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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
GAS COMPANY (U 904 G) to Amend its 
Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity for the Honor Rancho Natural Gas 
Storage Facility. 

Application No. 09-07-014 
(Filed July 13, 2009) 

 
 

RESPONSE TO ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S 
RULING DIRECTING SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS 

COMPANY TO SUBMIT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 

I. BACKGROUND 

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Southern California Gas 

Company To Submit Additional Information (“Ruling”), dated December 15, 2009, Southern 

California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”) hereby files and serves its responses to the questions 

regarding its Application to Amend its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 

Honor Rancho Natural Gas Storage Facility (“Application”).1  The Ruling (on pp. 9-11) states 

that not later than January 15, 2010, SoCalGas must file and serve supplemental information: 

1a. explaining why an addendum to the original Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for 
the Honor Rancho storage facility is not appropriate or necessary for this Application; 

1b. explaining why the California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) should find 
the Expansion Project to be exempt from any environmental review when the 
Commission has been informed that a potentially significant negative impact may result 
from the Honor Rancho Expansion Project (or “Expansion Project”);   

2. showing either that the EIR certified in Decision (“D.”) 84923 was amended to permit 
re-injection of brine, or explaining why the proposal to re-inject brine is not a substantial 
change from the mitigation measures adopted by D.84923; 

3a. identifying the specific regulations, ordinances, codes, and other requirements that 
SoCalGas believes may improperly impede the activities that may be authorized in a 
Certificate for Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) for the Honor Rancho 
storage facility; 

                                                 
1 Application No. 09-07-014 (filed July 13, 2009). 
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3b. identifying the jurisdiction or agency responsible for administering the regulation, 
ordinance, code, or requirement SoCalGas seeks to have preempted; 

3c. identifying whether the regulation, ordinance, code, and requirement that SoCalGas 
identifies are discretionary or ministerial for the jurisdiction or agency; 

3d. explaining why the requested preemption of local regulations, ordinances, codes, or other 
requirements is consistent with the provisions of Public Utilities Code (“P.U. Code”) 
§ 1011; 

3e. describing the specific legal authority upon which the Commission may preempt any 
local regulations that would deny or significantly delay the Expansion Project;  

3f. explaining why broad preemption of any local regulations, ordinances, codes, and 
requirements, rather than a more narrowly crafted preemption, is necessary for the 
Expansion Project; and 

4. explaining how each regulation, ordinance, code, or other requirement identified by 
SoCalGas above would regulate or interfere with the Commission’s regulation of matters 
over which the Legislature grants regulatory authority power to the Commission. 

II. SOCALGAS’ RESPONSES 

1a. Why an addendum to the original EIR for the Honor Rancho storage facility is not 
appropriate or necessary for this Application 

The Ruling directs SoCalGas to submit additional information about why an addendum 

to the original EIR for the Honor Rancho storage facility is not appropriate or necessary for this 

Application.  The Ruling makes specific reference to two decisions concerning the Lodi Gas 

Storage, L.L.C. (“LGS”) request for authority to make modifications to the LGS facility (i.e., 

D.03-08-048 and D.04-05-046).  As discussed below, these decisions are distinguishable from 

the Expansion Project.  An addendum is neither appropriate nor necessary for this Application 

because the proposed activities are categorically exempt under the California Environmental 

Quality Act (“CEQA”), and because SoCalGas is seeking to undertake a new project, not modify 

a previously approved project.   

� Substantive Requirements and Three-Tier Review Process Under CEQA 
CEQA generally requires state agencies to prepare EIRs prior to approving a “project” 

that may result in a significant impact on the environment.  California Public Resources Code 

(“CPRC”) § 21100.  In some instances, however, projects that have the potential to result in 

significant impacts are exempt from the requirement to prepare an EIR because the type of 



 
 

 - 3 -

activities proposed fall within either a “statutory” or “categorical” exemption.2  In other 

instances, projects with the potential to result in significant impacts are relieved of the 

requirement to prepare an EIR because an EIR has previously been prepared and any changes to 

the project or its circumstances or new information can be addressed in a “supplement” or an 

“addendum” to an EIR, per CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15162-15164.3  

CEQA establishes a three-tier process for determining whether a project triggers 

environmental review.  In Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solana County Airport Land Use Com., 41 Cal. 

4th 372 (2007), the California Supreme Court articulated the process as follows:   

The first tier is jurisdictional, requiring that an agency conduct a preliminary review to 
determine whether an activity is subject to CEQA… An activity that is not a “project” as 
defined in the Public Resources Code (see § 21065) and the CEQA Guidelines (see  
§ 15378) is not subject to CEQA… 

The second tier concerns exemptions from CEQA review. The Legislature has provided 
that certain projects, such as ministerial projects and repairs to public service facilities of 
an emergency nature, are exempt... In addition, pursuant to the Legislature’s command 
(see Pub. Resources Code, § 21084, subd. (a)), the CEQA Guidelines list categorical 
exemptions or “classes of projects” that the resources agency has determined to be 
exempt per se because they do not have a significant effect on the environment… A 
project that qualifies for neither a statutory nor a categorical exemption may nonetheless 
be found exempt under what is sometimes called the “commonsense” exemption, which 
applies “[w]here it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity 
in question may have a significant effect on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15061, subd. (b)(3)) (See generally Davidon Homes v. City of San Jose (1997) 54 
Cal.App.4th 106, 113-118 [62 Cal. Rptr. 2d 612].) 

If a public agency properly finds that a project is exempt from CEQA, no further 
environmental review is necessary. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, [13 Cal.3d 68, 74 
(1978)].) The agency need only prepare and file a notice of exemption (see CEQA 
Guidelines, §§ 15061, subd. (d), 15062, subd. (a)), citing the relevant statute or section of 
the CEQA Guidelines and including a brief statement of reasons to support the finding of 
exemption (Id., § 15062, subd. (a)(4))…   

CEQA’s third tier applies if the agency determines substantial evidence exists that an 
aspect of the project may cause a significant effect on the environment. In that event, the 
agency must ensure that a full environmental impact report is prepared on the proposed 
project.4 

                                                 
2 CPRC § 21080.   
3 The term “CEQA Guidelines” refers to the regulations for the implementation of CEQA authorized by 
the Legislature (CPRC § 21083), codified in Title 14, § 15000 et seq. of the California Code of 
Regulations, and “prescribed by the Secretary for Resources to be followed by all state and local agencies 
in California in the implementation of [CEQA].” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15000.)   
4 Muzzy Ranch at 380-381 (citing CEQA Guidelines, § 15063, subd. (b)(1); see also Pub. Resources 
Code, §§ 21100, 21151; CEQA Guidelines, § 15080 et seq.). 
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� Application of CEQA’s Three-Tiered Process to the Honor Rancho Expansion 
Project 
Step one in the three-tiered process articulated in Muzzy Ranch is determining whether 

the proposed activities constitute a “project” subject to CEQA.  In the instant case, they do.  Step 

two is determining whether the proposed activities are statutorily or categorically exempt from 

CEQA review.  As discussed below, the proposed activities are categorically exempt from 

CEQA review and as such, no further environmental review is necessary.  Consequently, the 

three-step process ends at the second step, and the Commission does not reach the question of 

whether an addendum is appropriate or required.5    

� The LGS Decisions are Distinguishable from the Honor Rancho Expansion Project 
The fact that the Commission approved the changes to the LGS facilities in reliance on 

addenda to the previously certified EIR does not mean that an addendum is required for the 

Expansion Project.   

In 2000, the Commission adopted D.00-05-048, which granted a CPCN to LGS to 

develop, construct, and operate an underground natural gas storage facility and ancillary pipeline 

and to provide firm and interruptible storage services at market-based rates.  The LGS CPCN 

authorized construction of up to 11 gas injection/withdrawal wells and specifically stated that “if 

LGS makes any changes to the proposed route or other project components, LGS shall apply to 

the Executive Director or his designated staff for approval of a variance.”6  Thus, LGS’ original 

CPCN expressly required Commission review and approval of any changes to the LGS project.   

In D.03-08-048 dated August 21, 2003, the Commission approved an amendment to 

LGS’ CPCN granted pursuant to D.00-05-048.  In issuing D.03-08-048, the Commission 

adopted an addendum to the Final EIR for the LGS project, which was approved in February 

2000.  D.03-08-048 notes that the modifications proposed by LGS were “necessary to achieve 

the originally envisioned and approved flow rates for the project.”7  Although the Commission 

concluded that LGS’s request to drill two additional wells was not a minor change to the project 

                                                 
5 See Id. at 380 (citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d 68, 74 (1978)). 
6 D.00-05-048 (mimeo), p. 79, Conclusion of Law 28. 
7 D.03-08-048 (mimeo), p. 1. 
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components and therefore did not qualify for a variance, the Commission adopted an addendum 

to the previously approved EIR to satisfy CEQA.8 

In D.04-05-046 dated May 27, 2004, the Commission approved another amendment to 

LGS’ CPCN to increase the total capacity of the operation from 18 billion cubic feet (“Bcf”) to 

21 Bcf, to authorize the drilling of two new wells from an existing well site to access that 

capacity, and to authorize the drilling of two replacement wells on existing well sites to replace 

two existing wells that were no longer performing adequately and that would be removed from 

service and plugged.  D.04-05-046 notes that well data and geological analysis “reveal that the 

size and character of the reservoir are different than originally estimated.”9  D.04-05-046 further 

notes that the proposed well replacements were required “to correspond to the physical 

dimensions of the reservoir” and that the two existing wells would be plugged and two 

replacement wells would be drilled “in order to realize the originally approved firm 

deliverability and injection capacities of the gas storage facility.”10  Again, the Commission 

adopted an addendum to the previously approved EIR to satisfy CEQA.   

Decisions 03-08-048 and 04-05-046 addressed revisions to the same project previously 

approved in D.00-05-048.  Under CEQA, an agency “shall prepare an addendum to a previously 

certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in 

§ 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.”11  The Commission could 

have considered approving the same activities pursuant to a categorical exemption.  However, an 

addendum was appropriate and arguably necessary because the proposed modifications 

constituted changes to the same previously approved project.   

By contrast, the original CPCN for the Honor Rancho storage field was authorized by 

D.84923, which was adopted in September 1975.  The Commission originally authorized the use 

of 23 existing wells and 17 new wells for injection and/or withdrawal, along with compression 

equipment, field piping, gas purification equipment, utility oil and water systems, and site 

preparation activities.  The 1975 CPCN specifically states that “No plans exist for any future 

                                                 
8 Under CEQA, an addendum to a previously certified EIR is required if “some changes or additions are 
necessary…”  CEQA Guidelines, § 15164(a)(emphasis added).  By contrast, an addendum to an approved 
negative declaration may be prepared if “minor technical changes or additions” are required.  CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15164(b)(emphasis added).   
9 D.04-05-046 (mimeo), p. 2.   
10 Id. at 3. 
11 CPRC § 15164(a).   
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changes in the proposed project,”12 and unlike the original CPCN for LGS contains no language 

requiring Commission review and approval of any changes to the storage field.  In the more than 

30 years since the original CPCN for the Honor Rancho storage field was approved, the storage 

field has been modified without triggering any amendment to the original CPCN.  

Although the Application seeks an amendment to the 1975 CPCN for the storage field, 

the proposed project is distinct from the original project approved in 1975.  The LGS decisions 

confirm that the modifications proposed by LGS were required in order for the project to operate 

as originally proposed.  The modifications to the LGS CPCN were “necessary to achieve the 

originally envisioned and approved flow rates for the project,”13 to address the fact that “the size 

and character of the reservoir are different than originally estimated,”14 and “to realize the 

originally approved firm deliverability and injection capacities of the gas storage facility.”15  

In contrast, the purpose of the modifications to the Honor Rancho CPCN is to add storage 

capacity to meet increased demand during peak periods and to implement the Biennial Cost 

Allocation Proceeding (“BCAP”) Phase I Settlement. 16  Importantly, SoCalGas does not believe 

the Expansion Project would be an activity that would require a second CPCN review from the 

Commission.17  However, SoCalGas is requesting modifications to the 1975 CPCN to adjust 

SoCalGas’ transportation rates to reflect the additional costs allocated to the core storage and 

load balancing functions, to update the costs allocated to SoCalGas’ unbundled storage program, 

and to confirm that the Commission’s authorization preempts local regulations that would deny 

or significantly delay the Expansion Project.18  Unlike LGS, SoCalGas is not requesting 

modifications to the CPCN to allow for the storage field to operate as originally envisioned or to 

make up for differences in the size and character of the reservoir as originally estimated.  

SoCalGas is requesting the modifications for the express purpose of expanding the capacity of 

the existing storage field.  The 1975 CPCN makes clear that there were no plans for future 

changes in the project, thus a proposed expansion approximately 35 years later would not be 

considered part of the original project.  The Application is for a separate, subsequent project that 

can and should be evaluated on its own merits to determine whether CEQA review is triggered.  
                                                 

12 D.84923 (mimeo), p. 8.   
13 D.03-08-048 (mimeo), p. 1. 
14 D.04-05-046 (mimeo), p. 2. 
15 Id. at 3. 
16 See Application at 3. 
17 See Id. at 10.   
18 See Id. 
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The Commission appropriately relied on addenda to approve the LGS modifications 

because the proposed modifications were changes to the previously approved project and 

because the original CPCN approval specifically required subsequent Commission review and 

approval of any modifications to the project.  By contrast, SoCalGas proposes modifications to 

the Honor Rancho storage field.  The modifications requested by SoCalGas are not to implement 

the original project, but rather to undertake a new project.  Thus, it is appropriate to consider a 

categorical exemption for these activities and it is not necessary to adopt an addendum to the 

previously approved EIR. 

1b. Why the Commission should find the Expansion Project to be exempt from any 
environmental review when the Commission has been informed that a potentially 
significant negative impact may result from the Expansion Project  

The Ruling directs SoCalGas to submit additional information about why the 

Commission should find the Expansion Project to be exempt from any environmental review 

when the Commission has been informed that a potentially significant negative impact may 

result from the Expansion Project.  The basis for the Ruling’s inquiry is a letter from an area 

resident to the Commission’s Public Advisor expressing a concern over potential noise that 

might result from nighttime drilling associated with the Expansion Project.  (See Ruling, 

Attachment 1)   

SoCalGas notes that under CEQA, “substantial evidence” is defined to mean “enough 

relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be 

made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached…  

Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous 

or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not 

caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.”19  

SoCalGas submits that the letter received does not constitute substantial evidence that a fair 

argument can be made that a potentially significant negative impact may result from the 

Expansion Project.  

Nonetheless, SoCalGas takes seriously any concerns that the Expansion Project might 

result in significant impacts.  The Ruling states, “the Application does not describe the best 

management practices that SoCalGas will follow or how SoCalGas will address concerns like 

                                                 
19 14 California Code of Regulations § 15384(a).   
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those raised by the area resident.”20  Since the Ruling was issued, SoCalGas has been in contact 

with the area resident to better understand his concerns and to explain the reasons why the noise 

associated with drilling activities should not create a nuisance.  Based on that interaction, the 

resident issued a second letter in which he stated, “I was encouraged by this feedback and am 

hopeful that SCG will implement any and all noise mitigation necessary to ensure that my 

residence is not bothered by this proposed project.”   

� Incorporation of Best Management Practices Will Avoid Significant Noise Impacts  
The Declaration of James D. Mansdorfer describes the steps SoCalGas has taken to 

address this resident’s concern, and describes the best management practices that will be 

employed so that the Expansion Project will not create a noise nuisance to area residences (see 

Attachment-2).  In summary, the best management practices employed to minimize any potential 

for noise disturbance during construction are three-fold:  (1) choice of remote location for well 

drilling, which includes sound-reducing terrain between the drilling site and residential areas; (2) 

use of sound deadening devices on its drilling and stationary equipment; and (3) noise 

monitoring to ensure acceptable levels of noise during the Expansion Project.  SoCalGas is 

confident that its best management practices, along with its commitment to monitor and address 

public concerns about noise levels during the construction period, will ensure that local area 

residents will not be bothered by the noise levels associated with its drilling activities.  SoCalGas 

requests that Mr. Mansdorfer’s declaration be included in the official record in this proceeding.  

� The Proposed Activities, Including those in Previously Undisturbed Areas, Are 
Categorically Exempt  
The Application describes the reasons why the proposed activities qualify for a 

categorical exemption.21  The Ruling observes that the Commission in D.01-06-086 found that 

all of the proposed activities at Aliso Canyon and La Goleta storage fields would take place on 

previously disturbed and isolated areas, while the Application acknowledges that the proposed 

Expansion Project activities will take place almost exclusively within areas that were previously 

disturbed and that construction will primarily occur within existing well pads, roads and other 

previously disturbed areas.  In fact, the circumstances surrounding the Expansion Project are not 

substantially different than those in D.01-06-086 concerning the Aliso Canyon and La Goleta 

                                                 
20 Ruling at 5. 
21 See Application at 5-9.   
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expansion projects.  The only activities located outside of existing well pads, roads and other 

previously disturbed areas are two pipeline crossings within vegetated areas.  Both of these 

vegetated areas are located directly adjacent and in between previously disturbed areas.  

Together, the two sites will result in 900 ft2 (0.0201 acre) of temporary impacts and 518 ft2 

(0.0114 acre) of permanent impacts.   

The Biological Technical Report submitted as Appendix F to the Application confirms 

that the activities proposed outside of disturbed areas will not significantly impact the 

environment.  More specifically, the proposed activities will not impact special status species 

due to the small size of the project footprint, the location of the proposed disturbance areas, and 

the negative field surveys for special status species.22  Construction activities will avoid impacts 

to an ephemeral creek by spanning the ephemeral creek.23  In addition, a number of best 

management practices (e.g., pre-construction surveys, post-construction re-vegetation, and 

avoidance of the drainages) will be implemented to avoid or minimize potential impacts to 

biological resources within these two areas.24   

Thus, the Expansion Project activities proposed to take place outside of existing well 

pads, roads and other previously disturbed areas are negligible.  Under the circumstances, the 

exemptions relied upon by SoCalGas apply even though limited activities will take place outside 

of previously disturbed areas.   

� None of the Exceptions to the Categorical Exemptions Applies 
Even assuming that a potentially significant negative impact could result from the 

Expansion Project, however, the Expansion Project remains categorically exempt because none 

of the exceptions to the categorical exemptions applies.   

Categorical exemptions are adopted by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on a 

finding that the category of projects to be exempted does not have a significant effect on the 

environment.25  Although the catchall “Common Sense” exemption set forth in CEQA 

Guidelines, § 15061(b)(3) does not apply unless “it can be seen with certainty that there is no 

possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment” 

(emphasis added), categorical exemptions have been categorically determined not to have a 

                                                 
22 See Application, Appendix F. 
23 See Id. 
24 See Id. 
25 See CPRC § 21084(a).   
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significant effect on the environment and are exempt from CEQA unless one of several limited 

exceptions contained in CPRC § 21084 and CEQA Guidelines, § 15300.2 exist.  The exceptions 

to the exemptions are set forth in the CEQA Guidelines as follows:   

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project 
is to be located--a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment 
may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are 
considered to apply in all instances, except where the project may impact on an 
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely 
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies. 

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the 
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is 
significant. 

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. 

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may 
result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially designated 
as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to improvements which are required as 
mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR. 

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 
located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of 
the Government Code. 

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which 
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.26 
 
When an agency determines that a project is categorically exempt from CEQA review, it 

is not required to determine that none of the exceptions applies.27   

The Expansion Project fits squarely within the Class 1, Class 4, Class 11, and Common 

Sense exemptions.28  Although the Commission is not required to determine that none of the 

exceptions applies, the Application provides the Commission with the basis to come to that 

conclusion.29  Moreover, the concerns that were initially expressed by an area resident about 

potential noise impacts do not demonstrate that “unusual circumstances” exist such that the 

                                                 
26 CEQA Guidelines, § 15300.2.   
27 See e.g., East Peninsula Ed. Council, Inc. v. Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School Dist., 210 
Cal.App.3d 155 (1989); Association for Protection Etc. Values v. City of Ukiah, 2 Cal.App.4th 720, 732 
(1991). 
28 See Application at 5. 
29 See Id. at 6. 



 
 

 - 11 -

exception in CEQA Guidelines, § 15300.2(c) is triggered.  The proposed activities are typical of 

the storage field operations and not unusual at Honor Rancho.   

In light of the circumstances of the Expansion Project, there is no fair argument that the 

Expansion Project will result in significant impacts or trigger an exception to the categorical 

exemptions.  For these reasons, a categorical exemption is appropriate notwithstanding the 

concerns that were initially raised by an area resident. 

2. Was the EIR certified in D.84923 amended to permit re-injection of brine; or, if not, 
why is the proposal to re-inject brine not a substantial change from the mitigation 
measures adopted by D.84923 

 The Ruling (at 6-7) noted that the original EIR, which was certified by D.84923, adopted 

a mitigation measure which entails trucking the brine to an off-site disposal facility.  Yet, the 

Application states that brine produced during gas withdrawal from the wells at Honor Rancho 

will be re-injected by brine-injection wells, which will need to be drilled and added to the 

facility.30  To clarify, SoCalGas currently re-injects brine generated by the storage field 

operations at Honor Rancho.  In 1987, SoCalGas obtained approval from the California 

Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (“DOGGR”) to 

re-inject brine and abandoned the practice of trucking brine off-site for treatment and discharge 

into the ocean.   

The original EIR was not amended to permit re-injection of the brine.  As discussed 

below, re-injection of the brine was specifically identified in the EIR as a future potential 

alternative to trucking the brine off-site for treatment and discharge into the ocean.  Because the 

EIR was certified and the brine re-injection project was completed before the adoption of CEQA 

regulations regarding mitigation monitoring and reporting, substitution of brine re-injection for 

off-site treatment and discharge to the ocean is not a substantial change from the mitigation 

measures adopted in D.84923.  Moreover, because brine generated at the storage field is 

currently re-injected today, the proposed re-injection is not a substantial change from existing 

operations.   

The Declaration of Mr. Mansdorfer addresses the Ruling’s brine re-injection inquiry.  

The Declaration explains that brine re-injection was one of several alternatives that were 

specifically contemplated by the Commission as part of the original EIR, which was certified by 

                                                 
30 See Id. at 13. 
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D.84923.  The Declaration explains why SoCalGas ultimately stopped trucking the brine to an 

off-site treatment facility for discharge into the ocean in favor of re-injection.  The Declaration 

also explains that SoCalGas implemented brine re-injection after receiving approval from the 

agency with primacy jurisdiction:  DOGGR.   

The Declaration and original EIR evidence that the re-injection alternative was likely not 

implemented when the storage field first began operating because of cost considerations.  As 

described in the EIR: 

Analyses have been performed by SoCal to determine the various environmental, 
operational and economic advantages of several possible techniques for the disposal of 
waste water.  All such analyses indicate the best current alternative is to dispose of waste 
fluids by trucking to a licensed commercial water treatment and disposal facility in Santa 
Paula.  Because of economic considerations, SoCal will contract for a total disposal 
service to include trucking and pickup at the project site.31   
 
As noted in the Declaration, the EIR specifically acknowledged that any of the waste 

water disposal alternatives, including re-injection, could occur at some point during the operation 

of the storage field:  “All of these alternatives are feasible and could conceivably be used at some 

time during the operating life of the proposed project.”32  Thus, the EIR expressly acknowledged 

that re-injection was a feasible, potential future alternative to transporting waste water to an off-

site treatment facility for disposal into the ocean.   

 Substitution of one method of brine disposal for another without further review by the 

Commission was permissible under CEQA at the time SoCalGas began re-injecting brine.  

CPRC § 21081.6 generally requires monitoring and reporting of mitigation measure compliance 

and requires that agencies ensure the enforceability of mitigation measures.  Section 21081.6, 

however, became effective on January 1, 1989, well after the 1975 CPCN was approved and 

after the brine project was approved by DOGGR in 1987.  Thus, the substitution of one waste 

water disposal method for another did not trigger any amendment to the EIR.  Moreover, because 

the change in waste water disposal method did not trigger an amendment to the 1975 CPCN or 

any other approval by the Commission, CEQA was not triggered and there was no occasion to 

amend or revise the EIR.  Absent the need for a subsequent discretionary action by the 

Commission or an express requirement in the 1975 CPCN for Commission review, there is no 

trigger for reviewing or revising the certified CEQA document.   
                                                 

31 Draft EIR, Appendix B (emphasis added).   
32 Id. at Appendix A, p. 4-8.   
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For these reasons, an amendment to the EIR certified in D.84923 was never required to 

permit re-injection of brine, and re-injection of the brine is not a substantial change from the 

mitigation measures adopted by D.84923. 

3a. Identify the specific regulations, ordinances, codes, and other requirements that 
SoCalGas believes may improperly impede the activities that may be authorized in 
a CPCN for the Honor Rancho storage facility 

 SoCalGas is requesting that the Commission confirm preemption of the City of Santa 

Clarita (“City”) Zoning Code, which is set forth in Title 17 of the City’s Municipal Code.   

Neither the City nor Title 17 existed when the Honor Rancho storage field was originally 

approved and constructed.  Under Title 17, the existing and proposed storage field uses and 

expansion do not conform with the City’s existing planning and zoning regulations set forth in 

Title 17.  As a result, the City’s initial assessment of the Expansion Project was that it would 

require City approval of a Zone Change, a General Plan Amendment, and a Conditional Use 

Permit under Title 17.33  These approvals are completely within the City’s discretion to grant or 

deny, and provide the City with a vehicle to place conditions on the storage field uses. 

Compliance with these requirements – the purpose of which is to ensure that the proposed use is 

appropriate at this particular location – would preclude SoCalGas from meeting its construction 

schedule and would likely result in a protracted and unpredictable administrative process subject 

to public review and potential controversy.  

Although SoCalGas believes that these regulations are preempted as a matter of law, 

SoCalGas seeks express confirmation of the Commission’s intent to preempt Title 17 as it 

applies to the activities authorized in the CPCN. 

3b. Identify the jurisdiction or agency responsible for administering the regulation, 
ordinance, code, or requirement SoCalGas seeks to have preempted 

The City is the responsible jurisdiction for administering the Zone Change, General Plan 

Amendment, and Conditional Use Permit identified above in section 3a.   

                                                 
33 While the City later modified its original opinion, the risks to the Expansion Project and to the storage 
field operations at the Honor Rancho storage facility remain present. 
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3c. Identify whether the regulation, ordinance, code, and requirement that SoCalGas 
identifies are discretionary or ministerial for the jurisdiction or agency 

The Zone Change, General Plan Amendment, and Conditional Use Permit approvals 

required under Title 17 are all discretionary.   

3d. Explain why the requested preemption of local regulations, ordinances, codes, or 
other requirements is consistent with the provisions of P.U. Code § 1011 

 P.U. Code § 1011 grants the Commission concurrent authority with any city, county, or 

city and county to grant franchises for public utilities.  SoCalGas does not request preemption of 

any concurrent rights held by local jurisdictions or regulatory agencies, nor does it seek to 

disturb any existing or pending franchise arrangements.34  Moreover, SoCalGas does not request 

that the Commission preempt regulations, ordinances, codes, or other requirements over which it 

has not been given authority to administer (e.g., police and sanitation regulations which are 

administered locally35), or any ministerial regulations that are the product of state-imposed 

Housing Code requirements (e.g., fire, building, plumbing, or mechanical code requirements).  

Instead, SoCalGas requests that the Commission confirm its intent to preempt the specific local 

land use and other rules, regulations, codes, ordinances, etc. identified above in section 3a that 

would hamper or prevent the construction and operation of the expanded storage field at the 

Honor Rancho storage facility. 

3e. Describe the specific legal authority upon which the Commission may preempt any 
local regulations that would deny or significantly delay the Expansion Project 

 Article XII, § 8 of the California Constitution establishes the Commission’s preemption 

power over matters which the Legislature has granted the Commission regulatory powers: 

A city, county, or other public body may not regulate matters over which the Legislature 
grants regulatory power to the Commission.  This section does not affect power over 
public utilities relating to the making and enforcement of police, sanitary, and other 
regulations concerning municipal affairs pursuant to a city charter existing on October 
10, 1911, unless that power has been revoked by the city’s electors, or the right of any 
city to grant franchises for public utilities or other businesses on terms, conditions, and in 
the manner prescribed by law. 

                                                 
34 Title 4 of the City’s Municipal Code regulates franchises.  SoCalGas is not requesting preemption of 
Title 4 of the City’s Municipal Code.   
35 See California Constitution, Art. XII, § 8. 
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 P.U. Code §§ 701 and 768 give the Commission broad regulatory powers.  Section 701 

provides: 

The commission may supervise and regulate every public utility in the State and may do 
all things, whether specifically designated in this part or in addition thereto, which are 
necessary and convenient in the exercise of such power and jurisdiction. 

Section 768 provides: 

The commission may, after a hearing, require every public utility to construct, maintain, 
and operate its line, plant, system, equipment, apparatus, tracks, and premises in a 
manner so as to promote and safeguard the health and safety of its employees, 
passengers, customers, and the public. . . . The commission may establish uniform or 
other standards of construction and equipment, and require the performance of any other 
act which the health and safety of its employees, passengers, customers, or the public 
may demand. 

 Commission decisions, as well as California case law, have confirmed the Commission’s 

preemptory powers.  In D.94-06-014, the Commission, on its own motion to investigate rules, 

procedures and practices which should be applicable to the Commission’s review of electric 

transmission lines not exceeding 200 kV, concluded that it had “exclusive jurisdiction to regulate 

all aspects of the design, construction, and operation of public utilities.”36  The decision stated, 

“[t]he Commission has restated its exclusive jurisdiction over the location and construction of 

public utility facilities in numerous decisions.”37  In D.90-01-020, the Commission stated, “[a]s a 

general rule, ‘[l]ocal ordinances are controlled by and subject to general state laws and the 

regulations of statewide agencies regarding matters of statewide concern.  Accordingly, the 

Commission has been held to have paramount jurisdiction in cases where it has exercised it 

authority, and its authority is pitted against that of a local government involving a matter of 

statewide concern.’”38  

 In California Water & Telephone Co. v. County of Los Angeles,39 the Court of Appeal 

concluded that a county water ordinance, as applied, conflicted with the Commission’s exclusive 

regulatory jurisdiction over matters which are of statewide rather than local concern.  The court 

expressed that “if the local legislation conflicts with general law or is a matter of state-wide 

rather than strictly local concern, the Water Ordinance is void, whether or not the general law 

                                                 
36 1994 Cal. PUC LEXIS 453 at 67. 
37 Id. at 12. 
38 1990 Cal. PUC LEXIS 1 at 4. 
39 253 Cal. App. 2d 16; 61 Cal. Rptr. 618 (1967). 
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totally occupies the ‘field,’ however defined.”40  The court found that “the construction, design, 

operation and maintenance of public water utilities is a matter of state-wide concern.”41   

In Southern Cal. Gas Co. v. City of Vernon,42 the Court of Appeal considered whether 

Vernon could regulate the design and construction of a proposed gas pipeline, notwithstanding 

the Commission’s regulatory power in that area.  The court ruled that the Commission had 

exclusive jurisdiction over the project, stating, “In sum, under the Constitution a city may not 

regulate matters over which the PUC has been granted regulatory power . . .  Therefore Vernon 

cannot purport to regulate the design or construction of the proposed pipeline under the guise of 

ensuring the pipeline’s safety.”43    

In San Diego Gas & Electric Co. v. City of Carlsbad,44 the Court of Appeal upheld that 

the city’s efforts to regulate its maintenance dredging operation was invalid and that the city was 

preempted by the Commission’s authority.  

In Leslie v. Superior Court of Ventura County,45 the court held that Southern California 

Edison Company was subject to county building code standards for grading and excavation 

related to utility maintenance roads.  The court concluded that the grant of power to the 

Commission to approve construction and maintenance within utility premises and to repair or 

improve facilities did not constitute an express grant of power to grade and maintain access 

roads, that the Commission had never promulgated rules concerning those matters, and that the 

Commission did not purport to exercise such authority.46  In addition, the court concluded that 

the State Housing Law47 expressly requires cities and counties to adopt minimum state building 

standards, including those regarding grading and excavation, and those statewide standards are 

binding on both public agencies and private entities.48  The court found that although the State 

Housing Law and the Commission’s rules and regulations are of equal dignity, no conflict 

existed because the Commission had not generated rules or regulations on the subject.49  

Notably, the Leslie court disagrees that the City of Carlsbad establishes Commission preemption 
                                                 

40 Id. at 28. 
41 Id. at 30. 
42 41 Cal. App. 4th 209; 48 Cal. Rptr. 2d 661 (1995). 
43 Id. at 217. 
44 64 Cal. App. 4th 785; 75 Cal. Rptr. 2d 534 (1998). 
45 73 Cal. App. 4th 1042 (1999). 
46 73 Cal. App. 4th at 1047-1048.   
47 California Health & Saf. Code, § 17910 et seq. 
48 Id. at 1048. 
49 Id. at 1049. 
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of all local regulation over utility operations, particularly when the local law is in accord with 

state law.50   

Consistent with the Leslie decision, and to avoid future questions or disputes about the 

scope of the Commission’s preemption of local regulation over utility operations, SoCalGas 

requests that the Commission confirm its preemptory powers over the specific local laws of the 

City identified above in section 3a.  

3f. Explain why broad preemption of any local regulations, ordinances, codes, and 
requirements, rather than a more narrowly crafted preemption, is necessary for the 
Expansion Project 

In the Application, SoCalGas asked the Commission to “confirm that the Commission, in 

granting this amendment to the CPCN, has preemptory authority over conflicting local zoning 

regulations, ordinances, codes, or requirements, under a finding that the Honor Rancho 

Expansion Project serves the public interest.”51  In this Response, SoCalGas has identified (in 

section 3a above) the specific local laws that the Commission should preempt for purposes of 

exercising its lawful jurisdiction over the Expansion Project (and as a result, over the expanded 

storage field operations as a whole at Honor Rancho).  Given this clarification, SoCalGas’ 

request is not overly broad.  Moreover, SoCalGas’ request is consistent with the authority the 

Commission has already confirmed in past decisions for other utility projects (e.g., G.O. 131-D / 

electric transmission projects).   

4. Explain how each regulation, ordinance, code, or other requirement identified by 
SoCalGas above would regulate or interfere with the Commission’s regulation of 
matters over which the Legislature grants regulatory authority power to the 
Commission 

The need to confirm preemption arises from changes in land use regulation that have 

occurred over time at the Honor Rancho storage facility.  When the original CPCN was approved 

in 1975, the Honor Rancho storage facility was located wholly within unincorporated Los 

Angeles County.  At that time, SoCalGas sought and obtained a zone change and a conditional 

use permit from the County of Los Angeles to allow development of the storage field at Honor 

Rancho.  Since 1975, SoCalGas has continuously operated and maintained the storage field in a 

consistent fashion.  Over that same time period, however, the underlying local regulatory 

                                                 
50 Id. at 1050. 
51 Application at 2. 
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framework changed so dramatically that the storage field operations and uses no longer conform 

with the City’s planning and zoning requirements.   

In 1987, the City incorporated, and as a result the Honor Rancho storage facility fell 

within the jurisdictional boundaries of two local governments rather than one.  Although the 

storage field had been operating for over a decade, the City subsequently changed the zoning for 

portions of the storage field to “Business Park” in some areas, “Residential” in some areas, and 

“Special Purpose” in other areas, while areas within the County of Los Angeles’ boundaries 

remained zoned for “Agricultural” uses.  Thus, today, portions of the Honor Rancho storage 

facility located within the City of Santa Clarita are zoned for Residential and Business Park uses, 

while other portions are located within Los Angeles County and are zoned for Agricultural uses.  

As a result, the Honor Rancho storage facility no longer conforms to the underlying City zoning 

requirements.  In addition, the City and County have jointly embarked on a General Plan update 

process known as “One Valley, One Vision” which is expected to take several years to complete 

and is expected to include requirements that purport to apply to the storage field.   

There is a clear risk that the City, Los Angeles County, or any third party could seek to 

delay or prevent the Expansion Project from commencing by invoking the nonconformance with 

City zoning regulations.  Worse yet, project opponents could point to the zoning nonconformities 

to argue that the storage field should cease to operate at this location.  Such an outcome would 

impermissibly subjugate the state’s interests to purely local interests.  Clearly, in granting 

SoCalGas the original CPCN in 1975, the Commission authorized the storage operations at the 

Honor Rancho storage facility.  However, absent an express confirmation of the Commission’s 

authority to regulate storage field operations (including expansion activities), and to preempt the 

conflicting local laws identified above in section 3a that would infringe on the Commission’s 

jurisdiction, SoCalGas will be exposed to potential disputes over whether the Honor Rancho 

storage facility may be expanded, or even whether existing storage operations at this facility may 

continue.  

Although the City has recently agreed that the Expansion Project does not trigger the 

approvals identified above in section 3a, and has issued a letter documenting this conclusion (see 

Attachment-1), SoCalGas understands that the City can reverse its position at any time.  Such a 

reversal would require SoCalGas either to seek the discretionary approvals, or potentially delay 

construction while challenging the conclusion that these permits are required.  In either event, the 
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Expansion Project would undoubtedly be delayed and additional utility resources would be 

required to resolve these matters.  The time, expense, and potential conditions associated with 

obtaining a Zone Change, General Plan Amendment, and Conditional Use Permit cannot be 

accurately predicted.  Nor can project opponents and points of controversy be accurately 

predicted.   

These obstacles and uncertainties are contrary to the state’s interest in promoting 

expansion of natural gas storage capacity.  More germane to this Application, the Commission’s 

adopted BCAP Phase I Settlement, under which SoCalGas has agreed to “make commercially 

reasonable efforts to expand storage capacity by 7.0 Bcf over the period 2009 – 2014,”52 would 

be jeopardized by any delays caused by local laws restricting the Expansion Project.  SoCalGas 

seeks preemption of these regulations to increase the likelihood that the Expansion Project will 

be completed in a timely manner and without unnecessary costs or potential controversy.   

SoCalGas believes that the Commission, as a matter of law, possesses preemptory powers 

with respect to the Honor Rancho storage facility, based on the legal authority described above in 

section 3e.  However, as a practical matter, a confirmation of the Commission’s preemptory 

powers would greatly assist SoCalGas in responding to future assertions by local agencies and 

third parties that the storage field is not an appropriate use at this location, or that additional City 

and/or County approvals are required prior to the commencement of the Expansion Project and 

continued storage field operations at the Honor Rancho storage facility.  Therefore, an official 

confirmation by the Commission of its preemptory powers over the Expansion Project and the 

Honor Rancho storage facility would provide the legal authority upon which both SoCalGas and 

the City could rely.   

SoCalGas requests that the Commission, in its decision on this Application, adopt the 

following Conclusions of Law: 

Conclusion of Law:  “Title XII, § 8 of the California Constitution, and Public Utilities 
Code §§ 701 and 768, establish the Commission’s preemptory authority over city, 
county, or other public bodies over matters which the Legislature has granted regulatory 
power to the Commission.  Those matters include the construction, maintenance, and 
operation of utility property.”  

Conclusion of Law:  “In approving this amendment to the CPCN, the Commission 
confirms its authority to preempt Title 17 of the City of Santa Clarita’s Municipal Code 

                                                 
52 Application at 3 (citing BCAP Phase I Settlement Agreement, para. 6). 
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on zoning, the City’s General Plan, and all Conditional Use Permit requirements that the 
City could otherwise impose on the Honor Rancho Expansion Project or the Honor 
Rancho Storage Facility.” 

III. CONCLUSION 

In this Response, SoCalGas has fully responded to the questions raised in the Ruling.  

Based on the additional information provided herein, SoCalGas requests that the Commission 

promptly issue its decision granting the relief requested in this Application so that the Honor 

Rancho Expansion Project may proceed at the earliest possible date. 
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DECLARATION OF JAMES D. MANSDORFER 1 

ON BEHALF OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 2 

1. My name is James D. Mansdorfer.  I am the Storage Engineering Manager for Southern 3 

California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”).  I have previously submitted testimony to this 4 

Commission. 5 

2. My declaration addresses two issues raised by Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Smith 6 

in his December 15, 2009 ruling.  Those issues involve SoCalGas’ brine disposal proposal and 7 

an area resident’s concern over potential noise from nighttime drilling during the Expansion 8 

Project. 9 

SOCALGAS’ BRINE DISPOSAL PROPOSAL 10 

3. On the brine disposal issue, ALJ Smith’s ruling ordered as follows: 11 

Not later than January 15, 2010, SoCalGas must file and serve documentation showing 12 

that the Environmental Impact Report certified in D.84923 was amended to permit re-13 

injection of brine.  If SoCalGas is not able to provide documentation showing that the 14 

certified in D.84923 has been amended to permit re-injection of brine, SoCalGas must 15 

file and serve supplemental information explaining why the proposal to re-inject brine is 16 

not a substantial change from the mitigation measures adopted by D.84923. 17 

4. SoCalGas can find no evidence that the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) certified in 18 

D.84923 was amended to permit re-injection of brine.  However, SoCalGas believes that this was 19 

not necessary because an amendment to the EIR to allow other methods of brine disposal was 20 

never required. 21 

5. A number of documents related to the alternatives for brine disposal have been located by 22 

SoCalGas. The Draft EIR includes an Environmental Data Statement (“EDS”) that was prepared 23 

by Woodward-Envicon, Inc. for SoCalGas (dated October 7, 1974).  This report contains much 24 

the same information that a Proponent’s Environmental Assessment would contain. The EDS 25 

was submitted by SoCalGas to the Commission in connection with preparation of the Draft EIR 26 

and was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix A.  The Draft EIR states that the EDS was 27 

reviewed by the Commission and other state and local agencies, and where necessary, SoCalGas 28 
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revised or corrected the EDS per staff’s requests.  (Draft EIR, p. 1-1.)  “The EDS, with these 1 

corrections and amendments, along with the Notice of Completion and attachments thereto 2 

constitute the Commission’s Draft EIR for the proposed project.”  (Draft EIR, p. 1-1.)    3 

6. A major environmental issue considered in the Draft EIR was the effect of waste water 4 

discharge on water quality.  The EDS concluded that “[L]arge amounts of heavy metals from the 5 

dehydration waste water are not expected to be removed by the treatment methods and will be 6 

discharged into the ocean.”  (Draft EIR, Appendix A, p. 1-25).  To address this impact, the EIR 7 

expressly considered four alternative waste water disposal techniques (see Exhibit A).  The EIR 8 

acknowledges that “All of these alternatives are feasible and could conceivably be used at some 9 

time during the operating life of the proposed project.”  Thus, the EIR specifically contemplated 10 

alternative waste water disposal methods and acknowledged that they could be employed in the 11 

future.  The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges re-injection into reservoirs other than the 12 

storage reservoir as being an alternative that could be used during the life of the project.   13 

7. The Draft EIR treats the off-site disposal and ocean discharge of brine as an initial 14 

approach to brine disposal and leaves open the possibility of substituting any of the other 15 

alternative brine disposal methods in the future.  Response to Data Request #108 in the EIR 16 

states that “Analyses have been performed by SoCal to determine the various environmental, 17 

operational and economic advantages of several possible techniques for the disposal of waste 18 

water.  All such analyses indicate the best current alternative is to dispose of waste fluids by 19 

trucking to a licensed commercial water treatment and disposal facility in Santa Paula.  Because 20 

of economic considerations, SoCal will contract for a total disposal service to include trucking 21 

and pickup at the project site.”  (Draft EIR, Appendix B (emphasis added).)  22 

8. Other documents in SoCalGas’ files discuss a proposed regional brine disposal pipeline 23 

that was proposed at the time to be built jointly by the Ventura and Los Angeles County 24 

Sanitation Districts, from the Newhall area (near Honor Rancho) to Oxnard, with ocean outfall 25 

discharge. This project would have provided for brine from various sources to be collected, 26 

treated, and disposed of in the ocean.  It is apparent that this pipeline would have been the best 27 

long-term solution to dispose of the produced brine if it had been built, and that hauling brine to 28 

the Santa Clara Waste Water (“SCWW”) facility in Santa Paula represented the best interim 29 
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solution until the Newhall-to-Oxnard pipeline was built because it did not require any capital 1 

investment. SCWW was a commercial treatment and disposal facility with an existing brine 2 

pipeline going from Santa Paula to ocean outfall at Oxnard. 3 

9. The alternatives discussed in the EIR include reinjection into the storage reservoir or 4 

injection into other reservoirs.  5 

10. The proposed Newhall to Oxnard brine disposal pipeline was never built.  6 

11. Initially after start-up of Honor Rancho, the produced brine was hauled to SCWW, 7 

following the preferred alternative in the EIR: “Hauling to a licensed waste water disposal 8 

facility for eventual disposal by ocean outfall discharge . . . .” 9 

12. SoCalGas has located memos and reports that discuss the problems that occurred with the 10 

off-site brine disposal measure at Honor Rancho after start-up. These documents indicate that the 11 

Honor Rancho brine had a Biological Oxygen Demand (“BOD”) that exceeded the specifications 12 

at SCWW.  13 

13. One method for dealing with BOD was to construct a facility to reduce the BOD; 14 

however, this measure was cost-prohibitive.  Furthermore, there was concern that SCWW was 15 

not going to continue as an ongoing entity.  If SCWW ceased to exist, investments in BOD 16 

reduction measures would have been lost.1 17 

14. After it became apparent that the brine could no longer be disposed of at SCWW, a 18 

number of alternatives were examined and used.  For some time, the brine water was being 19 

trucked north on the Interstate 5 freeway over the grapevine to a disposal facility in the San 20 

Joaquin Valley.  The disposal cost and trucking cost were quite high, and reliability of disposal 21 

during critical cold weather periods was an issue because of Interstate 5 freeway snow closures.  22 

15. SoCalGas also tried using a licensed local waste water disposal operator that injected 23 

water into a well in the Placerita oil field.  However, this alternative was discontinued after 24 

SoCalGas became concerned with reliability of methods employed by this small operator. 25 

                                                 
1 SCWW is still an ongoing entity as of the end of 2009. 
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16. SoCalGas approached the larger oil companies operating in the area about having them 1 

take the brine for disposal or use in water-flooding operations.  However, those companies 2 

already had excess brine production of their own, and nothing could be worked out. 3 

17. SoCalGas ultimately implemented another one of the brine disposal alternatives that was 4 

described in the EIR.  Since implementation of the brine injection project in 1988 following 5 

approval by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 6 

Resources (“DOGGR”), all produced brine has been re-injected into a subsurface salt water 7 

reservoir located on-site. 8 

18. Having a reliable method of disposing of waste water is absolutely critical to reliability of 9 

storage services.  During periods of high gas withdrawal, brine is unavoidably produced with the 10 

gas.  If the brine cannot be disposed of, the gas withdrawal would have to be stopped.  11 

19. The DOGGR is the state agency that has been granted primacy from the federal 12 

Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) under provisions of the Underground Injection 13 

Control (“UIC”) program.  The UIC program was created by the Safe Drinking Water Act.  This 14 

primacy authority gives DOGGR the authority to approve and oversee Class II disposal wells.  15 

(See Exhibit B)  16 

20. In 1987, SoCalGas proposed a project to DOGGR to dispose of water into the Pico (also 17 

known as Yule) zone. This zone already contained brine that is similar in composition to the 18 

brine produced at Honor Rancho.  DOGGR approved the project under terms of the Project 19 

Approval Letter, which is attached as Exhibit C. 20 

21. SoCalGas did not apply to the Commission for approval of a brine disposal project 21 

because DOGGR, and not the Commission, has the vested authority to approve underground 22 

injection projects.  DOGGR, in conjunction with State Water Resources Control Board, ensures 23 

that potable water aquifers are not negatively impacted by Class II injection wells.  DOGGR 24 

provides data to the EPA on its program and is periodically audited by the EPA to ensure 25 

compliance with the UIC program.  DOGGR also witnesses annual tests on all water disposal 26 

wells to demonstrate that injected fluids are confined to the intended injection zones.  The brine 27 
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disposal project did not trigger any discretionary approvals by the Commission, thus an 1 

amendment to the EIR was not triggered.   2 

22. SoCalGas currently has three wells at Honor Rancho approved by DOGGR as water 3 

disposal wells.  SoCalGas has discussed with DOGGR the proposed addition of three additional 4 

water disposal wells (as described in the Application).  Since these additional wells will inject 5 

similar brine into the same zone as is currently approved for injection, DOGGR has indicated 6 

that it will treat this as a simple expansion of the previously approved project, subject to the same 7 

conditions. 8 

23. Based on my review of all relevant documents, it is my conclusion that SoCalGas 9 

submitted the EDS to the Commission with the preferred brine disposal alternative (i.e., hauling 10 

to a licensed waste water disposal facility for eventual disposal by ocean outfall discharge) 11 

because SoCalGas believed that the Newhall-to-Oxnard pipeline would be built, the “haul” 12 

distance would have been short, and that this represented the lowest cost alternative.  If 13 

SoCalGas had known the Newhall-to-Oxnard pipeline would not be an option, I believe that the 14 

secondary alternative of “injection into other reservoirs” would have been the preferred 15 

alternative from the outset.  If the brine has to be hauled long distances, the cost and the 16 

environmental impacts of injecting on site are much lower, and the higher initial cost for the 17 

disposal wells is paid back relatively quickly.  Although a small amount of electric energy is 18 

required to pump the brine into the disposal wells, it is many times lower than the energy used by 19 

trucking, and there is no impact to air or traffic. 20 

24. Because injection of brine into reservoirs other than the storage zone was designated as 21 

an alternative that could be used during the operating life of the project in the EIR certified in 22 

D.84923, and because SoCalGas obtained all required approvals from the designated agency 23 

(i.e., DOGGR), the EIR did not need to be amended to permit re-injection of the brine and the 24 

proposal to increase the amount of brine injection is not a substantial change from the mitigation 25 

measures adopted by D.84923. 26 
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NOISE FROM NIGHTTIME DRILLING 1 

25. The ALJ’s ruling ordered SoCalGas to answer the following question: 2 

Why the Commission should find the Expansion Project to be exempt from any 3 

environmental review when the Commission has been informed that a potentially 4 

significant negative impact may result from the Expansion Project. 5 

26. The ruling explains that the source of concern that potentially a significant negative 6 

impact may result from the project is an August 13, 2009 letter sent by a local area resident (Mr. 7 

Brian Roney) to the Commission’s Public Advisor opposing the drilling schedule “as it is 8 

intrusive and a nuisance to hear drills operating all night and day.”  (See Exhibit E) 9 

27. Mr. Roney’s concern is over SoCalGas’ proposed drilling plan for the Expansion Project, 10 

where drilling of up to six new wells will take place on a 24-hour/7-day-per-week (“24/7”) 11 

schedule.2  12 

28. Normal construction activity, other than drilling operations, would occur Monday 13 

through Saturday from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m.  The activities would include running backhoes, dump 14 

trucks, welding rigs, crew vehicles, and other construction equipment as needed.   15 

29. In contrast to the above construction activities, well drilling operations are required to be 16 

a 24/7 operation until the new well is completed.  The primary reason for the continuous 24/7 17 

operation is that as each section of the well is drilled, the exposed hole will become more 18 

unstable with time and is at risk of collapse the longer it is exposed to the drilling mud.  When 19 

the drilling mud remains in contact with the exposed drilled formations, such as clay or shale, for 20 

extended periods of time, these types of formations become hydrated by the drilling mud.  This 21 

hydration process causes these types of rock to become mechanically incompetent (crumbling or 22 

swelling), which, in turn, puts the hole at risk for collapsing on the drill string and ultimately 23 

losing the newly drilled hole.  If the hole collapses, the entire drilling process must be repeated.  24 

Thus, it is imperative that the initial well-drilling operation run continuously so that the hole can 25 

be drilled as quickly as possible so that well casing can be successfully installed and the well 26 

ultimately completed.  Thus, SoCalGas must conduct drilling operations continuously. 27 
                                                 

2 See Application, Appendix A, Honor Rancho Expansion Project Design and Description, p. 1-29. 
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30. SoCalGas believes that the potential impacts of these drilling operations on area residents 1 

will be less than significant because of design considerations and best management practices 2 

(also referred to as “BMPs”) incorporated into the project.  In section 1.9.5 of its Project 3 

Description, SoCalGas discusses its Noise Control Plan, which states, 4 

Construction will comply with applicable Los Angeles County and City of Santa Clarita 5 

noise regulations.  Construction will typically occur during daytime hours weekdays and 6 

Saturdays.  In cases where night-time construction will be necessary (e.g. during well 7 

drilling), best management practices will be followed to minimize construction noise that 8 

may impact sensitive receptors.  Additional design features could include use of quieter 9 

equipment or further insulation of noise-generating equipment.  10 

31. SoCalGas’ best management practices on reducing noise are three-fold:  (1) choice of 11 

remote location for well drilling, which includes sound-reducing terrain between the drilling site 12 

and residential areas; (2) use of sound suppression or sound-deadening devices on its 13 

construction, drilling and stationary equipment; and (3) noise monitoring to ensure acceptable 14 

levels of noise during the Expansion Project. 15 

32. Both the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles have noise ordinances 16 

(attached in Exhibit F) which provide threshold noise levels (measured in decibels, or “dBA”) 17 

for residential and commercial areas, during daytime and nighttime hours.  18 

33. Best Management Practice (Location) – A first measure in determining noise impacts on 19 

sensitive receptors is the distance from the sensitive receptors.  The drill sites are situated such 20 

that the nearest residential receptor is an apartment complex at Copper Hill Dr. and Kelly 21 

Johnson Parkway.  The complex is within the City of Santa Clarita and is approximately 3,000 22 

feet from the closest drill pad designated as BD3&4.  Mr. Roney’s residence is within the County 23 

of Los Angeles and is approximately 11,000 feet (approximately two miles) away from the 24 

nearest proposed well location (C7).  (See Exhibit D for a map of the proposed drilling sites in 25 

relation to area residences) 26 

34. At a distance of 3,000 feet, much less 11,000 feet, well drilling activities will not cause a 27 

noise nuisance to area residents.   28 
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35. In 2007, SoCalGas monitored noise levels associated with well drilling activities at the 1 

Honor Rancho Storage Field, at the W26 well site (see Exhibit G).3  Readings at 150 feet from 2 

the rig had an average reading of 80.2 dBA.  The distance law of sound shows that at 3,000 feet 3 

and 11,000 feet, those reads would be approximately 54.2 dBA and 42.9 dBA, respectively.  (See 4 

Table 1 in Exhibit H)  These levels are similar to a typical office or quiet stream (see Table 2 – 5 

Sound Intensities, in Exhibit H) and are below the City of Santa Clarita residential day and night 6 

limits of 65 dBA and 55 dBA, respectively.  For residential areas outside the City limits, the 7 

level is also below the residential day and night noise limits set by the County of Los Angeles of 8 

50 dBA and 45 dBA, respectively. 9 

36. Furthermore, the terrain between the proposed drilling sites and area residences will 10 

provide additional noise absorption.  The Copper Hill receptor is behind both a hill that is 100 11 

feet higher than the nearest drill pad (BD3 and BD4), and a Walmart shopping complex.  As for 12 

Mr. Roney’s residence, there are multiple mountain ridges between the nearest drill site (C7) and 13 

his residence.  Exhibit D shows a depiction of the topographical profile from Mr. Roney’s 14 

residence to drill site C7 and shows the highest ridge is 233 feet above the drill site.   15 

37. These physical conditions demonstrate that the likely noise contribution from 16 

construction activities will be well below the limits set by the jurisdictions (which in Mr. 17 

Roney’s case is the County of Los Angeles). 18 

38. It should be noted that Mr. Roney’s residence is approximately 1,400 feet from, and in 19 

direct line-of-sight to, the Interstate 5 freeway.  Freeway noise would have a greater noise impact 20 

to that area.  Since the issuance of ALJ Smith’s ruling, SoCalGas has commissioned a third-party 21 

consultant to take baseline noise level readings at the closest sensitive receptors, including the 22 

Roney residence.  Those readings confirm that the existing noise levels would exceed any noise 23 

                                                 
3 The WEZU 26 (W26) well site activities were monitored for noise during 2007 drilling operations.  The 
data was used to model potential noise levels for a proposed project at SoCalGas’ Goleta Storage Field 
that would utilize similar drilling equipment.  The equipment used for the Honor Rancho Expansion 
drilling operations would likely be quieter than the W26 equipment.  The W26 rig was a “compound rig” 
that had separate diesel engines placed on the rig to power each mechanical operation.  The rig had a total 
of six independent diesel engines ranging in size up to 500 HP.  The Honor Rancho rig will have electric 
motors on the rig that will be powered by three natural gas-fired generators located adjacent to the rig.  
Two generation units are needed to run the rig while one unit is a back-up.  The electric motors will 
operate substantially quieter than the diesel engines monitored in 2007.    
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caused by the proposed drilling activities and in some cases, already exceed the City or County 1 

limits.  (See Exhibit I) 2 

39. Best Management Practices (Construction and Drilling Equipment) for the Expansion 3 

Project include the following:  All equipment will be fitted with appropriate sound-deadening 4 

devices such as mufflers or silencers.  Stationary equipment will consist of the drilling rig and all 5 

of its appurtenances.  Generation equipment for running the rig will be located adjacent to the 6 

rig, will be natural gas-fired, and partially enclosed within a cargo container.  The mufflers and 7 

pollution control equipment on the generators will reduce the exhaust noise to a significantly 8 

lower level.  Metal-to-metal activities4 will occur during drilling several times per hour, 9 

depending on how fast the drilling or drill string removal is progressing.  If metal-to-metal noise 10 

is determined to be a nuisance and further implementation of best management practices is 11 

necessary to meet City/County noise limits, BMPs such as acoustical blanketing5 of the drill rig 12 

or adding other sound-deadening materials in proximity to the drill rig will also be implemented.  13 

Adding such BMPs is a common practice when drilling activities occur less than 1,500 feet from 14 

residential areas and are readily available should the monitoring determine they are needed.   15 

40. Best Management Practices (Noise Monitoring) – As mentioned above, baseline noise 16 

levels have been measured and documented for various sites.  (See Exhibit I)  Those readings 17 

show that at some locations, pre-existing ambient noise levels exceed the noise levels set by the 18 

two jurisdictions (City of Santa Clarita and County of Los Angeles). 19 

41. As a best management practice for the Expansion Project, sound levels will be read bi-20 

monthly6 to verify levels have not exceeded any significance thresholds in light of pre-existing 21 

background conditions.  If for some reason noise levels exceed those thresholds, SoCalGas will 22 

                                                 
4 Metal-to-metal activities occur mainly when a drill string stack is being added or removed from the 
down-hole drill string.  The Paredon Project EIR (Paredon Project in Carpinteria, CA) performed 
exhaustive noise studies and references a noise study performed by Arup Acoustics in 2004 (see Exhibit 
G).  The study indicated an equivalent noise level of 82 dBA from drilling operations and a noise level of 
80 dBA from metal-to-metal activities at 50 feet from the drilling activities.  The Paredon EIR estimates 
that metal-to-metal activities occur for less than 9 minutes of a 24 hour drilling day. 
5 Acoustical blanketing consists of wrapping a portion of the derrick in sound-deadening blankets.  The 
blankets are heavy blankets that are approximately 2 to 3 inches thick, consist of mineral wool or 
fiberglass type insulating materials and can attenuate 10 to 20 dBA at the source. 
6 Bi-monthly monitoring is the chosen frequency since the rig will be stationary at each well location for 2 
to 3 months.  The noise generated at each location will be very similar for the entire duration at each 
location. 
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incorporate additional noise suppressors or sound-deadening materials on or adjacent to the 1 

equipment. 2 

42. Since the ALJ’s ruling, SoCalGas has approached Mr. Roney to better understand his 3 

concerns and to explain why the drilling (even during nighttime hours) should not cause a noise 4 

nuisance.  SoCalGas also explained additional steps it plans to take if in fact noise levels from its 5 

drilling activities exceed significance thresholds. 6 

43. Mr. Roney issued a second letter to the Public Advisor and to ALJ Smith on December 7 

22, 2009, in which he discusses his interaction with SoCalGas.  In his second letter, Mr. Roney 8 

states, “I am encouraged by this feedback and am hopeful that SCG will implement any and all 9 

noise mitigation necessary to ensure that my residence is not bothered by this proposed project.”  10 

(See Exhibit E) 11 

44. SoCalGas is confident that its best management practices, including its commitment to 12 

monitor noise levels during the construction period and to reach out to community members for 13 

whom project activities may be perceptible, will ensure that potential noise impacts associated 14 

with proposed drilling activities will not be significant. 15 

 16 

 17 

I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best 18 

of my knowledge.   19 

 20 

Dated this 15 day of January, at Los Angeles, California.   21 

 22 

 23 

       /s/ James D. Mansdorfer  24 

      JAMES D. MANSDORFER 25 



 
 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 

EXCERPT FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STATEMENT (“EDS”) 
PREPARED BY WOODWARD-ENVICON, INC.,  

  
WHICH IS ATTACHED TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT (“EIR”) PREPARED BY COMMISSION STAFF,  
 

DISCUSSING BRINE MITIGATION ALTERNATIVES





 
 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 

EXCERPTS FROM PRIMACY AUTHORITY DOCUMENTS FOR  
DIVISION OF OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES (“DOGGR”) 

 
 

link to full document at:  
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/oil/Aquifer_Exemption.pdf 

 













 
 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 

DIVISION OF OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES (“DOGGR”) 
APPROVAL LETTER TO SOCALGAS 

 
 
 











 

 

 

EXHIBIT D 

MAP OF THE PROPOSED DRILLING ACTIVITES IN RELATION TO 
RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

and 
ELEVATION PROFILE 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

Elevation Profile
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EXHIBIT E 

LETTERS FROM MR. BRIAN RONEY 
TO THE COMMISSION’S PUBLIC ADVISOR 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 

 

 

EXHIBIT F 

SUMMARIES OF THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY CODE § 12.08.390 and 

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA MUNICIPAL CODE § 11.44.040 



 
 

 

Summary of the Los Angeles County Code § 12.08.390 
 

Section 12.08.390 of the Los Angeles County Code (LACC) regulates noise levels between properties 
within Los Angeles County. Section 12.08.390 requires that “no person operate or cause to be operated, 
any source of sound at any location within the unincorporated county…when measured on any other 
property either incorporated or unincorporated, to exceed” the identified noise level standards for a 
cumulative period of more than 30 minutes in any hour. Section 12.08.390 contains additional time limits 
for higher noise level that occurs for shorter periods. The LACC exterior noise level standards are shown 
below 

 
 

Noise Zone 

Designated 
Noise Zone 
Land Use 
(Receptor 
property) Time Interval  

Exterior Noise 
Level (dBA) 

I Noise-sensitive 
area 

Anytime 45 

II Residential 
properties 

10:00 pm to 7:00 am (nighttime) 45 

  7:00 am to 10:00 pm (daytime) 50 
III Commercial 

properties 
10:00 pm to 7:00 am (nighttime) 55 

  7:00 am to 10:00 pm (daytime) 60 
IV Industrial 

properties 
Anytime 70 

 



 
 

 

Summary of the City of Santa Clarita Municipal Code § 11.44.040 
 
Section 11.44.040 of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code (SCMC) regulates noise levels between properties 
within Santa Clarita. According to section 11.44.040, it is unlawful for any person within Santa Clarita to 
produce or cause or allow to be produced noise levels to a receiving property in excess of the noise 
levels presented below. Section 11.44.040 also contains noise level adjustments based on the 
source, character, and duration of the noise. 

 

Region Time Sound Level (dBA) 
Residential zone Day 65 
Residential zone Night 55 
Commercial & manufacturing Day 80 
Commercial & manufacturing Night 70 



 
 

 

 

EXHIBIT G 

EXCERPT FROM A  
2007 SOCALGAS DRILLING NOISE STUDY 
AT THE HONOR RANCHO STORAGE FIELD 

 





 

 

 

EXHIBIT H 

TABLE 1 
(DISTANCE OF LAW AND SOUND CALCULATION) 

and 
TABLE 2 

(SOUND INTENSITIES CHART) 



 
 

 

Table 1 – Distance Law of Sound 
 

 
  A statement of the distance law for field quantities: 

   L = sound level  and  r = distance from sound source 

    Sound level difference:    

 or level at far distance  
 
For these cases: 
 
L2 = 80.2 dBA  – 20 * log 3,000/150 =  54.2 dBA  (to apartments) 
            
L2 = 80.2 dBA  – 20 * log 11,000/150 =  42.9 dBA  (to Hasley Hills) 

 



 
 

 

Table 2 – Sound Intensities 



 

 

 

EXHIBIT I 

2009 BASELINE AMBIENT NOISE STUDY FROM  
PADRE ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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MEMORANDUM 
PADRE ASSOCIATES, INC. 
5450 Telegraph Road, Suite 101  Tel: 805/644-2220 
Ventura, CA  93003   Fax: 805/644-2050

To: James Strader Date: January 11th, 2010 

cc: Todd Van de Putte   

From: Sierra Kelso Project No: 1002-0011 

Subject: SoCalGas Honor Rancho Natural Gas Storage Facility – Baseline (Ambient) 
Noise Level Summary 

At the direction of the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), Padre Associates 
(Padre) has prepared the following memo in response to a request for an ambient (baseline) 
noise level summary within the vicinity of the SoCalGas’ Honor Rancho Natural Gas Storage 
Facility.  The Honor Rancho Facility is located in northern, unincorporated, Los Angeles County, 
near Valencia, California.  Approximately half of the Honor Rancho Facility is located in the City 
of Santa Clarita, while the other half is located within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County.  

Key sections within this memo include background information regarding an overview of 
sound and noise characteristics; a brief discussion regarding noise regulation within the Honor 
Rancho Natural Gas Storage Facility area; as well as information regarding the existing ambient 
(baseline) noise environment and contributing noise sources within the Storage Facility area.   

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Overview of Sound and Noise Characteristics.  The City of Santa Clarita, within its 
General Plan Noise Element, defines “Sound” as anything that is, or can be, heard.  This 
definition differs slightly from “Noise”, which is generally defined as a sound which is unwanted 
or objectionable (City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Noise Element 2000).  The effects of noise 
on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep 
disturbance and, in the extreme, hearing impairment.  The unit of measurement commonly used 
to describe a noise level is the decibel (dB).  Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale, 
which quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used for earthquake 
magnitudes.  Thus, an increase of 3 dB to an existing noise environment is generally perceived 
as a “doubling” of the noise level; while a decrease of 3 dB is perceived as a “halving” of the 
noise level.  According to the Department of Transportation Federal Highway Association, noise 
level increases of less than 3 decibels are not generally perceptible to the average human ear.  
Some sample typical sound pressure levels for common sounds are: rustle of leaves - 10 dB; 
ordinary conversation at 3 feet - 60 dB; power mower at 5 feet - 100 dB.

The duration of noise and the time period at which it occurs are important factors in determining 
the human response to sound.  For example, noise-induced hearing loss is directly related to 
the magnitude, frequency and duration of exposure.  Annoyance due to noise is also associated 
with how often noise is present and how long it persists.  One approach to 
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quantifying time-varying noise levels is to calculate the Energy Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) for 
the time period of interest.  The Leq represents a sound level which, if continuous would contain 
the same total acoustical energy as the actual time-varying noise, which occurs during the 
observation period.  For the purposes of this memo, 15-minute Leq averages were used to 
determine existing or “ambient” noise levels. 

The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound spectrum.  
The “A-weighted” noise scale, which weights the frequencies to which humans are sensitive, is 
the primary scale used for noise measurements.  Within this memo, all noise levels are 
measured and calculated in A-weighted decibels (dBA).   

In a residential or other noise sensitive environment, noise is generally considered more 
disturbing at night than during the day.  Thus, noise indices have been developed to account for 
the differences in intrusiveness between daytime and nighttime noise.  The City of Santa Clarita 
and the County of Los Angels both use the Community Noise Equivalency Level (CNEL) index 
for determining existing noise environments.  The CNEL index results from an averaging of 
hourly Leqs for a 24-hour period, with a weighting factor applied to the evening and nighttime 
Leq values.  The CNEL penalizes noise levels during the night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) by 10 dB to 
account for the increased sensitivity of people to noise after dark.  Evening noise levels (7 p.m. 
to 10 p.m.) are penalized 5 dB by the CNEL.  In general, the CNEL may be thought qualitatively 
as an accumulation of the noise associated with individual events occurring throughout a 24-
hour period.  The noise of each individual event is accounted for in a separate, discrete 
measurement that integrates the changing sound level over time as, for example, when an 
aircraft approaches, flies overhead, then continues off into the distance.  These integrated 
sound levels for individual operations are referred to as Sound Exposure Levels or SELs.  The 
accumulation of the SELs from each individual operation during a 24-hour period determines the 
CNEL for the day. 

Noise Attenuation.  Noise may attenuate, or lessen, based on a number of factors 
including distance from the noise source, topography, buildings, walls, vegetation or surface.  
According to the California Department of Transportation, “Technical Noise Supplement” (1998,  
available online at  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/Technical%20Noise%20Supplement.pdf), sound from a 
small localized source (approximating a "point" source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels 
away from the source in a spherical pattern.  The sound level attenuates or drops off at a rate of 
6 dBA for each doubling of the distance (DD) (6 dBA/DD).  This is called the point source 
attenuation rate for geometric spreading.  Based on this assumption, a noise of 70 dBA, at a 
distance of 50 feet will likely be reduced to approximately 64 dBA at a distance of 100 feet.  
Noise from vehicular traffic, however is not a single, stationary point source of sound.  The 
movement of the vehicles makes the source of the sound appear to emanate from a line (line 
source) rather than a point.  As such, noise from traffic sources results in a “cylindrical 
spreading” of sound rather than the “spherical spreading” of a point source.  Since the change in 
surface area of cylinder only increases by two times for each doubling of the radius instead of 
the four times associated with spheres, the change in sound level for traffic sources is generally 
3 dBA/DD.  The County of Los Angeles, within its General Plan Noise Element, shows an 
example of this type of attenuation in an example where freeway vehicular noise source of 70 
dBA at 300 feet would be reduced to approximately 65 dBA at 550 feet distance. 
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Ground absorption may also affect the attenuation rate of a noise.  The amount of 
excess ground attenuation depends on the height of the noise path and the characteristics of 
the intervening ground or site (topography).  Attenuation varies as the noise path height 
changes from the source to the receptor and also changes with vehicle type (e.g. automobiles, 
medium trucks, heavy trucks, buses, motorcycles, etc.) since the source heights are different.  
Wind has shown to be the single most important meteorological factor affecting noise 
attenuation within approximately 500 feet, while vertical air temperature gradients are more 
important over longer distances.  Other factors such as air temperature, humidity, and 
turbulence and presence/absence of vegetation also have less significant effects on noise 
levels.

NOISE REGULATION 

Noise levels within California are regulated through State, County, and local standards 
and requirements.  Within Title 4 of the State Administrative Code, guidelines are proved for 
evaluating the compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure.  
The State requires that these guidelines be used to perform noise studies and implement a 
Noise Element as part of a localized General Plan.  The City of Santa Clarita is currently 
completing a new Noise Element to include in its updated General Plan.  As such, for the 
purposes of this memo, both the existing Noise Element (dated January, 2000) and the current 
draft document (dated 2009) have been used.  The City of Santa Clarita General Plan Noise 
Element is available online at http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/cd/planning/general_plan.asp
with the Draft 2009 Noise element available at http://santa-
clarita.com/vgp/_pdf/Draft%20Elements/NoiseElementDraft2-24-09.pdf.  The County of Los 
Angeles Noise Element is available at http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan#anc-download.

The City of Santa Clarita provides, within its Municipal Code (Section 11.44.040 Noise 
Limits) thresholds for noise levels within sensitive receptors Section A states the following: 

A.  It shall be unlawful for any person within the City to produce or cause or allow 
to be produced noise which is perceived on property occupied by another person 
within the designated region, in excess of the following levels except as expressly 
provided otherwise herein. 

Region Time Sound Level (dB) 
Residential Zone Day 65 
Residential Zone Night 55 

Commercial and Manufacturing Day 80 
Commercial and Manufacturing Night 70 

At the boundary line between a residential property and a commercial and 
manufacturing property, the noise level of the quieter zone shall be used. 

B. Corrections to Noise Limits. The numerical limits given in subsection (A) of 
this section shall be adjusted by the following corrections, where the 
following noise conditions exist: 
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Noise Condition Correction (in dB) 
Repetitive impulse noise -5 
Steady whine, screech or hum -5 
(Day Only) 
Noise occurring more than 5 but less than 15 minutes per 
hour +5

Noise occurring more than 1 but less than 5 minutes per hour +10 
Noise occurring less than 1 minute per hour +20 

In addition to the Municipal Code provided above, within the new Noise Element (2009) 
Technical Appendix currently awaiting finalization, the General Plan does not contain any 
specific standards in regards to outdoor areas for new residential developments.  The Appendix 
provides a recommendation that any new residential areas be designed to maintain a 65 dBA 
(or less) threshold for all outdoor areas.  Although the recommendation does not account for 
existing residential areas, it may be applied as a conservative, acceptable threshold. 

EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

The Honor Rancho Facility is located in northern, unincorporated, Los Angeles County, 
near Valencia, California.  Approximately half of the Honor Rancho Facility is located in the City 
of Santa Clarita, while the other half is located within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County.  
According to the City of Santa Clarita, the dominant noise sources within the City limits and 
surrounding areas are related to vehicular traffic (Santa Clarita General Plan Noise Element, 
2000).  Within the Honor Rancho area, existing audible noise environment includes vehicular 
traffic from roadways such as Interstate 5 (I-5), Newhall Ranch Road, Copper Hill Road, and the 
Old Road.  To a lesser extent smaller, more localized roadways affect noise levels including 
Kelly Johnson Parkway, Smyth Drive, and Saguaro Street may contribute to the ambient noise 
levels.  Other significant noise sources identified within the 2009 Noise Element included high-
speed rail noise, Agua Dulce Airport, Six-Flags Magic Mountain Theme Park, special events, 
emergency vehicles and mixed-use developments that include both residential and non-
residential uses.   

Ambient (Baseline) Noise Measurement Methodology and Measurement 
Locations.  Ambient (baseline) noise level measurements for this memo were taken by Padre 
Associates on Wednesday, January 6th and Thursday January 7th, 2010 using a Larson Davis 
LXT noise meter.  According to SoCalGas staff, measurements were taken during a “typical” 
operations event.  Ambient (baseline) noise measurements occurred at four (4) representative 
and proximal sensitive noise receptor sites (as further described below) within the vicinity of and 
adjacent to the Honor Rancho Storage Field.  These included two (2) residential sites and one 
(1) school site (Figure 1).  Ambient noise levels were measured using a 15-minute Leq (A) 
weighted average taken during daytime, evening, and nighttime hours; and are therefore 
representative of noise levels within that time frame only.  Based on City of Santa Clarita Noise 
Element guideline, daytime measurements were taken between 9 am and 11 am 
(representative of a 7 am-7 pm daytime frame), evening measurements were taken between 7 
pm and 9 pm (representative of a 7 pm-10 pm evening time frame) and nighttime 
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measurements were taken between 2 am and 4 am (representative of a 10 pm-7 am nighttime 
frame).  Please refer to Figure 1 and Table 1 for location detail and specific measurement times.   

Noise Measurement Locations (Figure 1) 

� Site No. 1:  Trinity Classical Academy.  Site No. 1, the Trinity Classical Academy 
is a faith-based school system offering services to students from kindergarten to 
Grade 10.  Site No. 1 is located approximately 2,000 feet (0.38 miles) from the 
Honor Rancho Facility within a business park area currently zoned for Industrial 
use.  Adjacent land uses include businesses such as United Rentals, White Cap 
Construction and a CNG refueling station.  Regardless of location, the City of 
Santa Clarita considers schools to be a noise sensitive receptor.  Primary and 
arterial roadways near the site include Kelly Johnson Parkway (located 
approximately 100 feet west), Copper Canyon Road (located approximately 
1,800 feet east) and Newhall Ranch Road (located approximately 1,800 feet 
south).

� Site No. 2:  The Hills at Valencia.  The Hills at Valencia is a large apartment 
complex located at 28100 Smyth Drive approximately 3,500 feet (0.66 miles) 
from the Honor Rancho Facility.  Adjacent land uses are primarily commercial 
facilities including multiple restaurants, bank branches and a Wal-Mart Shopping 
Center located approximately 500 feet (0.09 miles) to the south-west, and an 
additional residential area located to the east and south-east.  Site No. 2 is the 
closest residential area to the Honor Rancho Facility but remains more than one-
half mile from the nearest Honor Rancho noise source.  Roadways within the Site 
No. 2 area include Copper Hill Road (located approximately 115 feet (0.02 miles) 
west), Kelly Johnson Parkway (located 300 feet (0.06 miles) southwest) and 
Newhall Ranch Road (located 1,000 feet (0.20 miles) south).   

� Site No. 3:  Saguaro Street at Pinecone Lane.  Saguaro Street at Pinecone Lane 
is a residential neighborhood located approximately 9,250 feet (1.75 miles) from 
the Honor Rancho Facility.  Adjacent land uses are primarily residential with a 
shopping center located approximately 825 feet (0.16 mile) to the south-west.  
The neighborhood is bordered to the east by a noise wall located adjacent to The 
Old Road.  The I-5 is located adjacent to the Old Road approximately 450 feet 
(0.09 miles) from the neighborhood between Saguaro Street and the Honor 
Rancho Facility.  The Honor Rancho Facility is located approximately 9,250 feet 
(1.75 miles) to the east.   

� Site No. 4:  Penrose Lane Terminus.  Site No. 4 at Penrose Lane is located 
within the same neighborhood as Saguaro Street at Pinecone Lane on a hillside 
approximately 1,740 feet (0.33 miles) from Site No. 3.  Penrose Lane is located 
approximately 1,300 feet (0.25 miles) from the Old Road and 1,450 (0.27 miles) 
from the center of the I-5.  The Honor Rancho Facility s located approximately 
10,800 feet (2 miles) from Site No. 4. 
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Summary

The summary table (Table 2) has been provided to show the results of the ambient 
(baseline) noise measurements taken on Wednesday 1/6/10 and Thursday 1/7/10 at each of the 
four locations.  Each noise measurement location was monitored for 15 minutes during day, 
evening, and nighttime and is therefore representative of that time frame only.  Table 2 also 
provides a comparison of measured noise levels to those considered acceptable based on City 
of Santa Clarita and County of Los Angeles requirements.

As shown in Table 2, existing noise levels at each site were within the City of Santa 
Clarita and County of Los Angeles requirements for acceptable noise levels at 10 of the 12 
measurement locations.  At two locations (both taken during evening time frames) noise levels 
exceeded the acceptable range by 3.8 and 0.8 dBA.   



ATTACHMENT 1

NOISE MEASUREMENT FIELD NOTES 



























Sierra K. Kelso 
Staff Environmental Specialist

EDUCATION: B.A. Environmental Sciences – Emphasis on Resource Management, California 
State University Channel Islands, Camarillo, 2006. 

TRAINING: OSHA 24-Hour Health and Safety Training, LPS Training, CEQA, Offshore Survival 
Training, Marine Mammal Identification and Monitoring.  

EXPERIENCE: Ms. Kelso joined Padre Associates, Inc. in 2006.  As a Staff Environmental 
Specialist, her work focuses on environmental impact assessment relating to 
CEQA/NEPA compliance and environmental permitting services as well as 
environmental restoration.   

Representative projects Ms. Kelso has assisted with include:

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES

� ExxonMobil/CSLC – Goleta Beach Hazards Removal Project Restoration 
Plan. As a subcomponent of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) 
Santa Barbara Channel Hazards Removal Program – Ms. Kelso is responsible 
for monitoring and reporting associated with native and eucalyptus habitat 
restoration within an access area formerly utilized in support of the removal of 
hazardous structures from Goleta Beach in Santa Barbara County.  
Responsibilities for this project include communication with key permitting 
agencies and implementation of the Project’s Restoration, Erosion Control, and 
Revegetation Plan (RECRP) on behalf of contractors, ExxonMobil and CSLC.

� Pacific Operators Offshore, LLC – Special Condition No. 1 Permit E-03-002.  
Following the Power Cable Cement Cap Removal Project by Pacific Operators 
Offshore (PacOps) at the Carpinteria Pier, the California Coastal Commission 
issued a special condition permit requiring cable inspection monitoring at the 
Carpinteria Pier.  Ms. Kelso’s primary responsibilities for this project include 
agency coordination of the monitoring activities and enforcement of the 
California Coastal Commission’s special condition permit on behalf of PacOps.

� Pacific Operators Offshore, LLC – Power Cable Replacement Project - 
Marine Mammal Monitoring.  Ms. Kelso assisted in the offshore marine 
monitoring operations associated with the replacement of the PacOps Power 
Cable.  Power cable replacement occurred under emergency permitting and 
required continuous monitoring and identification of special status marine 
species during offshore activities including whales, pinnipeds and dolphins. 

� Ventura County Transportation Department – South Mountain Road Bridge 
Scour Project - Special Status Species Monitoring and Rescue.  Ms. Kelso 
assisted in the identification and recovery of special status species during Santa 
Clara River stream diversion activities.  Special status species included arroyo 
chub, Santa Ana sucker, southwestern pond turtle and the two-striped garter 
snake.  

� Clearwater Port LLC – Clearwater Port Project.  Ms. Kelso assisted with the 
preparation and submittal of applications to the United States Coast Guard and 
CSLC on behalf of the proposed Clearwater Port LLC - Clearwater Port Offshore 
LNG Project.  Key support included response to agency comments regarding the 
subsequent deepwater port application submission.

� Calleguas Municipal Watershed District – Calleguas Regional Salinity 
Management Project (CRSMP) - Hueneme Outfall Replacement Project.  Ms 
Kelso assisted in the initial preparation of a multiple agency permit application for 
the Hueneme Outfall Replacement Project.  Permitting agencies included the 
California Coastal Commission, California State Lands Commission, City of Port 



Hueneme, City of Oxnard, as well as the LA Regional Water Quality Control 
Board and the Army Corps of Engineers.  

� Southern California Gas Company – La Goleta Storage Field Enhancement 
Project. Ms. Kelso is currently assisting in the preparation of an application to 
the County of Santa Barbara Energy Division for exploration/production of 
additional gas resources in the existing La Goleta Storage Field.

� ChevronTexaco – 4H Platform Decommissioning Project- Shell Mounds 
Disposition.  Ms. Kelso is currently assisting in the preparation of a revised 
project application package intended to evaluate alternatives associated with the 
remaining 4H Platform Shell Mounds.  Specifically, her efforts are focusing on 
the evaluation and analysis of air quality and transportation/circulation impacts of 
the alternatives being considered within multiple jurisdictions.  This revised 
application will be submitted to the CSLC and various regulatory agencies for 
consideration and determination of a final project. 

CEQA/NEPA 
Environmental
Compliance
Assessment & 
Compliance

� Calleguas Municipal Watershed District – Calleguas Regional Salinity 
Management Project (CRSMP) - Hueneme Outfall Replacement Project.  Ms. 
Kelso assisted with the preparation of the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment (SEIR/EA) for the proposed Hueneme Outfall 
Replacement Project.  Environmental Assessment sections completed included 
Noise, Recreation, and Visual/Aesthetics. 

� Calleguas Municipal Water District CRSMP – Phase 2 Pipeline Alignment 
Revision.  Ms. Kelso is currently preparing an Initial Study (IS) for the revision of 
a portion of the CRSMP pipeline through the City of Camarillo and Southern 
Ventura County.  Environmental Assessment sections completed included 
Noise, Recreation, Transportation, Public Services, Cultural Resources, Air 
Quality, and Visual/Aesthetics.

� Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) – Sacramento River Pipeline.  Ms. Kelso 
assisted in the preparation of an environmental assessment in support of an 
application package for installation of a natural gas pipeline across the 
Sacramento River located in both Sacramento and Solano Counties. 

PREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE:

Ms. Kelso graduated in May of 2006 and was granted Program Honors for 
Environmental Sciences at California State University Channel Islands.  During this 
time she also interned with the National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 
the Ventura County Resource Conservation District (VCRCD), the Ventura County 
Weed Management District, and the National Park Service Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area.   

PROFESSIONAL
AFFILIATIONS: 

Channel Counties Chapter of the Association of Environmental Professionals 
(AEP).  Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Association of Environmental 
Professionals.  California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 


