushes them aside. The
proximity of the proposed compresser facility site to the airport with its ever-
increasing air traffic and sky-dive activity is unsafe.

3. AIR POLLUTION. We agree completely with Maureen Williams’ able outline of the
air pollution effects of the compressor faciiity. San Joaquin County air quality is poor
already: the use of air pollution “credits” from elsewhere in the county does not
compensate iocal residents for the emission of additional poliutants surrounding the
proposed compressor facility.

4. NOISE. The draft EIR appears to state the noise generated by the compressor 13-4
facility would be about 40 decibels. This IS a significant increase, despite the
assertion of the draft EIR to the contrary.

5. ODOR. We do not find this addressed anywhere in the draft EIR. Odorisa

113-3

significant effect, as anyone driving past the PG&E natural gas facifity along State 113-5
Highway 160 southeast of Rio Vista could testify.
6. LIGHT POLLUTION. See the attached Associated Press article. 113-6

An altemative compressor facility location could be above the gas field. Residents in
that area, although they would be affected by all the above types of pollution, would at
jeast be compensated financially through payments for use of the field beneath their
property. Those of us near the proposed sites at Highway 99 or Lodi Airport, but not on
the pipeline or above the gas field, would receive only polfutants, a degraded quality of
life, and reduced property values,

We urge the CPUC to vote for the “no pipeline” alternative.
Sinceraly,

&%

K. Douglas Gambiin Rosermary Gamblin
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Responses to Comments from K. Douglas and Rosemary Gamblin

113-1. 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.

113-2. Although the project facilities are located partially within areas under the jurisdiction of the
Airport Land Use Commission, the compressor facility itself is on airport property, which
is not regulated by the Airport Land Use Plan. Portions of the pipeline would pass within
the approach zone. This potential conflict with the plan is addressed in Mitigation Measure
3.1-1, arevised version of which is presented in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”, of
this final EIR. The final determination of whether the facilities conflict with the plan rests
with the Airport Land Use Commission.

113-3. Ozone is a regional rather than a microscale pollutant. Emissions of ROG and NO, 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 NO,) 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.

Additionally, in response to this comment “hot spot” modeling of NO, was conducted to
estimate local concentrations of NO, during project operation. Using the results of the health
risk assessment, a worse case estimate of NO, concentrations was developed assuming that
all NO, is NO,, which is not the case. These estimates were then compared to the state and
federal NO, standards. The results of the NO, modeling for the project and related standards
are presented below.

1-hour worst case concentration: 7.1 micrograms/cubic meter
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 result in
exceedances of either the 1-hour California standard or the annual federal standard.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Chapter 4. Comments and Responses to Comments
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The same procedures cannot be used to estimate local concentrations of ROG. Because they
are “reactive” organic gases, ROG concentrations cannot 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.

113-4. The noise analyses conducted for the draft EIR indicates that increases in noise levels at the
nearest receptor would be barely perceptible, and more distant receptors would not
experience any increases in noise levels. The project would comply with all applicable local
noise regulations. Based on this information, the draft EIR concludes that the project would
result in less-than-significant noise impacts.

113-5. 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”. 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.

113-6. The comment concerns nighttime lighting resulting from the proposed project. As discussed
in Section 3.12, “Visual Resources”, the lighting proposed for aboveground facilities would
be similar to those commonly used for farm or rural residential lighting. The lighting would
include low-pressure sodium or similar low-glare lights (5 foot-candles) which would be
shielded and directed downward away from traffic. With the exception of the compressor
facility, the lights would only be illuminated when nighttime activities are necessary. Three
light poles with low intensity lights (5 foot-candles) would illuminate the compressor facility
at all times. Because the proposed lighting is similar to what is commonly used in the area,
the project would not substantially alter nighttime views.
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Responses to Comments from Francis Giusto

114-1.

114-2.

114-3.

Since publication of the draft EIR, the Applicant has received a determination from the FAA
that the alternate compressor site (at Lind Airport) would not interfere with general aviation
activities. Although problems or accidents at PG&E facilities may cause concern, they are
not relevant to the operation of the proposed project. The project, if approved, will be built
to the latest safety standards to minimize potential accidents.

While a concern of the CPUC, property value is not typically an issue that is addressed in an
EIR. Should the CPUC approve the project, the Applicant will be required to negotiate with
individual landowners to acquire property. If the CPUC allows LGS to exercise eminent
domain, and if property is acquired through eminent domain, the Applicant will be required
to pay fair market value for any acquired property or easement. Such fair market value may
include payment of reduction in property values.

Land uses such as homes, schools, and recreation areas are all considered in the design safety
of the project facilities. The U.S. Department of Transportation Office of Pipeline Safety;
the State Fire Marshall; and other federal, state, and local agencies have established design
construction, and operation requirements to ensure the safety of nearby residents. Page 3.9-3
of the draft EIR, for example, describes the pipeline classes and the corresponding safety
factors used in the design of the pipeline facilities. Sensitive receptors such as homes and
schools are also considered in evaluating noise and air quality effects of the project.
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Responses to Comments from Marcella Gundert

115-1. The commenter requests that the project be located outside of the valley. Alternatives to the
proposed project, including alternative locations were evaluated as part of the alternative
screening process. This process and the location alternatives evaluated is described in
Section 2.2, “Alternatives Screening Process” of the draft EIR. In addition to the Lodi gas
fields in its Proponents’s Environmental Assessment, LGS claimed to have evaluated,
20 Northern California gas field. Only four were determined to have sufficient potential for
development as gas storage fields. Although technically feasible, each of these fields were
eliminated from further consideration because they either didn’t meet the project objectives
or because they had the potential to result in greater noise and air quality impacts.
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Letter I16

——Original Message—-

From: Vivien Haynes [mailto:n3iviv@softcom.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 1989 2:31 AM
To: cpuc-gas-lodi@pamsf.com

Subject: Lodi Gas Storage Project

Having grown up on praperty that had a natural gas pipe line crossing it
for more than 50 years, | have no objections to natural gas pipe linas.

Is there any information available as to local individuals being
share-holders in the the "Lodi Gas Storage Project”. |n other words, who
locally will have financial gain from this project? Or who has already
received financial gain, perhaps in the form of "finders fees"? Do you
have this information? At an "information” meeting last night, this

question was side-stepped several times. |f you do not have this
information avaifable, can you direct me to someane that does? Having all
the facts available to the people directly impacted would probably ease
this project through more smeothly and perhaps keep the emational turmoil
down to a slow bail.

Thanks

Vivien Haynes

CC: Bonnie Nixon

I16-1




Responses to Comments from Vivien Haynes

116-1. Lodi Gas Storage, LLC is a wholly owned subsidiary of Western Hub Properties, LLC.
Western Hub Properties, a Texas-based company, is owned by two limited partnerships,
Haddington Energy Partners, L.P. and Haddington/Chase Energy Partners L.P. Haddington
Ventures, LLC is the managing partner of both limited partnerships. The two limited
partnerships include affiliates of Indiana Energy, Citigroup/Travelers, Chase Manhattan
Corps., and other individuals and entities. The CPUC is not aware of public information
available pertaining to local individuals being shareholders in the affiliates or entities that
own Lodi Gas Storage, LLC.
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