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Responses to Comments from Laddie and Brian Erbele

I9-1. 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.

I9-2. 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, a revised 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.

I9-3. 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 an accident that caused property damage occurred,
individuals could file a claim to seek reimbursement for losses.

I9-4. 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
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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.





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-19

Responses to Comments from Charlene G. Evans

I10-1. 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, loss
of income, and reduced property values are typically addressed.

I10-2. 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.
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Responses to Comments from Donald & Elfonda Filomeo

I11-1. 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 Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources rules and regulations reduces this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

I11-2. 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.

I11-3. 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.

I11-4. 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. 

I11-5. 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.

I11-6. 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.
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Responses to Comments from Marc G

I12-1. 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. 

I12-2. 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 I-25

Responses to Comments from K. Douglas and Rosemary Gamblin

I13-1. 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.

I13-2. 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, a revised 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.

I13-3. Ozone is a regional rather than a microscale pollutant. Emissions of ROG and NOx by the
proposed project will result in increases in regional ozone concentrations downwind of the
project rather than in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  Emissions of ozone
precursors (ROG and NOx) undergo a chemical reaction in the presence of sunlight, forming
ozone several miles downwind of the emission points.  Consequently, emission offsets are
an effective way to reduce  regional ozone concentrations.

Additionally, in response to this comment “hot spot” modeling of NO2 was conducted to
estimate local concentrations of NO2 during project operation.  Using the results of the health
risk assessment, a worse case estimate of NO2 concentrations was developed assuming that
all NOx is NO2, which is not the case.  These estimates were then compared to the state and
federal NO2 standards.  The results of the NO2 modeling for the project and related standards
are presented below.

1-hour worst case concentration: 7.1 micrograms/cubic meter
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.
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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.  

I13-4. 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.

I13-5. 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.

I13-6. 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

I14-1. 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.   

I14-2. 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.

I14-3. 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

I15-1. 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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Responses to Comments from Vivien Haynes

I16-1. 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.


