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1.  E&B (Michael Finch) #1 3/31/14 EB 
2.  E&B (Michael Finch) #2 4/1/14 EB 
3.  E&B (Michael Finch) #3 4/8/14 EB 
4.  E&B (Michael Finch) #4 4/14/14 EB 
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(Alison Dettmer) 4/11/14 CCC 

9.
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Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
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(Adriana Raza) #1 7/31/13 CSDLA 

12. County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
(Adriana Raza) #2 4/14/14 CSDLA 

13. Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Eric Wu) 4/14/14 RWQCB 

14. South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(Ian MacMillan)  4/17/14 SCAQMD 

15. California State Clearinghouse 
(Scott Morgan) 4/2/14 SCH 

Organizations 

16. Citizens Advocating Rational Development 
(Nicholas Green) 3/11/14 CARD 

17. Center for Biological Diversity 
(David Hobstetter) 4/11/14 CBD 

18. Earthworks 
(Jhon Arbelaez) 4/14/14 ERWK 

19.
Heal the Bay 
(Dana Murray, Peter Shellenbarger, Sara Sikich, 
Kirsten James) 

4/14/14 HEAL 

20. Natural Resources Defense Council 
(Damon Nagami, Guilia Good Stefani) 4/14/14 NRDC 

21. Otten and Joyce, for SBHO 
(Victor Otten) 4/14/14 OTTJ 

22. Sierra Club 
Palos Verdes-South Bay Regional Group 4/14/14 SIER 
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(Eva Cicoria, Al Sattler) 

23. Stop Hermosa Beach Oil 
(Stacey Armato) 4/14/14 SHBO 

24. Surfrider 
(Craig Cadwallader and Stefanie Sekich-Quinn) 4/14/14 SURF 

25.  Tom Williams, for Sierra Club 4/14/14 WILT 

26. L.A. Waterkeeper 
(Brian Meux, Tatiana Gaur) 4/14/14 WKPR 

Individuals 
27.  Cameron Alexander 3/17/14 ALEC 
28.  Rubie Amaya 3/17/14 AMAR 
29.  Chris Aniello 3/14/14 ANIC 
30.  Jeff Arey 4/1/14 AREJ 
31.  Kian Arnold 3/17/14 ARNK 
32.  Katrina Bacallao 4/3/14 BACK 
33.  Nannette Barragan 4/14/14 BARN
34.  Brooke Bolin 3/17/14 BOLB 
35.  Austin Bowkus 3/17/14 BOWA 
36.  Jeffrey Bronchick 2/15/14 BROJ 
37.  Kate Brunskill 3/17/14 BRUK 
38.  Brittany Burger 3/17/14 BURB 
39.  Megan Chelliah 3/17/14 CHEM 
40.  Peggy Cohen 4/14/14 COHP 
41.  R. Douglas Collins #1 3/13/14 COLD 
42.  R. Douglas Collins #2 3/18/14 COLD 
43.  R. Douglas Collins #3 4/13/14 COLD 
44.  Michael Collins 4/12/14 COLM 
45.  Don Croley 4/14/14 CROD 
46.  Sophie Dafesh 3/17/14 DAFS 
47.  Jamie Danis 3/17/14 DANJ 
48.  Joshua Darbee 3/18/14 DARJ 
49.  Susan Darcy 3/31/14 DARS 
50.  Chuck & Monica Decker 4/13/14 DECC 
51.  Dominic DiRado 3/17/14 DIRD 
52.  John Doe 4/14/14 DOEJ 
53.  Zachary Dushenko 3/17/14 DUSZ 
54.  Layne Eichenlaub 3/17/14 EICL 
55.  John Faulstich #1 2/25/14 FAUJ 
56.  John Faulstich #2 4/11/14 FAUJ 
57.  Mike Flaherty 4/9/14 FLAM 
58.  John Freiburghouse 3/17/14 FREJ 
59.  Philip Friedl 4/14/14 FRIP 
60.  Hiro Fujii 3/4/14 FUJH 
61.  Michelle Geller & Connor Axtell 2/28/14 GELM 
62.  Raquel Gerard 3/17/14 GERR 
63.  Josh Gillam 3/17/14 GILJ 
64.  Jenessa Gonzalez 3/17/14 GONJ 
65.  Marilyn Gudmundssen 4/14/14 GUDM 
66.  Shaun Gudmundssen 4/14/14 GUDS 
67.  Julie A. Hamill, Esq. 4/2/14 HAMJ 
68.  Breanna Harris 3/17/14 HARB 
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69.  Delaney Hawkes 3/18/14 HAWD 
70.  Hayley Hendrickson 3/17/14 HENH 
71.  Josh Hoffman 3/17/14 HOFJ 
72.  Cole Keefer 3/16/14 KEEC 
73.  Kelli Killman 3/17/14 KILK 
74.  Carter Kimble 3/16/14 KIMC 
75.  Everett Kim 3/17/14 KIME 
76.  Kirk (no last name given) 3/11/14 KIRK 
77.  Tyler Knudson 3/17/14 KNUT 
78.  Jeff Krag 4/14/14 KRAJ 
79.  Michael V. Leahy 4/8/14 LEAM 
80.  Andrea Lee 3/17/14 LEEA 
81.  Diego Marcucci 3/17/14 MARD 
82.  Valentina Marmol 3/17/14 MARV 
83.  Justin Massey 4/14/14 MASJ 
84.  Barbara Mathieson 4/11/14 MATB 
85.  Carey McCormick 4/11/14 MCCC 
86.  Stephen McCall 4/14/14 MCCS 
87.  Kennedi McCarroll 3/17/14 MCCK 
88.  Morgan McCarroll 3/17/14 MCCM 
89.  Malik McDaniel 3/14/14 MCDM 
90.  Chris Miller 4/14/14 MILC 
91.  Roberta Moore 4/13/14 MOOR 
92.  Tom Morley #1(undated, but references 3/22/14) 3/22/14 MORT 
93.  Tom Morley #2 4/14/14 MORT 
94.  Dency L. Nelson 4/13/14 NELD 
95.  Rollie Nichols 3/17/14 NICR 
96.  Matt Padilla 3/17/14 PADM 
97.  Marci Palla 4/14/14 PALM 
98.  Robert Payne 4/14/14 PAYR 
99.  Lincoln Personius 3/17/14 PERL 
100. Sam Perrotti 4/14/14 PERS 
101. Lauren Pizer Mains 4/14/14 PML 
102. JD Preletz 4/2/14 PREJ 
103. Rick Pruetz 4/3/14 PRUR 
104. Allison Reynolds 4/14/14 REYA 
105. Barbara Sabo 2/17/14 SABB 
106. Lisa Santora 4/14/14 SANL 
107. Nick Scandura 3/17/14 SCAN 
108. Jason Schwartz 3/17/14 SCHJ 
109. Quin Severo 3/17/14 SEVQ 
110. Howard Simon 3/5/14 SIMH 
111. Katie Smythe 3/17/14 SMYK 
112. Kamilah Sonko 3/17/14 SONK 
113. Brad Sorensen #1 4/4/14 SORB 
114. Brad Sorensen #2 4/4/14 SORB 
115. Brad Sorensen #3 4/5/14 SORB 
116. Brad Sorensen #4 4/10/14 SORB 
117. Brad Sorensen #5 4/11/14 SORB 
118. Brad Sorensen #6 4/14/14 SORB 
119. Elisabeth Spielvogel 3/16/14 SPIE 
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120. Lael Stabler 4/14/14 STAL 
121. E.J. Stemig 3/18/14 STEE 
122. Ella Swanberg 3/17/14 SWAE 
123. Elliot Walters 3/17/14 WALE 
124. William Victor 4/14/14 VICW 
125. Declan Wright 3/17/14 WRID 
126. Cindy Zhou 3/17/14 ZHOC 
127. Mason Zisette 3/17/14 ZISM 

Public Meeting Comments 
128. Public Meeting Comments #1 4/2/14 PUBM 
129. Public Meeting Comments #2 4/10/14 PUBM 
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Comment # Response 

EB-1 There is a range of uncertainties associated with any Project, but an oil and gas Project 
presents more uncertainties than most projects.  A hotel Project for example, such as 
the hotel Project in Hermosa Beach in the 1990s, has impacts such as aesthetics, 
construction air emissions, construction noise and traffic, that current models present 
with a high degree of accuracy.  Uncertainty is rarely an issue for these types of 
projects in determining impacts and significance.  For an oil and gas Project, however, 
substantial uncertainties exist, particularly in the areas of blowout risk, air quality 
odors and even noise and aesthetics due to the 24 hour operations.  CEQA requires 
that an EIR provide for full disclosure and that an EIR be "sufficient as an 
informational document" for the public.  An EIR must "explain the effects of a Project 
on the environment" and must also provide "a good faith effort at full disclosure".  
This full range of potential effects of the Project is disclosed in the DEIR and such 
disclosure is effectively required by the CEQA full disclosure concept. 
 
The DEIR provides extensive information on the wide range of effects of the proposed 
Project, reiterating information provided by the Applicant in the application materials, 
that "it is anticipated that the wells drilled at the field would not be pressurized wells 
once they are drilled and in production for a certain amount of time".  However, as 
uncertainty exists in the exact characteristics of the reservoir, the EIR discloses that 
"there may be periods of time and zones of the reservoir where substantial pressures 
could be encountered".  This is based on historically drilled wells in nearby Redondo 
Beach and on CSLC studies of reservoir drainage.  If areas nearby the site had not 
historically demonstrated some level of pressure, and previous documents had not 
indicated the potential for pressure, then the EIR would have concluded that blowouts 
were either not possible or a very low probability.  However, this was not the case.  
The EIR must disclose this potential range of potential operating characteristics.  
 
The selection of significance criteria is conservative in the DEIR.  Noise levels are 
based not just on municipal code requirements, but also increases over the quietest 
hour.  This is done in order to capture the potential for substantial annoying effects of 
noise generated during the nighttime, when ambient noise levels can be very low.  A 
less conservative approach might use the average 24 hour ambient noise level, which 
would have then determined that noise levels, as mitigated in the DEIR, are not 
significant, but would have not addressed the requirements in the Municipal Code 
related to annoyance.  While these increases over ambient nighttime are not codified in 
the municipal code, the code does prohibit noises that are "annoying to reasonable 
persons of ordinary sensitivity and to cause or contribute to unreasonable discomfort".  
Considerations include time of day, duration, and proximity.  In order to quantify this 
description, the EIR used an increase over the quietest nighttime baseline hour noise 
level of 3 dBA and measured ambient noise levels over an extended period.  While the 
number of nighttime hours where the noise thresholds are exceeded would be limited 
to a few hours per night, these few hours would produce impacts to nearby residences, 
could produce discomfort to residents in the middle of the night, would be considered 
potentially annoying and were therefore considered to be a significant impact (before 
mitigation).  While it is possible that the noise levels from the Project will be lower or 
that residents near the site will be less sensitive and that 3 dBA will not be annoying, it 
is also possible that a considerable number of persons will consider the activities in the 
middle of the night a nuisance.  The DEIR must disclose this potential range of 
impacts and, as part of the full disclosure requirements of CEQA determined that the 
impacts could be potentially significant. 
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Another example is odors.  If H2S is present, or hydrocarbons or other maintenance 
materials, are released during maintenance procedures, well workovers or other 
activities at the site, these releases could produce offsite odors.  It is possible that the 
facility could operate and drill wells without any releases and odors.  But it is also 
possible that the facility could produce odors and might encounter conditions while 
drilling that could produce an odor release.  Presenting this range of potential 
situations is in line with the full disclosure requirements of CEQA.   
 
Odors are another example, where the impacts are determined by the level of potential 
nuisance.  The SCAQMD defines an odor as a significant impact if it produces a 
nuisance as defined by Rule 402 - any emission which would "cause injury, detriment, 
nuisance, or substantial annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the 
public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or 
the public".  While the facility might operate in a manner which would not produce 
annoyance or endangers the comfort of the public, it also might operate in a fashion 
that does produce discomfort or annoyance.  This potential can be minimized through 
appropriate measures, but cannot be eliminated.  Therefore, it is the role of the EIR as 
a full disclosure document to inform the public of this potential and to conclude that 
this would be a potentially significant impact. 
 
Pipeline significance thresholds are based on the CEQA Appendix G which states that 
it would be a significant impact if the project "creates a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset and accident event".  
Impacting the ocean, ocean resources, recreation and water quality would be a 
substantially high consequence and a significant impact.  An acceptable frequency of 
such an event is not well defined, but the risk matrix proposed by the Applicant and 
used historically by other jurisdictions (Santa Barbara County) indicates that, spills 
that occur less than 1 in a million years would be less than significant for all spill 
sizes.  Due to the high sensitivity of a spill to the ocean and the resulting significant 
hazard, a very low frequency threshold has been used in the EIR. 
 

EB-2. Oil and gas projects within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) are heavily regulated, and most operations require 
the use of semi-closed loop systems.  These are incorporated into the regulatory 
requirements of operating within the south coast air basin.  Therefore, the Applicant’s 
insistence that the facility is closed-loop is potentially misleading.  There are multiple 
activities proposed that are not closed loop and would result in emissions to the 
environment that could cause odors.  These are accounted for in the air emissions 
analysis as required by the SCAQMD.  These include drilling and the use of drilling 
muds and fluids open to the environment, the activities associated with well 
workovers, maintenance operations that involve opening vessels, piping and other 
equipment, accident scenarios, as well as fugitive emissions from leaking facility 
valves and components.  The use of a flare header to direct all pressure relief, 
including the tank relief to the flare, while good industry practice, does not eliminate 
the release of emissions.  In conclusion, emissions to the environment would not be 
eliminated with these measures and the potential for odors continues to exist as 
indicated in the EIR. 

EB-3 The uncertainties associated with the risk of upset scenario are discussed above in EB-
1.  Current drilling activities in many areas of the Torrance oil field involve drilling 
into zones of the Torrance field that are well developed and would not produce the 
potential for blowouts.  However, drilling into zones and or areas of the field that have 
never been drilled into historically has a higher potential for pressurization.  The initial 
wells that were drilled into the Redondo Beach area while not exactly the same as the 
proposed Project, demonstrated some potential for pressurization.  Historical 
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documents by the CSLC indicated a low potential for pressurization at levels up to 
2,000 psi downhole based on gas-oil saturization.  The DEIR preparers agree that the 
potential is low for a blowout, but, as required by CEQA’s full disclosure 
requirements, the potential is not zero and may be high enough that the blowout 
scenario produces unacceptable risk levels.  Note that the average well from Redondo 
Beach did not produce enough pressure to produce a blowout.  However, using just the 
average well would have not fulfilled the CEQA requirement for full disclosure.  The 
DEIR defines the range of risks by clearly showing that risks would be less than 
significant if the reservoir is not pressurized and shows the range of risks on the FN 
curves.  However, the uncertainties associated with the determination of significant 
must be fully disclosed.  Discussion related to the modeling of blowout releases are 
discussed in subsequent responses. 

EB-4 Specific added design features by E&B have been analyzed and responded to in 
individual comments in this document below. 

EB-5 E&B’s separate letters providing comments on various issue areas are acknowledged 
and responses are provided to those individual comments as appropriate. 

EB-6 The sentence is correct as stated.  The city is obligated to fulfill its responsibilities 
under the Settlement Agreement.  No further clarification is necessary.      

EB-7 The Executive Summary is, by its nature, a synoptic document, and as such it does not 
contain all the detail included in the text of the Draft EIR. However, where 
appropriate, we have added language in the Executive Summary to supplement 
existing information. 

EB-8 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-9 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-10 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-11 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-12 The City currently does not have an approved Local Coastal Plan and coastal 

development permits would be issued by the California Coastal Commission.  It is up 
to that jurisdiction to decide how many coastal development permits they would issue 
for different phases of the Project.   

EB-13 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-14 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-15 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-16 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-17 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-18 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-19 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-20 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-21 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-22 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-23 Additional design features proposed by E&B have been analyzed in the specific issue 

areas and if changes were merited as a result of the analysis, those changes have also 
been reflected in the Executive Summary.  The localized extent of odors has been 
added to the FEIR section 4.2, Air Quality. 

EB-24 Additional design features proposed by E&B have been analyzed in the specific issue 
areas and if changes were merited as a result of the analysis, those changes have also 
been reflected in the Executive Summary. 

EB-25 Additional design features proposed by E&B have been analyzed in the specific issue 
areas and if changes were merited as a result of the analysis, those changes have also 
been reflected in the Executive Summary. 

EB-26 Additional design features proposed by E&B have been analyzed in the specific issue 
areas and if changes were merited as a result of the analysis, those changes have also 
been reflected in the Executive Summary. 

EB-27 Additional design features proposed by E&B have been analyzed in the specific issue 
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areas and if changes were merited as a result of the analysis, those changes have also 
been reflected in the Executive Summary. 

EB-28 Additional design features proposed by E&B have been analyzed in the specific issue 
areas and if changes were merited as a result of the analysis, those changes have also 
been reflected in the Executive Summary. 

EB-29 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-30 The AES Alternative is adequately described in the EIR as having similar obstacles 

and challenges as the Proposed Project in various fronts to get approved as suggested 
in the comment. 

EB-31 The Executive Summary has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-32 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-33 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-34 The sentence is correct as stated.  The city is obligated to fulfill its responsibilities 

under the Settlement Agreement.  No further clarification is necessary.  
EB-35 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-36 The comment does not reflect a defect in the environmental analysis in the EIR, but 

requests clarifications to the general description of the procedure.  The Statement of 
Overriding Consideration will not be approved by the council but will be in the ballot 
measure to be considered by the people, as they exclusively possess the power to 
approve the project.   The paragraph will be clarified as follows:  The City of Hermosa 
Beach will consider information in the Final EIR and certify the Final EIR prior to 
placing a measure on the ballot asking the voters to approve or disapprove the project, 
as required under the Settlement Agreement. The decision to approve or deny E&B’s 
project will then be made by Hermosa Beach Voters (see Project History, section 
1.8.1, below).  The conclusions of the EIR will also serve to inform the voters in their 
role as decision-makers for the Proposed Project. Mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR to reduce impacts will be incorporated into the Project (essentially providing 
conditions which must be met if the project is approved) and identified for voters on 
the ballot measure, as part of the Development Agreement. The ballot measure will 
include all necessary approval findings and a Statement of Overriding Consideration. 

EB-37 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-38 The parking lot is considered part of the Project, together with all other development 

in the coastal zone undertaken or required to facilitate the Project, including 
development on the Project Site, within any right-of-way, or at accessory sites such as 
636 Cypress Avenue, within the coastal zone.  Thus the final bullet point already 
covers this point. 

EB-39 It is possible that the City may process a Coastal Development Permit to demolish or 
relocate certain facilities from the existing City Maintenance Yard in advance of or 
separately from a CDP application by E&B.  Maintaining this approval as is does not 
preclude E&B from processing a CDP rather than the City processing a CDP 
regarding the existing City Maintenance Yard.   

EB-40 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment 
EB-41 The text reads as stated in the comment, no change is suggested.  
EB-42 The sentence is correct as stated.  The city is obligated to fulfill its responsibilities 

under the Settlement Agreement.  No further clarification is necessary. 
EB-43 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-44 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. Appendix F was not 

used in the draft document.  However, the Settlement Agreement is included as 
Appendix N.  Appendix F now contains Geology Appendices.  

EB-45 The standards used are those referenced in the 1990 Santa Barbara County 
Environmental Thresholds Manual for oil spills.  

EB-46 Comment EB-46 does not exist.  
EB-47 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. 
EB-48 The Introduction has been edited in response to the comment. 
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EB-49 The Lease Agreement is included as Appendix N.  
EB-50 The paragraph indicates the timing for the construction of the temporary maintenance 

yard and not the period of time when it would be used.  This is an introductory 
paragraph to the Project Description and a detailed description of the parking 
arrangements would be confusing to the reader.  The Project Description includes a 
separate sub-section on parking. 

EB-51 Text has been modified to indicate that the lease is with the City, not the State. 
EB-52 Text has been added to the FEIR describing the phase during which the Maintenance 

Yard would be constructed. 
EB-53 Text has been modified to define the decision makers. 
EB-54 This text modification has been incorporated into the FEIR. 
EB-55 Text has been modified to correctly address the phasing of the permits. 
EB-56 Table 2.4 provides information on the maximum round trips per day for trucks and 

autos separately.  The combined total column is not a simple addition, but the 
maximum number that would occur on any day, as explained in the notes.  Truck and 
automobile axle specifications are listed in the notes.   
 
Information provided by the Applicant in the planning application did not fully 
account for all vehicle trips as it did not include vehicle trips required to deliver 
construction equipment to and from the Project site.  This produced slightly different 
peak day numbers in the EIR than the application, although none of the changes 
caused exceeding the allowed 18 trucks per day or caused a significant impact. 

EB-57 This lease condition has been added to the text discussion to indicate that the site may 
be developed at a future date and that the lease does not terminate. 

EB-58 Text has been modified to address the different truck routes for crude oil and 
construction related trucks.  The crude oil truck route is included in Appendix A of the 
DEIR. 

EB-59 Text has been added to include a period at the end of the sentence. 
EB-60 The City had personal communications with both agencies.  The statement has been 

revised to reflect that the RWQCB stated that they would put the case in their backlog 
status because they currently have other higher priority cases.   

EB-61 Text has been modified to address the activities associated with drilling and that actual 
drilling would not occur for the full 30 days.  However, activities would continue for 
24 hours per day for up to 30 days. 

EB-62 The Project Description does not provide an exhaustive listing of all items provided by 
the Applicant in their application and subsequent submissions.  These are generally 
discussed in more detail within each applicable issue area discussion under design 
features. 

EB-63 If the No Parking option for the City Maintenance Yard is selected, then the City will 
not have extra parking spaces to make available to the Applicant and the Applicant 
will have to make the Cypress Street parking spaces permanent.  Even if the Parking 
Option is selected, the City has not made any determinations regarding whether it 
would enter into any agreement to supply replacement public parking for the existing 
City Maintenance Yard.  The current design of the No Parking option for the City 
Maintenance Yard would have all parking within the maintenance yard and these sites 
most likely would not be available to the public during off hours as that would allow 
the public to have access to the Maintenance Yard.  At this point in the Project, the 
Applicant has proposed parking be located on Cypress Street and this would fulfill the 
parking obligations.  Should the Applicant propose other public parking replacement 
programs in the future that are not evaluated in the EIR, the appropriate permitting and 
CEQA procedures would need to be followed. 

EB-64 Text has been corrected to state 601 Cypress in all locations. 
EB-65 Text has been modified to include reference to the development agreement. 
EB-66 The Project Description has been amended in response to the comment. 
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EB-67 The Project Description does not need to be amended in response to the comment. 
EB-68 Section 3.1.2 indicates that the Project is currently under review by the California 

Energy Commission (CEC).  The CEC has held a number of workshops in Redondo 
Beach.  The exact timing of the Project is uncertain at this time due to the permitting 
process, which has been extended multiple times. 

EB-69 CEQA requires that cumulative projects be examined for all "past, present, and 
probable future" projects.  The Anita Lane Project could affect the traffic flow in the 
area in a manner that is different than that assessed for the baseline conditions and was 
therefore included. 

EB-70 CEQA requires that cumulative projects be examined for all "past, present, and 
probable future" projects.  The Harbor Development Project could affect the 
conditions in the area in a manner that is different than that assessed for the baseline 
conditions and was therefore included. 

EB-71 Section 4.0.1 discusses the issue area (safety and risk) that uses the SBC criteria.  The 
criteria are discussed in more detail within the respective issue area section. 

EB-72 The use of the terminology related to Classes of impacts was originally used in NEPA 
analysis.  It allows for a simpler method of discussing impacts and was therefore used 
in this document.  The table in the introductory section of the EIR explains the 
terminology. 

EB-73 Each issue area lists the respective design features applicable to each issue area.  The 
Project Description provides an abbreviated discussion of the most pertinent design 
features. 

EB-74 The development agreement is discussed in section 1.0, Introduction.  Monitoring of 
the compliance with mitigation measures is a critical part of the implementation 
portion of the EIR.  CEQA requires that an agency "shall adopt a program for 
monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the Project and the 
measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects".   The 
EIR includes mitigation measure EM-1 in order to ensure that this program is adopted 
and that the costs be borne by the Applicant. 
 

EB-75 Section 4.1.1.3 clearly states that recent legal decisions indicate that "public and 
private views are properly studied" in an EIR and that the lead agency can decide to 
include private views.  As the site is located in very close proximity to private views, 
the City decided to include private views in the assessment of significance.  Mitigation 
measures applied for aesthetic impacts would benefit both public and private views. 

EB-76 Text has been modified and the Project site description described on page 4.1-7 has 
been copied to page 4.1-13 in the FEIR. 

EB-77 The existing site is M-1 manufacturing as per the City zoning map.  The section of the 
Municipal Code would be applicable to M-1 facilities that abut residential zones.  This 
reference has been removed as it would not be applicable to the proposed Project. 

EB-78 A portion of the permanent City Maintenance Yard (the portion near Valley Drive) is 
zoned Open Space.  Section 4.1.5.7 discusses potential impacts of the Maintenance 
Yard Project and includes mitigation measures, including landscaping, materials and 
finishes, and lighting.  Issues related to the Open Space areas of the site, such as lot 
coverage and height, have been added to the FEIR. 

EB-79 Redondo Beach and Torrance are included in the regulatory section because of the 
installation of the pipeline and valve station within Redondo Beach and Torrance 

EB-80 The CUP allows for changes to the CUP to mitigate detrimental effects of the Project. 
EB-81 The drill rig would be visible from a number of different locations throughout the 

City, particularly if second and third story viewing locations are included.  However, 
just because the drill rig can be seen, does not mean that it produces a significant 
impact.  This is repeatedly stated throughout the EIR in the aesthetics section, where 
views from the background have a "low potential to become dominant due to the 
distance".  From middleground views, just a few blocks from the Project site, impacts 
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are still categorized as "less likely to be dominant" for the walls and non-rig features, 
and the rig is becoming dominant at this point.  This accurately characterizes the 
potential aesthetic impacts.   

EB-82 As is true with any Project, there are a number of places (behind buildings or 
vegetation) where the Project components are not visible.  Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 
attempt to define these areas.  However, there is little value to examining visual 
impacts of a Project from areas where it cannot be seen, particularly when there are 
areas where it can be seen.  The determination of significance is based on the effect 
that the Project has on the existing viewshed environment.  While the inability to view 
an area contributes to this determination, the drill rig would be visible from multiple 
locations in the middle and foreground areas. 

EB-83 Text has been modified.  The figure 4.1-7a was incorrectly labeled and has been 
changed in the FEIR. 

EB-84 The exact design modifications are outside the scope of the EIR.  Characteristics of the 
wall to be more in character with the surrounding buildings would be developed as 
part of the final permit process and would be reviewed by City staff for aesthetic 
elements.  Extending the wall from 16 to 32 feet would require larger footings, which 
may extend into the landscaping area or extend back into the facility.  As there is 10 
feet of landscaping space in the plans, this would most likely not impede on 
appropriate landscaping elements. 

EB-85 Materials used and landscaping requirements will have to take into account the actual 
function of the sound attenuation walls and would not sacrifice those required 
functions.  The mitigation measure does not imply that the function of the sound wall 
should be compromised.  Figure 4.1-44 (based on Breitburn Oil and Gas Drilling and 
Production Site) has been added to the FEIR to indicate the type of wall design 
features that could enhance aesthetics based on the . 

EB-86 The requirement to increase the wall height may cause encroachment into the 
landscaping areas or cause encroachment into the facility areas, depending on the 
footing design.  This could reduce the areas available for landscaping and will need to 
be taken into account during the detailed facility design.  The extent to which footings 
encroach on the landscaping area in the current design have not been provided by the 
Applicant. 

EB-87 The current Maintenance Yard site generates nominal emissions onsite, primarily due 
to solvent use, welding, etc, and most of the emissions associated with the facility are 
associated with vehicles traveling to and from the site: i.e. maintenance trucks, 
employee vehicles, etc.  This level of activity is not anticipated to change with the 
proposed Maintenance Yard.  Solvent use would continue, as would the arrival and 
departures of maintenance vehicles.  There are not new combustion sources proposed 
for the proposed Maintenance Yard aside from possibly a standard residential type 
water heater, which currently exists on the site.  Air emissions would therefore be 
similar as discussed in the DEIR. 

EB-88 Table 4.2-2 has been modified to indicate the national standards (not the nation 
primary standards) and be in line with the published CARB listing of standards.   

EB-89 Table 4.2-2 includes effects from different sources on the SCAQMD website.  H2S, 
for example, produces odors but can produce more serious effects at higher 
concentrations, as described in SCAQMD literature on health risk assessments.  The 
table is meant to provide information to the public on the effects of chemicals, such as 
that nitrogen dioxide results in the brown coloration Los Angeles is familiar with. 
Vinyl Chloride is listed in the CARB listing of state and federal standards and was 
therefore included in this table.  

EB-90 The discussions on pages 4.2-7 through 4.2-9 concerning the health effects of various 
pollutants have been coordinated with Table 4.2-2 in the FEIR. 

EB-91 The discussion on VOC health effects has been removed from the FEIR. 
EB-92 This discussion was taken from the SCAQMD Management Plan and is meant to 
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indicate that the exceedances of ozone shown in the figures is due to emissions basin-
wide and not just emissions within the inland areas.  The exact language used in the 
2012 Management Plan was inserted into the FEIR, and states that limited 
exceedances along the coast are due to sea breezes.  

EB-93 Text indicating the station ID and location have been added to the footnotes in Table 
4.2-3. 

EB-94 GHG emissions are not a local issue.  GHG emissions from any Project disperse 
throughout the entire planet.  Although each project’s individual contribution is very 
small, the cumulative impacts are the concern.  State-wide regulations, such as AB-32 
and Cap-and-Trade have attempted to quantify the levels at which individual projects 
would need to make a fair-share contribution to address the cumulative impacts.  Text 
has been added and modified to indicate that the effects are cumulative in nature. 

EB-95 Text has been modified to indicate gasoline combustion and electricity consumption. 
EB-96 Text has been modified to use the most recent CO2 concentration values. 
EB-97 All sources of GHG contribute to air quality impacts.  One person driving their car on 

the 405 freeway contributes, in very small part, to the degradation of air quality in the 
Los Angeles basin.  To say that they do not contribute at all is not accurate.  The same 
goes for GHG emissions.  There is no single source of GHG emissions that could be 
eliminated to address potential GHG impacts.  All of the impacts are cumulative and 
composed of many, many small contributors. 

EB-98 See response EB-97 above 
EB-99 See response EB-87.  The current Maintenance Yard site generates nominal emissions 

onsite, primarily due to solvent use, welding, etc, and most of the emissions associated 
with the facility are associated with vehicles traveling to and from the site; i.e. 
maintenance trucks, employee vehicles, etc.  This level of activity is not anticipated to 
change with the proposed Maintenance Yard.  Localized emissions would be nominal 
at the existing Maintenance Yard site as there are nominal combustion and area 
sources.  Solvent use would continue, as would the arrival and departures of 
maintenance vehicles.  There are not new combustion sources proposed for the 
proposed Maintenance Yard aside from possibly a standard residential type water 
heater, which currently exists on the site.  Air emissions would therefore be similar for 
the proposed City Maintenance Yard, which is discussed in the EIR. 

EB-100 Text has been revised to indicate that the thresholds for reporting are different for 
different chemicals and that facilities that emit more criteria pollutants above a given 
threshold must report their respective toxic emissions as well. 

EB-101 Text has been modified to indicate that the CATEF database lists some oilfield 
emissions. 

EB-102 The text on page 4.2-22 does not necessarily associate with the title of the rule as the 
rule title does not always indicate what the rule is addressing.  The intention of this 
section is to provide the public with reference to the SCAQMD rules and what each 
rule is attempting to address.  For example, the Rule 402 is just titled "Nuisance" but 
does not explain anything about what that is related to.  The text on page 4.2-22 
expands on this title to define what the Rule 402 is regulating. 

EB-103 The SCAQMD uses as their published thresholds any facility that produces an odor 
release that generates more than six odor complaints is a nuisance.  However, as per 
Table 4.2-6, the SCAQMD thresholds are only that it creates a nuisance per rule 402.    
SCAQMD guidelines define this as 6 complaints. 
 
Lead and SO2 have been added to the SCAQMD thresholds Table 4.2-6. 
 
The maximum incremental cancer risk, health hazard index and cancer burden are 
shown in Table 4.2-6.  The requirement for the peak year is pertaining to Rule 1401 
which defines the requirements related to allowable cancer risk.  EIRs reviewed by the 
SCAQMD require compliance with Rule 1401.  The 1/70th peak risk per year has 
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therefore been included in the significance thresholds.  Text has been added to Table 
4.2-6 to define this requirement. 

EB-104 Text has been modified in the FEIR to remove the word "permitted". 
EB-105 The complete design features listing provided by the Applicant included many items 

that are rule requirements of the SCAQMD, such as Rule 402, 403, and that "all 
SCAQMD rules will be followed".  CEQA documents assume that regulatory 
requirements will be applied and followed by projects and mitigation measures are 
generally applied as measures above and beyond the existing regulatory requirements 
in order to reduce impact levels.  In addition, many of the design features from the 
Applicant are already discussed in the Project Description, such as the limit on truck 
trips to 18 per day and many of the features are non-specific, such as "normal wetting 
procedures shall be applied".  Air quality analysis requires specific information about 
the frequency per day of wetting operations.  The design features need to be specific 
enough that mitigation measures are not needed in order to reduce the impacts.  
However, due to the lack of specificity of many of the Applicant supplied design 
features, mitigation measures specifying the frequency per day of watering, for 
example, have been included as mitigation measures. Therefore, the listing in the air 
quality issue area write-up is an abbreviated listing. 

EB-106 Missing CUP requirements have been added into the FEIR. 
EB-107 The DEIR used 250 feet as an estimate of the average distance that a vehicle would 

travel on the site.  The Applicant indicates that the diagonal dimensions of the site are 
between 306-335 feet, indicating that an average distance of 250 feet is not an 
unreasonable assumption based on the fact that the vehicle would have to travel into, 
around, and out of the site.   

EB-108 The contamination at the proposed City Maintenance Yard site is primarily lead and 
hydrocarbons, similar to that at the existing Maintenance Yard.  Impact AQ.2 
discusses the Maintenance Yard contamination.  Text on page 4.2-35 has been 
modified to point to impact AQ.2 discussion. 

EB-109 The assumptions made to calculate the VOC and toxic emissions rates in the EIR are 
conservative in that the more volatile components are assumed to be excavated, along 
with the majority of the contaminated soils with a 25% contingency factor. Even with 
these conservative assumptions, the analysis still did not produce offsite impacts and 
the impacts were less than significant.  In general, the approach used in the analysis is 
to use conservative assumptions and to check to see if, even with these conservative 
assumptions, offsite impacts would occur.  If offsite impacts are found to occur, the 
analysis is refined (for example, more specific soil column data is used or a more 
accurate distribution of volatile compounds in the site is used).  If no offsite impacts 
are found, then the analysis concludes that, even if substantial variations occur over 
the site and between soil sampling locations (see section 8.0 in the Brycon 2012 
report), or if contamination is found beyond the limits of the surveys and substantially 
more soil excavation is required than that which is planned (as may be the case), that 
impacts would still be less than significant.  This allows the Applicant to have the 
flexibility in the future and reduces the chances that subsequent CEQA analysis is 
required.   
 
The highest volatile VOC concentration (C4-C12) was 350 ppm at 35 feet with 
volatile hydrocarbons ranging down to 25 feet (with a small amount at 3 feet).  The 
text in the FEIR has been corrected to these dimensions.  In addition, the depth range 
for diesel (C13-C22) range from 3-44 feet.  These dimensions have also been added 
into the FEIR as a correction.  The VOC emission rate is based on page B-19 soil 
excavation using the EPA emission rate assuming 4 hours of excavation per day.  
Rates in g/s are needed for the AERMOD modeling. 

EB-110 Text in mitigation measure AQ-1b has been modified to require CARB certifications 
to be kept onsite. 
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EB-111 See response to comment EB-109 
EB-112 Text has been modified to indicate Phase 2 instead of Phase 1. 
EB-113 Odor Analysis E&B Comments Attachment 2 

 
Odor events are often very transitory, and the SCAQMD office is located in Diamond 
Bar, about 1 hour driving time from Hermosa Beach.  Therefore, the City believes that 
it would be insufficiently protective to require issuance of a Notice of Violation 
(NOV) by the SCAQMD before an odor impact would be recognized as significant. 
Experience at other oil fields indicates that NOVs and inspections by SCAQMD are 
often ineffective at ensuring that a facility is not a nuisance (recent experiences at 
Allenco in University Park, for example).  The Hermosa Beach Municipal Code 
addresses nuisance as any activity "which is injurious to health, or detrimental to the 
public safety, morals or general welfare, or is indecent, or offensive to the senses or an 
obstruction to the free use of property to such an extent as to interfere with the 
comfortable enjoyment or life or property by the entire community or neighborhood, 
or by any considerable number of persons" (MC 8.28.010).  In addition, the 
SCAQMD’s CEQA Thresholds establish that a project would have a significant odor 
impact if it creates an odor nuisance, which is defined as an odor release which 
produces more than six odor complaints.  Therefore, the EIR has reasonably used the 
threshold of six odor complaints to define a significant odor impact.   
 
All oil and gas facilities leak gas to the environment, even with aggressive Rule 1173 
compliance.  The DEIR found that normal leakage below the thresholds defined by the 
AQMD would not produce normal, regular daily odor issues at nearby receptors.  
Design features and practices proposed by the Applicant and mitigation measures with 
the DEIR would reduce the potential for odors, but numerous other scenarios, 
including more substantial leaking components, maintenance activities, workovers and 
emissions from well components, etc, could cause odors that could travel offsite.  Due 
to the close proximity of receptors and the public, odor releases could occur that 
generate more than six complaints and this was determined to be a significant impact.   
 
The DEIR indicates that under normal operations, leaking valves with an H2S level of 
100 ppm would not produce offsite odors.  This does not eliminate the other potential 
odor sources including maintenance activities such as line, tank or vessel openings, 
workovers removing well hole equipment and pumps or tubing, thereby exposing the 
well bore to the atmosphere, minor accident scenarios, drilling activities including 
muds handling that could cause short-duration, intermittent odors, pump leaks, etc. 
 
The H2S levels estimated in the crude oil vapor space are a function of the H2S in the 
crude oil and gas.  Vapor space H2S levels can be as high as 10 times the H2S levels 
seen in the gas or crude oil.  This assumption is considered conservative for the 
analysis.  However, note that even with these very high concentrations of crude oil 
vapor space, that the DEIR concludes that impacts of fugitive emissions from tank 
components would be less than significant.  It is not clear how representative the listed 
wells are of the crude oil that might be developed at the Hermosa Field.  DOGGR 
indicates that the Torrance field has H2S odor, but with concentrations unknown.  As 
discussed above, by assuming a conservative value and indicating that it does not 
produce offsite impacts or significant impacts, this allows for operational flexibility in 
the future. 

EB-114 Drilling emissions would occur at the same time as operational emissions during both 
Phase 2 and Phase 4.  The SCAQMD requires that emissions occurring during 
operations be classified as operational emissions and compared to the operational 
thresholds. 

EB-115 The emissions from the flare were assumed on the peak day to occur for the entire 24 
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hours with an annual limit of 200 hours, as per SCAQMD.  The Application assumed 
that the flare would operate for 6.5 hours per day for 8.3 days per year.  The DEIR 
assumed a full day of flaring as the worst case, and mitigated this down to 5 hours to 
limit emissions to less than the daily threshold.   

EB-116 The sentence has been revised on page 4.2-45 to indicate that flaring during Phase 4 
would only be related to upsets. 

EB-117 Mitigation measure AQ-3a was revised to include reference to Phase 4 and the 
clarification on the equivalency of the flaring. 

EB-118 Modeling parameters have been revised to indicate the correct phase.  Increasing the 
height of the stacks could cause a number of different impacts, most likely air 
emissions impacts would decrease, but noise impacts could increase as the exhaust 
location would have changed.  Please see the noise responses for a discussion of the 
impacts of higher stacks on noise.  Modeling runs with a higher stack (32 feet for the 
microturbines and the flare) indicate that ground level impacts would be less than 
under the proposed Project case.   

EB-119 The description of modeling parameters and the modeling runs have been addressed to 
describe the impacts that would be associated with the proposed Project.  The CUP 
allows for the modification of conditions to allow for mitigation.  Concerns about the 
potential onsite health and safety would also be an issue during proposed Project 
drilling as a 32 foot soundwall is proposed by the Applicant for a period of 30 months 
while the microturbines, etc would be operating.  These health and safety concerns 
were not raised as a part of the Applicant’s proposed Project with a 32 foot wall, but 
could be a potential concern during final design phases.  However, the text under 
impact AQ-4 is discussing the proposed Project, which is for 16 foot stacks.  The 
impacts of using taller stacks has been added under section 4.2.6. 

EB-120 See response to EB-119. 
EB-121 The sentence on page 4.2-49 of the DEIR has been revised to indicate that all of the 

microturbines are not critical.  Some level of combustion would be needed for heat 
and any reduction in microturbine capacity could be made up for with additional 
electricity purchases. 

EB-122 The odor threshold of 2 ppb has been added to the text under impact AQ.5. 
EB-123 See response to comment EB-113 
EB-124 The reference to the New Jersey pentane odor threshold is no longer available.  New 

Jersey has updated their MSDS to indicate that the odor threshold is gasoline like, 
which would be on the order of 0.5-7 ppm.  MSDS and a Center for Disease Control 
guideline indicating an odor threshold of 2 ppm for Pentane has been substituted in the 
references. 

EB-125 See response to comment EB-113 
EB-126 Mitigation measure AQ-5b has been deleted in the FEIR because the Applicant has 

proposed this measure already. 
EB-127 See response to comment EB-113 
EB-128 Drilling emissions would continue for the life of the Project through re-drills.  The 

SCAQMD requires that emissions occurring during operations be classified as 
operational emissions and compared to the operational thresholds. 

EB-129 Mitigation measure AQ-5b has been deleted in the FEIR because the Applicant has 
proposed this measure already.  Discussion has been modified accordingly. 

EB-130 The HARP model was run using a Tier 3 DPF on the diesel engines and risks were 
still significant and above the thresholds.  The close proximity of the facility to 
receptors, the 90 days of workovers and the re-drills caused impacts to exceed the 
thresholds.  Therefore, additional mitigation measures were proposed. 

EB-131 The mitigation measure has been modified to allow for the use of a diesel engine if 
DPM emissions can be controlled to below the thresholds.  With the close receptors, 
the use of a diesel particulate filter (DPF) with a diesel engine reduces the health risk 
to below the 10 in a million at the closest residential receptors, but not at the parcel 
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boundary.   

EB-132 The Applicant had indicated in their application and air calculations that the vapor 
recovery would achieve a 99 percent reduction.   

EB-133 The EIR Appendix B includes the calculations for the proposed Project, which would 
be for a Phase 4 non-drilling impacts with a 16 foot wall.  Localized impacts are also 
provided in Appendix B for Phase 2 with no wall and with a 32 foot wall, as well as 
Phase 4 with a 32 foot wall and a 16 foot wall.  The long term cancer calculations were 
conducted with the long term Phase 4 condition at the site, which would be a 16 foot 
wall and these are the modeling runs in the HARP input/output in Appendix B.  HARP 
was also run for the peak year (as per SCAQMD Rule 1401), which would be the 
analysis with a 32 foot wall as this is what would be in place during the peak year and 
produces the greatest cancer risk.  This run was not included in Appendix B in the 
DEIR and has been added to the FEIR Appendix B. 

EB-134 This comment states that the DEIR did not define the environmental setting or provide 
enough analysis to support the conclusion that this Project has the potential for Class I 
impacts to biological resources.  Some of the Applicant-proposed mitigation measures 
described in Attachments to comment letter were already expected to be implemented 
or would have been required by permit conditions and were already taken into 
consideration for the analysis and therefore would not substantially reduce the level of 
threat or significance.  In addition, although the risk analysis in the DEIR uses one 
scenario of a pipeline rupture during a rain event, there are other potential scenarios 
such as seismic events that could be reasonably expected to occur and result in pipe 
failure.  The Applicant-provided review (Attachment 4, E&B Comment Letter, 2014) 
discusses the possibility of pipe failure resulting from “seismic or any other 
extraordinary events that may cause both the carrier pipe and the secondary 
containment pipe to fail at the same time.”  Due to the high level of sensitivity of all of 
the biological resources in the marine environment, any potential for a release into the 
marine environment represents (and remains) a substantial and significant impact.   

EB-135 This comment questions the scope of the geographic area used to define the “Project 
Area”.  The marine environment and the biological resources found along the coastline 
in the general area of the Project are extremely sensitive to oil contamination.  The 
species inhabiting this environment are extremely mobile and could be found 
anywhere within the general area, and therefore a large scope of geographical area is 
appropriate to determine presence or absence of individual species.  The area of 
influence for a spill has many uncertainties depending on the amount of the spill, and 
the area of impact due to how the oil breaks up, winds, currents, seasonality, and other 
unknown variables.  The DEIR preparers have attempted to better define a reasonable 
area of influence by including Figure 4.3-1 which includes only those sensitive 
resources closest to the Project site and excludes areas to the extreme north and south. 

The comment also questions why some species are included in analysis “that are not 
even known to the region, such as Marine Turtles”.  This and other species included in 
the text are described as being “uncommon”.  “Uncommon” is not defined as being 
absent; it is defined as being present but in low frequency or abundance. 

EB-136 This comment states that environmental setting does not include a description of the 
existing conditions for the Proposed City Maintenance Yard.  Those habitat types 
located in proximity to the Proposed City Maintenance Yard (including a discussion of 
the Sandy Beach habitat, the Greenbelt, and the urban environment) are described 
under sections 4.3.1.1 and 4.3.1.2. 

EB-137 Future activities at the new City Maintenance Yard Project site will have the same 
impact as those from the existing City Maintenance Yard and will be equal to the 
baseline conditions. No additional impacts beyond those that already exist would 
occur.     

EB-138 Figure 4.8-3 was referenced as suggested.  No further details on the design of the 
storm drain were added to the biology section.  The intent of the description as 
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provided is to demonstrate that there is a direct connection from Valley Drive to the 
Ocean. 

EB-139 This comment requests a Figure depicting sensitive habitats and resources. Section 
4.3.1.4 now contains Figure 4.3-1 that shows the distance between sensitive biological 
resources and the project site.  Alos, please see response to comment EB-135.  

EB-140 Although the comment is correct in that there were no plant species observed in the 
Sandy beach community found in the immediate outflow area, this habitat exists 
elsewhere in the Project Area and could potentially be within the zone of an oil spill’s 
influence.  In addition, several other wildlife species, including shorebirds such as the 
western snowy plover, utilize this habitat for foraging and nesting, regardless of 
vegetative cover, and are included in impact discussion in BIO 2. 

EB-141 Section 4.3.1.2, Manhattan Beach was changed to Hermosa Beach as suggested. 
EB-142 This comment questions including the description of the Channel Islands within the 

baseline scope of the geographic area used to define the “Project Area”.  Although it is 
appropriate to describe existing conditions in a larger geographic area, the DEIR 
preparers have attempted to better define a reasonable area of influence by including 
Figure 4.3-1 which includes only those sensitive resources closest to the Project site 
and excludes areas to the extreme north and south. 

EB-143 Conclusions on potential presence of sensitive species in Project area were added to 
Table 4.3-1 as suggested. 

EB-144 The comment states that the Applicant has recently prepared a Marine Facility Oil 
Spill Contingency Plan.  It is not clear whether this plan is designed to respond to the 
requirements of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 Emergency Response Plan which focuses 
on the protection of sensitive biological resources.  The text within Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2 has been clarified so that the Emergency Response Plan would be 
prepared in compliance with the OSPR Contingency Plan.  In addition, this plan would 
be reviewed and approved by OSPR.  Text now reads: The Applicant shall submit for 
City approval and shall implement an Emergency Response Plan that would, in 
compliance with the California State Oil Spill Contingency Plan (CDFW, OSPR 
2010), address protection of biological resources and possible revegetation of any 
areas disturbed during an oil spill or cleanup activities. 

EB-145 The reference has been changed as suggested to read: “The following section describes 
the level of impact for each of the significance criteria described above in Section 
4.3.3.” 

EB-146 This comment restates that with the implementation of added measures, the risk of 
pipeline failures has decreased to a level that would reduce significant impacts to 
biological resources.  However, the risk of a pipeline rupture after some other potential 
scenarios such as a seismic event remains, and therefore, due to the high level of 
sensitivity of all of the biological resources in the local marine environment, any 
potential for a release into the marine environment represents (and remains) a 
substantial and significant impact.   

EB-147 This comment repeats the concerns of Comment EB-134 and EB-146.  In addition, 
this comment states that the DEIR does not discuss different levels of impact 
depending on the amount and location of the spill.  However, Impact BIO-2 Paragraph 
1, discussion already states:  

“Small leaks or spills, which are most likely, contained and remediated 
quickly, would result in minor or negligible impacts to biological resources.”  

Page 4.3-23 Second paragraph  

“The volume, location, and seasonal timing of any potential spill would dictate the 
severity of impacts to biological resources.  The drilling and well location and the 
main Pipeline alignment are all located within an urban area or along a paved road and 
are therefore, easier to contain and clean up than any spill near native habitats or 
aquatic habitat where crude oil could be transported downstream.”   
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EB-148 The comment restates the concerns of EB-146.  In addition, this comment questions 

the level of impact to plankton.    The Class I impact designation takes all of these 
different resources into consideration as a whole.  Because there are so many different 
potential resources, and so many of them are mobile and cover a large geographic 
area, any potential for a release into the marine environment represents a substantial 
and significant impact.  In addition, the discussion for plankton already states in 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2:   

“The severity of effects on phytoplankton will vary with respect to species present in the 
water column, the time of the year, and the chemical composition of the oil spilled. Both 
lethal and sublethal effects of oil on plankton depend on the persistence of sufficiently high 
concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons in the water column.”   

EB-149 This comment states that the discussion of impacts does not include any discussion 
that oil is a natural product, and that it will break down, be consumed by some micro-
organisms, and is a “great source of energy as food for microbes.”  This information is 
not pertinent to an impact discussion of a potential oil spill with an unknown quantity 
and area of effect.  Discussing the beneficial impacts of an oil spill into the marine 
environment, in which the negative risks greatly outweigh any positives, could 
misrepresent the true level of impact for the reader. 

EB-150 The comment states that an Oil Spill Contingency Plan would include protection and 
avoidance measures for sensitive biological resources.  The DEIR preparers agree that 
the Oil Spill Contingency Plan, the required Emergency Response Plan, and review 
and involvement by appropriate agencies will reduce many of the associated impacts.  
However, due to the high level of sensitivity of all of the biological resources in the 
local marine environment, any potential for a release into the marine environment 
represents (and remains) a substantial and significant impact.    

EB-151 This comment restates the concerns of EB-146.  This comment states that due to the 
low likelihood of a release during a rain event, and with the implementation of added 
measures, the risk of pipeline failures has decreased to a level that would reduce 
significant impacts to biological resources.  However, the risk of a pipeline rupture 
after mitigation remains, and therefore,  due to the high level of sensitivity of all of the 
biological resources in the local marine environment, the potential for a release into 
the marine environment represents (and remains) a substantial and significant impact.  
Additional mitigation is included in Section 4.9, Hydrology, and includes pipeline 
manufacturing and coating requirements and reduced pipeline size. 

EB-152 Text within Mitigation Measure BIO-2 has been clarified so that the Emergency 
Response Plan would be prepared in compliance with the OSPR Contingency Plan.  In 
addition, this plan would be reviewed and approved by OSPR.  Text now reads: The 
Applicant shall submit for City approval and shall implement an Emergency Response 
Plan that would, in compliance with the California State Oil Spill Contingency Plan 
(CDFW, OSPR 2010), address protection of biological resources and restore any 
habitat areas that might possibly be disturbed during an oil spill or cleanup activities. 

EB-153 Mitigation Measure CR-3a has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-154 Mitigation Measure CR-4 has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-155 No comment was provided. 
EB-156 Text has been changed to reflect fire protection and emergency services section 

reference. 
EB-157 Text has been changed to reflect the services for different jurisdictions. 
EB-158 Text has been changed to reflect the aid agreements for different jurisdictions. 
EB-159 The exact details of every station in all jurisdictions is not necessary to define 

capabilities, only that capabilities as per the LACFD matrix are available, such as 
hazmat units, etc.  The closest fire stations are listed and their respective equipment 
listings in order to assess the applicability. 

EB-160 The date of the annual performance report, dated 2013, is added to the section in the 
FEIR. 
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EB-161 The source (The 2013 report) has been included in the FEIR. 
EB-162 The use of the words "exceedingly slow" is a quote from the Operations Analysis 

report and was included in the DEIR under quotes.  The Operations Analysis Report 
actually termed it "Exceeding Slow", which is interpreted as a spelling mistake (on 
page 44 of the Operations Analysis Report). 

EB-163 While the CCPS and IRI are "guidelines" and are not code requirements, they do 
provide input on the safety of equipment arrangements and spacing and are used in the 
EIR to assess the safety of equipment arrangements.  They are not treated as hard rules 
in that spacing can be closer with appropriate measures, such as thermal barriers or 
insulation.  The reference to API 2510, as no appreciable quantities of gas liquids 
would be stored onsite, has been removed in the FEIR. 

EB-164 The CCPS provides guidelines for equipment spacing and safe design and has been 
retained in the FEIR. 

EB-165 The IRI provides guidelines for equipment spacing and safe design and has been 
retained in the FEIR. 

EB-166 The CCPS and IRI provide guidelines for equipment spacing and safe design and have 
been retained in the FEIR. 

EB-167 The CCPS and IRI provide guidelines for equipment spacing and safe design and have 
been retained in the FEIR. 

EB-168 The DEIR does not propose interconnecting the reclaimed and potable water systems.  
Text has been modified under Impact FP.1.  However, extension of the 8 inch water 
main to install the new hydrant during Phase 3, in order to provide sufficient flow, was 
added as a mitigation measure (FP-1a , with added text for extending the 8" water 
main).  The discussion related to the capabilities of the system to provide sufficient 
water flow has been retained. 

EB-169 The proposed design features have been added to the Fire Protection and Emergency 
Response section of the FEIR, including those features listed by the Applicant in their 
comment letter.  Note that compliance with codes and standards would be a regulatory 
requirement and was not specifically addressed.  Text has been modified to indicate 
that the detailed fire protection design documents would be developed and provided as 
part of the permitting process. 

EB-170 Text has been modified to clarify the deficiencies within the aid agreements and 
HAZMAT.  Mutual aid arrangements are discussed in Section 4.6.1.1. 

EB-171 Mitigation measure FP-1a has been revised as per the comments, with the water flows 
and supply applicable to all phases.  The determination of capabilities and sufficiency 
of the current system to provide water flows will be determined during the permitting 
with the HBFD.  The Applicant shall ensure that the hydrant testing is conducted.  
This would involve requesting the flow tests as well and ensuring that the tests are 
adequate.  

EB-172 Text in mitigation measure FP-1b has been modified to ensure that the existing 
community alert system is includes the Project facilities. 

EB-173 The specific time requirements for plan inspection and field work related to the facility 
would be determined once final permitting is completed, and would most likely be at 
least full time.  

EB-174 Mitigation measure FP-1e text has been modified.  Requirements related to ensuring 
neighbors are given ample opportunity to participate in the notification system have 
been retained. 

EB-175 The availability of the Torrance HAZMAT unit to a mutual aid agreement is not 
known at this time until actual negotiations are initiated and completed.  It is possible 
that Torrance HAZMAT unit would not be available and some local HAZMAT 
capabilities would need to be developed.  While the DEIR agrees that an agreement 
with Torrance is preferable, it is not certain that it could be accomplished and the 
option for a HAZMAT capabilities and training has been retained. 

EB-176 The flare would be in very close proximity to the 32 foot soundwall but could be 
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acceptable for allowable thermal radiation with appropriate methods.  The 2.5 years 
with the 32 foot soundwall under the proposed Project would not be any different than 
the aesthetics mitigation which requires a permanent wall, as all Phase 4 equipment 
would be operating.  The design issues are the same and were not addressed as part of 
the proposed Project. 

EB-177 Mitigation measure FP-2b has been modified.  The requirement for automatic foaming 
could produce potential personnel safety issues and has been removed, while retaining 
the automatic detection and notification.   

EB-178 The residual impact section has been revised to reflect the need for automatic fire 
detection and manual activation. 

EB-179 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-180 Additional text has been added to Impact GEO.2 in response to the comment. 
EB-181 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-182 The text in question reflects proposed project design.  Any future changes resulting 

from mitigation measures in the Aesthetics section are not reflective of the existing 
design.  Therefore, the text has not been edited in response to the comment. 

EB-183 We respectfully disagree with the comment.  For example, a parking structure at the 
CSUN campus, completed within one year prior to the Northridge earthquake, and 
built to the most current seismic standards at that time (1994), catastrophically failed 
as a result of that earthquake.  While it is acknowledged that seismic standards have 
been updated over the years, history has shown that such standards cannot preclude 
failure of all properly/currently engineered structures and infrastructure.   

EB-184 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-185 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-186 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-187 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-188 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-189 Most of the mitigation measures provide assurances of minimizing risk, such as 

training requirements and effective emergency response and measures to ensure that 
human factor influences are minimized, that are difficult to quantify in a QRA and 
have not been specifically addressed in the FN curves.  Some measures, such as back 
flow prevention on the gas pipeline, do provide a quantifiable measure of risk 
reduction.  Mitigated FN curves were not detailed as the measures make nominal 
effect on the logarithmic scale of the FN curves and are more qualitative in nature. 

EB-190 Risk assessments are generally based on the incremental risk changes introduced by a 
Project.  Discussion of all of the pipelines in the area does not affect the incremental 
risk levels.  The basis for assessing the current City Maintenance Yard risk levels is 
associated with consequence more than frequency as small spills and vehicles would 
not present offsite risks.  The 500 gallon propane tank would present offsite risk and 
was therefore assessed quantitatively.   

EB-191 The 500 foot distance is based on the impacts from potential release scenarios and the 
distance that could produce serious injuries or fatalities.  As the modeling associated 
with the QRA indicated distances could reach 800 feet, the 500 foot distance was 
increased in the discussion. 

EB-192 See response to comment EB-189. 
EB-193 A shielding factor was included in the risk model to address shielding of receptors by 

buildings and walls.  Heat from a crude oil fire or a jet fire would be deflected by the 
area wall and reduce impacts to the receptors.  No credit was taken for the 32 foot 
soundwall as it could be damaged in a fire or explosion situation.  The shielding was 
used to reduce the number of receptors exposed.  The modeling was not adjusted in 
distance by the presence of the wall, only the number of persons being exposed was 
reduced by an estimated 0.5 factor.  This is why the DEIR risk analysis showed a 
maximum number of fatalities of only about 6 persons, while the Applicant-sponsored 
Bercha study estimated over 40 persons. 
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EB-194 Design features are discussed in section 4.8.4.  Many of the design features submitted 

by the Applicant are related to existing codes and standards, which are regulatory 
requirements and would be incorporated into the failure rates already.  CEQA does not 
take into account under additional mitigation measures the existing regulatory 
requirements.  Design features, such as the inclusion of a closed vent system, the 
increased use of isolation valves, and the use of offshore systems, were listed in the 
DEIR.  As discussed with the Applicant, the use of offshore systems, while intuitively 
providing additional levels of safety, is difficult to quantify as minimal data is 
available from some of the recent developments.  However, some of the safety factors 
related to the BOPE system proposed by the Applicant in their comments appear 
reasonable and have been incorporated into the FEIR.  Other design features, such as 
the increased use of isolation valves, did not include enough specificity to incorporate.  
The piping and vessel volumes documented by the Applicant in their risk assessment 
were used to estimate the release volumes.  However, the specific location of isolation 
valves and the specific control mechanisms and SAFE charts to define when exactly 
these isolation valves might be initiated have not been developed at this point.  The 
QRA determined that risks from the facility equipment, not including blowouts, would 
be less than significant, so additional specificity was not needed to determine 
significance.   

EB-195 Design features were incorporated into the risk analysis.  Design features related to 
codes and standards were assumed to be incorporated into the historical databases and 
no credit was additionally taken for these.  Pressure relief devices were all assumed to 
vent to flares so that releases from pressure relief devices, which usually produce some 
of the greater risks associated with these types of facilities, was not an issue.  In order 
for a pressure relief device to release to the environment, an additional failure of the 
flare was incorporated into the QRA.  As a matter of fact, it was the incorporation of 
the design features such as these that produced risk levels that were less than 
significant for the facility gas and crude oil processing.   

EB-196 The risk model does take into account many automatic systems, including the venting 
to flare and the failure rate of the flare to ignite, the failure rate of a safety valve to 
close properly on a wellhead release, for example.  A crude oil spill into the bermed 
area was given a high probability of ignition, however, due to the location of rotating 
equipment and other equipment, including the flare, located within the bermed area.  
These assumptions and factors are included in the risk spreadsheets located in the risk 
appendix.  However, the risk analysis is a conservative approach, meaning that it 
provides ‘worst case’ scenario, to ensure full range of disclosure..   

EB-197 The model takes into account pipe friction effects, as all release models of any quality 
generally do.  However, depending on the release point, the level of piping friction 
could be vastly different.  If a release were to occur on a flange attached to the largest 
vessel, the release would have substantially less friction due to piping effects than a 
release at a point 200 feet downstream.  Therefore, it was assumed that the release 
from a section of the process would occur at the location where it would produce the 
greatest impact, or generally, a location close to the largest inventory vessel.  Note that 
the impact distances as modeled in the DEIR take into account piping friction, hole 
friction, cooling and dense gas dispersion.  The analysis provided by the Applicant did 
not take all of these items into account and actually estimates larger impact zones than 
the DEIR.  Text has been modified in the FEIR to clarify this assessment. 

EB-198 Modeling of flammable gas releases generally produces more accurate impact zones if 
the peak, initial release rate is used to estimate dispersion.  Ignition of releases often 
occurs very quickly after a release, particularly at an industrial facility where 
numerous ignition sources exist, and when total cloud mass has not reached its 
maximum extent and is defined more by the release volume that occurs within the first 
short period.  Note this is only an issue for flammable vapor clouds, not for fires or 
flame jets.   
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EB-199 See response to comments EB-194 through EB-196.  The inclusion of a more 

advanced BOPE than required by DOGGR would reduce the frequency of blowouts 
that could produce a release to the environment.  However, the DEIR utilized offshore 
blowout databases, which incorporate these features as a requirement.  In addition, 
additional factors as proposed by the Applicant, including a factor of 0.5 to account for 
the shear ram BOPE, have been incorporated into the FEIR.  CEQA requires that there 
be "substantial evidence" to its analysis, and there is minimal data related to the recent 
requirements related to BOPE inspections and certifications.  Intuitively, it should 
reduce some failures though, and the inclusion of an additional factor of 0.5 (means a 
reduction by half of the BOPE failure rate) has therefore been included in the FEIR.  
Note, however, that generally shear rams are not capable of shearing all portions of a 
pipe, such as tools or the collars, and these could be portions that could introduce 
potential failures.  HAZOPs are required under the regulatory requirements for 
facilities that have sufficient inventory of materials.  Redundancy is standard practice 
in the industry, with tanks and scrubbers and vessels have high and high-high level 
alarms, and designing to a level of safety with two levels of failure is a standard 
measure used during HAZOPS.  All vessels and pumps are required by codes to have 
pressure relief.  These factors are incorporated into the inherent design safety of all 
facilities in the United States and are good practices and are addressed in the risk 
analysis through the historical failure rates of equipment.  For example, industry-wide 
historical vessel failure rates would be much higher if vessels were not required to be 
protected by pressure relief.  These codes and standards are already incorporated into 
the risk analysis through the use of historical failure rate databases of facilities which 
are subject to these same codes and standards.  The closed loop system has been 
accounted for in the risk analysis through the incorporation of a flare failure needed in 
order to have a release to the environment through a pressure relief valve.  In addition, 
the SCAQMD Rule 1173 inspection frequency of quarterly is also included as a 
reduction in the valve failure rate. A fail-safe system means that, if energy is lost to a 
device or system, it fails to a safe condition.  It does not mean that pipe breaks, valve 
releases or vessel/exchanger failures to the environment would be prevented.  The 
SCAQMD would most likely not allow venting to the atmosphere and would require 
venting to a flare system.  Many of the items listed in the Applicant design features are 
features that are required by codes and standards and regulatory requirements.  The 
Applicant still gets credit for these items, but they do not necessitate being called out 
as "design features" that are above and beyond those features required by the existing 
regulatory environment.   

EB-200 See response to comment EB-197. 
EB-201 While the Applicant proposes offshore standards for the BOPE and API RP14c, it is 

not apparent where the Applicant has proposed standards that exceed any code or 
recommended practice related to protection of overpressure, metallurgical standards, 
vessel design, piping design, seismic reinforcement or design criteria, atmospheric 
tank design or any other onshore requirements.  The design features listed by the 
Applicant are important design considerations and are generally requirements 
associated with most onshore oil and gas projects, and most industrial projects, in the 
developed countries as per existing codes and standards.  These codes and standards 
are incorporated into the risk analysis through historical failure rates associated with 
facilities that also have these codes and standards.  Issues specifically related to design 
features, such as PSV that vent to flare instead of atmosphere, are included in the risk 
analysis.  In addition, the SCAQMD Rule 1173 inspection frequency of quarterly is 
also included as a reduction in the valve failure rate.  The differences in design 
standards pertain mostly to differences between industries, such as nuclear verses oil 
and gas.  Age is an issue that is discussed in the DEIR and the proposed Project does 
not include any age-related factors for increase failure rates due to age as it would be 
installed new.  The DEIR notes also that a new facility does not necessarily have the 
lowest failure rates as a portion of the failure rate is associated with 
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mechanical/construction failures related to incorrectly made equipment. 

EB-202 Redundant systems, such as the failure of a PSV and subsequent failure of the flare 
system (when called upon, or as a demand basis), were incorporated into the risk 
analysis where appropriate.   

EB-203 The design criteria provided by the Applicant has already been incorporated into the 
risk analysis as discussed above.  Some adjustments have been made, such as taking 
more credit for the shear rams and updating some of the frequency numbers. 

EB-204 The information in Table 4.8-2 is taken from the National Safety Council reports on 
accidents.  Frequency per year is self explanatory and the interval is just the inverse of 
the frequency.  Notes have been added to Table 4.8-2 explaining the interval. 

EB-205 The DEIR provides information on the San Bruno case in order to provide an idea of 
the range of effects of natural gas releases and why the gas pipeline is included in the 
risk analysis.  It in no way suggests that the impacts of the proposed Project pipeline 
could produce similar impacts.  The San Bruno case is well known and the issue often 
comes up in discussions about natural gas pipeline releases.  The San Bruno release 
continued for more than an hour due to the absence of check valves and shutoff valves 
in the system, which could also be the case for the Project pipeline.  In fact, due to the 
difference in size from the San Bruno pipeline, the Project pipeline would produce 
substantially smaller impact zones and the San Bruno case highlights this.  Text has 
been added to this effect.  The pipeline would require automatic shutoff valves at the 
facility, but the tie-in to the natural gas main would not, at this time, require automatic 
shutoff valves.  The comparison to the San Bruno case is not about the frequency or 
type of construction, but about the extended release duration that could occur.  Note 
that mitigation measures require the installation of check valves to limit the release 
duration. 

EB-206 The detailed data for gas pipeline failures within California are not available to remove 
those from specific types of pipeline construction methods.  Note that impacts from 
pipeline releases are found to be less than significant and additional refinement of the 
failure rates is not necessary in the determination of significance. 

EB-207 CDFW and OSPR are discussed in the Biological Resources section 4.3 of the DEIR. 
EB-208 Text has been modified in Table 4.8-9 to include additional agencies and their 

respective responsibilities. 
EB-209 CDFW and OSPR are discussed in the Biological Resources section 4.3 of the DEIR.  

The comment is not specific or unclear.  The risk section of the EIR finds that the 
likelihood of an oil spill is very low; however, because of the potential consequences 
of an oil spill affecting water quality, sensitive biological resources and recreational 
users on the beach, the impact is found to be significant and unavoidable in those issue 
areas.  Emergency response plans and other measures are taken into consideration 
when making this finding.  

EB-210 See responses to comment EB-199. 
EB-211 Drill stem tests are conducted with minimal muds in order to assess the potential flow 

from a well.  If muds are controlled correctly, with the hole maintaining mud levels 
and no loss of containment or other muds related issues, the potential for blowouts is 
substantially reduced.  Most blowouts occur due to a muds failure with the surface 
break exposed to partial or full open hole conditions.  Therefore, as a worst case, a 
drill stem test would be appropriate. 

EB-212 The Applicant has conducted a refined analysis of the well blowout scenario using the 
OLGA Dynamic Multiphase Flow Simulator.  The Applicant assumed a reservoir 
pressure of approximately 1,000 psi at a depth of 2,000 feet, with an historical 
pressure gradient of 0.46 psi/foot.  
 
MRS has refined the analysis to estimate the mass release rate of flammable liquids 
and gases.  A full bore well blowout was simulated using SuperChems, which has the 
ability to simulate multi-component, multi-phase flow and releases.  The modeling 
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scenario was based on the oil/gas/water ratios as outlined in the project application.  
An initial well bore length of 2,000 was assumed along with an initial reservoir 
pressure of 1,000 psi.  Using these assumptions, MRS estimated a total flammable 
mass release rate (oil, gas liquids and gases) of 17.8 kg/s.  This release rate is 
somewhat higher than the Applicant’s estimate of 5.1 kg/s, but lower than the original 
EIR estimated release rate of 42 kg/s.  
 
While the original EIR well blowout simulation focused on the gas phase portion of 
the well blowout, the revised well blowout simulation was designed to estimate the 
mass flow rate of flammable materials (oil and gas), as well as water.  This approach is 
similar to the applicant’s analysis that was submitted as part of this comment.  The 
flammable mass release rate that was estimated as part of the well blowout simulation 
was used to evaluate thermal radiation hazard zones using a multi-component, two-
phase (gas and liquid droplets) flame jet model.  Using this approach is more realistic 
for blowouts that have substantial amounts of crude oil (GOR<600) than the original 
simulation using just methane since much of the crude oil and gas liquids would 
aerosolize when released during the well blowout, and would contribute to the 
potential thermal radiation hazard zones.  The total methane release had a significant 
amount of air entrainment due to the high velocity, versus the two phase release where 
there is less entrainment and a higher combustion fraction.  Results of the vertical 
flame jet model were fairly consistent with the original EIR analysis with slightly 
smaller thermal radiation hazard zones of 66 and 47 meters for 5 and 10 kw/m2, 
respectively.  These results were used in the revised risk analysis for the crude oil/gas 
blowout scenario (GOR < 600). 

EB-213 The pressure would decrease rapidly once the release occurs.  This is a standard 
situation with any pressurized release.  The inventory of the well bore would rapidly 
depressurize releasing the produced gas to the atmosphere.  The Redondo Beach well 
produced 800 psi at the surface during a drill stem test, which is what was essentially 
modeled for the blowout scenario.  In fact, the inclusion of crude oil and other heavier 
gas liquids would increase the thermal radiation effects of the release.  MRS has 
historically conducted more complicated modeling of blowout scenarios which have 
produced similar results, with the gas portion of the release dominating the impact 
zones.  MRS conducted additional modeling of the blowout scenario for the FEIR.  
See response to comment EB-212 above. 

EB-214 Detailed drawings showing the drainage systems were not a part of the Application.  
Most facilities of this type with fully enclosed system do have an overflow-type drain 
system.  The DEIR indicates that, if the system is designed with this type of system, 
the spill risks would still be less than significant.  Additional text has been added to 
clarify the situation, including the potential for water used for fires overflowing the 
site capacity. 

EB-215 E&B Comments Attachment 8 Risk Assessment responses follow: 
 
Release Frequencies:  Attachment 8 mistakenly uses the DEIR "loss of well control" 
frequency as the frequency of releases to the environment and incorrectly compares 
this frequency to the Attachment 8 blowouts producing a release frequency.  Loss of 
well control does not mean a release to the environment.  It means a failure to maintain 
control of a well, which could cause a kick or an increase in pressure at the surface, a 
loss of muds volume or numerous other situations involving loss of well control.  
There are two additional factors that are applied to the loss of well control frequency 
in order to define the frequency of a loss of well control that actually produces a 
release of materials to the environment during a blowout.  The first factor is the 
fraction of loss of well control incidents that produce a release.  The second factor is 
the fraction of wells at Hermosa that could contain sufficient pressure to produce a 
situation that could result in a blowout, given other factors occurring.  If a well is not 
pressurized, a blowout could not occur even if other failures happen.  These two 
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factors together produce an order of magnitude difference in the frequencies of a 
blowout.  Blowout frequencies on a "number of wells drilled between blowouts" basis 
are listed below for a number of different sources" 
 
Wells Drilled Per Blowout 
471 Texas, 1990-2013 
588 BOEMR, 1996-2005 
625 HLID 
667 Texas, 1990-2006 
714 DOGGR 1950-1990 
1,700 Kern County: drilling, 1991-2005 
1,900 Kern County: non-thermal, 1991-2005 
1,961 DEIR 
2,020 OGP, from Applicant 
3,030 DOGGR 1980-1990 
3,344 Applicant, comment letter 
3,922 FEIR with 0.5 shear-ram factor 
10,000 Applicant Application submittals 
 
As the list shows, the actual release frequency associated with the Proposed Project 
would be in the same range as those recently proposed by the Applicant and is not the 
multiple order of magnitude difference as those incorrectly described in Attachment 8. 
 
The use of the blowout frequency from the offshore environment was used in order to 
approximate the reservoir conditions that the Project may encounter.  One of the 
problems with many of the blowout databases is that many of the wells drilled in 
California or Texas, for example, are drilled into reservoirs that are well established 
and would not produce the pressures that could produce a blowout.  Yet these wells 
are included in the database and the resulting blowout frequency and therefore 
introduce a range of errors into the estimates.  If one wanted the average well in 
California, the DOGGR database would provide a good number.  In order to estimate 
the blowout rate from a well drilled into a reservoir known to have pressure, the 
offshore database is used as almost all reservoirs offshore are less mature and 
generally have a much higher fraction of wells drilled into pressurized reservoirs.  
While the offshore environment is very different than the onshore environment, with 
spacing issues and the corrosivity of the marine environment being issues that would 
increase the failure rates, this is considered to be a conservative estimate of the upper 
range of the blowout frequency into a pressurized reservoir.  An additional factor is 
then applied, which is the fraction of wells drilled in Hermosa that are expected to be 
pressurized (30%).  This factor was based on the historical wells drilled in Redondo 
Beach to the south, some of the wells presented pressures (9 out of 30) and the 
Applicant has not disputed this conclusion.  In fact, if Redondo Beach wells had 
indicated no pressure, the risk levels would be acceptable for the Project.  
 
Shear Rams and BOPE: The use of blind shear rams would generally increase the 
ability of the BOPE to shut down a loss of well control for a loss of well control that 
involved release through the drilling pipe or within the casing.  The offshore failure 
rates include some of this reduction as shear rams are required in the offshore 
environment.  However, no credit was taken specifically for the use of a higher class 
BOPE.  While there is little data on the reduction in frequencies associated with these 
devices, MRS agrees that there would be some reduction and the Applicant proposed 
factor of 0.5 sounds reasonable.  It was therefore included in the risk assessment.  Note 
that CEQA requires there to be "substantial evidence" for the impact classification.  
The reduction associated with the blowout scenarios as the "% of historical" listed in 
Attachment 8 is unsubstantiated without references and is therefore only general best 
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guesses and was not used in the DEIR. 
 
MRS Fault Trees:  The MRS fault trees are codified in the spreadsheets included in the 
DEIR Appendix C.  While they do not provide a visual figure showing the 
relationship, they do provide the frequencies and references for all events that lead to 
the final frequency.  This spreadsheet was provided to the Applicant as part of the 
response to comments and will be included on the Appendix CD in the FEIR.  In 
general, figures are not useful as most lay persons cannot understand them anyway.  
The WASH factor is only in combination with four other databases and is used for 
pressure relief valves to describe the range of failure frequencies that could occur, with 
the highest frequency associated with sour gas, older facilities and the lowest 
frequencies assigned to newer, sweet gas facilities with good maintenance programs.  
Failure rate databases generally produce a wide range of failure rates, as discussed in 
the DEIR Section 4.8.1.2.  The rates quoted in the comments are not actually the rates 
used in the DEIR.  The rates used in the FEIR included additional factors such as the 
fraction of PSV that produce larger releases and the reduction in release frequency due 
to the implementation of the 1173 program.  The final large release rate for PSV was 
5.3x10-4.  Although this is higher than that in Attachment 8, note that the risk analysis 
includes a factor related to the need for the flare to also fail given a PSV release in 
order for there to be a release to the environment.  This produces a failure rate to the 
environment of 5.3x10-7 which is substantially below that given in Attachment 8.  In 
fact, releases from PSV do not contribute to the risk levels primarily because of the 
use of a venting-to-flare system.  
 
Risk Spectrum Plotting: The facility operating without drilling (and therefore a low 
probability of a blowout) would not present significant risks and is not designated by 
the DEIR as a risk level within the grey region.  Risks with the blowout would present 
risks in the grey region and would therefore be a significant impact.   
 

EB-216 The E&B risk analysis only examined crude oil fires at the well head and cellar 
location and these were not included in the risk FN curves as it was determined that 
they would not produce offsite impacts.  However, the E&B analysis did not address 
the 168,000 gallons of crude oil located in the two storage tanks on the far eastern side 
of the site, which would be located within 20 feet of the sidewalk.  A tank failure and 
subsequent crude oil spill in this area would impact offsite and should be included in 
the risk analysis.  In addition, as rotating and spark producing equipment is located 
within the crude oil spill containment berm area, a higher ignition frequency should 
also be included.  The DEIR addressed these issues and the E&B analysis did not.  
Blowouts were not addressed in the E&B analysis because it was determined by E&B 
that blowouts would not produce offsite impacts.  Based on pressures seen at the 
Redondo Beach wells, offsite impacts could occur, although not for all wells drilled.  
The text in the FEIR has been clarified to make that distinction. 

EB-217 E&B Comments Attachment 4 Spill Analysis responses follow: 
 
Updated Spill Probability:  The CSFM related attachments indicate the California rates 
as developed from national DOT data and do not appear to be specific to the CSFM.  
The DOT PHMSA data made available by the DOT on their online system indicates 
that there have been 268 incidents between the years 2003-2012 related to hazardous 
liquid pipelines (crude oil, gasoline, jet fuel, etc.).  With a total California mileage of 
7,374 miles, this produces a rate of 3.63 failures per 1,000 mile-years.  This 
information is discussed in the DEIR Page 4.8-85.  This rate is not substantially 
different than the CSFM rate from 1993 of 5.27 spills per 1,000 mile years.  If only 
ruptures are examined, the rupture rate is actually higher for the recent DOT data than 
for the CSFM data (44% DOT failures are ruptures vs. 18% CSFM are ruptures). 
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Spill rates have been trending downwards, as the chart provided by the commenter 
shows, but an average over a number of years provides the best estimate of the failure 
rate.  Although the CSFM data is older, it does provide information on the rate by 
product type, with crude oil producing a higher rate generally due to the elevated 
temperatures of many crude oil pipelines (due to the heavier oils).  It also provides 
information on the failure rates by pipeline type and coating type as well as the design 
characteristics (SCADA, cathodic protection, etc).  This allows the development of 
failure rates that are specific to the design of a Project.  
 
If the database is broken out by crude oil only, and California only, the rate increases 
to 4.54 per 1000 mile years between the years 2010 and 2013.  This is also discussed 
in the DEIR. 
 
The Keystone pipeline EIR, although controversial, did provide a good assessment of 
pipeline failure rates by size (in the Keystone Pipeline EIR Appendix K), producing a 
failure rate for pipelines less than 8" of 0.95 per 1000 mile-years.  However, the 
rupture rate for the DOT data was much higher than the CSFM rate (44% produced 
ruptures greater than 50 bbls in the DOT data vs. 15% in the CSFM data).  If only 
larger spills greater than 50 bbls are examined (ruptures), the CSFM rate is 0.95 per 
1000-mile-years vs the DOT rupture rate of 0.42 per 1000 mile-years.  So although 
using the more recent data does provide some reduction in frequency, it is not 
substantial and, as the DOT data related to all hazardous liquids does not take into 
account the potential differences due to crude oil pipelines, the CSFM was used.   
 
Proposed Mitigation Measures:  The Applicant has proposed additional mitigation 
measures, including the installation of the pipeline within another pipeline with a 
cement slurry cover placed over the pipe in order to reduce third party impacts.   
 
By creating a double walled pipe, the failure rate of the pipeline could be reduced.  A 
double walled pipe would reduce corrosion, allow for more rapid detection of smaller 
leaks and would provide some protection in the event of a third party impact.  In 
addition, placing cement over the top of the pipeline would reduce the potential for 
third party impacts.  By examining the causes of pipeline releases, the amount of 
reduction in the failure frequency can be estimated for the mitigation measure that 
would place a pipe within a pipe.  The main causes of the releases, as per the DOT 
data, are corrosion and external force damage, followed by manufacturer’s defects and 
natural force damage.  The CSFM had similar listing for crude oil pipelines, but with a 
bit higher percentages for corrosion due to the use of crude oil.  Assuming a reduction 
between 0-95% reduction for the different causes produces a reduction in the overall 
rate of 83%.  However, longer term impacts could increase, as reported by the CSFM 
(communication with Mr. Flores and Mr. Gorham, 5/15/2014).  The external pipe 
could corrode or collapse, allowing water into the annular space, increasing corrosion.  
The use of a double walled pipe has been addressed by the CSFM in past bulletins 
(CSFM 1998).  At that time, the CSFM had concerns about the use of double walled 
pipes for the following reasons: cathodic protection, incorporation of valves, 
construction of bends, and thermal stress.  The bulletin further stated that "The design, 
construction, operation and maintenance difficulties listed above serve as some 
examples of how the proposed installation of double-wall pipeline is contrary to 
established law, regulation and established engineering principles and could 
compromise public and environmental safety" and that "double-wall construction adds 
significant operator costs for design, construction, operation and maintenance while 
increasing the risk to the public and the environment."  While these concerns have 
been reduced substantially by the proposal to use non-metallic outer pipe on a portion 
of the route, the CSFM staff indicated that they do not recommend a double walled 
pipe and would actually not allow it to be built.  The preferred approach is to use the 
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best pipe construction and coating techniques available.  The CSFM data provides a 
breakdown of failure rates by construction and coating type.  Although this 
information is older, the substantial reductions associated with the use of electrical 
resistance welding techniques of construction and the use of Fusion Bonded Epoxy or 
other advanced techniques would still be applicable.  The use of ERW pipe from CSI 
in Fontana and the top-of-the line coating provided by Bredero Shaw Company would 
produce substantial reduction in failure rates, on the order of 70-80% reduction.  Note 
that the use of these measures would not affect the third party causes, equipment 
malfunctions or weather/natural force damage.  These measures have been added to 
the mitigation measures in the FEIR. 
 
Covering the pipeline with warning tape and cement would reduce the number of third 
party impacts.  It would be difficult to conduct third party damage if the pipeline is 
covered with cement, so an estimated 90% reduction was assigned to this measure.   
 
In addition, the frequency of earthquakes would need to be included and would be site 
specific.  USGS data on the area indicates that the probability of a large earthquake, 
producing a ground acceleration of over 1.5g, sufficient to cause some pipeline 
damage, would occur at a frequency of about once every 2.1x10-5 per year.  The 
analysis assumes a 10% probability of a pipeline rupture given this magnitude 
earthquake.   
 
Combining all of these failure mechanisms together produces a reduction in failure 
rate.  This information has been added to the mitigation measures and the text in the 
FEIR in section 4.9, Hydrology, mitigation measures HWQ-2i and HWQ-2j. 
 
Note also that during periods of the Project, particularly during Phase 2, crude oil 
would be transported by truck.  The potential for a truck accident and subsequent spill 
would also introduce the potential for impacts during this phase of the Project.  
 
The use of the 6 inch pipe instead of an 8 inch pipe would reduce the spill volumes 
from 4,826 gallons at Herondo and Valley to 3,805 gallons, and with a check valve at 
Herondo, preventing drain down from Prospect Avenue, the volume would be reduced 
by about 700 gallons.  

EB-218 E&B Comments Attachment 9 Frequency Analysis responses follow: 
 
Graphics: The MRS fault trees are codified in the spreadsheets included in the DEIR 
Appendix C.  While they do not provide a visual figure showing the relationship, they 
do provide the frequencies and references for all events that lead to the final 
frequency.  This spreadsheet was provided to the Applicant as part of the response to 
comments.  
 
Dated Sources of Failures:  the outdated source included in the FT analysis is the 
WASH numbers, which are admittedly dated.  However, the WASH frequency 
numbers for PSV releases was only used in combination with four other databases to 
define the range of PSV failures.  See response to comment EB-215 for further 
discussion.  The use of a vent-to-flare system as proposed by the Applicant would 
reduce PSV release frequencies substantially and PSV frequencies do not play in to 
the risk factors as they are so low.  Even by using the Applicant's PSV frequencies, it 
would not change the risk analysis. 
 
Blowouts:  The EIR preparers continue to respectfully disagree with the Applicant that 
blowouts could not occur.  We agree that the frequency would be low (see response to 
comment EB-215), but previous wells drilled in Redondo Beach showed surface 
pressures of 800 psig, sufficient to produce offsite impacts if a blowout were to occur, 
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that the CSLC study on Drainage also indicated the potential for downhole pressures 
ranging from 1,000-2,000 psi and that observations of the Stinnett well indicated that 
there were some pressures produced weekly that had to be released.  Most wells 
currently operating in Torrance are located in areas that are well established and in 
areas of the Torrance field that have long histories of production.  No gas pressure 
remains in these areas and wells drilled into these areas of the Torrance field would 
not produce a blowout potential.  This far western area of the Torrance field, offshore 
in particular, has never been drilled into historically, could have sections that are 
isolated from the other portions of the field and could produce pressures sufficient to 
produce a blowout. 
 
The Applicant’s approach that there could be a frequency of a blowout but no flow is 
contradictory.  Wells that cannot produce flow cannot have a blowout frequency.  As 
discussed above, this is why the DEIR uses the approach of trying to assess the 
blowout frequency of wells drilled into areas that could produce pressure and the 
potential for a blowout and then assigning a fraction of wells that would have those 
conditions, thereby customizing the blowout frequency for the specific project.  
Blowout frequencies into reservoirs that do not produce pressures are zero. 
 
Updated spectrum:  Note that in the updated spectrum, the updated MRS curve is very 
similar to the MRS curve located in the DEIR, with a top combined public risk 
frequency of between 1e-5 and 1e-6, with a maximum fatalities level of less than 10.  
The changes to the PSV rates, as noted above, do not affect the FN curves due to the 
vent-to-flare design.  However, the Applicant FN curves have changed markedly from 
the Final risk analysis submitted by the applicant in their Application.  The Final QRA 
(dated July 2013) produced a top spectrum frequency of 1e-6 (versus a top frequency 
of close to 1e-5 in the comments) with a maximum impact of over 40 fatalities (versus 
a revised number of about 10).   
 

EB-219 Figures 4.8-5 and 4.8-6 have been revised and have been updated in the FEIR as 
appropriate. 

EB-220 The text has been updated in mitigation measure SR-1a to reflect that the facility shall 
be reviewed for seismic compliance with the LEPC Region 1 requirements after 
installation.  Periodic reviews, however, should be made to ensure that all pipe 
bracing, etc., are in place and functioning properly. 

EB-221 Mitigation measure SR-1b has been modified to include the use of Class I Div I, which 
is an electrical classification standard that prevents the ignition of flammable gasses by 
electrical equipment.  It is not clear if a flare could be a Class I Div I device, however, 
and therefore wording to the extent of isolation of equipment has been retained.  Note 
that the risk analysis does not give credit for the reduction in ignition probabilities due 
to the location of the flare within the containment area. 

EB-222 The text has been modified in mitigation measure SR-1g to indicate that the H2S 
levels in the produced gas are the concern.  However, the intent of the mitigation 
measure is to ensure that no locations within the facility operate with H2S above 100 
ppm, including individual wells.  Therefore, text to this extent has been added to the 
mitigation measure SR-1g to clarify this requirement.   

EB-223 Text has been added to Section 4.9.1.6 Water Quality, in response to the comment.  In 
addition, text has been added indicating that beneficial impacts would result from 
detention of all onsite stormwater during operations, in comparison to existing 
conditions. 

EB-224 Ashba Engineers completed the Hydrology and Water Quality Study for E&B.  We 
have no reason to think that the detailed stormwater runoff information provided in 
this report is incorrect.  The amount of stormwater currently diverted through the 
sanitary sewer is irrelevant to the impact analysis; therefore, the text has not been 
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edited.  However, text has been added indicating that beneficial impacts would result 
from detention of all onsite stormwater during operations, in comparison to existing 
conditions. 

EB-225 MRS to change “Torrance Refinery” to “Exxon Mobil Refinery” throughout the 
document.  The Hydrology section text has been revised in response to the comment. 

EB-226 Additional text has been added in response to the comment.  However, the specifics of 
the Barrier Project and how much water the City consumes are not relevant to water 
quality discussion.  Water supply and demand is discussed in Section 4.14, Water 
Resources.  As indicated in Section 4.9.4.4, third paragraph, beneficial uses of 
groundwater west of the Barrier Project include industrial water demand.  The nearby 
Pacific Ocean is also considered waters of beneficial use. Impact HWQ.2 discusses the 
lack of nearby creeks, but the proximity of the ocean. 

EB-227 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-228 Although it is acknowledged that an NPDES permit would likely not be required 

during Phases 2 and 4, an NPDES permit would be required for grading at the Project 
Site, grading at the relocated  City Maintenance Yard facility, pipeline construction, 
and operations at the new City Maintenance Yard facility.  Therefore, the regulatory 
information regarding NPDES permits would apply.  In addition, Project design 
drainage features were included in the upfront portion of Section 4.9.4.4, Impacts, 
Drainage Patterns.  However, additional text has been added with respect to the 
SUSMP and OSCP. 

EB-229 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-230 The text has been revised in response to the comment and additional details have been 

provided as appropriate. 
EB-231 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-232 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-233 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-234 Additional text has been added to support the finding of significant and unavoidable 

impacts, including more descriptions of spill scenarios, as discussed in Section 4.8, 
and more discussion regarding beneficial uses of underlying groundwater.  Inclusion 
of a spill contingency plan and adherence to applicable regulations regarding 
notification, spill cleanup, and subsurface remediation would not negate the initial 
significant water quality impacts that could occur as a result of a spill. In addition, 
recent history has repeatedly demonstrated that large spills still occur even with 
incorporation of leak detection programs in oil pipelines. 

EB-235 See response to comment EB-234.  In addition, 90 barrels of oil released into the 
marine environment or directly into the underlying groundwater would be considered 
a significant water quality impact. Please see the significance criteria listed prior to 
Impact HWQ.2, which indicates impacts would be considered significant if the Project 
“violates any water quality standard or waste discharge requirements” or “results in a 
discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving water body, as identified by the LA 
RWQCB”. Both of these thresholds would be exceeded as result of accidental release 
of crude oil into marine waters or underlying groundwater.   

EB-236 Please see response to comment EB-217.  Impacts levels have not been changed.  
EB-237 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-238 The text has been revised in response to the comment. 
EB-239 Text has been revised per comment, reference to refinery in the City of Torrance 

deleted. 
EB-240 The discussion on the number of parking spaces in this section is extensive and 

provides a detailed accounting of all parking related to the Project. 
EB-241 The text in on page 4.10-3 has been revised consistent with the associated information 

in the Executive Summary per the comment. 
EB-242 The summary of the parking proposal is revised as follows.  Reference to the lease  is 

immaterial to the evaluation of environmental impacts.  
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“The Project proposes that the 17 replacement parking places be located at the new  
City Maintenance Yard location, or if no added parking is constructed there, the 17 
replacement spaces would be located at the Cypress Parking Lot or other suitable 
parking spaces acceptable to the City and Coastal Commission in coordination with 
the City’s coastal parking program. (The City has indicated there is no agreement to 
provide for this parking at a relocated City Maintenance Yard).” 
 

EB-243 The environmental factors checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines identifies 
recreation as separate from the land use/planning environmental resource issue area.  
Therefore, consistent with CEQA guidelines, the DEIR provides a separate 
environmental impact analysis for the recreation resource.  Information on other land 
uses near the project sites is contained in Section 4.10.1.1 and Figure 4.10-2. 

EB-244 Text has been revised, references to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) have been deleted.  Consistent with 
Table 2.15, E&B Oil Drilling & Development Project Permits/Approvals, the U.S. 
Department of Transportation has been added to the text. 

EB-245 The reference to the CSLC is correct, the text is documenting that under the California 
Coastal Act, the CSLC retains jurisdiction of tidelands, submerged lands, and public 
trust lands lying within the coastal zone. 

EB-246 The following text has been added to the discussion to acknowledge the fact that 
Section 3062 of the Coastal Act allows for oil and gas development: Section 3062 
allows for oil and gas development subject to certain environmental and geotechnical 
conditions. 

EB-247 Text has been added to note the adjacent General Plan Map land use designations for 
the Proposed Project site and the Proposed City Maintenance Yard locations. 

EB-248 Figure 4.10-2, Project Site and Area Land Uses, shows the Proposed Project site, 
Proposed City Maintenance Yard locations, and surrounding area zoning designations. 

EB-249 While the Oil Code is proposed to be amended as part of the ballot measure, 
technically the sentence is correct as is because the Oil Code will apply.  However, in 
case it is misconstrued that the 1985 Oil Code would apply, without amendment, the 
sentence could be clarified as follows: “While the Oil Code ceased to be of effect in 
1995 due to a ballot measure which disallowed any oil drilling in the City of Hermosa 
Beach, if the ban on oil drilling is lifted by the voters, then the Oil Code will apply as 
amended by the ballot measure.”  
 

EB-250 This statement does not preclude the city and applicant from coordinating permitting if 
appropriate.  The proposed City Maintenance Yard relocation is consistent with the 
proposed General Plan Open Space land use designation which allows public 
governmental buildings.  The General Plan Land Use Element suggests creating a 
Public Facilities designation to encompass public governmental buildings; however 
that has not yet been implemented.  No change to the section is necessary.  

EB-251 The list of permit conditions for the 1993 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) included on 
page 4.10-9 is specific to the conditions relating to land use development and is 
annotated as such.  The CUP is not described as “an existing and valid entitlement” in 
this section to avoid confusing the reader due to the legal and other issues of the 
Settlement Agreement necessary to execute the permit.  All CUP conditions will be 
part of the Project and included in the DA, unless usurped in a more stringent 
Mitigation Measure.   

EB-252 Section 11-4.02, Definitions relating to pipeline franchises, of Chapter 4, Title 11 of 
the Redondo Beach Municipal Code defines the various appurtenances associated with 
a pipeline in the definition of a pipeline facility.  The gas metering station would be 
included as an appurtenance to the pipeline and thus subject to the same requirements 
as the pipeline.  The text has been revised to add the gas metering station to the 
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discussion and to correct the citation (Section Title 11) to the Redondo Beach 
Municipal Code. 

EB-253 Text has been changed from “refinery in the City of Torrance” to “area refinery.” 
EB-254 Recreational land use is a very important part of the identity of the City of Hermosa 

Beach.  As such, and consistent with Section 15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines, the 
City developed project specific thresholds of significance for recreational impacts to 
address the unique nature of the recreational land use of Hermosa Beach.  See 
response to comment EB-243 regarding the stand alone analysis of the recreational 
land use category.  Goal #3 of the Land Use Plan encourages land uses that promote 
and enhance the City’s coastal environment and quality of life and a number of the 
objectives require the preservation of the recreational uses of the area.  As a beach 
community, Hermosa Beach specially values the recreational resources its beaches 
provides.  

EB-255 The commenter is correct that the proposed amendments to the General Plan, Coastal 
Land Use Plan and Municipal Code would eliminate any inconsistency between the 
Proposed Project and those plans is approved by the voters.  That is why Impact 
LUPR.1 was found to be less-than-significant.   The sentence which starts with “As 
currently written…” is reworded by deleting the redundant words  “As currently 
written…” resulting in:  The Proposed Project conflicts with the existing City of 
Hermosa Beach …”  
  
It is not indicated that the proposed amendments are mitigation measures, but rather 
that adoption of the plan, code and ordinance amendments would resolve 
inconsistencies and  by doing so the residual impacts are less than significant. These 
amendments are not listed in the DEIR as mitigation measures. No change to the 
section is necessary.  
 

EB-256 Section 30262 of the Coastal Act does allow for oil and gas development and the 
citation has been added to the Land Use section of the DEIR, see response to comment 
EB-246.  However, the City of Hermosa Beach’s Coastal Land Use Plan (titled ‘Local 
Coastal Plan’ but referred to as the Coastal Land Use Plan in the DEIR), as certified 
by the Coastal Commission in 1982, did not contain specific energy policies that 
would guide the development of oil and gas resources within the city.  Therefore, the 
Coastal Land Use Plan does not provide guidance regarding whether oil and gas 
development is allowed in the Industrial designation.   

EB-257 The consistency analysis is included as part of the land use section consistent with this 
comment.  Notwithstanding the existing CUP and the analysis of other policies, the 
DEIR finds that the Proposed Project may be inconsistent. No change to the section is 
necessary. 

EB-258 The text on page 4-10.14 has been revised, the bulleted reference to the franchise 
agreement has been deleted. 

EB-259 The text has been revised per the comment; gas metering station has been added to the 
referenced bullet item. 

EB-260 The comment questions the finding that potential noise, odor, and visual impacts 
generated from the Proposed Project could be incompatible with adjacent land uses 
due to the fact that the Project site is designated as Industrial on the City’s General 
Plan Land Use Map.  The subject finding is not based on the Proposed Project’s 
compatibility with the Industrial land use designation but rather the following 
significance criterion: Incompatible in scale or use characteristics with any adjacent 
land uses.  Based on this criterion and with surrounding land uses including residential 
and recreational, the Proposed Project is clearly incompatible in both scale and use 
characteristics with certain adjacent land uses.  Further, the fact that the City’s General 
Plan designates the Proposed Project site for an industrial land use does not make the 
scale and character of that industrial land use compatible with nearby residential or 
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recreational land uses. 
 
Regarding the need for a specific City policy or requirement to find potential noise, 
odor and visual impacts under the subject significance criteria; the respective sections 
of the DEIR determined Class I impacts may occur for each of those issue areas.  
Therefore, the noise, odor and visual impacts are clearly incompatible both in scale 
and characteristics with adjacent residential and recreational land uses independent of 
a specific City policy or requirement.  The Proposed Project’s consistency with land 
use policy is discussed in Section 4.10.7. 

EB-261 The temporary and permanent City Maintenance Yard cannot be developed on both 
proposed sites without legislative changes.  There are inconsistencies on the various 
portions of the sites and between the General Plan and Coastal Land Use Map.  The 
Coastal Land Use map currently indicates a portion of the proposed site is Residential 
Medium Density; it is not necessary for this EIR to evaluate the reason it is currently 
Residential Medium Density.  The proposed changes will make land use maps and 
designations and zoning consistent.  
 
This is an existing condition and it is not necessary to explore the reason the sites were 
so designated (which may be because the land use designations do not necessary 
follow parcel lines or because the Coastal land Use Map is a static reflection of older 
General Plan land use maps).  No change to the section is necessary.   

EB-262 Comment noted.  The section acknowledges that if the Proposed Oil Project is 
approved by the voters then the City Maintenance Yard will be moved.  It is not 
necessary to address timing here.  No change to the section is necessary. 

EB-263 Noise generating activities at the City Maintenance Yard include maintenance and 
testing of vehicles, landscaping equipment, and other types of equipment associated 
with Public Works type projects, solid waste contractor activities, dumping and pick-
up of solid waste, materials staging, repair of various equipment, and a wide range of 
activities for normal and at times emergency operations.  The operation of the City 
Fire Station includes maintenance work on fire engines, pumps, chain saws, hydraulic 
rescue tools, and other noise generating equipment.  Therefore, impacts to adjacent 
land uses are expected to be similar.  Further, the potential impacts of noise, odor, and 
visual from the Proposed Oil Project are significantly different from the operation of 
the City Maintenance Yard or City Fire Station. 

EB-264 The DEIR identifies Impact BIO-1, A rupture or leak from oil Pipelines has the 
potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on native species and habitats, 
sensitive species, and biologically important habitats associated with the Pacific 
Ocean, as a Class I impact.  The reference to biologically important habitats associated 
with the Pacific Ocean are the same habitats used by recreational users.  Impact HWQ-
2, A rupture or leak during oil drilling operations, from pipelines, or from other 
infrastructure could substantially degrade surface water and groundwater quality,  
remains Class I after the implementation of mitigation measures and the regulatory 
requirements noted by the Applicant in the comment.  Surface water runoff can 
directly impact the beach and ocean, the two primary recreational areas of the City of 
Hermosa Beach.  In addition, due to the heavy use of the beach and ocean during 
certain times of the year, any impact to the subject recreational areas would be 
significant independent of the duration or temporary nature of the impact.  Therefore, 
the DEIR determination of a Class I impact from an oil spill to recreational land uses 
is merited and consistent with the other sections of the document. 

EB-265 Impact HWQ.2 discussed in Section 4.9 Hydrology (see Pages 4.9.-16 to 4.9-19) 
analyzes the potential for the potential of an oil spill to reach nearby drainages, 
stormwater runoff, and the ocean and concludes that this impact would be significant 
and unavoidable, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures HWQ-2a through 
HWQ-2h because there is no absolute certainty that an oil spill will not reach and 
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impact sensitive water resources.  

EB-266 See response to comment EB-264. 
EB-267 The General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan update is just commencing.  No proposed 

goals, policies, programs, land use maps, alternatives, or any other component has 
been prepared by which consistency or cumulative impacts may be evaluated. No 
change to the section is necessary. 
 

EB-268 The Proposed Project differs in certain respects from the 19943 CUP and more 
information has been provided about the Proposed Project since 1993; therefore, this 
EIR must analyze the consistency of the Proposed Project as a whole with the City’s 
land use plans and policies.  The conditions of the CUP have been incorporated into 
the Proposed Project and may serve to reduce impacts that would otherwise occur if 
that was not the case.  However, this EIR evaluates impacts that may result from the 
Proposed Project and represents the independent judgment of the City at this time 
based on the Proposed Project.  Therefore, differing conclusions may be reached.  
With regard to Goal 6, the Proposed Project will not affect land use controls.  

EB-269 The analysis in this section concludes that the Proposed Project may be inconsistent 
with Land Use Element Goals 1 and 3.  The determination that an oil drilling and 
production facility may be inconsistent with the goal to protect and maintain the small 
town beach community atmosphere of Hermosa Beach (Goal 1) and to encourage land 
uses which enhance and promote the City’s Coastal environment (Goal 3) will be 
decided by the voters.  Thus the conclusion of the analysis that the voters of Hermosa 
Beach will determine the Proposed Project’s consistency with the Land Use Element 
goals. 

EB-270 The following text has been added to the section to provide additional information on 
the financial benefits of the Proposed Project and direct the reader to the Cost Benefit 
Analysis for detailed subject information:  Other direct revenue sources to the City if 
the Proposed Project is approved include oil lease property taxes, business license 
taxes, and school district revenues.  Additional information on the financial impacts 
and potential benefits of the Proposed Project is available in the Oil Drilling and 
Recovery Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA).  The CBA was prepared by the City and 
provides a comprehensive review of the financial benefits and costs to the City of the 
Proposed Project. 

EB-271 Text has been added to the analysis of Noise Element Goal 4 acknowledging the 
additional noise reduction design features proposed by the Applicant. 

EB-272 The DEIR identifies Impact SR-1, Operational and drilling activities would generate 
offsite risks that exceed the thresholds, as a Class I impact and recommends mitigation 
measures to help reduce that impact.  The residual impact after implementation of 
these mitigation measures, and including the safety measures and regulatory 
requirements noted in the comment, remains Class I due to the fact that the blowout 
scenario cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificant.  Therefore, the proposed 
Project represents a new potential hazard to the City and thus is potentially 
inconsistent with the Fire Safety Objective 1 of the Safety Element.  The conclusion of 
the analysis would not change by listing the mitigation measures, safety measures and 
regulatory requirements contained in Section 4.8 of the DEIR and the land use policy 
section need not repeat information presented in other sections of the document to 
provide an adequate analysis on policy consistency. 

EB-273  This EIR evaluates impacts that may result from this Proposed Project, which differs 
from the earlier project. This EIR represents the independent judgment of the City at 
this time based on the Proposed Project. Therefore, differing conclusions may be 
reached. No change to the section is necessary.  

EB-274  This EIR evaluates impacts that may result from this Proposed Project, which differs 
from the prior project. This EIR represents the independent judgment of the City at 
this time based on the Proposed Project.  Given these facts and that coastal  policy 
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does not provide specific standards as relates to view sheds and scenic corridors, it is 
possible to find that the Proposed Project may be inconsistent with coastal policy.  No 
change to the section is necessary.  

EB-275 Independent of the level of the risk from the Proposed Project determined in Section 
4.8, the Proposed Project is a new hazardous industrial development located near 
existing developed areas.  Further, as described in the discussion of the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative, there is a feasible location that is located at a 
greater distance from existing developed areas than the Proposed Project site.  
Therefore, a determination of consistency with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act 
cannot be made. 

EB-276 Consistency with Section 3062 of the Coastal Act does not make the Proposed Project 
consistent with the other sections of the Act.  Section 3062 allows for the Coastal 
Commission to make the consistency determination after review of the Proposed 
Project location, analysis of the potential impact to the welfare of the public and the 
mitigation of adverse environmental effects. 

EB-277 The City does not have a threshold for vibration; the City chooses to use the County 
code as their threshold only. 

EB-278 Mitigation Measure NV-1a will be revised to reflect the 24-foot feasibility limit on the 
height of the temporary noise barrier for Phase 1 and the noise models for this phase 
will be rerun to reflect the reduced noise barrier height and corresponding increase in 
noise impact on the neighborhood.  The Applicant has indicated that they can install a 
temporary 24 foot barrier. 

EB-279 Mitigation Measure NV-1b will also be revised to reflect the 24-foot feasibility limit 
on the height of the temporary noise barrier for Phase 1 and the noise models for this 
phase will be rerun to reflect the reduced noise barrier height and corresponding 
increase in noise impact on the neighborhood. The Applicant has indicated that they 
can install a temporary 24 foot barrier. 

EB-280 The intent of Mitigation Measure NV-1c is to ensure that each of the gates constitutes 
a continuous and imperforate barrier to sound.  Materials other than sheet metal or 
plywood will be acceptable, provided that they deliver the required STC performance 
and have no gaps or holes in them.  The wording of Mitigation Measure NV-1c will be 
revised accordingly. 

EB-281 This comment refers to a comment letter from the Applicant dated April 1, 2014, 
which is recorded as Public Draft Comment EB-321. See response to EB-321. 

EB-282 This comment requests a clarification of the CUP to allow the maximum height of 
“temporary equipment and appurtenant structures” associated with Phase 2 of the 
project to be increased from 16-feet to 35-feet, to match the height of the sound 
barriers required by Mitigation Measure NV-2a.   
 
This comment is directed at the CUP rather than the EIR; however, it does have a 
bearing on the noise analysis presented in the EIR because if the height of any of the 
noise generators in the project is increased relative to the top of the noise barriers, the 
noise impact on the surrounding neighborhood will increase. In that case, it will be the 
Applicant’s responsibility to apply whatever additional mitigation measures necessary 
to offset the diminished effectiveness of the noise barrier.  The wording of Section 
4.11 of the EIR will be revised to include this requirement.   

EB-283 The intent of Mitigation Measure NV-2b is to ensure that each of the gates constitutes 
a continuous and imperforate barrier to sound.  Materials other than sheet metal or 
plywood will be acceptable, provided that they deliver the required STC performance 
and have no gaps or holes in them.  The wording of Mitigation Measure NV-2b will be 
revised accordingly. 

EB-284 Mitigation Measure NV-3a will be revised to reflect the 24-foot feasibility limit on the 
height of the temporary noise barrier for Phase 3 and the noise models for this phase 
will be rerun to reflect the reduced noise barrier height and corresponding increase in 
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noise impact on the neighborhood. The Applicant has indicated that they can install a 
temporary 24 foot barrier. 
 
The phasing of Phase 3 construction work should be revised, so that the perimeter 
sound wall is built first, or at least as early as possible in the schedule, so that it can act 
as a noise barrier to the subsequent construction activities in Phase 3. 

EB-285 The first part of Mitigation Measure NV-3b will be revised to reflect the 24-foot 
feasibility limit on the height of the temporary noise barrier for Phase 3 and the noise 
models for this phase will be rerun to reflect the reduced noise barrier height and 
corresponding increase in noise impact on the neighborhood. The Applicant has 
indicated that they can install a temporary 24 foot barrier. 
 
The phasing of Phase 3 construction work should be revised, so that the perimeter 
sound wall is built first, or at least as early as possible in the schedule, so that it can act 
as a noise barrier to the subsequent construction activities in Phase 3. 
 
The intent of the second part of Mitigation Measure NV-3b is to ensure that each of 
the gates constitutes a continuous and imperforate barrier to sound.  Materials other 
than sheet metal or plywood will be acceptable, provided that they deliver the required 
STC performance and have no gaps or holes in them.  The wording of the second part 
of Mitigation Measure NV-3b will be revised accordingly. 

EB-286 This comment refers to a comment letter from the Applicant dated April 1, 2014, 
which is recorded as Public Draft Comment EB-321. See response to EB-321. 

EB-287 The apparent conflict between the height of the perimeter noise barrier described in 
Mitigation Measure NV-5a in the Noise and Vibration section and Mitigation 
Measures AE-1b and AE-2a in the Aesthetics and Visual Resources section of the 
DEIR will be resolved in the wording of the Final EIR and any changes in the impact 
significance analysis will be recalculated accordingly. 

EB-288 Mitigation Measure NV-5b will be revised to remove the option of constructing the 
permanent site gates from plywood. 

EB-289 The apparent conflict between the height of the perimeter noise barrier described in 
Mitigation Measure NV-6a in the Noise and Vibration section and Mitigation 
Measures AE-1b and AE-2a in the Aesthetics and Visual Resources section of the 
DEIR will be resolved in the wording of the Final EIR and any changes in the impact 
significance analysis will be recalculated accordingly. 

EB-290 The outdoor acoustical panels required by Mitigation Measure NV-6b in the Noise and 
Vibration section are be applied on the inside (oil production site side) of the north and 
west walls.  The appearance of the exterior façades (outer facing surfaces of the walls) 
would not be affected by this measure. 
 
Nonetheless, the language of Mitigation Measures NV-6b, AE-1b and AE-2a will be 
reviewed and revised in the Final EIR if necessary to avoid confusion. 

EB-291 Response to comment not required, commenter stated no comments on the subject 
section of the DEIR. 

EB-292 The modifications have been made relating to the jurisdiction request for traffic 
counts. 

EB-293 The designation of Valley Drive as a truck route does not necessarily mean that the use 
of the truck route by trucks 18 times per day or by 6 crude oil trucks per day is "safe".  
Additional measures are proposed to ensure that the highly used pedestrian area is 
compatible with the truck traffic proposed by the Applicant.   

EB-294 The DEIR only provides a qualitative assessment of the conversion of Valley Drive to 
one-way.  City staff and the DEIR traffic consultant both indicated that the conversion 
would be feasible and would not require any major infrastructure changes.  As Valley 
Drive currently operates one-way in other jurisdictions to the north (Manhattan beach) 
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and the public works and traffic engineers saw no issues, it would therefore produce 
nominal impacts.  Detailed design considerations of the traffic change would be 
addressed during the final permit stages.  Additionally, the option to convert the 
southern portion of Valley Drive back to two-way was added as an additional option.   

EB-295 The mitigation measure has been modified to allow for the use of 70 foot trucks, but 
only with flaggers. 

EB-296 The City Maintenance Yard Project would utilize the 11th Place and Valley 
intersection.  Bard Street and Pier Avenue would not be used as preferred by the 
Police and Fire Departments to prevent potential vandalism within the police and fire 
station areas.  The 11th Place and Valley Drive intersection is examined in the DEIR.  
The issue with accessing the site is not related to truck routes, but to adding a 
driveway onto Valley where trucks would enter and exit, possibly with limited 
visibility.  This issue is mitigated by requiring the driveway to exit onto 11th Street. 

EB-297 Commenter stated no comments on the DEIR. 
EB-298 Commenter stated no comments on the DEIR. 
EB-299 Alternatives have been updated to address changes to the respective issue area 

impacts. 
EB-300 The basis is the depths of the test wells provided by the Applicant in their test wells 

map.  The throw ratios are based on historical throw ratios for drilling within a 
California onshore environment, which has seen throw ratios up to 3-4 range. 

EB-301 The DEIR does acknowledge the many constraints, both legal and procedural, that 
would be associated with the AES site.  The selection of the AES site is not new, as it 
was identified in previous environmental studies.  While the challenges, particularly 
related to the lease arrangements, are considerable, they are not considered to be 
insurmountable and the AES site is considered feasible for purposes of considering a 
reasonable range of alternatives under CEQA..  CEQA requires examining alternative 
locations, and the use of the AES site provides substantial environmental advantages.   

EB-302 The reduced wells alternative does not state that the risks of a blowout would be 
reduced, only that the duration that the public would be exposed to these risks would 
be reduced.  Text has been modified to indicate that a range of a number of wells 
could be drilled depending on the number and location of targets chosen by the 
Applicant. 

EB-303 Text has been modified to indicate Phase 2 instead of Phase 1. 
EB-304 The alternatives listed could obtain many of the objectives of the Project (i.e. 

production of oil and gas").  CEQA states that the alternatives must obtain "most" of 
the "basic" Project objectives and all of the alternatives do satisfy that requirement.  , 
The alternatives have been considered and it can be argued that for purposes of 
providing the public a meaningful discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives, it 
was necessary to provide an alternative at an alternate site.  The objectives related to 
the yard only need to be met if the project is built at the proposed site and the yard has 
to be removed 

EB-305 Both uses of the AES site would be industrial (drilling and power generation).  
Drilling sites are often located on industrial sites.  Zoning and land use issues would 
have to be revised and most likely a vote of the people required.  But it is feasible, 
which is the test under CEQA.  Under aesthetics, the CEQA analysis is required to 
examine the potential impacts of the alternative site on the facilities as they exist 
today.  The cumulative analysis does discuss the construction of a new power plant, 
but it would also be an industrial facility and the drilling activities would take place 
immediately next door to it and would therefore have similar impacts.  Although 
specific details of the site contamination are not available, the level of contamination 
most likely is hydrocarbons and lead, given the historical industrial nature of the site, 
which would be similar to the Proposed Project.  The site contamination would be 
subject to the SCAQMD requirements and impacts would most likely be similar.   

EB-306 The measure recognizes that heat would be required and would need to be generated 
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by other means than microturbines.  Wells being shut down is completely feasible in 
an oil and gas operation and it is not unreasonable, if the facility required full flaring 
of all gas processing, that it would have to shut in wells.  This is standard practice and 
would be required on the Proposed Project if flaring` occurred for an extended period. 

EB-307 Aerial photographs indicate that the AES site has substantially more room then the 
City Maintenance Yard site. 

EB-308 The process of placing a measure on the ballot and having a vote of the people in 
Redondo Beach is similar to the process that has occurred and is occurring in Hermosa 
Beach.  If you look at the history of the process in Hermosa Beach, the Lawsuit, the 
settlement agreement, the vote, the process in Redondo Beach would be similar to the 
history and current requirements in order to secure drilling in the City o f Hermosa 
Beach. 

EB-309 The City Maintenance Yard could stay where it is while drilling occurred on the AES 
site.  The Applicant might have the lease, but there is no requirement to move the 
Yard.  If the vote fails, the Applicant would not require the yard to move even though 
the lease is still active.  

EB-310 Section 5.1.6 addresses the alternatives and the Project objectives.   
EB-311 The City’s Coastal Land Use Plan lacks policies governing industrial development and 

particularly oil and gas development.  While it is not anticipated that other oil and gas 
projects at other sites would be proposed in the future, consultation with Coastal 
Commission staff indicates that the policies should be written to address oil and gas 
development more generally, with some allowance for specificity to the Proposed 
Project such as found in Programs 3.1 and 4.1.  
 
The proposed amendment is to the Coastal Land Use Plan and addresses consistency 
with the Coastal Act as relates to oil and gas development; it is not necessary to 
address consistency with all other laws.  However, Appendix P is amended by adding, 
“Oil and gas exploration, development and production must also be consistent with the 
public access, recreation, environmentally sensitive habitat, visual, cultural, air quality, 
water quality, and marine resource protection policies, among others, of the Coastal 
Act stated in other sections of this Plan” to Section B.  Other laws remain operative 
and need not be referenced, and we do not believe the proposed amendment is 
inconsistent with other laws.  Consultation between City staff and Coastal 
Commission staff during the drafting of the proposed amendment indicated that 
reference to the Settlement Agreement was not appropriate for inclusion within the 
proposed amendment. 

EB-312 The City intends to file an application for the proposed Coastal Land Use Plan 
amendment concurrently with E&B’s application to the Coastal Commission.  The 
ballot measure will specify that suggested modifications by the Coastal Commission to 
the Land Use Plan amendment may be considered and adopted by the City Council 
without the need for voter approval.  While E&B may comment on suggested 
modifications before the Council for approval, E&B’s agreement is not necessary.  
The City’s responsibilities and E&B’s rights under referenced documents will remain 
unchanged.  

EB-313 Section 30101 of the Coastal Act provides a definition for “Coastal Dependent” 
industry.  The definition is not specific to offshore oil and gas facilities but rather “any 
development or use which requires a site on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to 
function at all”.  As the Proposed Project requires a location that is adjacent to the sea 
to achieve the directional drilling component of the Project and the Project Site is 
located in the coastal zone, discussion of Section 30101 of the Coastal Act is 
appropriate. 
 
The Proposed Project does propose to develop offshore oil and gas reserves via 
directional drilling.  The proposed amendment does not state that offshore wells are 
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proposed. Policy 2 is modified to state that “offshore oil and gas wells, platforms, 
processing and storage facilities are prohibited.  The modified policy eliminates 
language that would prohibit drilling, and is therefore consistent with the Proposed 
Project which proposes directional drilling. 

EB-314 The proposed amendments to the City’s Coastal Land Use Plan are in draft form and 
would require certification by the Coastal Commission.  The goals and policies 
contained in amendments proposed by the City have not been subject to formal review 
by the Coastal Commission at this state of the Proposed Project.  City staff consulted 
with Coastal Commission staff in the preparation of the proposed amendment in 
Appendix P.  The appropriateness of the language will ultimately be considered by the 
Coastal Commission when it considers the City’s application for the Coastal Land Use 
Plan amendment to add a new section titled “Coastal Industrial (Oil and Gas) 
Development.” 

EB-315 This sentence is deleted since the meaning of this sentence may not be clear, and its 
elimination does not affect the application of the Coastal Act to development 
proposals. However, Coastal Commission staff has advised that the proposed 
amendment to the Coastal Land Use Plan should provide policy by which to guide and 
evaluate projects that may be proposed in the coastal zone, whether it be the Proposed 
Project or some other project.  The proposed amendment strikes a balance between 
this objective and the limits imposed by the voters. 

EB-316 The cited provisions of the Coastal Act were determined in consultation with Coastal 
Commission staff.  However, Appendix P is modified to state that, “Oil and gas 
exploration, development and production must also be consistent with the public 
access, recreation, environmentally sensitive habitat, visual, cultural, air quality, water 
quality, and marine resource protection policies, among others, of the Coastal Act 
stated in other sections of this Plan” in Section B.  This method of referencing policies 
was preferred per consultation with Coastal Commission staff.   
 
Objective 1 in Appendix P to the Draft EIR is deleted per consultation with the 
Coastal Commission; however Objective 2 (now Objective 1) in Appendix P to the 
Final EIR is retained.  The Coastal Land Use Plan in its entirety as well as the General 
Plan (since the Coastal Land Use Plan is an element of the General Plan) provide 
policy demonstrating the importance of these attributes. 

EB-317 The Comment is not specific as to which provisions of the lease, if any, were 
potentially inconsistent with the policy. Policy 4 is modified and renumbered as 
Program 4.2 to allow trucking during site and pipeline construction consistent with the 
Proposed Project.  Program 4.2 states, “All oil and gas products shall be transported by 
pipeline to processing and refining facilities.  Produced resources may be transported 
by vehicles designed for this purpose only during exploration and construction phases 
of minimum duration necessary to confirm the petroleum resource, construct facilities 
on the project site, and construct pipelines. Oil and gas produced from production 
wells shall be conveyed by pipeline.”  City staff believes the policy as revised is 
consistent with the Lease. 

EB-318 The Comment is not specific as to which provisions of the lease, if any, were 
potentially inconsistent with the policy.  

EB-319 The Comment is not specific as to how and whether the policy is potentially not 
consistent with laws, regulations, the lease or the settlement agreement.   Other laws 
remain operative and need not all be specifically referenced, and we do not believe the 
proposed amendment is inconsistent with other laws or regulations.  Consultation 
between City and Coastal Commission staff during the drafting of the proposed 
amendment indicated that reference to the Settlement Agreement and Lease were not 
appropriate for inclusion within the proposed amendment. 

EB-320 The proposed amendments to the City’s Coastal Land Use Plan are in draft form.  The 
Hermosa Beach City Council in 2010 declared its intent to pursue the path to make 

Q-Applicant-252



 
 

Comment # Response 
city operations carbon neutral, the proposed amendment language reflects this City 
goal.  The proposed final amendment language would be required to be consistent with 
the Proposed Project, the Conditional Use Permit, Lease Agreement, the Coastal Act, 
and all applicable laws and regulations.  The policy also uses the term permissive term 
“should” rather than mandatory term “shall.” 

EB-321 The additional noise mitigation submitted by E&B has been taken into consideration 
in the Final EIR and the document has been revised to reflect the level of impact as a 
result of the added mitigation.  

EB-322 The threshold is that it creates a nuisance.  The SCAQMD defines an odor as a 
significant impact if it is a nuisance as defined by Rule 402 - any emission which 
would "cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of 
persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any 
such persons or the public".  The criteria that an NOV is required in order for the 
facility to be a nuisance is difficult to achieve as the SCAQMD is located more than an 
hour away from the Project Site.  The requirement that the inspector must "observe, 
identify or otherwise establish evidence of" the emissions is difficult as odors can be 
very transitory, sometimes lasting for only a short period of time.  Therefore, the 
DEIR utilized the number of "6 complaints" to establish the "considerable number of 
persons".  While the facility might operate in a manner which would not produce 
annoyance or endangers the comfort of the public, it also might operate in a fashion 
that does produce discomfort or annoyance.  Oil and gas facilities have substantially 
different potentials for odors. Non-sour, liquid-only type facilities that are well run and 
maintained, which are common in Los Angeles and Torrance/Wilmington, produce 
very different odors from facilities that process sour gas in relatively large quantities 
being more susceptible to odors.  The EIR does not conclude that the facility would 
always and on a regular basis provide for a nuisance, only that a nuisance could occur.  
Please see responses to comments EB-1, EB-2 and EB-113. 

EB-323 The inclusion of a vent-to-flare system and tank hatch control reduce the frequency 
and sources of odor emissions.  However, from an odor standpoint, the facility is not 
"closed-loop" because the leakage from components and the releases during drilling 
and workovers, and maintenance activities, which are known and expected, mean that 
odors could occur.  SCAQMD Rule 1173 is a regulatory requirement and leakage still 
occurs from components even under the 1173 inspection programs.    Please see 
responses to comments EB-2 and EB-113. 

EB-324 The inclusion of a compressor seal vent system would reduce the potential for odor 
emissions from the compressor seals.  However, as discussed above, there are a 
number of other potential sources of odors, including accidents, and these are not 
accounted for with a compressor seal vent system. 

EB-325 H2S in the vapor space above a tank of crude oil can often be substantially higher than 
that within the crude oil, with observed levels 10x higher than the H2S in the crude oil.  
The use of 1,000 ppm is very conservative, but was used to estimate if normal 
operations could produce an offsite impact.  With tank hatch and 99% control of 
fugitive emissions, as proposed by the Applicant, emission during normal operations 
would be less than significant.  Therefore, even at elevated levels, impacts would be 
less than significant.  The 1,000 ppm H2S was not used to define significance, only 
used to establish potential operational levels during normal operations. 

EB-326 The Applicant has proposed numerous design features which would reduce the 
potential for odors.  However, the potential is substantial for an odor release producing 
odor complaints due to the proximity to receptors and the possibility of odor 
complaints cannot be eliminated and is therefore a significant impact. 

EB-327 Please see response to comment EB-217 
EB-328 Please see response to comment EB-217 
EB-329 Please see response to comment EB-217 
EB-330 Please see response to comment EB-217 
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