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110. Howard Simon 3/5/14 SIMH
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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
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L&D

Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700 e Fax: (661) 679-1797
1600 Norris Road ¢ Bakersfield, CA 93308

April 14, 2014

Mr. Ken Robertson

Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, California 90254

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project, Dated February 2014

Dear Mr. Robertson,

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (E&B) has conducted a review of the E&B Oil Drilling and
Production Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), dated February 2014 (distributed for
public review on February 13, 2014). This letter transmits to the City our comments on the Draft EIR.
Our comments on the individual sections of the Draft EIR are provided as Attachment 1 to this letter.

In reviewing the Draft EIR, we were concerned that several significant and unavoidable impacts had
been identified for the proposed project. When E&B had submitted its Application and technical reports
last year, we sought to demonstrate to the City and its residents that E&B could develop the proposed
project with few, if any, significant environmental effects. In reviewing these sections of the Draft EIR, | EB-1
we noticed that it relied on significance thresholds, various methodologies and “worst case” scenarios
that seemed to press the limits of CEQA. CEQA allows public agencies to adopt significance thresholds
and to use their best efforts to forecast, but CEQA prohibits speculation and the basis for some of the
thresholds was uncertain. Despite these challenges, E&B focused its efforts over the past two months
to understanding the analysis in the Draft EIR, and researching and resolving these environmental

issues.

To put a finer point on the issues, in some instances, the Draft EIR applied significance thresholds that
were more stringent than recognized standards (i.e., pipeline spills), and in an effort to eliminate the
resulting impacts to biology, hydrology, and recreation, E&B has developed additional measures to
protect the pipelines (measures which are not commonly deployed for pipelines).|In other instances,

the Draft EIR did not incorporate some of the Proposed Project’s design features (e.g., closed loop EB-2
system), and E&B further evaluated the issue to confirm that any odors would be less than significant.

In some cases, the analysis in the Draft EIR was a “worst case” scenario that overstated risk to such a

degree that the results could not be substantiated in the recorded history of oil wells in the Torrance Oil B3

Field (i.e., risk of upset). In that case, E&B engaged a well-respected oil and gas consultant to model the
risk, and to provide a scientific basis for evaluating the risk of upset. E&B wants to demonstrate to

Q-Applicant-1 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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everyone that this project can be developed safer.| With respect to noise, the Draft EIR evaluated
potential noise impacts at 5 and 20 feet, and in response, E&B has incorporate additional mitigation EB-4
measures to comply not only with the 45 dBA standard in the Oil Code, but with a 3 dBA standard (not
formally adopted by the City), which is the level at which a change in sound becomes perceptible.

E&B has documented its work in the following letters, technical reports and other scientific documents,
which are also provided as Attachments to this letter as follows:

e Comments previously transmitted to the City in a letter to Ken Robertson, dated March 31,
2014. This letter was regarding the odors analysis provided in Section 4.2, Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gases, of the Draft EIR. This letter is provided as Attachment 2.

e Comments previously transmitted to the City in a letter to Ken Robertson, dated April 1, 2014.

This letter was regarding the analysis of Phases 2 and 4 Drilling and Production in Section 4.11,
Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR, This letter is provided as Attachment 3.

e Comments previously transmitted to the City in a letter to Ken Robertson, dated April 8, 2014.
This letter was regarding the analysis of pipeline spills provided in of the Draft EIR. This letter is
provided as Attachment 4. EB-5

e Discussion of the Marine Facility Oil Spill Contingency Plan and process, dated April 11, 2013,
previously transmitted to the City as Attachment G to the Response to Planning Application
Completeness Review. This information is provided as Attachment 5.

» Resubmittal of Updated Parking Plan, dated January 2014, previously submitted to the City at
their request. This information is provided as Attachment 6.

e “Analysis of Potential Well Flow During Drilling Operations,” prepared by Boots & Coots, April
2014. This document is provided as Attachment 7.

s “Technical Note #3a, Review of MRS Blowout Frequencies,” prepared by Bercha International,
Inc., March 24, 2014. This document is provided as Attachment 8.

o “Technical Note #3, MRS Leak and Rupture Release Fault Trees and Risk Spectrum Review and
Updates,” prepared by Bercha International, Inc., April 12, 2014. This document is provided as
Attachment 9.

Should you have questions or require additional information about any of the comments or edits
contained in this submittal, please contact me.

Regards,
Michael Finch

Vice President Health, Safety, Environmental & Governmental Affairs
E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

Attachments (9)
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Attachment 1
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Attachment 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Page ES-1, second paragraph:

The last sentence states the following about the City Maintenance Yard and the scope of the
ballot measure, “Decisions on relocation and design of City Maintenance Yard will not be part of
the ballot measure....”

The City may need to consider the scope of the ballot measure for the Proposed City
Maintenance Yard Project to ensure that the maintenance activities may be relocated in sufficient
time for the commencement of the Proposed Oil Project and to be in compliance with the Lease
and the 2012 Settlement Agreement. The City is obligated to relocate the City Maintenance
Yard as further described in the Lease and the Settlement Agreement, yet in the Draft FIR, the
City identifies several discretionary approvals required for the relocation of the City
Maintenance Yard, including legislative actions that may require Coastal Commission approval
(Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-85, Table 2.16). If these items are not included in the
ballot measure, the City must provide assurances that it will processes any required permits and
entitlements for the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard to ensure that the relocation occurs
as contemplated under the Lease and Settlement Agreement. This clarification should be
included in the Executive Summary, as well as in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft
EIR.

Page ES-1, sixth paragraph:
The discussion of the history of the previously prepared CEQA documentation for the

MacPherson project is incomplete. This discussion should be revised to include information
contained in Subsection 1.8.1, Project History, in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR.

EB-6

EB-7

Page ES-2, Subsection Description of Proposed Project, first paragraph:

The third sentence states, “Oil and gas pipelines constructed and used by the Project would
extend from the Project Site to area refineries.” This information is incorrect and should be

revised.

The oil pipeline for the Proposed Project would extend from the project site and connect to one
of three identified valve box locations either at the Exxon Mobil refinery site or at a connection
point with other pipelines that would carry the oil to other areas for processing. The oil pipeline
scenarios and the four potential valve box locations have been described on pages 2-48 through
2-55 in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. In addition, the gas pipeline for the
Proposed Project would extend from the project site to a tie in at a Southern California Gas
(SCG) at a proposed metering station provided as a part of the Proposed Project in the Southern
California Edison (SCE) Utility Corridor as described on pages 2-47 through 2-49 in Section 2.0,
Project Description, of the Draft EIR. The above sentence should be revised to reflect the
information on the oil and gas pipelines in Section 2.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR.

EB-8

Page ES-2, last paragraph:

This paragraph should be revised as follows:
The Applicant proposes the development of an onshore drilling and production facility site
that would utilize directional drilling of 34 wells (30 oil wells, 4 four wells for water

injection) to access the oil and gas reserves in the tidelands (pursuant to a lease-granted-by
grant from the State of California to the City)....

EB-9

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 1
Comments on Draft EIR dated February 2014
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Attachment 1

Page ES-4, first paragraph, third full sentence:

The third full sentence states, “The Applicant proposes a laydown site for heavy equipment and
supply staging/storage within the industrial building at 601 Cypress Avenue during the EB-10
construction phases.” This sentence should be revised as follows: )

The Applicant proposes a laydown site for heavy-equipment-and supply staging/storage
within the basement level of the industrial building at 601 Cypress Avenue during the

construction phases.

Page ES-4, second paragraph, second bullet:

The text in the second bullet should be corrected as follows: EB-11
* Phase 2: Drilling 4-test-wels and Testing of three oil wells and one water injection
well;

Page ES-4, third paragraph, second sentence:

The second sentence states, “Prior to the initiation of each phase of the Proposed Oil Project, it
would be required that plans be submitted by the Applicant to the City and other permitting

o ¥ - . - EB-12
authorities for review and approval. These would include coastal development permits....

The Applicant does not plan on obtaining more than one Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and
certainly not a CDP for each phase. The text should be revised to reflect this.

Page ES-4, fourth paragraph, first sentence:
The first sentence states:
The City Maintenance Yard is proposed to be relocated to a temporary facility to be

established on the rear (westerly) portion of the City Hall site (1315 Valley Drive) prior
to and during the initial phase [emphasis added] of the Proposed Oil Project so that the

maintenance operations could continue when the existing City Maintenance Yard is EB-13
demolished as part of Proposed Oil Project activities.
This is inconsistent with the first sentence on page ES-5 that states, “Phase 1 would occur for
approximately six months. Prior to Phase 1 activities, the temporary City Maintenance Yard
would be installed.” Please revise the appropriate text to correct this inconsistency here and
throughout the Draft EIR.
Page ES-4, fourth paragraph, second sentence:
The second sentence should be revised as follows to reflect the terminology used to describe
Phase 2 of the Proposed Project: EB-14

The construction of the permanent City Maintenance Yard would be undertaken on the
site now occupied by Hermosa Self-Storage (552 11™ Place) after the Applicant
completes the exploration testing phase of the Proposed Oil Project in Phase 2.

Page ES-4, fifth paragraph:

This paragraph states, “The permanent Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project has two options:
a Parking Option, which would add a net 97 parking spaces with a below grade parking garage, [ EB-15
and a No Added Parking Option, which would neither add nor subtract from the amount of
parking that is currently available.”

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 2
Comments on Drafi EIR dated February 2014
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Attachment 1

This paragraph is unclear. It should be revised to more clearly identify existing parking spaces
and the number of spaces that would be added and/or deleted with each of the parking options.
The clarification should be reflected in the other sections of the Draft EIR where the discussion
of the permanent Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project occurs.

Page ES-5, second paragraph:

This paragraph states, “Phase 2 would occur for approximately 12 months. The drill rig would
operate continuously for 24 hours per day, seven days per week, until the appropriate depth and
bottom-hole location for each well has been reached. It is estimated it would take 120 days for
drilling activities, 24 hours a day, which is approximately 30 days per well for four wells.” EB-16

As written, this paragraph implies that drilling each well would require that the drilling process
would occur for 24 hours a day for 30 days. The 30 day time frame for each well includes time
for placing the drill in position, installing rigging, and after the actual drilling, the relocation of
the drilling rig to the next well location position. This text should be revised to reflect the other
activities occur within the overall 30 day time period.

Page ES-5, third paragraph:
This paragraph should be revised as follows to include acknowledgement that the Phase 3 time

frame includes timing for site remediation:

If it is determined that the production of oil and gas on the Project Site would be EB-17

economically viable, the Applicant would begin Phase 3 of the Proposed Oil Project and
Phase 3 would occur for a period of approximately 14 months. This would include time
for site remediation on the Project Site.

Page ES-5, fourth paragraph:

Insert the following clarifying language into this paragraph as follows:
Phase 4 would occur for a period of approximately 30 to 35 years, the first 30 months of EB-18
which would include the drilling of the remaining wells. A 35-year period allowing for
drilling into the tidelands and uplands and production is provided for under the existing
Lease (Oil and Gas Lease No. 2).

Page ES-5, Footnote for Table ES-1:

Add the following clarifying text as follows to the last sentence of the footnote to Table ES-1: EB-19

Does not include permitting timeframe, which would occur in advance of construction for
each phase.

Page ES-5, last paragraph:
This paragraph states, “The City is the lead agency which is preparing the EIR, and in this case
the decision makers are the electorate of the City of Hermosa Beach.”

This paragraph should be revised to clarify that the City is the lead agency for the purposes of EB-20
CEQA and the City will consider the Draft Final EIR for certification as well as place the
Proposed Project on the ballot. These two actions must occur prior to the voters approving or
denying the Proposed Project through the ballot measure process.

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 3
Comments on Draft EIR dated February 2014
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Page ES-7, first paragraph and Table ES-2:
The reference to “Proposed Project” in the first paragraph and the title to Table ES-2 should be | £g_9q
revised to “Proposed Oil Project.” A similar type of table should be provided for the Proposed
City Maintenance Yard Project.

Global Comment on pages ES-8 through ES-11:

The text provided on these pages should be revised to reflect the revised contents of the | Ep-22
environmental analysis provided in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR in response to the comments
submitted during the public review period.

Page ES-8, Air Quality, first paragraph:
The third sentence states, “...release of these compounds can cause odor impacts at considerable
distances.”

Define a considerable distance? Wouldn’t odor impacts, to the extent any exist with the
incorporation of suggested additional analysis and proposed mitigation mitigations, be very | EB-23
localized?

The incorporation of the analysis and additional mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant
in the comments on Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, provided below in this letter
would reduce the potential impacts from odors to a less than significant level. This text should
be revised to reflect the additional analysis and mitigation measures.

Page ES-9, Biology, second paragraph:

The second paragraph states, “Implementing the proposed mitigation measures, including
developing emergency response plans with specific criteria, implementing infrastructure
preventative maintenance, and conducting structural integrity tests and routine inspections,
would reduce the likelihood and severity of potential spill and exposure impacts to sensitive
biological resources, but impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.” EB-24

The incorporation of the additional mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant in the
comments on Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, provided below in this letter
would reduce the potential impacts to biological resources from a potential oil spill from a
pipeline on Herondo Street near Valley Drive to a less than significant level. This text should be
revised to reflect the additional analysis and mitigation measures.

Page ES-9, Hydrology:
This paragraph states,

As described under Biology, a release from the pipeline between the Project Site and
Prospect Avenue, near the corner of Herondo Street and Valley Drive, could produce a
spill of 4,800 gallons that could drain directly into subsurface soils and/or to the ocean
through storm drains. Mitigation measures, in addition to those listed for Biology, include EB-25
spill training, the required spill control equipment, the installation of a check valve into
the crude oil pipeline at Herondo Street and the installation of an oil separator in storm
drain systems of Herondo Street. These mitigation measures would reduce the frequency
or severity of a spill reaching the ocean, but impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable.

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 4
Comments on Draft EIR dated February 2014
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The incorporation of the additional mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant in the
comments on Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, provided below in this letter
would reduce the potential impacts to hydrology and water quality from a potential oil spill from
a pipeline on Herondo Street near Valley Drive to a less than significant level. This text should
be revised to reflect the additional analysis and mitigation measures.

Page ES-10, first full paragraph:
Insert the following clarifying text in the first sentence:

Predicted noise impacts during the Phase 2 and Phase 4 drilling stages are significant
along the entire perimeter of the Project Site and in many cases also exceed the 45 dBA
nighttime limit imposed by the Hermosa Beach Oil Code. EB-26

In addition, the incorporation of the additional mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant in
the comments on Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration, provided below in this letter would reduce
the potential impacts related to the increase in nighttime noise levels during concurrent drilling
and production in Phases 2 and 4 to a less than significant level. This text should be revised to
reflect the additional analysis and mitigation measures.

Page ES-10, Recreation, first paragraph:

The third paragraph states, “A spill along the coastline could affect beach areas, leading to beach
closures and boating restrictions in contaminated areas during and potentially after cleanup.”
This sentence seems extreme, given the unlikely nature of pipeline spill, which is not on the

coastline.
The incorporation of the additional mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant in the EB-27

comments on Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, provided below in this letter
would reduce the potential impacts to recreation from a potential oil spill from a pipeline on
Herondo Street near Valley Drive to a less than significant level. This text should be revised to
reflect the additional analysis and mitigation measures.

Page ES-10, Safety and Risk of Upset, first paragraph:

The second sentence states, “Although it is not known at this time which reservoir areas, if any,
are pressurized to the extent that pressures could produce a blowout, historical data from drilling
in Redondo Beach indicates that such potential does exist.” Please provide source of information
for this assumption.

The analysis provided by the Applicant in the comments on Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset,
and Hazards, provided below in this letter provides evidence that the potential impacts related to
blowout of a well would be less than significant level. This text should be revised to reflect the [ EB-28
additional analysis and mitigation measures.

In addition, the incorporation of the additional mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant in
the comments on Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, provided below in this letter
would reduce the potential impacts related to safety and hazards from a potential oil spill from a
pipeline on Herondo Street near Valley Drive to a less than significant level. This text should be
revised to reflect the additional analysis and mitigation measures.

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 5
Comments on Drafi EIR dated February 2014
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Attachment 1

Page ES-11, No Project Alternative, first paragraph:
The following clarifying text should be added after the first sentence:
Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be built, and the City EB-29

Maintenance Yard would remain in its existing location without development of a new
maintenance yard. There would also be no removal of contaminated soil and site clean-

up.
Page ES-15, Environmentally Superior Alternative, second paragraph:

The fourth paragraph states, “However, these barriers are similar to those under the Proposed
Project and are therefore not considered to pose greater challenges where the proponent cannot
reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.”

The barriers are not similar in any way. Currently, the Applicant has a lease for the project site
and for the use of the tidelands and uplands; no such property interest exists at the AES power
plant site. Further, the Settlement Agreement obligates the City to place the measure on the
ballot; no similar agreement exists with the City of Redondo Beach. This information should be
incorporated into the analysis and assessment of the viability of the AES power plant site as an
alternative to the Proposed Project.

Pages ES-33 and ES-34 of Table ES-2:

The summary of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project related to biological
resources should be revised to include the appropriate mitigation measures, including the | EB-31
additional mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant in the comments provided further
below in this letter.

EB-30

SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION

Page 1-1, second paragraph:

This third sentence states, “Drilling and production facilities would be located at the 1.3-acre site
with oil and gas pipelines extending southward offsite within the cities of Hermosa Beach,
Redondo Beach and Torrance to the Torrance Refinery.” EB-32

This information is incorrect. Refer to the comment on Page ES-2, Subsection Description of
Proposed Project, first paragraph above in this letter for information on the oil and gas pipelines
that would be provided as a part of the Proposed Project.

Page 1-1, second full paragraph:

The fifth sentence is lacking detail about the changes in public parking with the Proposed Project
and should be revised as follows:

A lot immediately west of the Project Site at 636 Cypress Street would be developed to
provide 20 spaces serving E&B employees on weekdays and replace 17 parking spaces,
consisting of previding 15 free remote coastal public parking spaces in the evenings and
on weekends at the existing City Maintenance Yard and two on-street parking spaces
along the south side of 6" Street, to-replace-spaees climinated by the Proposed Project.

EB-33
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Page 1-2, second full paragraph:

The second sentence states, “Decisions on relocation and design of the City Maintenance Yard
will not be part of the ballot measure and will be considered by the Hermosa Beach Planning | EB-34
Commission and City Council, as necessary.”

Refer to the comment on Page ES-1, second paragraph, above in this letter.

Page 1-3, Table 1.1, Assessor’s Parcel Numbers:

Add the following text to include Hermosa Beach as a location where pipelines would be placed
] _ EB-35
in the road ROW:

Pipelines: (R.O.W. Cities of Hermosa Beach, Redondo Beach and Torrance)

Page 1-4, last paragraph:
The following revisions to the text should be provided to clarify the information being provided:

The City of Hermosa Beach will consider the information in the Final EIR (FEIR) and
certify the Final EIR (including adoption of Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations) prior to—deciding—whether—to—plaee to placing a measure on the ballot
asking the voters to approve or disapprove the Project, as required by the Settlement EB-36
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.
Page 1-5, Subsection 1.2.1.1 Local Regional Agencies, fifth paragraph:
This paragraph should be revised as follows:
The City of Redondo Beach will use the EIR in its consideration of a Coastal

Development Permit for installation of pipelines within the Coastal Zone, and any
permits required for the construction of the gas metering station.

EB-37

Page 1-6, bullet items under Qil Development Project:
Add an additional item to the list of Coastal Commission actions related to the Oil Development
Project:
» Amend the Hermosa Beach Coastal Land Use Plan to change the Land Use Map
designation from Open Space to Industrial;
» Amend the Hermosa Beach Coastal Land Use Plan to add policies to regulate oil and
gas recovery as proposed in Appendix P; EB-38
+ Amend the City’s Preferential Parking Program (existing Coastal Development
Permit CDP 5-84-236);
» Adopt a Development Agreement for the Project;

+ Approve a Coastal Development Permit for demolition and removal of facilities to
allow construction of the parking lot at 636 Cypress Street;

» Approve a Coastal Development Permit for the Project.

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 7
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Page 1-6, bullets under City Maintenance Yard Relocation, permanent and temporary:

The lists include approvals for a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for demolition and removal
of facilities at the existing City Maintenance Yard, as well as the required amendment to the
City’s Preferential Parking Program. The requirement for these two items seems redundant to the
requests to the California Coastal Commission that will be made by Applicant. Clarify the need
for these separate activities that could be processed as one CDP.

In addition, the list of approvals should be reorganized to provide the temporary City
Maintenance Yard Project approvals first and the permanent City Maintenance Yard Project
approvals second.

Page 1-7, Subsection 1.2.3 Impacts Considered Less Than Significant, first paragraph:
The first paragraph should be revised as follows:
Based on the findings of the Initial Study and the NOP Scoping Process, the following
environmental topics are excluded from analysis in this DEIR because it was determined

that the Proposed Project is would believed—te have no potential for significant
environmental effects related to these issues.

Page 1-9, second bullet at top of page:
The second bullet should be revised as follows:

» Amend the Hermosa Beach Municipal Code, including the “Oil Production” Code
(Hermosa Beach Municipal Code, Chapter 21-A), to amend the prohibition on
process operations to allow oil and gas processing and treatment activities. Oil and
gas processing shall be defined as treatment activities that involve the chemical
separation of oil and gas constituents and the removal of impurities. Processing
activities would include oil stripping; hydrogen sulfide and carbon dioxide removal
systems; depropanizers, debutanizers, or other types of fractionation; sulfur recovery
plants; wastewater treatment plants; and separation and dehydration of oil/gas/water.

Pages 1-9 and 1-10, bullet item list for City Maintenance Yard Relocation, permanent and
temporary:

Refer to comment on ES-1, second paragraph, above in this letter regarding the future
discretionary actions by the City for the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project.

Page 1-10, last bullet item in list:
Last bullet in list is probably not intended to be a bulleted item, but a separate paragraph.

Page 1-12, Appendix list:
Appendix F, listed on this page, is not included on the CD that accompanied the Draft EIR.
Indicate where these documents can be viewed by the public.

Page 1-12: Section 1.4.2, first paragraph:

The fourth paragraph states, “...this EIR uses the well-established significance criteria adopted
by the County of Santa Barbara. These criteria have been found to be acceptable and utilized by
the California Coastal Commission in particular.”

The Draft EIR does not seem to apply the Santa Barbara Environmental Risk Significance
Criteria, but instead appears to utilize a different standard (1/1,000,000). The City should
identify the authority for this standard.

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 8
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Page 1-16, fourth full paragraph:

The first sentence states, “E&B will pay Macpherson $30 million for those rights, including

Macpherson’s existing Conditional Use Permit and Lease.” EB-47

This statement is incorrect. Clarify that E&B has already paid this amount to Macpherson.

Page 1-17, last paragraph:
The last paragraph indicates that an approval is required from State Lands Commission. Please | EB-48
clarify, since it is our understanding that no additional approval is required from the State Lands
Commission.

SECTION 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Page 2-1, Section 2.0, first paragraph:
To assist the reader in understanding the relationship and requirements for both the City and the| Epg_sg
Applicant, it would be useful to add a reference to the Lease and Settlement Agreement
contained in the Appendix to the Draft EIR.

Page 2-1, second paragraph:
The second sentence states:

In order to clear the current City Maintenance Yard site (called the Project Site) for the
construction of the proposed oil and gas facility, the City Maintenance Yard would be
temporarily relocated during Phase 1 of the Proposed Project . If it is determined that the
production of oil and gas on the Project Site would be economically viable (Phase 2 of
the Proposed Project), construction of the permanent City Maintenance Yard would be
completed once Phase 3 of the Proposed Project begins. The permanent Proposed City
Maintenance Yard Project has two options: a Parking Option, which would add a net 97
parking spaces with a below grade parking garage, and a No Added Parking Option,
which would have the same amount of parking as is currently available.

EB-50

This paragraph is unclear. The relocated City Maintenance Yard would be needed by the City
during both Phase 1 and Phase 2, whether the relocation is to a temporary site or the permanent
site. This should be clarified. It should be revised to more clearly identify existing parking
spaces and the number of spaces that would be added and/or deleted with each of the parking
options. The clarification should be reflected in the other sections of the Draft EIR where the
discussion of the permanent Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project occurs.

Page 2-2, Section 2.1, first paragraph:

The end of the first sentence states, . . . (pursuant to a lease granted by the State of California to EB-51
the City). . .” There is a grant to the City, not a lease. See comment on page ES-2 above.

Page 2-2, Section 2.1, second paragraph:
For clarity, add the following information at the end of the last sentence: EB-52

“As indicated below, the permanent City Maintenance Yard and the oil and gas facility on the
Project Site would be constructed at the same time during Phase 3 of the Proposed Project.”

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 9
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Page 2-4, Section 2.2, first paragraph:

For clarity, the last sentence should be revised as follows:
“The City is the lead agency which is preparing and certifying the EIR. ;-and-in-this-case-the| EB-53
deeision—makers—are Project approvals will be made by the electorate of the City of Hermosa
Beach.”

Page 2-7, first paragraph, first full sentence:

The referenced parking is part of the City Maintenance Yard. Revise text as follows:

“In addition, within the boundaries of the Project Site, there is an asphalt parking area to—the EB-54
seuth in the southerly portion of the City Maintenance Yard that provides 15 parking spaces for
employees (Monday through Thursday between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.) and for the
public after hours (6:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.) and on weekends and holidays.”

Page 2-10, Section 2.4 Proposed Oil Project Phases, last paragraph:
Refer to the comment on page ES-4, third paragraph, second sentence.

Page 2-21, Table 2.4:

This table is confusing and the notes are hard for the reader to follow. The second and third
column headings should be revised to indicate that the trucks are 3-plus axle and 2-axle,
respectively. The total maximum number of trips provided in the last column are just additive | EB-56
and do not reflect the number of trips per day that would be associated with the project site. In
addition, this table does not fully reflect information provided by the Applicant in the Planning
Application documents.

EB-55

Page 2-38, Decision not to Proceed — Abandonment, second paragraph:

“The site would then be available for City or other development proposals, or for the temporary

City Maintenance Yard to be relocated back to this site.”
As the City Attorney has acknowledged in comments to the City Council, the Lease does not EB-57

automatically terminate if the voters do not approve the proposed project. Any future use would
need to be consistent with the Lease.

Page 2-33, last paragraph:
Figures 2.11 and 2.12 do not reflect the designated truck routes that would be used for the | gpg.gg
transport of oil during Phase 2. The corrected figure, provided in the Planning Application
documents should be used.

Page 2-38, Section 2.4.2.3:

The period is missing at end of the paragraph in Section 2.4.2.3.

EB-59

Page 2-41, Implementation of Remedial Action Plan, last sentence:
“The DTSC and the RWQCB have indicated that the contamination is below the levels of | £g.g0
concern for the area and that groundwater remediation would not be necessary for the site.”
Provide the source for this statement.

Page 2-59, Section 2.4.5, first paragraph:
“The drill rig would operate continuously for 24 hours per day, seven days per week, until the | EB-61
appropriate depth and bottom-hole location for each well has been reached. It is estimated it
would take approximately 30 days to drill each well.”
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As written, this paragraph implies that drilling each well would require that the drilling process
would occur for 24 hours a day for 30 days. The 30 day time frame for each well includes time
for placing the drill in position, installing rigging, and after the actual drilling, the relocation of
the drilling rig to the next well location position. This text should be revised to reflect the other
activities that occur within the overall 30-day time period

Pages 2-65, 2-66 and 2-67, Phase 4 Safety and Security Systems:

While this section purports to include “Safety and Security Systems” included in the project
design, it does not seem to include all of the project safety measures and features included in our | £g_g2
Project Application documents. The text does reference Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and
Hazards, but the design features should be discussed more thoroughly here in the Project
Description.

Page 2-72, first paragraph:

“The Applicant has requested that the City supply the required 17 replacement spaces as part of
the City Maintenance Yard relocation. If the No Added Parking option is constructed, then the
17 spaces would be provided on a permanent basis at the proposed temporary parking lot at 636
Cypress Avenue (see section 2.4.5). The City has not agreed to supply any replacement spaces
regardless whether the Parking option or No Added Parking option were to be constructed.” EB-63

The statement that the “17 spaces would be provided on a permanent basis at the proposed
temporary parking lot at 636 Cypress Avenue” is not accurate. Refer to the comment on pages
4.10-3 through 4.10-4, Subscction Proposed Project Offsite Parking Locations provided on
Section 4.10 below.

Page 2-72, fourth paragraph:

EB-64

Correct typo: the correct address is 601 Cypress Street, not 602 Cypress.
Pages 2-83, portion of sentence at top of page:
Correct the information in this text as follows:
“ . . amendments to the City of Hermosa Beach Coastal Land Use Plan,—and a Coastal EB-65
Development Permits Permit, and the Development Agreement for the Proposed Project.
Pages 2-83, 2-84 and 2-85, Table 2.15, State Agencies:
The Development Agreement approval is not listed in the actions of the California Coastal EB-66
Commission.  Additionally, no amendment to the Lease Agreement is proposed for the i
California State Lands Commission.
Page 2-85, Table 2.16:
Discretionary action items listed should be modified, per comments made above regarding Page EB-67
ES-1, second paragraphl7 spaces would be provided on a permanent basis at the proposed )
temporary parking lot at 636 Cypress Avenue.
SECTION 3.0 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
Page 3-2, Section 3.1.2, second paragraph:

’ ’ P EB-68

Provide the timeframe for the AES Power Plant project and the rationale for identifying as a
cumulative project.
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Page 3-2, Section 3.1.2, third paragraph:
Explain the rationale for inclusion of the Anita Traffic Lane Modification Project in this | EB-69
cumulative analysis, since it is scheduled for completion before the Proposed Project could be
placed on the ballot.

Page 3-2, Section 3.2.1, fourth paragraph:
Explain the rationale for inclusion of the Harbor Development Project in this cumulative | EB-70
analysis, since it is scheduled for completion before the Proposed Project could be constructed,
assuming it is approved by the voters in the City of Hermosa Beach.

SECTION 4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Page 4-1, Section 4.0.1 Assessment Methodology, third paragraph:

The fourth and fifth sentences discuss that “this EIR uses the well-established significance
criteria adopted by the County of Santa Barbara” and that the criteria has been been utilized by | EB-71
the Coastal Commission. This paragraph needs to further describe the criteria and indicate the
environmental topics in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR that were analyzed using the criteria.

Page 4-2, Section 4.0.2 Oil Project Impact Analysis:
Provide the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, or other legal | gB-72
citation for the categories of impacts using the terms: Class I, Class II, Class III and Class IV.
The use of this “short-hand” was used inconsistently in the document.

Page 4-3, Section 4.0.3, Formulation of Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring
Program, second and fourth paragraphs:

Reference is made to “Applicant-proposed measures.” The Applicant is assuming this is a
reference to the Applicant-proposed project design features and operational characteristics
defined in the Planning Application documentation submitted to the City. These are key to the
overall project design and operations and were developed by the Applicant’s design team and
other technical consultants so that the Proposed Project would be in compliance with the 1993
Conditional Use Permit conditions of approval and reduce the potential significant effects of the
Proposed Project to the extent feasible. These design features and operational characteristics
should be included within each of the respective analyses of the environmental topic in Section
2.0, even if these project design features and operational characteristics are ultimately identified
as mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.

Page 4-3, EM-1, bottom of page:

With respect to EM-1, any agreements between the Applicant (E&B) and the City will be entered
into in a manner consistent with the provisions of the Lease and Settlement Agreement and the EB-74
implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing. In addition, there should be an
acknowledgement of the Development Agreement and its role in the project implementation.

EB-73
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SECTION 4.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Page 4.1-4, Section 4.1.1.3 Assessment of Key Observation Points, first paragraph:

Private views are not legally protected under CEQA and, while the City may evaluate potential EB-75
impacts to private views, any mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts would be legally
infeasible as the City cannot create a private property right using the CEQA process

Pages 4.1-7 Section 4.1.2.1, Subsection Proposed Oil Project Site and 4.1-12, Section 4.1.2.2
Light and Glare:

On Page 4.1-7, the Project Site is described as “. . . located in a densely developed area. The
parcel is immediately surrounded by light manufacturing and open space land uses. One- and
Two-family residential and open space land uses border the light manufacturing district (See
Figure 2.4, Project Description).” This seems like an accurate description of the general area. EB-76

(13

However, on Page 4.1-12, the Project Site area is described as “. . . located within a dense
residential area with some commercial and industrial uses, characterized by low to medium
ambient nighttime artificial light levels.”

There seems to be a contradiction is the characterization of the conditions surrounding the
Project Site. The Project Site conditions are more accurately reflected in the characterization on
Page 4.1-7, and the characterization on Page 4.1-12 should be revised to reflect consistent
language describing the Project Site area.

Page 4.1-14, Section 4.1.3.3, Subsection City of Hermosa Beach Municipal Codes, third
bulleted item: EB-77

Does Section 17.28.030H apply to the Project Site? The existing City Maintenance Yard is
surrounded by M-1 Light Manufacturing and OS Open Space zoning.

Page 4.1-15, top of page:

Do the Open Space provisions cited here also pertain to the relocated City Maintenance Yard
component of the Proposed Project? If so, this should be made clear, and a consistency | EB-78
assessment with proposed plans for the relocated City Maintenance Yard should be included in
the visual analysis.

Pages 4.1-15 and 4.1.16, 4.1.3.4 Subsection City of Redondo Beach General Plan and 4.1.3.5
subsection City of Torrance General Plan:

Are these General Plan discussions relevant to the Proposed Project, given the fact that the EB-79
construction that will occur in both Redondo Beach and Torrance will be pipelines? As a note,
there will be a gas metering station will constructed in Redondo Beach.
Page 4.1-26, next to last bulleted at bottom of page:
. “Except for the drill rig and drawworks, no equipment or appurtenant structures shall
exceed 16 feet in height from grade as defined by the Oil Code (CUP Section 2. Land
Use Development, Condition 5).” EB-80

The Proposed Project was designed to comply with this condition in the Conditional Use Permit.
However, the CUP contemplates the imposition of mitigation measures that are more restrictive
or are necessary to mitigate effects of the project. Refer to discussion of wall height below as
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well as to the wall height discussion in the comments provided below on Section 4.2, Air
Quality, and Greenhouse Gases, and Section 4.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR.

Page 4.1-29, Section 4.1.5.4 Proposed Oil Project Viewshed Mapping:

Given the “inherent limitations” in the viewshed mapping using the digital terrain model and the
three-dimensional representation of the buildings only (meaning vegetation screening is not
accounted for) and including that the “map does not indicate ‘how much’ of the rig would be
visible,” Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 are very misleading and not an accurate representation of the
viewshed. This methodology is inaccurate without any threshold or criteria by which to evaluate
the images; particularly when the Draft EIR later states: “Distant views to the Project Site are
typically limited by the presence of buildings.” The viewshed mapping implies that the drill rig
is plainly visible from across the City, but many of the simulated views of the Proposed Project
show that this is not the case, including views not that far away from the facility (2,000 to 3,000
feet). This is another example of an overstatement of the potential impacts.

EB-81

Page 1-37, Figure 4.1-3:

The selected locations include only areas within a certain radius of the Project Site where the EB-82
drill rig, workover rig, and walls may be seen. Aren’t there additional locations within the same
distance from the project site where the drill rig, workover rig, and walls cannot be seen at all?

Page 4.1-44, Figure 4.1-7a:

Should the lower image be labeled “Parking Option” as opposed to “No Added Parking Option” | EB-83
which is depicted on Page 4.1-45?

Page 4.1-92, Mitigation Measure AE-1b:

The visual images provided for in the Draft EIR did not assess the visual condition of a
permanent 32-foot wall, with all accompanying design features, as proposed in Mitigation
Measure AE-1b. The visual simulation which depicted the 32-foot wall was for a temporary
sound attenuation wall. An expanded visual analysis, with all described/required design features EB-84
in Mitigation Measure AE-1b should be provided. The required design features proposed in the
mitigation measures should also include materials to address security concerns, as well as
potential for graffiti, maintenance, longevity, and visual compatibility with the surrounding area.
Feasibility of an extended wall height must also consider construction limitations and the need to
reduce the landscape setback in some locations.

Page 4.1-95, Mitigation Measure AE-2a:

Consideration of the materials to be used on the exterior of the sound attenuation wall referenced
in this mitigation measure should also be cognizant of the ability of the sound attenuation
materials inside the wall to deal with heat and exhaust from equipment inside the wall.
Landscaping associated with any expanded wall height should also be considered, since the scale
and requirements of the existing CUP (and visual depictions in this section of the Draft EIR)
were based on a 16-foot high wall.

Page 4.1-95, Mitigation Measure AE-2b:

Mitigation Measure AE-2b contains a requirement that wall footings shall be designed to limit EB-86
encroachment into planted areas. If there is a requirement to extend the wall height to 32 feet,
there may be structurally issue that conflict with the design and landscape requirements.

EB-85
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SECTION 4.2 AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES

Page 4.2-1, first paragraph:

The fifth sentence states, “The Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project operational emissions
would be equal to the current City Maintenance Yard emissions and are therefore not assessed.”
Therefore, the analysis provided in Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, of the Draft
EIR assumes that the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project’s operational emissions would be | EB-87
equal to the emissions generated by the existing City Maintenance Yard. This assumption does
not take into account changes from the existing conditions that would occur with the relocation,
changes in the facility design, and operations of the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project at a
different location that should be included into the analysis of air quality during operations.

Pages 4.2-4.2-5 and 4.2-6, Table 4.2.2:

The sulfur dioxide (SO;) National Primary Standard listed as 0.5 parts per million (ppm) 3-hr is
actually the National Secondary Standard. The Primary and Secondary Standards are defined as
follows:

e National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin EB-88

of safety to protect the public health.

e National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public
welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

This error should be revised on Table 4.2-2.

Table 4.2-2 does not seem to duplicate any exact table on the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) website. The column heading, “Most Relevant Public Health
Effects” in Table 4.2-2 appears to have been modified from a table in Appendix B of the report
titled, “Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local
Planning, 2005,” http://www.aqgmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/. The table in Appendix B has a column
heading labeled “Most Relevant Effects.” The descriptions provided in that table are more
accurate than the descriptions provided in Table 4.2.2 because Table 4.2-2 contains effects which
are not health related and, thercfore, inconsistent with the column heading (for example see
Nitrogen Dioxide). The following provides examples of the inconsistences in Table 4.2-2 with
the table provided in Appendix B to the “Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues EB-89
in General Plans and Local Planning, 2005”":

* The health effects for hydrogen sulfide (H>S) listed in Table 4.2-2 are not the same as
those listed in the table in Appendix B. Table 4.2.2 lists the health effects as “Odor
annoyance at low concentration, acute and potential fatality at higher concentrations”,
whereas the table in Appendix B lists the “Most Relevant Effects” as “Odor (rotten egg
smell), Headache.”

*  Vinyl Chloride is listed in Table 4.2-2, but does not appear in the table in Appendix B.

e Health effects from SO,, PM10, PM2.5, Lead, and Visibility Reducing Particles have
been re-written in Table 4.2-2 from the information provided in the table in Appendix B.
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Pages 4.2-3 through 4.2-9:

The discussion of health effects for each of the pollutants does not match the information EB-90
provided in Table 4.2-2 on pages 4.2-5 and 4.2-6. There is no reference provided for the health
effects discussed. This information should be revised to provide the source of this information.

Page 4.2-9, first paragraph:

The first complete sentence states, “Although health-based standards have not been established
for VOC, health effects can occur from exposures to high concentrations of VOC because of EB-91
interference with oxygen uptake.” A reference for this statement is not provided. The meaning
of “high concentrations of VOC” and “interference with oxygen uptake” is not clear and should
be defined. This sentence should be revised to provide this information.

Page 4.2-9, sixth paragraph:

The last sentence provides a discussion of the conclusions regarding ozone in the most recently
published SCQAMD air quality management report. The last sentence of this discussion states,
“However, due to the movement of pollutants and the meteorology of the Basin, air pollution
from sources within the entire Basin contributes to the air quality exceedances in the inland
areas.” This may be factually correct, however sources, including mobile sources, in the inland
areas also contribute to the air quality in the City of Hermosa Beach. Further, this statement
implies that the Proposed Project may worsen the air quality in inland areas. This statement
should be revised to provide justification for these conclusions.

Page 4.2-7, Table 4.2-3:

Table 4.2-3 does not provide the location of the “South Coast LA Air Monitoring Station.” This | EB-93
table should be revised to provide this information.

EB-92

Page 4.2-15, Subsection Calculation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, first paragraph:

The second sentence states, “GHG emissions are a global issue because emissions from one
location could affect the entire planet, and they are not limited to local impacts.” This statement
is incorrect. Emissions from one location are unlikely to affect global climate change as it is the | EB-94
sum of all global emissions that directly impacts CO, concentrations in the atmosphere. This
paragraph is confusing in its entirety and should be revised. The Proposed Project represents an
extremely small fraction of the total global GHG emissions.

Page 4.2-17, first paragraph, bulleted items:
The first bulleted item should be revised to read, “Gasoline combustion represents....” EB-95

The second bulleted item should be revised to read, “...attributed to less emissions from
electricity consumption and gasoline combustion sources.”

Page 4.2-18, Subsection Impacts of GHG Emissions:

This sentence states that the “Atmospheric CO, concentration are currently around 392 ppm...”
This is inconsistent with the statement provided on page 4.2-12, sixth paragraph, last sentence | EB-96
which states, “Atmospheric CO, concentrations currently approximate 370 ppm.” These two
statements need to be reconciled and text revised as appropriate.

Page 4.2-19, third full paragraph:

The second sentence states, “Climate change could occur at many different locations throughout | EB-97
the world due to, in very small part, the additional GHG emissions from this Proposed Project.”
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This statement is incorrect; it is unlikely that emissions from the Proposed Project would affect
climate change because the emissions are minuscule in comparison to global GHG emissions. | EB-98
This paragraph and the following paragraph should be rewritten or deleted.

Page 4.2-20, Subsection 4.2.1.4 Existing Site Emissions:

The emissions from the existing City Maintenance Yard were not quantified for this analysis.
This would not allow the analysis of the Proposed Project to take into account changes from the

existing conditions at the project site with the implementation of the Proposed Project. The EB-99
analysis should be revised to include the existing conditions at the project site with the existing

City Maintenance Yard.

Page 4.2-21, second paragraph:

This paragraph utilizes undefined terms including “... emit large quantities” and “any amount of EB-100

non-criteria pollutants.” This paragraph should be revised to further provide discussion of what
these phrases are intended to mean.

Page 4.2-21, third paragraph:
The third sentence should be revised as follows: “The CARB California Toxic Emissions Factors | EB-101
(CATEF) database lists toxic air contaminants from some oil field operations.”

Page 4.2-22, first paragraph:
This list of rules and regulations have incorrect titles and should be revised as follows. In
addition, Rule 1118 would not be applicable to the Proposed Project and should be deleted.

e Rule 402. Nuisance - A-persen-shat-not-discharge-from-anyseurce-whatsoever-such

» Rule 462. Organic liquid loading emissientimits;

* Rule 463. Organic liquid storage emission-control-requirements;

e Rule 1110.2. Emissions From Gaseous - And Liquid-Fueled Engines-himits;

o Rule-HH8—Control of emissions-from refinery-flares;

e Rule 1134. Emissions of oxides of nitrogen from stationary gas turbines limits; EB-102

e Rule 1148.1. Oil and gas production wells—addresses-emissions-of-volattle-organie
s ora-trevretthend he

o Q ava ha hanA a¥a M a
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L and Juction facilities:
e Rule 1148.2. Notification and Reporting Requirements For Oil And Gas Wells And
Chemical Suppliers;

2

e Rule 1166. Volatile organic compound emissions from decontamination of soil
procedures-and requirements;

e Rule 1173. Control of volatile organic compound leaks and releases from components
at petroleum facilities and chemical plants;

e Rule 1176. Sumps and Wastewater Separators —VOC—emissions—{rom—wastewater

systems-limits-and required-eontrels; and
e Rule 1178. Further reductions of VOC emissions from storage tanks at petroleum
facilities.
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Page 4.2-32, Table 4.2-6:

Table 4.2-6 has missing and incorrect information as discussed below and the table should be
revised to include this information.

o Table 4.2-6 defines the significance threshold for odors as “Nuisance defined as more
than six odor events per year.” However, the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s (SCAQMD’s) significance threshold for odor is stated as, “Project creates an
odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402.” Refer to Attachment 2 for the March
31, 2014 comment letter regarding the analysis of the potential impacts related to odors
that was previously submitted to the City.

e The thresholds for TACs provided in Table 4.2-6 are different than the thresholds defined
in the SCAQMD document titled “SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds,”
revision March 2011. The correct thresholds are shown below:

—  Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million
— Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas > 1 in 1 million)
- Chronic & Acute Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)
* The Federal AAQS significance thresholds for SO, and lead are not included.

Page 4.2-33, Subsection 4.2.4.1 Design Features:
Revise the second sentence as follows: “The Applicant has proposed several design features in

2

Page 4.2-33, fourth paragraph:

In general, this section of the air quality analysis is incomplete. The design features and
operational characteristics of the Proposed Project that provide emission controls were given to
the City in the Planning Application documentation. This subsection should be revised to
provide that information for each phase of the Proposed Project.

Page 4.2-34, Subsection 4.2.4.2 Conditional Use Permit Requirements:
The 10™ and 13" bulleted items are duplicated.

The following 1993 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) conditions of approval that address air
quality were not included. The analysis should be revised to include these conditions of
approval.

e All project site activities shall be conducted such as to eliminate escape of gas in
accordance with best available control technology and practices which shall be
reviewed and approved by the City. (Section 11. Odors/Vapor/Air Pollution,
Condition 4)

* All requirements of AQMD shall be met at all times. (Section 11. Odors/Vapor/Air
Pollution, Condition 5)

* A state-of-the-art scrubber shall be employed for the exploratory phase to eliminate
odors from waste gases, and any flame shall be enclosed. (Section 11.
Odors/Vapor/Air Pollution, Condition 6)

 Operators shall not blow lines to the atmosphere, except in an emergency, as defined
by the C.UP. and reported to the City in accordance with the notification
requirement. (Section 11. Odors/Vapor/Air Pollution, Condition 8)
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* Construction equipment and vehicles shall be maintained in proper tune. (Section 11.
Odors/Vapor/Air Pollution, Condition 9)

¢ Odor control will be further enforced by the SCAQMD under Rules 402, 466, 466.1
of their regulations, and the commercial recovery system shall be employed for the
permanent facility. (Section 11. Odors/Vapor/Air Pollution, Condition 12)

Page 4.2-35, fifth paragraph:

The second sentence indicates that the analysis used a distance of 250 feet for onsite dirt road
travel. The assumption of 250 is an overestimate of the on-site dirt road travel that could occur EB-107
during construction. The maximum width of the project site is approximately 240 feet. The
width from the southwest corner to the northeast corner is 335 feet and the width from the
southeast corner to the northwest corner is 306 feet.

Page 4.2-35, fifth paragraph:

The analysis assumed that emissions associated with the soil excavation for the Proposed City
Maintenance Yard Project are “similar” to those estimated at the project site. This is provided
without any basis. In addition, the emissions from the excavation for the soil remediation EB-108
activities on the project site (the existing City Maintenance Yard) are overestimated and,
therefore, the analysis for the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project is overestimated. Refer
to the comment on page 4.2-36, paragraph 3 below for additional discussion of this
overestimation of the emissions.

Page 4.2-36, third paragraph:

This paragraph discusses that the analysis used nonane (C9) to estimate emissions from
excavation of the contaminated soils at the project site. The test data referred to in the analysis
was obtained from the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (Brycon 2012) submitted as part
of the November 2012 Planning Application. The second sentence states, “Historical sampling
(Brycon 2012) shows that the highest concentrations of VOCs (C4-C12) are located between 10
and 35 feet deep with the highest concentrations of C13+ being located nearer the surface.” This
is an incorrect interpretation of the information provided in the Brycon report. The maximum
VOC concentration was located in sample GP10 at 35 feet, which is not planned for excavation
by the Applicant and, therefore, not a part of the Proposed Project. The analysis does not provide
an explanation for the calculation of the VOC emission rate of 0.00174 g/s on page B-25 of
Appendix B of the Draft EIR.

In addition, the third sentence indicates that the analysis uses the highest concentrations of toxic EB-109
VOCs (benzene, etc.), found between depths of 25 and 40 feet, to estimate the potential effects of
toxic air contaminants. Further, the analysis assumes that the entire soil column, from the
surface to 40 feet, would be excavated. As stated in the November 2012 Planning Application,
excavation of contaminated soils would not occur below 15 feet below the ground surface. The
highest concentration of benzene in the upper 15 feet of the soil column should have been used
in the analysis. Emissions from the remediation activities appears to be significantly overstated
because the analysis in the Draft EIR assumes that the entire volume of contaminated soil would
be excavated and disposed of off-site, contrary to the Proposed Project defined by the Applicant
in the November 2012 Planning Application. The Draft EIR assumes that the contaminants are
evenly distributed throughout the entire soil column, whereas the highest concentrations of VOC
are found at depths which are proposed by the Applicant to be treated by in-situ methods and,
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therefore, would not be excavated. The analysis should be changed to reflect the actual planned
remediation defined for the Proposed Project in the Planning Application.

Page 4.2-38, Mitigation Measures:
Mitigation Measure AQ-1b should be revised as follows:
AQ-1B  The Applicant shall implement a NOx reduction program including the
following, or equivalent, measures to the satisfaction of the SCAQMD (this

mitigation is applicable to both the Proposed Oil Project and the Proposed
City Maintenance Yard Project):

— All off-road construction equipment shall be tuned and maintained EB-110
according to manufacturers’ specifications.

— Any temporary electric power shall be obtained from the electrical grid,
rather than portable diesel or gasoline generators.

— All off-road diesel construction equipment with greater than 100-
horsepower engines shall meet Tier 3 NOx requirements.

— Limit onsite truck idling to less than 5 minutes.

— A copy of the certified tier specification, best available control technology
documentation, or the CARB or SCAQMD operating permit for each

piece of equipment shall be-provided-to-the-City-and-SCAQMP-when-each
piece-of equipmentis-mebilized kept on site during all operations.

Page 4.2-41, first paragraph:

Refer to the comment on Page 36, third paragraph above for a discussion of the incorrect

. . . . - . : EB-111
assumptions about the excavation of the contaminated soil on the existing City Maintenance
Yard.

Page 4.2-42, Subsection 4.2.4.4, second paragraph:

The second sentence needs to be revised as follows: During Phase 4 2, the flare would be used to EB-112
combust the produced gas because none of the gas would be used onsite or transported offsite.

Page 4.2-43, first full paragraph:
Refer to Attachment 2 for the March 31, 2014 comment letter regarding the analysis of the

potential impacts related to odors that was previously submitted to the City for a discussion of EB-113
“leakers.”

Page 4.2-43, second full paragraph:

Drilling emissions were included in operational emissions for the Proposed Project. According

to the SCAQMD, drilling operations should not be considered an operational activity. Please EB-114

explain why the drilling emissions were included with the operational emissions when the
drilling activities would be temporary (occurring for a period of approximately 4 months in
Phase 2 and 2.5 years in Phase 4).

Page 4.2-44, Table 4.2-9:

In Table 4.2-9, the VOC, NOy, PM10, and PM2.5 as a result of the operations of the Proposed
Project, which included temporary drilling activities, are shown to exceed the thresholds of EB-115
significance. In addition, the emissions from the enclosed ground flare are significantly higher
than calculated in the Air Quality Impact Analysis in Appendix C to the November 2012
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Planning Application. Please provide an explanation of this significant difference in conclusions
(Draft EIR states NO, emissions of 151 pounds/day and the Planning Application stated 45
pounds/day).

Page 4.2-45, third paragraph:

The first sentence states, ““During routine maintenance or emergency scenarios, the produced
gas would be routed to the flare instead of to the gas processing equipment.” This sentence | EB-116
should be revised to indicate that produced gas would only be routed to the flare during an upset
condition or an emergency and not during routine maintenance.

Page 4.2-45 Mitigation Measure AQ-3:

Mitigation Measure AQ-3a should be revised to clarify that this measure only applies to Phase 4
of the Proposed Project. During Phase 4, the flare would be equipped with a pilot light burning
100% of the time. The flare for Phase 4 would only be used: during monthly testing for
approximately one hour per month; for the destruction of released gases during operational
upsets, during which the Applicant would limit the quantity of gas that is combusted to 525
MMbtu (equivalent of 105 MMBtu/hour for 5 hours); or during an upset event when, for the
safety of employees and the public, flaring may be required to occur for more than 5 hours.
Mitigation Measure AQ-3a should be revised as follows:

EB-117

AQ-3a  The Applicant shall limit flaring during Phase 4 to a total of 5 hours per day at
the full flaring capacity (or to an equivalent volume of flared gas) during all
emergency or routine flaring events in order to ensure that NOx emissions are
reduced below the thresholds. Lower NOx emission combustors or other
equivalent measures can also be used to satisfy the requirement.

Page 4.2-47, first full paragraph:
The first full paragraph needs to be revised as follows to provide the correct phase:

Modeling parameters are listed below based on Applicant and manufacturers’
information.

* For the Phase ¥ 2 flare, the exhaust stack diameter: 3.5 feet, the exhaust gas exit
temperature: 2000 deg F and the exhaust gas exit velocity: 15.3 feet/second;

e For the Phase 2 4 flare, the exhaust stack diameter: 10 feet, the exhaust gas exit EB-118
temperature: 2000 deg F and the exhaust gas exit velocity: 15.3 feet/second;

* For the Phase 2 4 microturbines, there would be 5 separate stacks, one associated
with each microturbine, with the following characteristics each: exhaust stack
diameter: 1 foot, exhaust gas exit temperature: 325 deg F, exhaust gas exit velocity:
10.6 feet/second.

* All stacks would be +6-feet-high the height of the wall from grade.
Refer to the comment on page 4.2-47, third paragraph below regarding the stack heights.

Page 4.2-47, third paragraph:

Applicant’s proposal for Phase 4 of the Proposed Project did not include a permanent 32-foot
high wall surrounding the Project Site as proposed by mitigation measures in Section 4.1, EB-119
Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. The air dispersion modeling for the analysis provided in Section
4.2 of the Draft EIR assumed a 32-foot high wall, but maintained the microturbines stack height

E&B 0il Drilling and Production Project Page 21
Comments on Draft EIR dated February 2014

Q-Applicant-24 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

Attachment 1

and flare height at the originally proposed 16 feet in height. As a result, this could create
potential safety and health risk for the on-site air quality due to the acrodynamic building
downwash and other phenomenon cause by eddies created by air movements that would need to
be addressed. Therefore, the Applicant is proposing that the microturbines (or heater-treater)
stack height and flare height be increased to approximately 32-feet in height. To accomplish
this, the Conditional Use Permit contemplates the imposition of mitigation measures that are
more restrictive or are necessary to mitigate the effects of the project.

EB-120

Page 4.2-49, Subsection Residual Impacts:

This paragraph includes that “microturbines are not critical to the functioning of the facility.”
The ability to generate electricity for on-site use is a definite benefit for the Proposed Project, but
an additional important benefit of the microturbines would be to generate heat for assisting in the
separation of oil and water as part of the produced oil process and to be able to burn natural gas
liquids, if they exist. This statement should be revised.

EB-121

Page 4.2-49, fourth paragraph:

The concentration of H,S that can be detected by humans is not referenced. The reference for EB-122
this information should be provided.

Page 4.2-50, first paragraph:

Refer to Attachment 2 for the March 31, 2014 comment letter regarding the analysis of the EB-123
potential impacts related to odors that was previously submitted to the City.

Page 4.2-50, second paragraph:
The reference for the odor threshold of pentane, 2 ppm (New Jersey 2007), is not available at the EB-124
New Jersey Department of Health website. The 2009 version of the document does not list an
odor threshold for pentane. The text should be revised to provide the correct reference.

Page 4.2-51, first, second, third, and fourth paragraph:

Refer to Attachment 2 for the March 31, 2014 comment letter regarding the analysis of the | EB-125
potential impacts related to odors that was previously submitted to the City.

Pages 4.2-51 and 4.2-52, Mitigation Measure Sb:

Mitigation Measure AQ-5b should be deleted because it is not necessary to install tank pressure
monitoring on a tank that would be connected to a vapor recovery system where the tank
pressure relief valve (PRV) would also be connected to a vapor collection system. The tank | EB-126
could not vent to the atmosphere from the PRVs during an over pressure condition. Therefore,
tank pressure monitoring and alarms would not be required. A breakdown would occur only of
there was a violation of the permit condition or District rule.

Page 4.2-52, Subsection Residual Impacts:

Refer to Attachment 2 for the March 31, 2014 comment letter regarding the analysis of the EB-127
potential impacts related to odors that was previously submitted to the City.

Page 4.2-53, second paragraph:

Drilling emissions should be amortized over life of the Proposed Project to be consistent with | EB-128
other construction related emissions. This correction should be provided.
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Page 4.2-53, fourth full paragraph:

As discussed in the comment on Pages 4.2-51 and 4.2-52, Mitigation Measure AQ-5b above, the
tanks and tank pressure relief valves (PRVs) would be connected to the vapor collection system.
PRVs associated with tanks would not vent to atmosphere. The vapor collection system has built | EB-129
in redundancy to reduce the potential for compressor failure. In the event of a complete vapor
collection system shutdown, the tank would vent to the flare. Therefore, a tank pressure
monitoring system would not be required.

Page 4.2-57, Subsection Toxic Air Contaminants:

The analysis does not include an evaluation of the reduced risk associated with use of TIER 3 | EB-130
engines equipped with diesel particulate filter (DPF).

Pages 4.2-54 and 4.2-55, Mitigation Measure AQ-7a:

Mitigation measure AQ-7a requires the use of electric workover rigs in place of diesel powered
workover rigs in order to reduce the cancer risk determined by the health risk assessment
provided on pages 4.2-57 through 4.2-66 to below the applicable threshold value of 10 in a
million. The Applicant has contacted manufacturers of workover rigs who have informed us
that, although it would be possible to build a workover rig that utilizes an electric drive/source,
they are not aware of any company currently manufacturing them. The analysis of toxic air
contaminants in the Draft EIR used EMFAC emissions factors for the diesel powered workover
rig that is appropriate for the unmitigated emissions, but did not consider the use of more modern
diesel engines that can achieve much lower emissions.

The California Air Resource Board (CARB) and EPA have promulgated regulations that reduce
emissions of particulate matter from new diesel engines and lowers the emissions from operators
of diesel powered equipment. These regulations will continue to reduce particulate matter from
on-road and off-road diesel powered equipment. The Applicant has reviewed a new diesel
powered workover rig equipped with a CARB approved Tier IV engine that tested well below | £g_131
the Tier IV emission standard of 0.015 gr/bhp-hr. The Applicant proposes that Mitigation
Measure AQ-7a be revised so that it does not preclude the use of a diesel driven workover rig if
it can be demonstrated that, at the time such a rig is required to be used at the project site, it can
be demonstrated that the diesel drive workover rig will meet the PM emission limit necessary to
ensure cancer risks within the threshold limit based on the final approved design of the facility.
If it cannot be demonstrated that a diesel drive workover rig will comply with the requirement,
Applicant will then commit to using the electric drive/source.

Therefore, Mitigation Measure AQ-7a should be revised as follows:

AQ-7a  All diesel equipment used at the project site shall meet EPA Tier 3 emission
requirements and be equipped with a CARB Level 3 diesel particulate eatalyst
filter to reduce Diesel PM emissions. AM-werkeverrigs-shall-utilize-eleetrie

drive/sources-and-shall notutilize-diesel generators-orengines: Any workover
rig operated at the prepesed project site shall be allowed to operate only if it

can be demonstrated, by the submittal of appropriate models to the City, that
the PM emission levels are at or below the level required to ensure that the
health risk thresholds will not the threshold limit for cancer risks.
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In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-7 should be revised as follows:

AQ-7 The vapor recovery on crude tanks shall achieve a-—minimum-of-99-pereent
recovery—of fugitive-emissions SCAQMD-mandated Best Available Control

Technology (BACT).

Draft EIR Appendix B, Page 1179:

Draft EIR Appendix B, page 1179 provides the health risk assessment model that is labeled
“E&B Oil Project-Phase 4: Unit Emission Rate with 16'Wall BDW, All So”. The model data
provided by MRS was for a 32-foot wall. Appendix B should be corrected to reflect the correct
model wall height proposed in the mitigation measures in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft
EIR. The model results should be incorporated into the analysis in Section 4.2, Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gases.

SECTION 4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Page 4.3-1, second paragraph:
The fourth sentence states, “The onshore and offshore areas that could be potentially affected by
an oil spill are described as general Project areas throughout the rest of this section.”

This statement sets the tone for this section and demonstrates the insufficient and general
approach the analysis in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR took in defining the
environmental setting and assessing the potential impacts on biological resources as a result of an
80 to 90-barrel (BBL) single oil spill event, during a storm event, from the pipeline along
Herondo Street near Valley Drive. This generalized approach does not provide adequate
information or analysis to support the conclusions of this section. Refer to the comments on
Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, of the Draft EIR and Attachment 4 for the April
8, 2014 letter regarding the analysis of pipeline spills that was previously submitted to the City.

Page 4.3-1, third paragraph:

This paragraph indicates that environmental documents that examine the Southern California
Bight (SCB) region were used in the preparation of the analysis of biological resources. There is
no basis for the examination of biological resources in the SCB (consisting of the 400 miles of
coastline from Point Conception, in Santa Barbara County, to just south of Ensenada, Mexico),
for an inland project consisting of 1.3 acres. Further, it is unclear why wildlife and plant species
that are not even known to the region, such as Marine Turtles “Though uncommon in the region
(Page 4.3-4)” were examined.

To provide clarification of the geographical context of the areas examined in the analysis, this
section should be revised to include exhibits the show the study area boundaries for the “general
Project areas,” the Santa Monica Bay, and the Southern California Bight region.

Pages 4.3-1 through 4.3-3, Subsection 4.3.1 Environmental Setting:

The environmental setting subsection only describes the existing conditions for the current City
Maintenance Yard area (the project site for the Proposed Oil Project). This subsection should be
revised to address the environmental setting for the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project for
both the temporary and permanent facilities. These revisions to the environmental setting should
discuss the existing setting and biological resources that have the potential to be impacted by the
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Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project including: the adjacent land uses such as the Hermosa
Valley Greenbelt located immediately to the east which, as described for the Proposed Oil
Project site, also includes existing vegetation and possible habitat; the landscaping along Valley
Drive which has street trees that could provide possible roosting, nesting, and foraging
opportunities; and the proximity of the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project site to the
Hermosa Beach coastline including the Sandy Beach onshore resource. This information needs
to include a discussion of the existing drainage for the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project
site and any pipelines and outflows that occur onto the sandy beach habitat or other location(s).
This drainage and its potential effect on biological resources should be analyzed later in this
section.

Pages 4.3-1 through 4.3-4, Subsection 4.3.1.2 Offshore Resources:

The first sentence of subsection 4.3.1.2 Offshore Resources needs to include a discussion of the
Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project site. The future activities at the Proposed City
Maintenance Yard Project site could have the potential to affect offshore areas through the use, | EB-137
transport, handling, and disposal of paints, oil, gasoline, solvents, and other materials that could
be detrimental to the offshore environment in the event of a spill. These activities and their
potential effect on biological resources should be analyzed later in this section.

Page 4.3-2, Subsection Sandy Beach, last paragraph:

The second sentence states, “Several stormwater lines that drain off Valley Drive run
perpendicular to the proposed Pipeline route and outflow onto the sandy beach habitat.”

This section should reference the stormwater lines depicted in Figure 4.8-3 on page 4.8-37 in
Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, of the Draft EIR. In addition, information
regarding the design of the storm drain should be provided. According to Los Angeles County | EB-138
Flood Control District drawings, all stormwater along Valley Drive south of 6" Street is captured
in catch basins located at 2™ Street and Herondo Street, which then drain into the 9-foot by 11-
foot concrete box storm drain in Herondo Street that drains to the Herondo Street Diversion
before draining into the Pacific Ocean via the outlet that is approximately 200 feet from the
ocean. There are no other stormwater lines that drain off Valley Drive between 6" Street and
Herondo Street and run perpendicular to the proposed pipeline route and outflow onto the Sandy
Beach habitat.

Based on Figure 4.8-3 and the design of the storm drain discussed above, an exhibit showing the
location of the existing onshore shore sensitive plant communities and potential wildlife habitats
should be provided. Based on this information, the analysis should provide a detailed discussion
that is reflective of a reasonable study area for the Proposed Project, including the Proposed Oil
Project and the associated off-site pipelines and the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project.
Based on this information the analysis should model the trajectory and the fate of an oil spill in
order to make conclusions about the off-site oil pipeline location to sensitive habitats in the
general Project area.

EB-139

Page 4.3-3, top of page:

The first full sentence at the top of the page states, “There was no vegetation observed along the
sandy beach habitat or any signs of any additional vegetative communities in the general area.
The entire beach area is heavily used by people recreating in the area.” This indicates that there
would be no biological resources at the outflow onto the sandy beach and, therefore, no impacts
would occur to the Sandy Beach habitat.

EB-140
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Page 4.3-3, Section 4.3.1.2 Offshore Resources, first paragraph:

The first sentence states, “The offshore areas that could potentially be affected by the Proposed
Oil Project are located in the south-central part of the Santa Monica Bay near the city of
Manhattan Beach, California (Figure 2.1).”

This sentence should be revised to state “near the City of Hermosa Beach” not the City of
Manhattan Beach.”

Page 4.3-3, Section 4.3.1.2 Offshore Resources, third paragraph:

The third paragraph states, “The wide variety of habitats found in the SCB encourages a
similarly rich and varied marine life. In particular, the Channel Islands are important breeding
grounds for several diminishing populations of marine birds and marine mammal species. Since
the Channel Islands are situated some distance from a heavily populated coastline in southern
California, they also represent the best examples of pristine environments in the southern
California area.”

The discussion should be revised to qualify this statement by advising the reader that this is not
an area at risk from the worst-case single oil spill event contemplated in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk
of Upset, and Hazards, of the Draft EIR. This statement as well as others in the remainder of the
discussion in Subsection Offshore Resources may be somewhat informative, but provide the
impression that the SCB is the general area that could potentially be impacted by the worst-case
single oil spill event contemplated; this is simply not the case.

San Nicholas Island, which is the closest of the Channel Islands, is over 30 miles from the
stormwater line outlet on the beach in Hermosa Beach and any potential source of the 80 to 90
barrels of oil from the single oil spill event contemplated in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset,
and Hazards, of the Draft EIR. Offshore response resources, as part of the Applicant’s Oil Spill
Contingency Plan, would have substantial time to intervene on such a small amount of oil (refer
to the comment on Page 4.3-17, Lempert-Keene-Seastrand Oil Spill Prevention and Response
Act below). Furthermore, no appreciable oil slick that could affect the Channel Islands would be
created because of the nature of the onshore pipeline spill and the characteristics of the oil found
within the Torrance Oil Field; the oil would be intermittent, consisting of small stringers or
clumps. With this type of spill, the probability of any of the “substantial” impacts discussed in
Section 4.3.4 would not happen.

Therefore, the discussion of the existing conditions and the impact analysis should be revised to
reflect this information.

Pages 4.3-10 through 4-3-13:

The conclusions about the potential presence or absence of the species described are inconsistent.
A conclusion about the potential presence or absence should be made clear for each of the
species described.

Page 4.3-17, Lempert-Keene-Seastrand Qil Spill Prevention and Response Act:

Although premature at this point in the entitlement process, at the request of the City of Hermosa
Beach, the Applicant prepared a detailed discussion of the Marine Facility Oil Spill Contingency
Plan that would be prepared for the Proposed Project. The purpose and intent of the plan would
be to provide for the “best achievable protection of coastal and marine resources” and “ensure
that all areas addressed by the plan are at all times protected by prevention, response,
containment and clean-up equipment and operations” (subsection 815.07(c)). The plan would be
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prepared “consistent with the State Marine Oil Spill Contingency Plan and not in conflict with
the National Oil & Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, or the applicable Federal
Area Contingency Plans” (subsection 815.07(d)). The plan would be submitted to the Office of
Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR) so that it is received by OSPR at least 180 days prior to
the beginning of operations. The detailed discussion of the Marine Facility Oil Spill
Contingency Plan that would be prepared for the Proposed Project was previously submitted to
the City of Hermosa Beach as Attachment G to the Response for Planning Application
Completeness Review, dated April 11, 2013. This document has been provided again to the City
as Attachment 5 to this letter.

Page 4.3-18, Section 4.3.4, second paragraph:

This second paragraph states, “The following section describes the level of impact for each of the

significance criteria described above in Section 4.3.4.” EB-145

The correct reference should be Section 4.3.3.

Page 4.3-20, last paragraph:

The last sentence states, “In contrast, large Pipeline spills occurring during rain events which
could allow oil to enter stormdrains and subsequently spread out into coastal habitats would
substantially degrade their value, and would represent a potential long-term impact to biological
resources.” This statement results in the conclusion to Impact BIO.2 that states, “A rupture or
leak from oil Pipelines has the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on native species | £Eg_146
and habitats, sensitive species, and biologically important habitats associated with the Pacific
Ocean.” The impact is listed as being significant and unavoidable.

Refer to Attachment 4 for the April 8, 2014 letter regarding the analysis of pipeline spills that
was previously submitted to the City. The analysis of Impact BIO.2 should be revised to
incorporate the conclusions of the analysis provided in the letter dated April 8, 2014.

Pages 4.3-21, 4.3-22, 4.3-23:

The Draft EIR provides no substantive discussion on the fate of the oil (how the oil will interact
and be affected by the environment once released) and the other factors that should be
considered in the determination of a potential impact. The Draft EIR incorrectly gives a
generalized characterization of the effect of the single-event oil spill during a storm event
contemplated in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, of the Draft EIR, with 80 to 90
barrels flowing in the ocean, causing every imaginable substantial scenario that could happen in
the Southern California Bight. Without a substantive discussion, there is no basis to support the | EB-147
conclusion that this scenario “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.”

Furthermore, a substantive discussion about the fate of the oil once in the marine environment
would provide a much clearer picture related to the risk of offshore resources. Small intermittent
stringers or clumps of oil would not pose a risk to offshore resources as is stated in the limited
analysis in this section. The volume of any potential spill, should it ever occur, would produce
very small patches that are easily removable from the environment. The discussion on Benthos,
Plankton, Fish, Marine Birds, Shorebirds, and Marine Mammals gives the impression that this
single event pipeline spill during a storm event would have a substantial adverse impact with an
oil slick blanketing large areas of the ocean and shore; this is just not a possibility. One cannot
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possibly reach this conclusion in the context of an actual spill scenario as described in the April
8, 2014 letter provided in Attachment 4.

For instance, on Page 4.3-22 the second paragraph states, “Because fish species can be
economically important and because long-term loss can result from an oil spill, impacts to fish
are considered to be significant.” There is simply no reasonable justification to conclude that
there would be long-term loss of fish or a single fish for that matter.

In the discussion of Plankton in the first paragraph on Page 4.3-22, how does this spill even
remotely impact plankton to the degree of substantial and adverse? What size spill would meet
this test? For Benthos on Page 4.3-21, how much oil and what areas of coverage is anticipated
that would result in a conclusion of a substantial and adverse impact?

EB-148

Should there ever be a spill, what small amount of oil that makes it to the ocean would sink to
the bottom, likely weather, and begin to be consumed by microbes? Scientific studies have
verified that naturally occurring microorganisms in the environment, primarily bacteria and
fungi, have a huge capacity for breaking down, or degrading, oil. Oil is a natural product,
generated from organisms that long ago used sunlight as their energy source through the process | £g.149
of photosynthesis. Components of crude oil are a great source of energy as food for microbes.
Microbes have evolved the ability to use oil as their food source; in other words, to metabolize or
biodegrade the compounds for energy and use them as raw material for growth. There is no
discussion on this topic as it relates to the fate of oil.

In addition, the Applicant would have an Oil Spill Contingency Plan that includes shoreline
protection measures (avoidance of spill workers from sensitive species, such as the snowy
plover). The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in coordination with State agencies, produces
Area Contingency Plans that show sensitive areas along the coast of California and strategies to
protect them. These are used in coordination with the Incident Command System (ICS) and the
Applicant’s Spill Response Plan. Furthermore, the Oil Spill Contingency Plan requires the EB-150
Applicant to mobilize the Oiled Wildlife Care Network to provide surveillance, protection, and
care for wildlife resources in the event of a spill. Refer to the comment on Page 4.3-17,
Lempert-Keene-Seastrand Oil Spill Prevention and Response Act provided above for a
discussion of the Marine Facility Oil Spill Contingency Plan that would be prepared for the
Proposed Project.

It is incumbent that revisions be incorporated into Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft
EIR and that the Final EIR provide a reasonable explanation and substantive discussion on the
fate of the single event oil spill during a storm event (defined as the worst-case) to provide the
reader context related to the spill scenario as set forth in this analysis. Because of the relatively
small size of the spill that could have the potential to occur, the probability of a pipeline spill
occurring, the Applicant proposed additional mitigation measures provided in the April 8, 2014 EB-151
letter, the mechanism by which the oil could enter the ocean, and the comprehensive response
and cleanup capabilities that would be provided consistent with the standard regulatory
requirements and plans, there is no basis for the Final EIR to conclude that any spill could be
considered significant and unavoidable.

Page 4.3-24, Mitigation Measure BIO-2:

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 should be revised to reflect the requirements of the Lempert-Keene-
Seastrand Oil Spill Prevention and Response Act as shown in the discussion of the Marine EB-152
Facility Oil Spill Contingency Plan that would be prepared for the Proposed Project. As
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indicated above, this discussion was previously submitted to the City of Hermosa Beach as
Attachment G to the Response for Planning Application Completeness Review, dated April 11,
2013. This document has been provided again to the City as Attachment 5 to this letter.

SECTION 4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Page 4.4-18, Mitigation Measure CR-3a:

Mitigation Measure CR-3a should be revised as appropriate to indicate that the Archeological
Monitoring Plan will provide measures that comply with the regulations and requirements that | EB-153
address work safety during building demolition and ground disturbing activities in Phase 1 and
the implementation of the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) in Phase 3 of the Proposed Project.

Page 4.4-18, Mitigation Measure CR-4:

Mitigation Measure CR-4 should be revised to reflect the implementation of the RAP for the
Proposed Project. The RAP for the Proposed Project does not indicate that the project-related
excavations would be to a depth that exceeds 45 feet in the former City landfill site. In addition,
the mitigation measure should be revised as appropriate to indicate that the Paleontological
Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan will provide measures that comply with the
regulations and requirements that address work safety during building demolition and ground
disturbing activities in Phase 1 and the implementation of the RAP in Phase 3 of the Proposed
Project. Further, it should be noted that the offsite pipelines would not be installed at a depth
that would be greater than 15 feet.

EB-154

SECTION 4.5 ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES
EB-155
No comment.

SECTION 4.6 FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE

Page 4.6-1, second paragraph:

The following correction should be made, “The Proposed Oil Project, the Pipeline and the
Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project would each have the potential for impacts on Safety
andRisk fire protection and emergency response.”

EB-156

Page 4.6-1, Subsection 4.6.1, first paragraph:

The following correction should be made, “The environmental setting addresses the capabilities
currently in place, such as equipment and resources of agencies, such-as for the City of Hermosa | EB-157
Beach, Redondo Beach, Manhattan Beach, Torrance, El Segundo and the County of Los
Angeles.”

Page 4.6-1, Subsection 4.6.1.1, first paragraph:

The following correction should be made, “Response capabilities are associated with agencies
with jurisdiction over the Project Area or that have mutual aide agreements or automatic aid EB-158
agreements with that jurisdiction.”
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Page 4.6-2, Table 4.6-1:

Complete the information for the Torrance Fire Department to provide the location of the six fire
stations, the respective distance and response time, and the respective equipment and staft at EB-159
each station. Complete the information for Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD)
Stations #18 and #19 to provide the equipment and staff. This information is necessary in order
to conduct an analysis of the response capabilities and response times for these jurisdictions. In
addition, provide the source of the information that is included on the table.

Page 4.6-3, third paragraph:

Provide the date of the Hermosa Beach Fire Department Annual Performance Report. EB-160

Page 4.6-3, sixth paragraph:
Provide the source of the “preliminary data on year 2013.”

EB-161

Page 4.6-4, first paragraph, first complete sentence:
Is there a typographical error in the quote “exceeding slow processing time™?

Page 4.6-5, Subsection 4.6.2.1, Table 4.6-2:

The Center for Chemical Process Safety (CCPS) Guidelines and the Industrial Risk Insurers
(IR1) are not applicable to the Proposed Project. The CCPS and the IRI guidelines address
process safety issues in the design of chemical, petrochemical, and hydrocarbon processing
facilities (i.e., a refinery) and not “upstream” crude oil facilities. Therefore, the references to the
CCPS guidelines and IRT should be deleted from Table 4.6-2.

In addition, API 2510 would not be applicable to the Proposed Project since there would be no
pressurized liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) produced on the project site and the 500-gallon
propane tank, to be used for site operations, would fall well below the fire protection
requirements of CFC Section 6108.1. API 2510 addresses the design, construction, and location
of LPG installations at marine and pipeline terminals, natural gas processing plants, refineries,
petrochemical plants, or tank farms. API 2510 covers storage vessels, loading and unloading
systems, piping, and related equipment. Therefore, the references to API 2510 should be deleted
from Table 4.6-2.

Pages 4.6-7 and 4.6-8, Subsection Center for Chemical Process Safety:

As discussed in the comment about Table 4.6-2 provided above, delete the subsection titled | EB-164
Center for Chemical Process Safety. This information is not applicable to the Proposed Project.

EB-162

EB-163

Page 4.6-8, Subsection Industrial Risk Insurers:

As discussed in the comment about Table 4.6-2 provided above, delete the subsection titled | EB-165
Industrial Risk Insurers. This information is not applicable to the Proposed Project.

Pages 4.6-11, 4.6-12, 4.6-13, and 4.6-14, Table 4.6-3

As discussed in the comment about Table 4.6-2 provided above, delete the references to IRI and
CCPS in the table title and the portions of the table titled “A. Inter-Unit Spacing Requirements
(feet) — IR1,” “B. Intra-Unit Spacing Requirements (feet) — IRL,” “C. Plant Equipment Spacing
Requirements (feet) — CCPS,” “D. Tank Spacing to other Areas (feet) — CCPS,” and “E. Storage
Tanks Spacing Requirements (feet) — IRI, CCPS.”

EB-166
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In addition, delete the portion of the table titled “G. Pressurized Liquefied Petroleum Gas Tanks
Spacing Requirements — APL.” As discussed in the comment about Table 4.6-2 provided above,
API 2510 is not applicable to the Proposed Project.

Page 4.6-14, bullet list in second paragraph:

As discussed in the comment about Table 4.6-2 provided above, delete the references to IRI and
CCPS as follows:

* The Project Site does not contain adequate water supply or fire foam supplies to meet
the recommended €EPRS, NFPA Standards; and the IRY-guidelines-er-the CAL FIRE
requirements;

+ The Project facilities do not have sufficient capabilities in early fire detection
according to the NFPA requirements;

* The Project equipment layout and access structure do not meet the APE NFPA, and
IFC, andJRY or CAL FIRE recommendations for equipment spacing and clearances;

e The Project Site is more than 10 miles (15 minutes) from an emergency response
location with fire-fighting capabilities (i.e., a fire station or facility with fire-fighting
and emergency response capabilities) or accessibility to the site is difficult or limited
causing issues in terms of access, evacuations, and response;

* Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan;

Page 4.6-16, Subsection Water Supply

The Hermosa Beach Fire Department (HBFD) and the West Basin Municipal Water District
(West Basin MWD) have not indicated to the Applicant or their consultants that reclaimed
wastewater would be used to fight fires at the project site. Fire flow water for the HBFD is from
the City of Hermosa Beach’s potable water system, which is supplied by the California Water
Services Company (CalWater). It would not be legal to interconnect the West Basin MWD
reclaimed water, which is used for irrigation purposes, to a potable supply of water. Relying on
only reclaimed water from the West Basin MWD’s reclaimed water line in the Greenbelt for fire
fighting would not be prudent or practical.

In addition, based on discussions with the HBFD during the preliminary design of the Proposed
Project, the November 2012 Planning Application for the Proposed Project indicated that during
the construction of Phase 3 of the Proposed Project, “An additional fire hydrant would be
provided adjacent to the project site as a part of the proposed project. The location would be
determined by the Fire Department and installation would occur as a part of the construction
completed in Phase 3. (page 63)” This was further reiterated to the City staff in the Response to
Requested Clarifications submitted to the City on June 24, 2013 which stated, “The fire hydrant
referenced on page 63 of the Planning Application Project Description was identified at the
request of the City of Hermosa Beach Fire Department. The fire hydrant would be located on
Valley Drive to the south of the entrance driveway. (page 5)”

Therefore, subsection Water Supply should be revised as follows:
Water used to fight
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Water Services Company (CalWater)—for-domestie—uses. The closest fire hydrants are
located near the corner of 6th Street and Valley Drive along 6th Street and at the corner
of 6th Street and Cyprus Cypress Avenue. Flow testing by CalWater is conducted only
upon request and payment. That is the only time these hydrants appear to be tested.
CalWater indicates that there is a 4 inch hydrant (at 6™ and Valley Dr,) and a 6 inch
hydrant at 6™ and Cyprus Cypress Avenue, both connected to the 6 inch main along
VeleyDrive 6" Street. Recent testing of these hydrants by CalWater indicate flows of
more than 2,432 gpm at 20 psi and 3 011 gpm at 20 pSl respectlvely—wh&eh—weuld—be

3—(—)(—)(—)—g~pm9— Thc HBFD hdb Indl(,dibd 10 lhc A[]DI]L:U][ that thc 3,000 gpm at the hvdrant

at 6" Street and Cypress Avenue would te supply adequate water service for Phase 2 of
the Proposed Project te-the-site—An-8-inch-main-is-also-located-along4 *_and-2" Streets:

During Phase 3 of the Proposed Project, the Applicant would provide an additional fire
hydrant adjacent to the project site at a location determined by the HBFD. The
installation of the additional hydrant would require the extension of an 8-inch water line,
from an existing 8-inch water line at the corner of g Street and Valley Drive, by the
Applicant. With the addition of a hydrant on Valley Drive, served by the existing 8-inch
water line at 8" Street and Valley Drive, Ppeak flows and pressures from-thereclaimed

wa{er—system—lmgh{—hel-p—te—pfewde would prov1d sufﬁc1ent water supply and-the-West
: : water for fire

nrotectlon for I’haqe 4 of the Proposed Project and v1cm1ty

Current requirements by NFPA and the LACFD indicate that water supplies should be
from 3,000 to 5,000 gpm. Thelack-of As discussed above, adequate water supply would
be provided by an existing hydrant (with 3.011 gpm at 20 psi) for Phase 2 and an
additional hydrant provided by the Applicant for Phase 4 of the Proposed Project.
Therefore, there would be sufficient adequate water supply for fire flows at the project
site and no weuld-be-a significant impact would occur.

Page 4.6-16, Subsection Detection

The discussion of the Proposed Project’s detection systems only references Phase 2 of the
Proposed Project. At the request of the City staff, the Applicant provided a consolidated list of
the design features for each phase of the Proposed Project that had been provided to the City in
the Planning Application documentation. The list related to fire protection for Phase 2 of the
Proposed Project included the following:

The design of the facility would provide containment to ensure that oil from any of the
temporary tanks or temporary processing equipment would be contained on the Project
site if tank or equipment failure occurred during the 100-year storm event. This project
design would be in place during Phase 2 of the Proposed Project.

A comprehensive fire protection system as required by Federal, State, and local codes,
ordinance, and regulations would be provided for the drilling and testing facilities on the
Project site. The design and operation of the Proposed Project would occur consistent
with the requirements of the California Fire Code (CFC) and the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) Standards. The storage of hazardous materials, the installation and
use of fire protection systems and devices, and safety for employees and emergency
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responders would occur consistent with the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS).

Security on the Project site during Phase 2 would be provided by onsite personnel and a
site security program, including a Close Circuit Television system, a gate access system,
and intrusion and motion detection system, to control all access to and from the Proposed
Project.

The list related to fire protection for Phase 4 of the Proposed Project included the following:

A fire hydrant would be provided on Valley Drive to the south of the entrance driveway.
The location would be determined at the request of the Hermosa Beach Fire Department
and the City Public Works Department. The Proposed Project would provide for the off-
site installation of an 8-inch water line from 8" Street to the defined location along
Valley Drive.

The design of the facility would provide containment to ensure that oil from the largest
tank or processing equipment would be contained on the Project site if tank or equipment
failure occurred during the 100-year storm event. This Project design would be
permanently in place throughout the ongoing operation of the Proposed Project.

The ground surface of the Project site would be paved with concrete or asphaltic concrete
and serve as a suitable driving surface for emergency response equipment.

Electrical equipment installed for Phases 3 and 4 would have an uninterruptable power
supply for critical systems such as the production equipment safety systems. An
emergency generator would be installed during the drilling of wells to provide power for
the safe shutdown of the drilling operation in the event of a loss of power from SCE. [It
should be noted that all isolation valves and automated valves would be designed to be
“fail-close” which means that, if there is a loss of power, the facility would automatically
shut down and all valves would close.]

A comprehensive fire protection system as required by Federal, State, and local codes,
ordinance, and regulations would be provided for the drilling and oil production facilities
on the project site. The design and operation of the Proposed Project would occur
consistent with the requirements of the California Fire Code (CFC) and the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA) Standards. The storage of hazardous materials, the
installation and use of fire protection systems and devices, and safety for employees and
emergency responders would occur consistent with the applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS).

The fire protection systems for the ongoing operation of the Proposed Project would
include a foam injection system and automated detection and annunciation systems. The
automated alarm systems would be installed for the detection of chemical and fire
hazards to notify the onsite personnel that a potential problem is occurring. If it is
determined that a chemical fire or fire emergency exists, the onsite operator would
activate the emergency shutdown system and notify the Fire Department immediately.

Security on the Project site during Phase 4 would be provided by onsite personnel and a
site security program, including a Close Circuit Television system, a gate access system,
and intrusion and motion detection system, to control all access to and from the Proposed
Project.
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This information should be included in the discussion of detection for fire protection and
emergency response. In addition, the second paragraph of the subsection should be revised as
follows to reflect that detection and alarm systems would be provided as a part of the Proposed
Project. The language in the paragraph seems to convey that the detailed plans should have been
available for review during the preparation of the analysis of fire protection and emergency
response in the Draft EIR, when in fact, it would be premature to prepare the referenced plans
until the approval of the Proposed Project has occurred and the detailed design process has been
initiated. The section paragraph of Subsection Detection should be revised as follows:

The Proposed Project’s site’s fire protection systems would include an automated
automatic alarm system and off-site fire hydrant system as required by the LACFD and
the HBFD. However—preliminary Detailed design documents for the Proposed Project
havenot—yet—been—developed—to would address the details of the installation of fire
detection and prevention protection systems, such as foam systems on crude oil storage
tanks, flame detection, and flamimable gas detection systems. AltheughtThese systems
are-anticipated-to would be developed and implemented; consistent with the appropriate
codes, standards, and regulatory requirements. Therefore, no failure-te-de-se-would-be-a
significant impact would occur.

Page 4.6-17, third paragraph:

The discussion of the mutual aid agreements and the automatic aid agreements that the HBFD
has with the other agencies is unclear. The first sentence in the third paragraph should be
rewritten as follows:

For the capabilities of the providing a response, the distance to an LACFD Hazmat team
is relatively long at 24 minutes, and the mutual aid agreement with Torrance does not EB-170

include their HAZMAT unit, is-not-currently—a—part-of the HermosaBeach-mutual-aide

agreement and the IIBFD and the Torrance Fire Department do not have an automatic aid
agreement.

The mutual aid and automatic aid agreements with the various jurisdictions should be provided
to allow for the evaluation of the potential impact to response capabilities and response times as
well as the feasibility of Mitigation Measure FP-1f discussed further below.

Page 4.6-18, Mitigation Measure FP-1a:

Mitigation Mecasures FP-1a should be revised to reflect the comments provided above. In
addition, Mitigation Measure FP-la should be revised to reflect that the Applicant can only
request that the fire hydrants be test annually and that it is the responsibility of CalWater to
maintain the fire hydrant system and perform the test as requested since it is a public water
system. NFPA standards do not apply to public water systems. Mitigation Measure FP-la
should be revised as follows:

FP-1a The Applicant shall ensure adequate (3,000-5,000 gpm) water supplies are EB-171
available from thereclaimed-waterpipeline CalWater, the existing water lines

and hydrant system for Phase 2, the extended waterline and proposed
additional hydrant in Phase 4, or some other source for water supplies that
provides sufficient water supply rates, pressure and duration to comply with
the codes, and standards, and requirements of the LACFD and the HBFD.
Installation of a fire pump, or installation of a piping connection to arca water
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mains that can supply the flows, may be required to ensure the appropriate
water flow and pressure requirements. The Applicant shall ensure request that
all area hydrants and water supplies are tested annually by CalWater as

for water flows and pressures, and shall ensure
that the results are reported to the City of Hermosa Beach and the Hermosa
Beach Fire Department.

Page 4.6-18, Mitigation Measure FP-1b:

Mitigation Measure FP-1B indicates that the Applicant “shall implement a community alert
notification system ” yet page 4.6-17 indicates “Hermosa Beach has an alert system that could be
utilized to assist in the notification of emergencies. Project would need to be integrated into this
existing alert system.” Mitigation Measure FP-1b should be revised as follows to reflect this: EB-172

FP-1b The Applicant shall #mplement coordinate with the HBFD to integrate a
community alert notification system for the Proposed Project into the City’s
existing alert system to automatically notify area residences and businesses in
the event of an emergency at the oil field and gas facility that would require
residents to take shelter or take other protective actions.

Page 4.6-18, Mitigation Measure FP-1c:

Mitigation Measure FP-1c indicates that the Applicant “shall fund an additional FTE position”
and that it would be “for personnel with specific capabilities in inspection and code compliance
associated with oil and gas production facilities.” The analysis regarding the inspection
capabilities of the HBFD provided in the fourth paragraph on page 4.6-17 does not define the
potential workload that would be needed to address the inspection requirements for the Proposed | EB-173
Project and, therefore, does not provide justification for the full time equivalent (FTE) position
proposed in Mitigation Measure FP-1c. The Applicant does not believe the Proposed Project
would necessitate an FTE position. However, the Applicant agrees to fund an additional FTE
position (40 hour position). Any additional public benefit associated with the FTE position
should be considered an extraordinary benefit under the Development Agreement.

Page 4.6-19, Mitigation Measure FP-1e:

Mitigation Measure FP-1e indicates that the Applicant provide for “testing of evacuation plans of
neighbors for an emergency scenario.” This is not done for other facilities of this type.
Mitigation Measure FP-1b should be revised as follows to reflect this:

FP-1e The Applicant shall ensure that the emergency response planning includes EB-174
development and-testing of evacuation plans of neighbors for an emergency
scenar10 at the fac111ty—aﬁd—theApp}ieaﬂt—sh&H+mplemeﬂpregPams—te—eﬁﬁe

: : . The plan
shall be rev1ewed and approved by the LACFD, HBFD and the Cltv The

plan shall reviewed by the LACFD, HBFD, and the City annually and updated
as needed. The relevant portions of the plan shall be distributed to the public
utilizing a method as determined by the reviewing agencies.

Page 4.6-19, Mitigation Measure FP-1f:

Mitigation Measure FP-1f indicates three scenarios that could be used to provide a response by a
hazardous materials (HAZMAT) unit to the Proposed Project in the case of an event that requires
that type of response. The scenario that would require the Applicant to “provide for funding to

EB-175
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provide additional equipment and to train a sufficient number of Hermosa Beach, Redondo
Beach and/or Manhattan Beach Emergency Response personnel to provide first response
HAZMAT capabilities” would require mitigation that is not proportional to the potential impact
related to a HAZMAT event that could occur as a result of the Proposed Project. The most
timely and economically feasible mitigation scenario would be to extend the mutual aid
agreements between the City of Torrance and the HBFD to include response by the existing
HAZMAT unit. Mitigation Measure FP-1f should be revised as follows:

FP-1f The Applicant shall ensure and make funding available to 1) upgrade the
dispatch system and procedures within Hermosa/Torrance/Redondo to
implement a CAD-to-CAD system to improve dispatch times; and 2) extend
the mutual aide agreements to become automatic aid agreements between the

Hermosa Beach Fire Department and the Torrance Fire Department to include

the Torrance HAZMAT un1t—er—pfeﬂée—fer—ﬁmd+r1g—te—pfewde—&ddiﬂeﬂal

Page 4.6-20, Subsection Equipment Spacing, fourth paragraph:

The fourth paragraph discusses the installation of the 32-foot sound attenuation wall provided
during the drilling phases of the Proposed Project, proximity of the enclosed ground flare to the
adjacent soundwall, and the height of the 16-foot ground flare stack. The 32-foot sound
attenuation wall would be composed of material that would be non-combustible and the | EB-176
separation between the soundwall and the flare stack would be consistent with the regulatory
requirements. Refer to the comments on Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases,
provided above in this letter for a discussion of the height of the ground flare stack in response to
Mitigation Measures proposed in the Draft EIR.

Page 4.6-21, Mitigation Measure FP-2b:

Mitigation Measure FP-2b proposes that there be “automatic fire foam systems along the
perimeter of the crude oil containment and wellhead area [well cellars].” The provision of an
automatic fire foam system poses a risk to worker safety within confined areas such as the
containment area or the well cellars. If the system is automatically triggered and the worker is
unable to get out of the space in time, they could be suffocated. Mitigation Measure FP-1f
should be revised as follows:

FP-2b Fire protection measures specific to the crude oil containment system shall be
provided, including the installation of autematie manually operated fire foam EB-177
systems that will automatically foam in eleag the perimeter of the crude oil
containment system, and wellhead area, and the area immediately adjacent to
combustion or spark producing equipment within or immediately adjacent to
the crude oil containment area. The system shall be that—weuld—be
automatically—and remotely activated in the event of a crude oil spill fire.
When the operator leaves an area of risk, they would activate the automatic
foam system and alarm system which would notify the HBFD. The highest
level electrical classification achievable shall be designated for all equipment
located within the crude oil containment area and the wellhead area.

Global Comments EB-178
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The residual impact discussions should be revised to reflect the comments provided above.

SECTION 4.7 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES/SOILS

Page 4.7-1, first paragraph:

The last sentence in the paragraph indicates that the documents referenced as NMG Geotechnical
2012 and Geosyntec 2012 were provided by those entities as City consultants. The referenced | EB-179
NMG and Geosyntec reports were provided by the Applicant as Appendix D and H, respectively,
of the November 2012 Planning Application. The statement should be corrected.

Page 4.7-12, Subsection 4.7.3.1 Introduction:

The thir'd‘Sf.:ntence states, “In addi’fion, wgstewater injection would potentially in(?uce seismicity EB-180
in the vicinity of the Proposed Project during Phases 2 and 4.” Provide the scientific support for
this statement.

Page 4.7-14, Subsection Phase 2:

Insert the following clarifying text in the first sentence of this paragraph:

During Phase 2 of the Proposed Oil Project, four wells (three oil wells and one water EB-181
injection well) would be drilled utilizing an electric drill rig and temporary production
equipment would be installed and used to process the extracted oil, gas, and water.

Page 4.7-16, third full paragraph:

This paragraph states, “The permanent oil, gas, and water production equipment would be
installed on the eastern portion of the Project Site. This would include storage tanks with a
maximum height of 16 feet. The tank area on the Project Site would have a finished grade of 6 to
7 feet below ground surface, be surrounded by a 6- to 7-foot retaining wall in the interior of the
Project Site, and a 16-foot split-face block wall around the perimeter of the Project Site. The
storage tanks and any piping for the vapor recovery system would be below the height of the 16- [ EB-182
foot perimeter wall.”

This paragraph should be expanded and revised to reflect any changes to the height equipment
and wall height based on the proposed mitigation measures in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and 4.11,
Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR and as revised based on comments received during the
public review period.

Page 4.7-19, third paragraph:

The paragraph states, “However, as discovered during the 1971 San Fernando earthquake and the
1994 Northridge carthquake, existing building codes are often inadequate to completely protect
engineered structures from hazards associated with large ground accelerations. Therefore,
potential seismic impacts and associated damage to structures from a major carthquake on the
nearby Newport Inglewood and Palos Verdes faults, or any other regional fault, would be
considered significant.” EB-183

As the result of both the 1971 and 1994 and earthquake referenced above, the building codes
were changed to add additional requirements to account for the lessons learned as a result of
these seismic events. The Proposed Project would be built to the latest adopted building codes in
effect at the time of construction. Much of the damage during the 1971 and 1994 earthquakes
were to older structures that did not meet the then current code that was substantially less
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stringent than the codes which are in place today. In addition, the damage primarily occurred to
structures (buildings, bridges, walls, etc.) and not to equipment similar to those proposed to be
installed as part of the Proposed Project. This paragraph should be revised to correct this
statement and include a discussion related to damage to facilities similar to the Proposed Project.

Pages 4.7-19 and 4.7-20, Mitigation Measure GEO-1b:

Mitigation Measure GEO-1b states, “All seismic related recommendations provided by NMG
Geotechnical (2012) shall be incorporated into the Proposed Oil Project design. These measures
shall include, but not be limited to the following.”

There are several items that are either misstated from the NMG Geotechnical 2012 report or
should be modified as follows:

The second bulleted item of Mitigation Measure GEO-1b on Page 4.7-19 states:

« Ground improvement techniques, including high pressure grout injection, i.e.,

compaction grouting, shall be used in areas outside the landfill area to reduce EB-184
seismically induced settlement and allow construction of conventional shallow
foundations.

The mitigation inaccurately reflects the recommendations in the NMG Geotechnical report, since
it states that the high pressure grout injections shall be used in areas outside the landfill area to
reduce settlement. Section 3.6 of the NMG Geotechnical 2012 report (page 23) states, “The most
feasible ground improvement options to address the seismic settlement of left-in-place landfill
material would be insitu grout injection. . .” This is only required for structures that would be
adversely affected by settlement of 3.5 inches (i.e., critical equipment). The injection grout is
only for within the landfill area and NMG Geotechnical has identified specific requirements for
mapping, etc. as part of their recommendations. This does not include the entire project site. The
mitigation measure should be revised to reflect this information.

The first bulleted item of Mitigation Measure GEO-1b on Page 4.7-20 states:

« Seismic design criteria for horizontal and vertical accelerations, identified in Tables
10 and 11 of the geotechnical report, shall be used during Proposed Project design.

Seismic design will need to be designed to the latest building codes at the time the building plans| FB-185
are submitted and not per Tables 10 and 11 in the NMG Geotechnical 2012 report. The
information on these tables have already changed with the adoption of the 2013 California
Building Code. This mitigation measure text should be revised to reflect the requirement for
using the latest building codes which are in place at the time the building plans are submitted.

The second bulleted item of Mitigation Measure GEO-1b on Page 4.7-20 states:

«  The upper 2 to 4 feet of soil over the majority of the Project Site shall be excavated
and replaced with compacted fill. Approximately 15 feet of soil shall be removed in
the former landfill area and replaced with a minimum of 8 feet of compacted fill.

This statement is incorrect. The NMG Geotechnical 2012 report in Section 3.3 states that this EB-186
requirement is to be implemented prior to placement of new fill. Most of the project site would
not require fill material. In areas where there would be no requirement for fill, NMG does not
require 2 to 4 feet of material to be removed and replaced. In areas that would be paved, the
NMG Geological 2012 report (page 30) specifies that six inches of the subgrade is to be
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scarified, moisture-conditioned as needed, and re-compacted in place to a minimum of 90
percent relative compaction. In addition, Mitigation Measure GEO-1b requires a minimum of 8
feet of compacted fill in the former landfill area. This is not consistent with NMG’s
recommendation and conflicts with the Applicant’s design for the Proposed Project as submitted
in the November 2012 Planning Application. The NMG Geological 2012 report (page 22) states
that the eastern portion of the project site would be excavated approximately 7 feet deeper than
the majority of the pads with a retaining wall around the lower pad area. The pads would be at a
minimum of 3 feet below design grades and re-compacted in order to provide a uniform fill
blanket for the proposed tanks and compressors and other equipment. Mitigation Measure GEO-
1b should be revised to reflect this condition.

Page 4.7-26, Mitigation Measure GEO-4b:

The Applicant submitted the Subsidence and Induced Seismicity Report as Appendix H to the
November 2012 Planning Application for the Proposed Project. Appendix H defined a proposed
Subsidence Monitoring Program as a design feature of the Proposed Project. This Subsidence
Monitoring Program should be referenced in Mitigation Measure GEO-4b. As described in the
Subsidence and Induced Seismicity Report, the proposed program would be submitted to the
City of Hermosa Beach, the California Coastal Commission, and the California Division of Oil,
Gas and Geothermal Resources for review and approval. To correctly reflect the design features
of the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure GEO-4b should be revised as follows: EB-187

GEO-4b In the event that the Global Position System monitoring indicates that
significant subsidence as defined by the project action levels established in the
Applicant’s approved Subsidence Monitoring Program is occurring in and/or
around the Proposed Project area, wastewater or water injection operations
shall be increased to alleviate such subsidence. The Applicant shall coordinate
with the California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources in
determining appropriate increased levels of wastewater or water reinjection
operations in accordance with the approved Subsidence Monitoring Program.
The Applicant will also coordinate with the City of Hermosa Beach, Public
Works Department, to verify that subsidence has been mitigated sufficiently.

Page 4.7-28, Mitigation Measure GEO-6:

Mitigation Measure EO-6 states, “...Foundations and pipeline design shall be completed by a
Registered Civil Engineer.”

The Applicant understands that a Registered Civil Engineer needs to ensure the design
accommodates the potential for expansive soils. However, the actual design may well be done by | EB-188
a Mechanical Engineer and a design team which could include many disciplines. Therefore, the
Applicant proposes that Mitigation Measure GEO-6 be revised as follows:

Geo-6 Foundations and pipeline design shall be eempleted reviewed and approved
by a Registered Civil Engineer.
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SECTION 4.8 SAFETY, RiSK OF UPSET, AND HAZARDS

Page 4.8-1, second paragraph:
The first sentence states, “Mitigation measures are also identified which would reduce the risk
levels.”

In general, it does not appear that the mitigation and Applicant’s proposed design features related
to the Proposed Project operations and drilling were considered in the quantitative risk analysis.
Refer to the comment below for a list of the design features that have not been discussed or used
in the Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) in the Draft EIR.

EB-189

Page 4.8-2, Section 4.8.1 Environmental Setting:

The Environmental Setting section states that the City Yard “does present some acceptable risk
to the public or the environment, including the risk of small spills of oil, accidents related to
releases from vehicle gasoline tanks or releases from the onsite propane tank.” Explain the
frequency and nature of these events and the basis for determining that the risks are acceptable.

In addition, identify the existing pipelines in the City, including both oil and gas pipelines, as this
is also part of the existing setting.

EB-190

Page 4.8-2, Section 4.8.1.1 Study Area and Scope:

Was the 500-foot study area selected as a conservative distance to ensure that all potential
impacts were studied? Presumably, the 500-foot study area does not reflect any pre-
determination that impacts will actually occur within 500 feet of project site.

Page 4.8-3, Subsection Facility Quantitative Risk Assessment Approach, second
paragraph:

The first sentence states, “The main objective of the QRA is to assess the facility’s risk of
generating serious injuries or fatalities to members of the public, and to develop mitigation
measures that could reduce these risks.”

It is not clear if the mitigation measures and design features were incorporated into the QRA or
just added as a qualitative statement after the QRA was gencrated. Is this the case? If the
mitigation measures and design features were not included into the quantitative risk assessment,
then the assessment overestimates (more than would actually occur) the risk of the Proposed
Project. This could lead to a substantial overestimation. Therefore, would it be correct to
assume that this would not be the true risk?

Page 4.8-4, fourth full paragraph:

The fourth sentence states, “Buildings, vegetation, terrain, and other types of obstructions would
prevent persons exposed to the fire from experiencing the full effects, and would reduce the
probability that the person would suffer a serious injury or fatality.”

What effect did the facility’s perimeter wall have on reducing or redirecting any gas releases
from the facility? Was this considered during the modeling? What height wall was used in the
model, 16 feet or 32 feet?

Because the facility’s perimeter wall provides a substantial vertical barrier and all gas releases
would be located at ground level, wouldn’t this direct most of the gas upward and away from
receptors? Was this modeled? If not, include this in the model when determining hazard zones.

EB-191

EB-192

EB-193
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Page 4.8-4, fifth full paragraph:

The first sentence states, “Release scenario frequencies are determined though failure rate
analysis and fault trees, which detail the general conditions and equipment-specific frequencies
that could lead to a release.”

The Applicant submitted on three separate occasions project design features and operational
characteristics that would improve the reliability and integrity of the system and significantly
reduce failure rate and, therefore, have a positive impact on reducing the failure rate analysis.
Refer to the comments below for a description on the project design features and operational
characteristics related to safety features designed to reduce risk.

Page 4.8-5, Figure 4.8-1:

The flow diagram indicates to the reader that the mitigation measures/design features provided
by the Applicant were not included in the qualitative analysis of the QRA. If this is correct, the
Final EIR must include this information in a revised risk analysis, since these design features
would be critical to assess risk of the Proposed Project because these design features are
enforceable and must be used to assess the risk of the Proposed Project.

Page 4.8-6, first paragraph:

The first sentence states, “In general, a conservative (estimating more risk than would actually
occur) approach is taken in conducting the analysis.” Provide the basis for estimating risk in this
manner, including the elimination of human intervention and automatic shutdown systems. If
these systems are proven to work, then the risk model should take that into consideration. If the
risk model overestimates many of the variables, it will be unrealistic and unreliable. In addition,
don’t the failure rates account for some human intervention and use of shutdown systems (see
Page 4.8-8, first paragraph, first sentence)?

Page 4.8-6, first bulleted item, top of page:
This bullet states:

Minimal piping friction effects. For flammable gas rcleases, consequence analysis
assumed that release volumes were located at the break source and all releases were
assumed to behave like a release from a short pipe length or a hole in a vessel. Piping
lengths, which would increase the friction and reduce the release rates, were not included.
For example, if a scenario includes two exchangers, nine vessels, two filters, and an
estimated 240 meters of piping, it was assumed that this entire inventory was released as
though it was contained within a single vessel at the unit temperature and pressure and
released through a short pipe segment. In reality, the gas would have to travel through
piping and equipment to get to the release point. This would reduce the release rate and
the subsequent impact zone.

The environmental analysis for risk should use a model capable of taking into consideration the
effect of friction on gas volumes. The Draft EIR goes on to state, “This would reduce the release
rate and the subsequent impact zone.” If this analysis, in fact, would reduce the impact zone, is
that not exactly what should be demonstrated? This would allow a reasonable estimate of a
worst case scenario.
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Page 4.8-6, first bulleted item, next to last sentence:
This sentence states:

In addition, for flammable releases, the peak release rate was used to determine the
hazard zone. This approach produces larger hazard zones since the release rate would
most likely decrease over time, thereby reducing the size of the impact zone over time. EB-198

Based on the approach as described above, the hazard zone is overestimated. If the hazards
zones in reality would not be this big, the hazard zone description is overstated. If so, we request
a reanalysis of these hazard zones so that they represent what would happen in reality so that a
reasonable estimation of worst case scenario can be determined.

Page 4.8-6, second bulleted item:
This bullet states:

Minimum human intervention and shutdown systems were included. It was assumed
there would be no human intervention in the event of a crisis situation. Manual shutdown
systems were assumed not to be activated or activated only after a sufficient amount of
material was released, which would allow the hazard zones to reach their maximum
extents (given the dispersion and meteorological conditions at the time of the release). All
automatic shutdown systems that can isolate portions of the plant were assumed to fail,
and the failure rates of these automatic shutdown systems were included in the fault tree
analysis. However, it was assumed that compressor low pressure shutdown systems
would prevent the system from continuing to operate and compressing additional gas
from the wells in the event of an equipment failure.

The Applicant provided information and material on two occasions (November 2012 Planning
Application and Response to Requested Clarifications, submitted June 24, 2013) that described
in detail plant safety and control systems that would be used during drilling and operations. In
the Planning Application, Appendix B - Plant Safety and Control Systems Report, detail has | Eg_199
been provided that the project safety systems (systems, training, programs) exceed all of the
current regulatory onshore requirements for oil and gas facilities. In addition, the Response to
Requested Clarifications, Attachment H provides a summary of many of these upgrades.

The point of these documents was to provide design criteria that would be incorporated into the
quantitative portion of the QRA. Furthermore, we fully expected these design features to be part
of the ongoing monitoring plan to ensure the Proposed Project was a substantial improvement
over “business as usual” practice. A revised analysis should be prepared and incorporate these
design features. The revised analysis should also weigh the improvements against any other
onshore facility built in the Los Angeles Basin. Once again we provided this information so the
environmental document could include this in the quantitative portion of the QRA. Additionally,
these items should be included in the ongoing monitoring plan to ensure this project is operated
at a much higher level of care and safety.

Additional analysis should recognize these design features listed below and the QRA must
incorporate these features or the analysis does not properly reflect the design of this facility or
standards for the Proposed Project.

Drilling:

During drilling, a Class Il Blowout Preventer (BOP) would be included. The BOP would
include four remote-controlled, hydraulically operated BOPs consisting of an annular BOP, two
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BOPs equipped with pipe rams, and one BOP equipped with blind-shear rams. The blind-shear
rams installed in the BOP stack would be capable of shearing any drill pipe (including
workstring and tubing) in the hole under maximum anticipated surface pressure. The BOP stack
and drilling program would be evaluated by a third-party professional engineer (Professional
Engineering Certification [30 CFR§ 250.416]) as follows:

The professional engineer would verify that the BOP design is appropriate for the drilling
program and the expected reservoir pressures. The professional engineer would also
inspect the BOP to verify that there is no existing damage.

The shear rams would be tested according to 30 CFR § 250.416. A section of drill pipe,
the same as used in the drilling program, would be placed in the BOP and then the shear
ram would be activated. The BOP would then undergo a pressure test to ensure that a
proper seal would be created. After the shear ram is tested, the BOP would be examined
to confirm there was no damage to the BOP created by the test. In addition, the sheared
drill pipe would be examined to determine that the shear ram would be capable of
creating a clean cut.

Operations:

A hazard and operability study (HAZOP) would be conducted prior as part of the final
design. A HAZOP is a structured and systematic examination of a planned or existing
process or operation in order to identify and evaluate problems that may represent risks to
personnel or equipment. A HAZOP is a qualitative technique based on guide-words and
is carried out by a multi-disciplinary team (HAZOP team) during a set of meetings.

The production facility safety equipment and procedures for the Proposed Project would
be based on the American Petroleum Institute Recommend Practice for Analysis, Design,
Installation, and Testing Basic Surface Safety System (API) (API RP 14C).

SAFE charts would be used to verify the design and installation of a safety system (API
14C). This would assist in determining if a safety device is operable, properly calibrated,
and accomplishes the intended control function.

Redundant safety systems would be provided for additional protective measures. All
critical systems would have primary and secondary safety devices (such as high level
alarms and pressure safety valves). The safety devices would be designed through
standardized hazard analysis procedures (HAZOP, SAFE Charts, etc.).

The Proposed Project would be equipped with an approved integrated safety-control
system that would cause shut-in of all wells and shutdown of the complete production
facility in the event of fire, pipeline failure, or other catastrophe. A complete testing of
the safety-control system would be conducted every six months.

The Proposed Project’s plant safety and control systems would provide a closed-loop
system for oil and gas handling. The oil and gas would be contained within closed tanks
and vessels at all times and the closed-loop system is a design that does not allow for the
venting or emitting of gases into the air -atmosphere as part of the normal operation of
the facility. All tanks and process vessels would be connected to a vapor recovery unit
and, instead of venting gases to the atmosphere, they are sent to the vapor recovery unit.
In addition, all pressure relieving devices would be connected to an enclosed ground
flare. As a result, the closed-loop system is self-contained and would not allow for
venting of gases to the air, even during any emergency venting of gases.
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« The Proposed Project would have isolation valves that would be used to shut in areas of
the facility during an emergency situation. The isolation valves would be automatic and
have a quick response time in order to limit any potential release. The isolation valves
would automatically shut down when either the loss of pressure in a particular segment of
the facility is noted or when there is an increase in pressure. In addition, automatic
shutdowns that can terminate all facility production and shut off flow from producing
wells would be installed. These shutdowns would close off the process from the source
and help prevent larger releases. The locations of the isolation valves would be at the
boundaries of the Project site, the process vessels, and any areas that have the potential
for a large release determined during the risk assessment design and the hazard analysis
studies prepared during the detailed final design of the Proposed Project. The locations
of the segments are provided in the E&B Oil Development Project Quantitative Risk
Analysis (QRA), dated July 3, 2013.

« Fail safe systems components. System’s being “fail-safe” means not that failure is
impossible/improbable, but rather that the system's design prevents or mitigates unsafe
consequences of the system's failure; that is, if and when a “fail-safe” system “fails,” it is EB-199
“safe” or at least no less safe than when it is operating correctly. For instance, actuated continued
or automatic valves that revert to a pre-determined position after the actuating force 1s
removed are referred to as “fail-safe” valves (i.e. isolation valves used to isolate or close
down a system or well will fail in the closed position).

« The Proposed Project would have an integrated safety control system that would be
actuated by the devices discussed below. These devices would be installed and
maintained in an operating condition at all times. As discussed below, the devices would
be periodically tested and the testing may be witnessed and approved by the Applicant’s
operations personnel. The Applicant would maintain records at the Project site showing
the present status and past history of these device, including the dates and details of
inspections, testing, repairs, adjustments, and reinstallation or replacement. The devices
for the Proposed Project’s safety control systems are described below:

o Safety Devices on Vessels and Tanks. All production vessels and tanks would be
equipped with safety devices that would cause shut-in of the wells connected to the
vessel or tank. The Applicant would test the safety devices on a monthly basis and
document the testing as discussed above. The safety devices would include the
following:

§ All separators would be equipped with high-low-pressure shut-in sensors and
high-low level shut-in controls.

§ All pressure surge tanks would be equipped with a high-and-low-pressure
shut-in sensor and high-low-level shut-in controls.

§ Atmospheric surge tanks would be equipped with a high-level shut-in sensor.

§ All other hydrocarbon-handling pressure vessels would be equipped with
high-low-pressure shut-in sensors and high-level shut-in controls unless they
arc determined by the Applicant’s operations personnel to be otherwise
protected.

o Pressure Relief Valves. The Applicant would test the pressure relief valves every

six months and document the testing as discussed above. The pressure relief valves
would include the following:
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§ All pressure vessels would be equipped with relief valves connected into a gas

vent line. All gas vent line systems would be equipped witha scrubber  or
similar separation equipment.
A relief valve would be set no higher than the safe working pressure of the
vessel to which it is attached.

Pilot-operated pressure-relief valves would be equipped to permit testing with
an external pressure source. Spring-loaded pressure relief valves would either
be bench-tested or equipped to permit testing with an external pressure source.

o Well Head Surface Safety Valves. The well head surface safety valves would
include the following:

§ All wells capable of flowing oil or gas and all artificial lift wells capable of

afterflow when the source of power is shut off would be equipped with an
automatic, fail-close, wellhead surface safety valve. High-low pressure
sensors would be located in the flowline close to the wellhead and would be
set to cause shut-in of the valve in the event of abnormally high or low
flowline pressures. In addition, each valve would be connected to the
integrated safety control system on the facility.

All well head surface safety valves would be tested by the Applicant monthly
for operation and holding pressure. If the valve fails to test properly, it would
be repaired or replaced and again tested for proper operation. Pressure
sensors would be operated and tested by the Applicant monthly for proper
pressure settings. The Applicant would document the testing as discussed
above.

Artificial lift wells not equipped with a well head surface safety valve would
have safety devices installed to shut off the source of power in the event of
abnormally high or low flowline pressures. The source of power would be
controllable by the integrated safety system.

Emergency Shutdown Systems (EDS).
§ Multiple ESD systems would be located throughout the facility. The locations

would be in strategic areas where they can be quickly activated.

Combustible Gas Detector and Alarm System. An automatic combustible gas
detector and alarm system would be installed and maintained in accordance with the
following:

§ Gas detection systems would be installed in all areas containing gas handling

facilities or equipment and in enclosed areas that are classified as hazardous
areas as defined in the California Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 3.

All gas detection systems would be capable of continuously monitoring for
the presence of combustible gas in the areas where the detection devices are
located.

A diagram of the gas detection systems showing the location of all gas
detection points would be posted in a prominent place on the Project site.

The gas detection systems would be tested monthly by the Applicant, and may
be witnessed and approved by the Applicant’s operations personnel. The
Applicant would maintain a record of the tests on the Project site.
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§

Infrared cameras will be used to provide facility inspections of components.

o A fixed hydrogen sulfide (H2S) gas detection and alarm system would be installed
on the Project site and continuous monitoring would occur during drilling,
workover, and well servicing activities. The gas detection and alarm system would
include the following:

§

The detector and alarm system equipment would be capable of sensing a
minimum of five parts per million H2S in the air, with sensing points located
at the perimeter of the Project site perimeter, the gas handling facilities, select
drilling locations, the small office building, and other areas where H2S might
accumulate. The H2S detection devices would activate audible and visible
alarms if the concentration of H2S reaches 5 parts per million in the air.

In the event H2S is detected by any device, frequent inspections of all areas of
poor ventilation would be made with a portable H2S detection instrument.
H2S detector ampules or other approved devices would be available for use by
all personnel.

o Operator Training

§

The operators would be trained through systematic training courses (30 CFR §
250.1501). The typical training program utilized is API T2.

o Safety and Environmental Management Systems Program (30 CFR § 250.1902).
The following would be addressed in the Safety and Environmental Management
Systems Program for the Proposed Project:

L LoD O LoD LN LD UOD LoD LON WOn O L0 w0

§

General

Safety and Environmental Information
Hazard Analysis

Management of Change

Operating Procedures

Mechanical Integrity

Pre-startup Review

Emergency Reponses and Control
Investigation of Incidents

Auditing

Recordkeeping

Stop Work Authority

Employee Participation Plan
Reporting Unsafe Working Conditions

o Preventative Maintenance.

§ Safety devices would be inspected monthly.
§ Mechanical Integrity would be tested as follows: API 510 (Vessels) -
Inspection intervals will follow Section 6 of API 510; API 570 (Piping) -
Inspection intervals will follow Section 6 of API 570; and API 653 (Tanks) -
Inspection intervals will follow Section 6 of API 653.
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o Fugitive Emission Inspections would occur as follows:
§ Inspections to be conducted monthly
§ Infrared camera imaging weekly

Page 4.8-6, third bulleted item:
This bullet states:

Maximum release volumes were assumed producing the worst case consequences. All
releases were assumed to release the entire volume of the equipment or the entire volume
of the gas gathering system. In reality, numerous valves and bottlenecks would prevent a
release of the majority of the gas inventory in the field through a given pipe or equipment
rupture.

EB-200

The environmental analysis for risk should use a model capable of taking into consideration the
effect of friction on gas volumes. The Draft EIR goes on to state, “This would reduce the release
rate and the subsequent impact zone.” If this analysis, in fact, would reduce the impact zone, is
that not exactly what should be demonstrated? This would allow a reasonable estimate of a
worst-case scenario.

Page 4.8-7, Subsection Failure Frequencies, second paragraph:
The fifth sentence states:

These industry-wide failure rate databases incorporate a range of equipment, differing in
design standards and equipment age. Therefore, the failure rates are considered an
average of a group of equipment that might include some older equipment and some
relatively new equipment. EB-201

As stated in the comment above, the design standard for this Proposed Project substantially
exceeds onshore oil and gas project requirements. Provide a discussion on how the frequency
failure rate would be improved for this class of project compared to an industry-wide failure rate
that is based on “differing in design standards and equipment age.” Furthermore, indicate how
this would be incorporated into the quantitative portion of the QRA.

Page 4.8-7, last paragraph:
“Rates can also be based on what is called a demand basis, which is a probability that if the

equipment is called upon, it will not work.” £B.202
Based on the design features provided by the Applicant, what adjustments were made to the “it )

will not work” frequencies based on redundant systems (computer safety system included), third
party operator training, fail safe components, automated system, etc.

Page 4.8-8, Table 4.8-1:
Provide a side by side comparison of this table and the adjustments made in a new analysis based EB-203
on the design criteria provided by the Applicant.
Page 4.8-11, Table 4.8-2:

Explain the numbers in Table 4.8-2. What does it mean to say that the “frequency per year” of
electrocution is 1.5x10-6 or that the “interval” is 774,500? Similarly, for explosion and rupture
of pressurized device?

EB-204
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Page 4.8-11, Subsection Pipelines, first and second paragraphs:
These paragraphs state:

Transportation by pipeline is one of the safest forms of transportation for oil or natural
gas. Nonetheless, failures do occur, resulting in fatalities, injuries, and property damage.
The recent failure of a 30-inch gas transmission pipeline in a residential area of San
Bruno, California, garnered extensive media coverage when it caused seven fatalities and
numerous serious injuries and destroyed homes. The San Bruno release reportedly
continued for more than 1 hour, which exposed the surrounding area to extensive thermal
radiation damage. Spectators reported flames as high as 1,000 feet and damage occurred
as far as 600 feet from the release location.

The gas pipeline installed along Valley Drive as part of the Proposed Project would
operate at a potentially higher pressure than the gas pipeline in San Bruno (up to 225-465
psi for the Proposed Project compared to 375 psi at San Bruno), but would only be 4
inches in diameter (depending on location) for the Proposed Project (compared to 30
inches in diameter for the San Bruno pipeline). However, it could still create significant
risk levels.

Except for the information specific to our pipeline, the discussion related to, and the comparison
of, the San Bruno gas pipeline incident is unnecessary and must be removed. Including this | EB.205
information gives the reader the impression that the situation in San Bruno is similar to our
project, when in fact, they are substantially different. Details of this incident reveal the
following:

NTSB officials said PG&E took almost 95 minutes to shut off the gas spewing from the pipeline
in San Bruno. The NTSB contends that a lack of automatic shut-off valves and valves that can be
closed remotely contributed to the slow response. For the Proposed Project, the pipeline, by law,
requires automatic shut off valves.

When the utility relocated the pipeline in 1956, the seams (ERW) running along the length of the
pipe were welded only on the outside, a defect that led to the rupture and a problem that officials
said could have been easily discovered with visual external or internal (MFL) inspections. Also,
the company mistakenly listed the pipeline section as seamless in its records, when, in fact, it
was welded.

Electric resistance welded (ERW) pipe is manufactured by cold-forming a sheet of steel into a
cylindrical shape. Current is then passed between the two edges of the steel to heat the steel to a
point at which the edges are forced together to form a bond without the use of welding filler
material. Initially this manufacturing process used low frequency A.C. current to heat the edges.
This low frequency process was used from the 1920’s until 1970.

Over time, the welds of low frequency ERW pipe was found to be susceptible to selective scam
corrosion, hook cracks, and inadequate bonding of the secams, so low frequency ERW is no
longer used to manufacture pipe.

NTSB also took aim at the California Public Utilities Commission and the federal Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration for contributing to the tragedy. They said that in
1961 the Public Utilities Commission exempted all natural gas pipelines built before 1961 from
pressure testing. The federal government did the same for pipelines built before 1970.
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The San Bruno pipeline was at least 50 years old. The duration of the Proposed Project is only 35
years. Furthermore, pre-1970 low frequency ERW pipe is now no longer manufactured and is
not allowed by law for the construction of a new pipeline.

In addition, some of the greatest advancements in pipeline integrity have occurred, specifically
the use of In-Line-Inspection (ILI) tools also known as smart pigs. These tools, along with
pressure testing, provide valuable information on the integrity of a line allowing operators to
foresee changes before those changes become a problem. The San Bruno line was incapable of
being inspected by ILI and was exempted from pressure test requirements.

The comparison to a pipeline constructed and inspected under to today’s standard has a
dramatically improved risk profile. The environmental document should exercise great caution
when looking to give the reader a reference frame for topics such as these. The environmental
document should recognize that the San Bruno incident would have been prevented based on the
design and operation of the current legal requirements for pipeline construction which will be
utilized in the Proposed Project.

Page 4.8-11, subsection Pipelines, third paragraph:

“Gas pipeline failure frequencies in this report utilized the DOT failure rates for gas pipelines

within California. The base rate of pipeline failure is 4.65x10-4 incidents per mile.” EB-206

The reference to the pre-1970 ERW pipe that failed along the seam weld, corrosion along the
seam weld included, from the inventory of causes that made up the failure frequency within
California should be removed.

Pages 4.8-43 through 4.8-50, Section 4.8.2.2:

This section does not include a discussion related to the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife Service Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR). The environmental analysis
should include the functions of this regulatory agency, including a discussion of the major
components and protections this program offers: EB-207

+ Approved spill plan though the agency

+ Certificate of Financial Responsibility (COFR)

»  Membership in an oil spill response organization (OSRO)
* Annual drills with agency oversight

Page 4.8-54, Table 4.8-9:

This Table 4.8-9 is missing several of the agencies listed in Table 2.15 of Section 2.0, Project EB-208
Description, of the Draft EIR.

Page 4.8-55, last paragraph:
This paragraph states:
A safety and risk impact is considered significant if any of the following apply:
+ The estimated probability and consequences of an accident falls within the red or EB-209
amber zone of the SBC 2000 Safety Thresholds FN curve; or

+ Existing or proposed emergency capabilities (including oil spill response plans
and other plans that would be used for emergencies) are not adequate to
effectively mitigate spills and other accident conditions.
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The Proposed Project has more than adequate emergency response capabilities to mitigate spills.
The Office of Spill Prevention and Response regulations are place to ensure the project has
adequate emergency response. Under these significance criteria, the project spill risk would be
less than significant with mitigation, which is also proposed in the Applicant’s Planning
Application.

The Applicant will be required to file and get approval for an Oil Spill Contingency Plan through
the California Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR). The Oil Spill Contingency Plan
requires annual drills and table top exercises to ensure personnel are properly trained, response
organizations are available and functioning, and response equipment meets the Oil Spill
Contingency Plan standards and response times. OSPR would also require the Applicant to
become a member of an Offshore Response Organization (OSRO). As part of the Oil Spill
Contingency Plan, the Applicant and OSRO would be required to have appropriate onshore and
offshore response capabilities to clean up the “worst case” oil spill. This includes offshore
cleanup and onshore cleanup protection strategies that can be quickly deployed to contain and
clean up spills. In addition the applicant would have to file with OSPR and Certificate of
Financial Responsibility (COFR) to ensure there are financial resources available to cover clean
up expenses.

In addition, the applicants spill response plan that includes shoreline protection measures
(avoidance of spill workers from sensitive species — snowy plover). The United States Coast
Guard (USCG) in coordination with State agencies produces Area Contingency Plans that show
sensitive areas along the coast of California and strategies to protect them. These are used in
coordination with the Incident Command System (ICS) and the applicants spill plan.
Furthermore, the oil spill response requires the applicant to mobilize the Oiled Wildlife Care
Network to provide surveillance, protection, and care for wildlife resources in the event of a
spill.

Page 4.8-56, Section 4.8.4.1, Design Features:

Comments provided above, which address design features, should result in the revision of the
analysis to indicate an understanding of the Applicant’s proposed design features and operational
characteristics that are above and beyond the requirements for normal onshore oil facility
operations.

Page 4.8-62, first full paragraph:

The third and fourth sentences state, “The release was modeled as a rupture with a sustained
release of reservoir fluids. The rupture case assumed a break of 3 inches (leak releases are
addressed under scenario 2). The release was modeled at a conservative well head pressure of
1,000 psi. Possible consequences include toxic, flame jets and flammable vapor clouds.”

The Draft EIR states that drill stem tests were used to develop a scenario to evaluate a release
during drilling. Review the information provided below regarding drilling scenarios and the use
of pressures identified in drill stem tests for modeling. This information should be provided in
the revised analysis.

Pages 4.8-61 and 4.8-62, Scenario 1: Releases During Drilling:

The Applicant has reviewed release Scenario 1 as stated in the Draft EIR for the Proposed
Project. The Draft EIR predicts a peak flow rate of 42 Kg/ sec (92.4 Ibs/ sec), but using an
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appropriate model, the peak flow rate is 0.226 Kg/ sec (0.585 Ibs/ sec). The Applicant provides
the following response and additional analysis.

The Draft EIR proposed a scenario that included the following information: 1,000 meters of 10”
pipe, all natural gas, at a pressure of 1,000 psi that suddenly ruptures and releases through a 3”
hole. The authors constructed the pressure portion of this scenario utilizing Redondo Beach
wells drill stem tests. The 1,000 psi is a rounding up of a single 800 psi surface pressure noted
on a drill stem test from well CRB #5. The 1,000 meters of 10” pipe with natural gas was an
attempt to replicate a condition that may be encountered while drilling.

Unfortunately, this is not an acceptable methodology for predicting this type of scenario, but
rather a simple calculation that ignores several important variables that would have been
considered using an appropriate model. The resulting flow rate in and of itself should have been
an immediate indication that the methodology was unacceptable. More specifically, this over
simplification and misuse of available data has resulted in a prodigious and unjustifiable peak
flow rate compared to any historical well in the Torrance oil field or the Los Angeles Basin.

Use of an appropriate model must be utilized for this scenario. Various models exist to evaluate
a release during drilling, e.g., Boots and Coots and OLGA, which are based on industry
standards with over 30 years of development. These multiphase flow simulators model time-
dependent behaviors, or transient flow. Dynamic simulation is necessary and used extensively to
determine transient behavior in wellbores.

For an issue as important as health and safety, the Draft EIR should utilize the best scientific
information and models available when assessing the risk for Scenario 1. Below, there is a
discussion on drill stem testing compared to actual drilling that will: provide clarity between
these two substantially different activities and a general explanation why the scenario presented
in the Draft EIR is unrealistic; and also provide an appropriate model to determine a conservative
worst case peak flow rate from a well.

Drill Stem Tests v. Actual Drilling

In the Draft EIR, it is noted that drill stem tests were conducted to ascertain the flowing
capability of the City of Redondo Beach wells. It is important to understand the circumstances
under which a drill stem test is conducted and how this is different from actual drilling, which is
the activity that could ostensibly produce the blowout scenario as presented. It is critical to
discuss the importance of understanding a key well control method utilized in the process of
drilling and to discuss the drill stem testing process that is addressed in the blowout scenario.

EB-212
continued

During the drilling of a well, drilling mud is utilized to maintain wellbore stability, hold back
fluids from the reservoir(s), lift rock cuttings, and cool the bit and drill string. The City of
Redondo Beach wells were drilled with drilling mud of densities ranging from 74 to 78 pounds
per cubic foot (pcf). At a depth of 2000 feet, the pressure exerted on the reservoir by the drilling
fluid would range from 1,028 to 1,083 psi. From the public records at the Division of Oil, Gas,
and Geothermal Resources, the drill stem tests’ final shut-in pressure can be utilized to estimate
pressure gradient(s) for the City of Redondo Beach lease. The records indicate that a maximum
reservoir pressure gradient is 0.46 psi/ft. Based upon a slightly more conservative estimate of
0.47 psi/ft, the reservoir pressure at a vertical depth 2000 feet will be 940 psi. This is the
pressure at the bottom of the hole, not the surface. The difference in the pressure of the mud and
reservoir results in an overbalance of 88 to 143 psi. This fluid overbalance, combined with the
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use of pumps, chokes, and other standard well control equipment, is more than sufficient to
prevent a kick that could lead to a blowout condition. The exercise of evaluating a blowout
condition is discussed below further.

A drill stem test is completely different. A drill stem test is specifically designed to enable fluids
to flow into the drill pipe through a valve. A packer or set of packers is set to isolate the
hydrostatic head of the drilling fluid in the annulus of the wellbore. This is necessary to
determine pressures in the reservoir and direct fluids flowing from the reservoir into the drill
pipe through a valve.

Prior to commencing the inflow test, a minimal amount of mud is left in the drill pipe to reduce
the hydrostatic head on the reservoir. In well CRB#5 discussed on page 4.8-61 of the Draft EIR,
a drilling mud cushion of 270 linear feet was left in the drill pipe. Because the hole was
directionally drilled, it is necessary to convert the drilling mud cushion into a vertical fluid
column to properly calculate the pressure exerted by the drilling mud in the pipe prior to opening
a valve to allow reservoir fluids to flow into the drill pipe. For well CRB#5, the 270 linear feet
converts to a vertical column of 100 feet. With a drilling mud of 78 pcf, the 100 feet provides 54
psi of pressure inside the drill pipe.

Once the valve is opened, the reservoir fluids flow into the wellbore at some pressure greater
than the mud cushion into the drill pipe inside diameter of approximately 3 inches and through a
choke set which can be adjusted. The fluid then flows through a hose and into a 5 gallon bucket
of water to ascertain the qualitative and subjective characteristic of the flow based upon the
driller’s observation, i.e. weak, strong or very strong. As noted on page 4.8-61 of the Draft EIR,
the surface pressure reached 800 psi during one of the drill stem tests on well CB#5. While this
drill stem test provides a good indication of flow potential during a controlled flow, it does not
represent flow characteristics during actual drilling in which engineered drilling mud is placed in
the well to maintain control of the wellbore or the dynamic flow characteristics of multiphase
flow.

Blowout Scenario Model Predicts Unrealistic Gas Volumes Which Cannot be Substantiated in
Actual Well Records

Regarding the blowout (loss of well control) scenario defined on page 4.8-62 of the Draft EIR, as
it has been explained to the Applicant by the City’s consultant, assumes a 1000 m pipeline (3280
feet) of 10” diameter suddenly has a 3” diameter rupture at 1000 psi at surface. In this scenario,
the pipe is completely filled with gas, for simplicity, and the initial rate, or peak rate is 42 kg/s of
methane that equates to a rate of 189 million cubic feet per day.

Appendix C, Risk Assessment Calculations, of the Draft EIR shows a peak rate of 42 kg/s would
only last for a second or two. At this rate, the first second would release over 2000 standard
cubic feet of gas, a volume 320 times greater than the largest produced gas volume for an
equivalent time duration recorded in the history of the City of Redondo Beach wells. While this
may be easier to model, it in no way represents actual drilling. As noted earlier, wells are drilled
with drilling mud and this is a key well control measure for preventing fluid inflow and
maintaining wellbore stability. Additionally, if at any time the wellbore pressure or stability is
compromised during drilling in the Torrance Oil Field reservoirs, there would not be a scenario
where the wellbore is devoid of all fluid (drilling mud, water, and oil) other than gas. Any fluid
influx would occur at a significantly lesser rate as a result of a much reduced pressure differential
than assumed in the Draft EIR blowout scenario.
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The Applicant retained Boots and Coots, a Halliburton Division, to assist with the modeling of

this scenario. Boots & Coots has extensive engineering knowledge and modeling capabilities.

They use a numerical simulation model that was developed to study the effect of the discharge

from multiple reservoirs and evaluate the effect of reservoir depletion on the total discharge

volume. The numerical simulation prepared by Boots & Coots consists of the following modules:
«  Well trajectory and geometry modules to determine the flow path geometry

« Reservoir performance module for determine the fluid influx from various sections of the
wellbore

« Reservoir fluid (oil and gas) properties

» Reservoir depletion

»  Multiphase flow models

» Surface exit flow analysis

«  Numerical solver module for calculating flowing bottomhole pressure and fluid influx
rate from each reservoir

Refer to Attachment 7 for a report titled, “Analysis of Potential Well Flow during Drilling
Operations, Boots & Coots,” prepared by Boots & Coots, April 2014. This report provides the
complete simulations discussed in these comments.

Page 4.8-65, Subsection Scenario 9, Crude Oil Spill Outside Containment, first and second
paragraph:

This subsection states, “This scenario involves a crude oil spill that could affect areas outside of
the facility site. It encompasses all of the crude oil processing equipment at the site as well as the
drainage systems failure. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, addresses potential impacts to
biological resources.

This scenario assumes that all tank and piping areas at the Facility would drain to a bermed area.
In order for the releases to spill outside of the berm containment, an operator would need to open
the drain valve or leave a drain valve open during a subsequent inspection.”

There is no drain that allows fluid to leave outside the proposed the facility. This scenario could
not occur and, therefore, should be deleted from the analysis in the EIR.

Page 4.8-67, first paragraph following Table 4.8-11:

The second sentence states, “The rate used for blowouts during drilling was the BOEMRE rate,
which is the most conservative.”

The BOEMRE blowout rate is not appropriate. The blowout rate should be changed from 5.20E-
03 to 4.95E-04. Refer to Attachment 8 for the document titled “Technical Note #3a, Review of|
MRS Blowout Frequencies,” prepared by Bercha International Inc., March 24, 2014. This
document addresses this issue.

Page 4.8-74, Subsection Comparison to Applicant Studies:

The sixth sentence states, “This EIR included those two additional scenarios in order to assess
the range of risks that could occur. Crude oil fires and drilling blowouts were not assessed in the
Bercha Report.”

EB-214
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Both scenarios were assessed. This statement is incorrect and should be deleted. Refer to
Attachment 8 for the document titled “Technical Note #3a, Review of MRS Blowout
Frequencies,” prepared by Bercha International Inc., March 24, 2014. This document addresses
this issue.

Page 4.8-86, first full paragraph:

The paragraph states:
For the Proposed Oil Project pipeline with newer pipe (average age over the life of the
Project of 20 years), elevated temperature, pipe type and coating type of average, the

failure rate utilized in this EIR is the 5.27 spills per 1,000 mile years calculated from the
CSFM database as it is considered to be the most conservative.

Refer to Attachment 4 for the April 4, 2014 letter regarding the analysis of pipeline spills that
was previously submitted to the City for a discussion of this issue.

Pages 4.8-67 through 4.8-76, Section 4.8.4.5 Frequency Analysis of the Proposed Oil Project
Site and Pipelines:

Probabilities of events used in the MRS Fault Tree for the analysis in the Draft EIR are generally
from outdated sources. Generally pre-1990 failure rates are higher than more current ones, such
as 2000-2010,due to improvements in technology, regulations, and operations. As an example,
the Wash-1400 study published in 1975 is attributed by MRS to give a failure rate for “PSV fails
wide open” of 2.13E-03/yr. The reference used by Bercha for such events, dated 2005, gives a
vastly lower rate for PSV failure of 2.0 E-05/yr, which is 107 times lower. It is unclear why
MRS sought out and used obsolete and outdated references which generally give excessive
values, when they could have simply referred to those in the Bercha report (provided in the
Planning Application documents), which are current and publicly available.

Refer to Attachment 9 for the document titled, “Technical Note 3, MRS Leak and Rupture
Release Fault Trees and Risk Spectrum Review and Updates,” prepared by Bercha International,
Inc., April 12, 2014.

Pages 4.8-70 and 4.8-71, Figures 4.8-5 and 4.8-6:
Figures 4.8-5 and 4.8-6 should be revised based on the analysis in the Attached technical reports.

Page 4.8-78 - Mitigation Measure SR-1a:

Mitigation Measure SR-1a includes a requirement for a seismic analysis as a part of the annual
audit. This would not be practical as building codes would change over the life of the project
and the Proposed Project would be grandfathered under the code that existed at the time of
construction. To require a seismic review annually, implies that the Applicant would be required
to update their equipment at any time during the life of the project. Therefore, it is proposed that
Mitigation Measure SR-1a be revised and an additional proposed mitigation measure be provided
as follows:

SR-1a The Applicant shall cause to be prepared an independent third-party audit,
under the direction and supervision of the City, of the gas and crude oil plants
and pipelines, once constructed, including the well pads, to ensure compliance
with Fire Code, applicable API and NFPA codes, EPA RMP, OSHA PSM,
and SPCC and emergency response plans requlrements fllhe—rewew—shal-l
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- All audit items shall be implemente
in a timely fashion, and the audit shall be updated annually, as directed by the
City and the Los Angeles County Fire Departments.

Additional Proposed Mitigation Measure: The final design of the Proposed
Oil Project shall be in accordance with the latest applicable California
Building Code and Applicant shall provide as part of the review and approval
of the construction documents, a seismic assessment of equipment to
withstand earthquakes prepared by a registered Structural Engineer in the
State of California.

Page 4.8-78, Mitigation Measure SR-1b:
Mitigation Measure SR-1b should be revised as follows:

SR-1b The Applicant shall ensure that
within the crude oil spill containment areas shall be designed as Class 1,

Division 1 areas according to the NFPA and NEC ;-er-that-spatkproducing
equipmentd iently-iselated-from-the-erude-oi area; in order

to reduce the potential for crude oil fires.

Page 4.8-79, Mitigation Measure SR-1g:
Mitigation Measure SR-1g should be revised as follows:
SR-1g Produced gas shall be continuously monitored for hydrogen sulfide and, if

H,S levels in the produced gas exceed 100 ppm, the well with the highest H,S
shall be shut in to reduce H,S levels in the produced gas below 100 ppm and

abandoned as per DOGGR requirements.

SECTION 4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

EB-221

EB-222

Pages 4.9-1 and 4.9-2, Subsection 4.9.1.1 Proposed Oil Site Topography and Drainage:

The second paragraph on page 4.9-1 states, “Onsite drainage flows as sheetflow across mostly
paved surfaces, away from a slight knoll located in the southeast portion of the site. Two
drainage sumps are located onsite, including a sump drain in the entry driveway and a sump
drain at the base of a ramp drive in the lower level of the building. The outlet of the latter sump
drain is unclear. However, the sump drain within the driveway, as well as all other site runoff,
flows into the Los Angeles County Flood Control District storm drain system before ultimately
discharging into the Pacific Ocean, at an outfall at the end of Herondo Street.”

Section 4.9 does not define the environmental setting or address current impacts of the Proposed
Project related to hydrology or water quality based on the current activities at the existing City
Maintenance Yard (vehicle maintenance, washing, storing of chemicals, etc.). On page 4.9-2,
Subsection 4.9.1.4, the second paragraph states, “The total discharge from the Project Site during
a 100-year frequency storm was determined to be 3.93 cubic feet per second, representing a 24-
hour volume of 0.54 acre-feet, or 23,522 cubic feet.” This would represent 175,959 gallons of
stormwater runoff during this 24-hour storm event. Provide a baseline of the current
contaminated runoff per year based on rainfall exposure with the existing City Maintenance Yard

EB-223
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activities. This would provide the correct environmental setting for the Proposed Project. With
the exception of the construction activities that would occur under a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), with the implementation of the Proposed Project, no stormwater
runoff would leave the project site. This would result in a positive net environmental benefit
related to stormwater runoff and water quality.

Additionally, the second paragraph on page 4.9-1 states, “A portion of the runoff from the
Herondo Street storm drain is diverted to the sanitary sewer system prior to ocean outflow, thus
reducing discharge of poor water quality from the storm drain (E&B Natural Resources 2012).”
Verify the source of this information and further explain what this statement means. How does
the selective diversion of stormwater occur and what portion is diverted to the sanitary sewer
system such that it reduces discharge of poor water quality?

Did the Draft EIR confirm and account for this diverter system when analyzing the potential spill
at the corner of Herondo Street and Valley Drive during a 0.5-inch rain event or any spill event?
If not, the analysis of oil spills should be revised to reflect the effectiveness of this system in
eliminating the potential of an oil spill (large or small) from reaching the ocean.

Page 4.9-1, Section 4.9.1.3, first paragraph:

The reference to the Torrance Refinery is incorrect. The refinery in Torrance should be correctly
identified as the Exxon Mobile Refinery. This corrected reference should be made throughout
the document. Also refer to the comment on Page ES-2, Subsection Description of Proposed
Project, first paragraph provided above for the correct information regarding the off-site
pipelines as described in the Planning Application documents.

Page 4.9-5, first paragraph:

The first paragraph states, “Groundwater beneath the Project Site was encountered in borings, at
depths between 48 and 49 feet below ground surface (NMG Geotechnical 2012), which is
equivalent to elevations of approximately 4 to 5 feet above mean sea level.” This subsection
describes groundwater reservoirs beneath Los Angeles County. Page 4.9-4, also states, “The
Proposed Project Sites are located along the westerly edge of the West Coast Basin, west of a
series of injection wells that serve as the West Coast Groundwater Barrier Project (Figure 4.9-
2).”

The purpose of this barrier project is to stop seawater intrusion east of the barrier project as
shown in Figure 4.9-2. This subsection should be revised to discuss important items such as:
How much water is re-injected daily as part of the barrier project? How many injection wells are
there in the barrier project? Are there beneficial uses of any groundwater below or west of the
Project Site? Are there any beneficial uses of groundwater anywhere west of the barrier project
in the City of Hermosa Beach? Where does the City of Hermosa get its water (drinking or
otherwise) and how much is consumed each day?

Based on the information provided in this subsection, there are no rivers, streams, or beneficial
groundwater sources that could be impacted by the spill scenario as described in Section 4.8,
Safety, Risk of Upset and Hazards, of the Draft EIR. The analysis should be revised to reflect
this.

EB-224

EB-225

EB-226

Page 4.9-5, Subsection 4.9.1.6 Water Quality:

As part of this subsection, a discussion should be added to address the existing condition of
offshore oil seeps currently located in the Santa Monica Bay. There are no discussions about this
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topic in the Draft EIR although it is very relevant to the definition of the environmental setting
related to the analysis of the potential for impacts from oil spills and the potential for
contamination of the Santa Monica Bay.

There are numerous papers discussing natural seepage and rates within the Santa Monica Bay
(K. A. Kvenvolden & C. K. Coopers, “Natural Seepage of Crude Oil into the Marine
Environment”). In some areas, such as the Santa Barbara Channel, it is estimated 295 BBLs of
oil naturally seep into the ocean waters each day. A University of California, Santa Barbara
study stated, “natural seepage of hydrocarbons from the ocean floor...has been significantly
reduced by oil production.” Organizations such as Stop Oil Seeps California
(www.soscalifornia.org) can provide valuable reference information on this topic that can be
utilized to expand the discussion that should be added to the analysis of water quality in the EIR.

In addition, a recent publication entitled, “Natural Offshore Oil Seepage and Related Tarball
Accumulation on the California Coastline - Santa Barbara Channel and the Southern Santa Maria
Basin; Source Identification and Inventory,” Thomas D. Lorenson, Frances D. Hostettler, Robert
J. Rosenbauer, Kenneth E. Peters, Jennifer A. Dougherty, Keith A. Kvenvolden, Christina E.
Gutmacher, Florence L. Wong, and William R. Normark
(h_llp_:_Xfpu_bi_l__l_ﬁgs:ggyfoff'}ﬂ)ﬂggi_r’uI”Z()OF)-1225__ text.pdf April 2014) is a significant study that

discusses naturally occurring oil and tarball accumulation. Again, this would provide another
source that can be considered in the revision of the analysis of water quality in the EIR.

Because oil seepage is part of the Santa Monica marine environment, the Applicant requests that
a discussion about oil seeps and the existing impact on the Santa Monica Bay be provided in the
analysis. As is the case in the Santa Barbara area, the Proposed Project could have a net
environmental benefit by reducing natural seepage in the Santa Monica Bay.

Page 4.9-9, subsection 2012 Los Angeles County NPDES Permit:

The second sentence states, “The City of Hermosa Beach, along with other cities in Los Angeles
County, is transitioning to the new 2012 permit and is preparing a watershed management plan
for compliance with the new permit, which will include even more stringent rules governing
stormwater runoff for development projects. Depending on when the Proposed Project proceeds,
it may be subject to SUSMP requirements or even more stringent requirements in the 2012
permit. Currently, the SUSMP is still required, but the rules may become more stringent in the
near future.”

This language gives the reader the impression that there would be stormwater runoff from the
project site with the implementation of the Proposed Project. The Project Application
documents, specifically the two Preliminary Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans
(SUSMPs) prepared for Phases 2 and 4 of the Proposed Project at the request of the City, clearly
state that there would be no stormwater runoff from the Project Site during Phase 2 drilling and
testing and Phase 4 development and operation (during the construction periods, stormwater
would be addressed through SWPPPs prepared for Phases 1 and 3). During Phases 2 and 4,
when there would be drilling and production activities, the Proposed Project would be designed
to handle a 100-year storm event plus all the volume within the tanks and vessels. Although the
Draft EIR recognizes that storm water would be contained on-site and injected with the produced
water, the analysis provided in Section 4.9 does not seem to incorporate the information provided
in the Preliminary SUSMPs prepared for the Proposed Project. The analysis should be revised to
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include the information from the Preliminary SUSMPs and the design features of the Proposed
Project that address hydrology and water quality.

Page 4.9-11, Subsection Groundwater Recharge or Level, third paragraph:

The first sentence states, “Groundwater in the West Coast Basin, which underlies the Proposed
Project area, is primarily recharged from the West Coast Basin Barrier Project.”

This statement gives the reader the impression that fresh groundwater sources west of the West
Coast Basin Barrier Project are recharged with potable water from the West Coast Basin Barrier
Project. The West Coast Basin Barrier Project is a program designed to prevent seawater
intrusion from impacting groundwater sources just west of the injection wells and cast of the
barrier project. The barrier project does not provide a source of potable water on the west side of
the barrier and this information is essential to the analysis in the EIR because it helps to define
the existing groundwater quality beneath the project site and provides clarity and the reality
under which the potential impacts of the Proposed Project should be analyzed; specifically the
pipeline spill scenario as described in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, of the
Draft EIR and discussed below.

Page 4.9-12, first paragraph:

The first paragraph states, “There are no domestic water supply wells located in the vicinity of
the Project Site. However, in the general area of the Project Site, there is at least one well that
pumps water for onsite industrial water.” Where do domestic water supplies (including wells,
surface reservoirs, etc.) for the City of Hermosa Beach come from? How far away from the
Project Site is this source located, assuming they are wells or surface reservoirs located within
Los Angeles County? Are they located east of the West Basin Barrier Project?

EB-229

The Draft EIR identifies a well that pumps water for onsite industrial purposes in the general | EB-230
area. Where is this well and what is the distance of the well to the Project Site? Is it west or east
of the West Basin Barrier Project? What is known about the quality of the water from this well?
What is the pumping depth of the well? What do the logs, if any, say about the other zones
above the water source? Are there any water quality analyses from these other zones?
Depending on the location of this well, it may be very pertinent to providing the detail lacking in
the discussion related to groundwater quality near the Project Site. Overall, it is important to
understand this information if there is an actual risk to domestic water supplies based on the oil
spill scenario described in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset and Hazards, of the Draft EIR.

Page 4.9-12, Subsection Drainage Patterns, second paragraph:

The third sentence states, “In addition, runoff at the Project Site would be substantially decreased
as a result of the Proposed Oil Project.”

This statement should be revised to note that the stormwater runoff from the project site would | EB-231
be eliminated, except during construction, with the implementation of the Proposed Oil Project.
It appears the elimination of stormwater runoff from the Project Site would be considered a
beneficial effect and should be reflected as such in the EIR.

Page 4.9-13, Subsection 100-year Flood Hazards, Levee or Dam Failures, Seiche, Tsunami,
or Mudflows, third paragraph:

The third sentence states, “During Phases 2 and 4, all Project Site runoff would be contained
onsite as a result of construction of two well cellars that would capture all precipitation.”

EB-232
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The Project Application documents, including the Preliminary SUSMPs for Phase 2 and Phase 4
of the Proposed Project, describe that containment includes not only the well cellars, but also the
bermed areas constructed as part of Phase 2 and the large containment area for the tanks
constructed in Phase 3 for use in Phase 4. This information should be described as part of the
overall containment system included as part of the Proposed Project.

Page 4.9-14, Subsection Project Site, first paragraph:

The discussion in this subsection stops short of addressing the impacts related to clean-up of the
existing soil contamination on the project site. The EIR should weigh the clean-up against the
long-term positive environmental benefit from the clean-up of the existing soil contamination. It
appears the clean-up activities would be a beneficial effect and should be reflected as such in the
EIR. The resulting benefits of the clean-up of the proposed New City Maintenance Yard should
also be identified as a positive benefit.

Pages 4.9-16 and 4.9-19, Impact HWQ.2:

The impact statement states, “A rupture or leak during oil drilling operations, from pipelines, or
from other infrastructure could substantially degrade surface water and groundwater quality.”

Based on the discussions and proposed mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR,
including the sequence of events inherent to such a small event, there is no scenario that would
result in the conclusion that the Proposed Project would “substantially degrade surface water and
groundwater quality,” resulting in a finding of a significant and unavoidable impact.

This section contemplates one scenario with variations that could potentially affect surface or
groundwater. This scenario is a pipeline rupture outside the facility along the oil pipeline that
could cause a spill of crude oil. On Page 4.9-16, last paragraph, the Draft EIR states, “Small
leaks or spills, which are contained and remediated quickly, may have minor or negligible
impacts to water resources. In contrast, large spills outside of the facility, such as those that
could be produced from a pipeline rupture, could spread to surface waters and/or groundwater
and may substantially degrade water quality, with potential long-term impacts to beneficial water
quality.”

On Page 4.9-17, first paragraph, the Draft EIR states, “Similarly, spills could result in significant,
long-term contamination of groundwater in dune and alluvial sediments beneath the spill site, if
present, as these soils are gencrally unconsolidated and permeable. Although most of the Project
Site and surrounding area would be paved and impermeable, pipeline spills could occur
underground and/or spill into areas that might be unpaved and permeable. Therefore, the impacts
could be significant.”

Under this description the event would be localized. Furthermore, the mitigation measures
(many of which were proposed as design features in the Applicant’s Project Application
documents), such as leak detection, would ensure that this event would be noticed and the clean-
up response swift and comprehensive.

The analysis in the Draft EIR gives no consideration to the sequence of events implied inherent
in this scenario that would prevent significant, long-term contamination of groundwater
resources. In the event of a rupture, the leak, even very small leaks, would be detected as
described in the Applicant’s Leak Detection Program. As part of the Leak Detection Program,
once detected, the pipeline system would be shut down, effectively stopping the leak except for
potential drain down. Maximum drain down would only occur during surface spill which would
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identify the leak location. Subsurface spills would not experience the same drain down effect
which would dramatically reduce the spill size. As the Draft EIR states the “oil is heavier,” and
this would make transport through sediments extremely slow and localized within a few feet of
the pipeline. Assuming the leak never reaches the surface, current technology such geometry
tools and other devices would identify the leak location within days.

Furthermore, once the leak is initially detected, by law the Applicant would be required to
respond immediately. Under the required Oil Spill Contingency Plan, the Applicant would have
an on-call qualified third party response organization. In addition, the law requires the Applicant
to make several agency notifications that would result in onsite regulatory oversight within hours
of any detected leak. The regulatory oversight would include immediate response organizations
such as the local fire department, Cal-EMA, California State Fire Marshal, and California Office
of Spill Prevention and Response. As clean-up occurs, other agencies would be consulted for
clean-up effectiveness including, among other things, protection of groundwater resources. EB-234
Consulting agencies would include the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Board, Department continued
of Toxic Substances Control, and the Los Angeles County Fire Hazmat Division. At the request
of the City, a detailed discussion of the Oil Spill Contingency Plan that would be prepared for the
Proposed Project was previously submitted to the City as Attachment G to the Response for
Planning Application Completeness Review, dated April 11, 2013. This document has been
provided again as Attachment 5 to this letter.

Given the small spill volumes described, the immediate detection of any spill event, and the swift
clean up response which would be required of the Applicant in compliance with the myriad of
regulatory requirements, it is not understood how it is possible to conclude that there would be
significant, long-term contamination of the groundwater resources. The Draft EIR provides no
reasonable justification for a determination of significant and unavoidable impacts and this
analysis should be revised.

In addition, on Page 4.9-16, last paragraph, the Draft EIR states, “No creeks are located in the
vicinity of the Project Site, nor along the Proposed Pipeline route; however, the Pacific Ocean is
located only a few blocks downhill from the Project Site and all storm drains in the Project Site
vicinity and along the Pipeline route lead directly to the ocean.” This scenario contemplates a
pipeline rupture where oil could reach the ocean though through a storm drain during a 0.5 inch
rain event. Although the Applicant concurs with the assumption that spill events would not
reach the ocean without a substantial storm event, Page 4.8-86, Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of
Upset and Hazards, states, “The probability of any spill occurring during a 0.50 inch storm event
in the Herondo Street area would be 0.4% over the life of the Project.” The Draft EIR concludes
this event would substantially degrade water quality, or specifically water quality in the Pacific

Ocean. EB-235

Should a rupture occur, the leak would be detected. Once detected, the pipeline system would be
shut down, effectively stopping the leak except for potential drain down. Since a leak would be
on the surface, the leak location would quickly be identified. Page 4.9-19, first sentence states,
“The installation of a check valve into the crude oil pipeline at Herondo Street would reduce the
potential spill volumes from a spill at that point by about 1,250 gallons (30 BBL) by eliminating
the draindown of the pipeline from the segment from Herondo Street to Prospect Avenue.” This
mitigation measure alone provides for a substantial reduction in the volume of oil that could be
released and, based on the spill projections on Page 4.9-17, any resulting spill would be between
80 and 90 barrels.
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The Draft EIR also provides no insight or description of the fate of this oil the second it contacts
the rain water and makes it way to the ocean through the storm drains. First, there would not be
an immediate volume of 80 to 90 BBLs of oil injected into the storm drain. It would be slow
releasing of oil over several minutes if not hours. It is likely a large portion of this oil could be
contained on the street by onsite response equipment that would be deployed in minutes of a
notification.

The oil that is not contained would cool quickly and begin to coagulate into larger and smaller
clumps or streamers before entering the storm drain. Once in the storm drain, the oil could
potentially stick to storm drain walls and likely be reduced by other friction action. What
remaining oil navigates this system would ultimately make its way to the storm drain discharge
located approximately 200 feet from the ocean. This additional 200 feet of sand would collect
some portion of the spill. What little oil remained would likely be substantially diluted before
hitting the waves and immediately be driven back to shore. Oil traveling beyond this point, if
any, would be localized.

Although each potential scenario provides different challenges, this would be a very small spill.
As discussed in Attachment 5, the Applicant would be required to file and get approval for an Oil
Spill Contingency Plan through the California Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR). EB‘2_35
The Oil Spill Contingency Plan requires annual drills and table top exercises to ensure personnel continued
are properly trained, response organizations are available and functioning, and response
equipment meets the spill plan standards and response times. OSPR would also require the
Applicant to become a member of an Offshore Response Organization (OSRO). As part of the
0il Spill Contingency Plan, the Applicant and OSRO would be required to have appropriate
onshore and offshore response capabilities to clean up the “worst case” oil spill. This includes
offshore cleanup and onshore cleanup protection strategies that can be quickly deployed to
contain and clean up spills. In addition, the Applicant would have to file with OSPR a
Certificate of Financial Responsibility (COFR) to ensure there are financial resources available
to cover clean-up expenses. The Draft EIR seems to assume that a large portion of the 80 to 90
BBLs would make its way to the ocean and not be cleaned up. In addition, the Draft EIR has
taken an overly broad approach in making the significance determination (oil in ocean), without
serious consideration to the actual fate of the oil and the response measures which would be
required to be in place to ensure proper clean-up.

The Draft EIR provides no reasonable justification for a determination of a significant and
unavoidable impact under this scenario. The predicted size of the spill, along with mitigation
measures proposed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR contradict this significant and unavoidable determination. In
addition, the Draft EIR provides no scenario or sequence of cvents that results in such a
determination.

The Applicant has prepared an analysis of the oil pipeline spill probability taking into account
updates to the pipeline spill probability presented in the Draft EIR based on the updated 2013
Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM) spill frequency and Applicant proposed additional
pipeline design criteria that would reduce the causes in the California State Fire Marshal (CSFM)
Incident Causal Distribution identified in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, of the | EB-236
Draft EIR. Refer to Attachment 4 for the April 8, 2014 letter previously submitted to the City.
The analysis of impact HWQ.2 should be revised to reflect the analysis and proposed additional
mitigation measures provided in Attachment 4. As discussed above, the analysis of the oil

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 61
Comments on Draft EIR dated February 2014

Q-Applicant-64 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

Attachment 1

pipeline sp111 probability and the additional proposed mitigation measures discussed in the letter
provided in Attachment 4 would support a determination that the potential for an impact from
this scenario could be reduced to a less than significant level.

Page 4.9-17, Mitigation Measure HWQ-2a:

Mitigation Measure HWQ-2a should be revised as follows:

HWQ-2a The Applicant shall properly maintain the associated crude oil pipelines,
storage tanks, and processing facilities within and outside the Project Site,
including smart-pigging according to State of California Office of the State EB-237
Fire Marshal requirements and the standards outlined by the Department of
Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources, and the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The Applicant shall visually inspect on-site storage
tanks and processing equipment at least daily and provide a visual inspection

of the crude oil pipeline right-of-way inspeetions on a weekly basis.
Page 4.9-18, Mitigation Measure HWQ-2b:
Mitigation Measure HWQ-2b should be revised as follows:

HWQ-2b The Applicant shall install a leak detection system for crude pipelines to the
Forrance—Refinery selected valve box location. The system shall include
pressure and flow meters, flow balancing, supervisor control and data
acquisition system, and a computer alarm system in the event of a suspected EB-238
leak. Temperature, pressure, and flow shall be monitored at each pipeline
entry and exit. If any variable deviates by more than 10 percent of the normal
operating range, the system shall trigger both audible and visual alarms. Flow
balancing shall be conducted every 5 15 minutes, 1 hour, 24 hours, and 48
hours with the accuracy defined once the system is established and tested.

SECTION 4.10 LAND USE/RECREATION/POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

Page 4.10-2, last paragraph:

Revise the second paragraph as follows:

The Proposed Pipeline would then continue in one of three routes and valve box options EB-239

(see Section 2.0, Project Description) to an area refinery lecated-in-the-City-of Forranee.

Page 4.10-3, Subsection Proposed Relocated City Maintenance Yard, first paragraph:

As indicated in the comment on Page ES-4, fourth paragraph, first sentence, the information
about the number of parking spaces for each option and the temporary and permanent conditions
is confusing. The discussion should be revised to concisely state the number of parking spaces | Eg_240
currently available, the number that would be relocated with each of the parking option and
where they would be replaced, and the total number of parking with the completion of the
temporary and permanent conditions.

Page 4.10-3, subsection Proposed Relocated City Maintenance Yard, second paragraph:

The first sentence states, “The relocation of the City Maintenance Yard and the onsite parking EB-241
spaces at the existing City Maintenance Yard would occur prior to initiation of any site clearance
of the Project Site at 555 6th Street.”
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This information should be revised to reflect the relocation timing described in the Project
Description and as clarified in the comment on Page ES-4, fourth paragraph, first sentence
above.

Pages 4.10-3 through 4.10-4, subsection Proposed Project Offsite Parking Locations:

The following sentence is incorrect and should be changed to reflect the Updated Parking Plan
submitted to the City on January 8, 2014. “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 (The
City has indicated there is no agreement to provide for parking at a relocated City Maintenance
Yard.)” In addition, the Parking Plan provided in Appendix A to the Draft EIR is an older version
and should be replaced with the Updated Parking Plan that is provided again to the City as
Attachment 6.

In the January 2014 Updated Parking Plan, the discussion of long-term parking is as follows:

With respect to the permanent provision of the 17 replacement parking spaces, the
Applicant proposes the following approach. The threshold issue to consider is whether
any parking spaces will be provided as a part of the City’s relocation of the City
Maintenance Yard. The City Maintenance Yard currently includes 15 parking spaces
that are utilized by City employees and others for Yard operations, and these spaces are EB-242
available for public use only on weekends and at night. Any new location for the City
Maintenance Yard activities will also require parking for Yard operations, and those
parking spaces could be utilized as permanent public parking spaces on weekends and at
night, similar to how the existing parking spaces are utilized. If the replacement spaces
are provided in this manner with the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard, the
Applicant would be bound by the provisions of the lease regarding payments to the City
for its costs to relocate the City Maintenance Yard.

If the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard does not provide for the relocation of the
public parking spaces, then the Applicant proposes to provide 15 replacement public
parking spaces as well as the additional two public parking spaces prior to the
commencement of the project, subject to the provisions of the lease regarding Applicant’s
payments for the City’s costs to relocate the City Maintenance Yard. The Applicant
proposes to provide these replacement public parking spaces by utilizing the parking
spaces provided by the Applicant at the off-site temporary parking area or by providing
other suitable public parking spaces acceptable to the City in coordination with the City’s
parking program consistent with the requirements of the City and the California Coastal
Act, all subject to the terms of the lease.

Page 4.10-5, Subsection 4.10.1.2 Recreation:

Why was Recreation the only land use that was discussed? The analysis should be revised to add
additional information for the other land uses surrounding the project site and the temporary and
permanent City Maintenance Yard relocation sites. This will be needed in order to provide and EB-243
analysis of the land use compatibility with the Proposed Oil Project and the Proposed City
Maintenance Yard Project.
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Page 4.10-6, Section 4.10.2.1 Federal:

The Draft EIR lists the EPA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wildlife as
having “regulatory authority.” However, the project does not require a Section 404 permit from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Identify what regulatory authority is required by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers.

Page 4.10-6, last paragraph, last sentence:
In the last sentence on the page, it references the “CSLC.” Should this be the CCC?

Pages 4.10-7 and 4.10-8:

The Draft EIR discusses Sections 30260 through 30264 of the Coastal Act, but fails to mention
that Section 30262 expressly authorizes “oil and gas” development. The discussion provided
characterizes these Coastal Act provisions as relating to “industrial” development, which is the
broader category discussed in Section 30260. It is important that oil and gas itself is listed and
described as “shall be permitted” in Section 30262. The text should be revised to clarify this.

Page 4.10-9, paragraph at top of page:

This text should be revised to include a discussion of the General Plan Land Use designations for
properties surrounding the existing City Maintenance Yard and for property around the sites for
the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project, both for the temporary and permanent conditions.
This will allow a comparison and consistency analysis for this section.

Page 4.10-9, Subsection City of Hermosa Beach Municipal Code:

This text should be revised to include a discussion of the zoning designations for properties
surrounding the existing City Maintenance Yard and for property around the sites for the
Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project, both for the temporary and permanent conditions.
This will allow a comparison and consistency analysis for this section.

Page 4.10-9, Subsection City of Hermosa Beach Qil Code:

The last sentence should be revised to read «...then the Oil Code will apply, as further defined in
the ballot measure.”

Page 4.10-9, Subsection City of Hermosa Beach Local Coastal Program:

...the Applicant and the City would each need to seck coastal development permits from
the Coastal Commission for their respective parts, the Applicant for the Proposed Oil
Project if approved by the voters, and the City for the City Maintenance Yard relocation,
respectively.

The Draft EIR states that “...the Applicant and the City would each need to seek coastal
development permits.” Both projects may need to obtain amendments to the Local Coastal Plan,
and the Applicant and the City should coordinate the Land Use Plan amendment processes.

Also, given the land use designations for the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project locations
in the Land Use Plan, are these uses inconsistent with the City’s General Plan?

Page 4.10-9 and 4.10-10, Subsection 1993 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Conditions of
Approval:

The discussion on the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) fails to note that it is an existing and valid
entitlement pursuant to the Settlement Agreement and that the CUP is meaningful and in full
force in terms of land use and zoning compatibility as well as with other land use policies. The
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list of CUP conditions in this section is not a comprehensive list, which either should be included
here, or referenced in the relevant sections of the EIR.

Page 4.10-11, first paragraph:

This discussion should be revised to include information related to the City of Redondo Beach
zoning ordinance and clarify what is needed for the gas metering station.

Page 4.10-11, Subsection City of Torrance:

The first sentence states, “The Proposed Project oil Pipeline is routed through the City of
Torrance terminating at a valve box which would connect to an existing pipeline to a refinery
located in Torrance.”

This information is incorrect. Please refer to the comment on Page ES-2, Subsection Description
of Proposed Project, first paragraph provided above about pipelines connection to a valve box
location in the Cities of Torrance and Redondo Beach, not directly to a refinery.

Page 4.10-12, Subsection 4.10.3 Significance Criteria:

The significance criteria provides thresholds of significance for recreation and tourism which are
not included in the CEQA Guidelines Checklist. Have these thresholds been adopted by the
City? How were these thresholds established? Why was recreation singled out for discussion
from the other types of land uses in the City?

Page 4.10-13, Impact LUPR.1 Description:

Impact LUPR.1 states, “The Proposed Project conflicts with established land use plans, policies
and land use maps. However, the Proposed Project includes the necessary amendments to those
plans, so technically, the “Proposed Project” does not create any contflicts, but resolves any
potential conflicts. Similarly, the sentence which starts with “As currently written,...” should
refer to the existing plans, as opposed to the “Proposed Project.” Or, the sentence could read:
“As currently written, the existing [insert list of plans] does not provide for the development of
an oil and gas facility.” Also, the proposed amendments are not mitigation measures; therefore,
the Residual Impact should be Class IIT Less Than Significant.

Page 4.10-13, Table 4.10-1, text regarding Coastal Land Use Plan:

Table 4.10-13, regarding the Coastal Land Use Plan, states, “The Plan does not provide guidance
regarding whether oil and gas development is allowed in the industrial designation.”

The Coastal Act, which provides the regulatory framework for all LCPs, expressly provides for
the development of oil and gas, specifically Section 30262. Refer to the comment on Pages
4.10-7 and 4.10-8 above.

Page 4.10-15, first full paragraph:

The states, “The Proposed Project may be considered to be inconsistent with certain land use
goals and policies pertaining to preservation of the City of Hermosa Beach’s small town beach
community atmosphere...” and then goes on to state that those inconsistencies will be resolved
by the vote of the people.

Each of the General Plan goals and policies need to be addressed, giving due consideration to the
fact that there is an existing Conditional Use Permit and that the project site is designated as
Industrial in the City’s General Plan. In addition, the other General Plan goals and policies
should receive equal attention, including Goal 6 (page 4.10-28) which states: “Maintain existing
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land use standards and controls for the commercial and industrial districts.” Since the
Consistency Analysis provided in Subsection 4.10.6 indicates that the Proposed Project is
consistent with most of the City’s policies and goals, the analysis should be revised to reflect that
determination.

Page 4.10-15, bulleted list:

This list is a duplicate of the list on Page 4.10-14, except there is an item in the list on Page 4.10- | EB-258
14 that discusses the Franchise Agreement. This list should be corrected to be consistent.
Page 4.10-16, next to last bulleted item on list:

Revise this bullet item as indicated below: EB-259

+ Franchise agreement and permits for the proposed oil and gas Pipelines and the gas
metering station in the City of Redondo Beach.

Pages 4.10-17 and Page 4.10-18, Subsection Incompatible in scale or use characteristics
with any adjacent land uses, after first paragraph at top of page:

The discussion concludes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from “industrial
type impacts to adjacent open space and residential land uses.” The determination of whether
“industrial” land uses are consistent with the City’s policies was determined when the City
approved an “Industrial” land use designation for the project site in its General Plan. That action EB-260
determined the consistency. Therefore, this analysis should be revised.

The discussion in this section does not provide or identify which City requirement/policy allows
the City to find that the existence of any residual noise, odor or visual impacts create a land use
inconsistency? Unless there is an adopted policy which provides for such an assessment, this
impact determination should be eliminated or modified with the elimination of noise and odor
impacts discussed in those respective sections.

Pages 4.10-18 and 4.10-19, Table 4.10-2 and following discussion:

The Draft EIR should analyze whether the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project could be
developed on the property without any legislative changes. Given the existing uses on the site
for both the temporary and permanent locations, e.g., storage facility and the land use
designations of General Commercial and Industrial, it is unclear why any legislative changes are | Eg_og1
required. While it is understood that public facilities are authorized under the Open Space land
use designation, uses associated with a City Maintenance Yard could also be performed in an
Industrial land use designation, since that is where the current City Maintenance Yard functions.
Also explain why portions of the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project sites are Residential
Medium Density.

Page 4.10-19, last paragraph:

With respect to the timing of any legislative changes, refer to the comment regarding obligations | EB-262
of the City to relocate City Maintenance Yard under the existing Lease with the City.

Page 4.10-20, Subsection Incompatible in scale of use characteristic with any adjacent land
uses:

This analysis states: “There are no industrial land uses adjacent to the proposed location for the
new City Maintenance Yard with most of the surrounding area in residential land use. Work
activities associated with the City Maintenance Yard has the potential to generate noise and other
impacts associated with maintenance work conducted outdoors. However, similar work is

EB-263
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currently conducted at both the City Fire and Police Stations. Impacts to adjacent land uses from
the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard are not expected to be significant.”

We disagree with the conclusion made in the last sentence of this discussion. The activities at
the current City Fire and Police Stations do not represent similar activities that occur at the
current City Maintenance Yard. Additionally, the Draft EIR considers any residual impacts of
odor, noise, and aesthetics to create a potential inconsistency with the City’s land use policies
based on adjacent uses (see above) for the Proposed Oil Project: however, the City does not
consider a similar impact for the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project. Also, the comparison
of the existing City Fire and Police Stations is not particularly relevant for the permanent site of
the City Maintenance Yard, which currently has a storage facility and parking uses.

Page 4.10-21, Subsection Degradation of a Recreation Area or Prolonged Interruption of
Use:

The title of this subsection conflicts with the description of Impact LUPR.4 “Accidental oil
release and potential cleanup from operation of the oil Pipeline would conflict with current and
projected recreational users.”

The Draft EIR does not provide a substantive discussion as to the fate of oil in the event of a
spill. To assume a one-time and relatively small spill event would degrade recreation is an
unreasonable and unsubstantiated conclusion. Furthermore, the statement concerning prolonged
interruption of use is not realistic.

Again, where is the City policy which states that an impact to recreation exists if a recreational
area is degraded or subject to a prolonged interruption of use? Also, what does that mean? Does
“degradation” mean a permanent degradation? Does “prolonged” mean months, years? As
discussed above the comments on Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR,
any spill would be minimized due to comprehensive regulatory programs to require immediate
action. Further, the Draft EIR does not explain how a spill would be of a size to create
degradation or prolonged interruption of use.

The Applicant understands that in the event of a spill there could be beach closures; however, the
Draft EIR suggests a much larger area and prolonged period than a spill of this size could
possibly generate. Again, the Draft EIR generalizes and overestimates the event with no
substantive discussion on the event resulting in unreasonable outcomes such as the statement
contained in the paragraph following the Impact Description quoted above.

The environmental document must provide actual context and justification before reaching this
conclusion. If the Draft EIR had approached this from a more specific scenario, they would have
to conclude that this spill would cause intermittent, localized, and small isolated pockets of
shoreline closure, not total beach closure (sand, volleyball, restaurants, jogging, biking, etc.).
Also, some boating restrictions could apply, but again meeting the same magnitude as described
for onshore closures. More importantly, these closures or restrictions would likely be less than 1
to 2 days. The analysis of the potential impacts to recreation should be revised to utilize existing
models for onshore and offshore spill analysis (NOAA) to give perspective on this potential spill
event. It is also suggested that response personnel or agencies with actual spill experience be
consulted to provide context for this specific type of spill event.

The spill proposed would not cause degradation of recreational areas or prolonged interruption in
use. Because it does not meet these significant criteria, the analysis cannot conclude that the
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impact is significant and unavoidable. Refer to the comments above on Section 4.9, Hydrology
and Water Quality, and Section 4.3, Biological Resources, concerning various spill scenarios.
The analysis of the potential impacts to recreation should be revised to reflect the comments
provided.

Page 4.10-21, middle of third paragraph:

The fourth sentence states, “Even without rains, the capacity of the storm drains is such that a
spill could still reach the ocean, depending on the arrangement of sand at the mouth of the ocean
discharge.”

This scenario is not contemplated anywhere else in the Draft EIR. The Applicant would ensure | EB-265
that there is an adequate sand arrangement at the mouth of the discharge, or in consultation with
the Public Works Department, and provide a weir system capable of stopping any residual oil
from a spill from entering the ocean. Prior to any proposed installation, the Applicant, in
coordination with the City Public Works Department, will assess the low flow diverter system
located on Herondo Street to determine if this unit meets the requirements to eliminate this
identified impact.

Page 4.10-22, Subsection Residual Impact, top of page:

Based on the discussions provided above, we strongly disagree with the conclusion stated in the
last sentence of this paragraph. Based on evidence and information provided in the comments on
Section 4.10, Land Use/Recreation/Policy Consistency Analysis, Section 4.9, Hydrology and | EB-266
Water Quality, and Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the analysis of the potential impacts to
recreation should be revised to reflect to reflect the conclusion of less than signification with
mitigation.

Page 4.10-23, Section 4.10-6, first paragraph:

With respect to cumulative impacts, should the City consider the proposed General Plan Update EB-267
in this discussion?

Page 4.10-27 and 4.10-28, Land Use Element:

The City issued the 1993 CUP based on these same policies and the City has determined that the EB-268
CUP is a valid entitlement and is applicable to the Proposed Project. Also, this analysis does not
address Goal 6.

Page 4.10-29, first full paragraph at top of page:

The Draft EIR should provide sufficient information regarding the Proposed Project’s EB-269
consistency with the goals of the Land Use Element for consideration of the voters. It is not
sufficient merely to state that the determination is to be made by the voters.

Pages 4.10-29 through 4.10-31, Economic Element:

The Economic Element analysis should be revised to reflect the Applicant’s economic analysis
and any relevant information from the City’s Cost Benefit Analysis. The last paragraph on Page | EB-270
4.10-30 and continued on Page 4.10-31 does not sufficiently explain how the benefits of the
Proposed Project could assist the City in achieving its Economic Element policies.

Pages 4.10-31 and 4.10-32, Noise Element:

The analysis of the Noise Element, particularly Policy 4, should be updated to reflect additional | EB-271
noise mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant. Refer to the comments on Section 4.11,
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Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of revised mitigation measures and
Attachment 3 for a discussion of the additional Applicant proposed mitigation measures for
Phases 2 and 4 during drilling and production.

Page 4.10-32, Safety Element:

The Consistency Analysis discussion does not include the comprehensive range of safety
measures that the Applicant has proposed or must comply with pursuant to regulatory standards. | EB-272
In addition, this analysis should be revised to reflect the comments on Section 4.8, Safety, Risk
of Upset, and Hazards, to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.10-35 and 4.10-36, section 4.10.7.3 City of Hermosa Beach Local Coastal Plan:

In the discussion of the City’s Land Use Plan, the analysis should discuss the Coastal
Development Permit that was issued by the California Coastal Commission for the MacPherson
project in 1998. This becomes important because many of the Coastal Act policies are the same | EB-273
as they were then. Since this is the case, it should be possible to find the project consistent with
all policies discussed in this section and the discussion which follows on Pages 4.10-38 through
4.10-40 about parking.

Page 4.10-37, Coastal Development and Design:

The analysis states that the proposed project is inconsistent with Coastal policies on building EB-274
heights; however, the California Coastal Commission issued a Coastal Development Permit for
the MacPherson project, with higher structures that were an integral part of the project.

Page 4.10-38 and 4.10-39, section 30250 — (a) (b):
Based on the information and comments provided on Section 4.8 Safety, Risk of Upset, and | EB-275
Hazards, the conclusion in this statement should be revised.

Page 4.10-39 and 4.10-40, Sections 30260 and 30262, beginning bottom of page:

Oil and gas development is expressly authorized under the Coastal Act, so the statement, ”...the
Proposed Project may be determined to be inconsistent with other sections of the Coastal Act.”

should be revised. EB-276

The conclusion in the last sentence under Section 3062 discussion which states, “Therefore, the
Proposed Project could potentially be found consistent with Section 30250(b) of the Coastal
Act.” is consistent, not potentially consistent.

SECTION 4.11 NOISE AND VIBRATION

Page 4-11-21 and 4-11-22, Subsection Los Angeles County Code — Vibration Standards

The discussion includes the Los Angeles County Code as a reference for vibration standards.
However, the discussion on page 4.11-22 states, “The County Code allows an exemption for oil
well drilling and redrilling performed in compliance with the conditions of permits issued by the
County. However, since permits for the Project would be issued by the City of Hermosa Beach
and not the County, the Project would not qualify for this exemption and the vibration limits in | Eg.277
the County Code would still apply.”

This statement is confusing. Would the vibration standard from Los Angeles County still apply
to the Proposed Project? Why is the exemption for oil well drilling and redrilling not also

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 69
Comments on Draft EIR dated February 2014

Q-Applicant-72 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

Attachment 1

applicable? The discussion should more clearly address the use of the Los Angeles County Code
in assessing the impacts of the Proposed Project.

Page 4.11-36, Mitigation Measure NV-1a:

For Phase 1, Mitigation Measure NV-1a states, “Increase the height of the noise barriers on the
west and north sides of the site to 35-feet and upgrade the sound insulation performance of the
barrier material from STC-25 to STC-32.”

Due to the proximity and nature of construction and demolition activities in Phase 1, it is
necessary to have a sound attenuation wall that is movable and that would accommodate the
construction activities including the demolition of the City’s existing buildings and the
construction of retaining walls (freestanding). Engineering studies performed by Behrens and
Associates, Inc. have concluded that the maximum height of a freestanding sound wall is 16-feet
based on wind and seismic loadings. Construction of a higher freestanding sound attenuation EB-278
wall would require a wall with some means to withstand wind and seismic loads, such as
requiring the imbedding of “I” beams or some other type of foundation which would not allow
for the required demolition, site clearing, and construction activities during this phase of the
work. Therefore, the requirement to increase the height of the noise barriers on the west and
north sides of the project site to 35-feet in Phase 1 is not practical or feasible. Upgrading of the
insulation performance for the 16-foot wall is feasible.

Mitigation Measure NV-1a should be revised as follows:
NV-la  Increase the height-of the-neise-barriers sound insulation performance of the
noise barrier material on the west and north sides of the site to-35-feet-and
Z & R ion-performanee he ier-material from STC-25

to STC-32.

Page 4.11-36, Mitigation Measure NV-1b:

For Phase 1, Mitigation Measure NV-1b states, “Increase the height of the noise barriers on the
south and east sides of the site to 22-feet. The sound insulation performance of the barrier
material in these locations may remain at STC-25.”

As discussed above, due to the proximity and nature of construction and demolition activities in
Phase 1, it is necessary to have a sound attenuation wall that is movable and that would
accommodate the construction activities including the demolition of the City’s existing buildings
and the construction of retaining walls (freestanding). Engineering studies performed by
Behrens and Associates, Inc. have concluded that the maximum height of a freestanding sound
wall is 16-feet based on wind and seismic loadings. Construction of a higher freestanding sound

. . : . L — EB-279
attenuation wall would require a wall with some means to withstand wind and seismic loads,
including requiring the imbedding of “I” beams or some other type of foundation and would not
allow for the required demolition, site clearing, and construction activities during this phase of
the work. Therefore, the requirement to increase the height of the noise barriers on the south and
ecast sides of the site to 22-feet in Phase 1 is not practical or feasible. Upgrading of the
performance standard for the 16-foot wall is feasible.

Mitigation Measure NV-1b should be revised as follows:

NV-1b  Increase the height-ofthe-neise-barriers sound insulation performance of the
noise barrier material on the south and east sides of the site to-22-feet—The
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! insalen :  ho bars Tl ] -
remain-at from STC-25 to STC-32.

Page 4.11-36, Mitigation Measure NV-1c¢:

For Phase 1, Mitigation Measure NV-I1c states, “The gates on the east and south sides of the site
shall be constructed of solid (no holes) plywood or sheet metal and be designed to deliver a
minimum sound insulation performance of STC-25. Any gaps above the gates must be closed
off, by extending the acoustical barrier material from the sides.”

The Applicant agrees that the gates need to be solid (no holes) and deliver a minimum sound
insulation performance of STC-25. This can be achieved without the gates needing to be | EB-280
constructed of plywood or sheet metal in Phase 1 and the word “plywood” or “sheet metal”
should be deleted.

Mitigation Measure NV-1c should be revised as follows:

NV-1c  The gates on the east and south sides of the site shall be des1gned and
constructed - eetm e 21
deliver a minimum sound 1nsulat10n perforrnance of STC 25 and not contain
any gaps or holes. Any gaps above the gates must be closed off, by extending
the acoustical barrier material from the sides.

Pages 4.11-46 through 4.11-59, Project Phase 2 — Drilling and Testing:
Refer to Attachment 3 for the April 1, 2014 comment letter regarding the analysis of Phases 2 EB-281
and 4 drilling and production noise levels previously submitted to the City.
Page 4.11-55, Mitigation Measure NV-2a:

For Phase 2, Mitigation Measure NV-2a states, “Increase the height of the noise barriers on all
sides of the site from 32-feet to 35-feet (35-feet is the maximum height allowed). Minimum
sound insulation performance of the barrier material should be STC-32.”

This Mitigation Measure increases the height of the sound attenuation wall during Phase 2 from
32-feet to 35-feet and requires the sound insulation performance of the barrier material to be
STC-32.

The Applicant agrees with Mitigation Measure NV-2a. However, there is a condition in the CUP
(Section 2. Land Use Development, Condition 5) that states, “Except for the drill rig and
drawworks, no equipment or appurtenant structures shall exceed 16 feet in height from grade as
defined by the Oil Code.”

As provided for in the CUP, this condition should be clarified to allow the height of the
temporary equipment and appurtenant structures to be at or just slightly above the height of the
sound wall to ensure the safety of the air quality on the project site and the on-site workers.

Page 4.11-55, Mitigation Measure NV-2b:

For Phase 2, Mitigation Measure NV-2b states, “The gates on the east and south sides of the site
shall be constructed of solid (no holes) plywood or sheet metal and be designed to deliver a
minimum sound insulation performance of STC-32. Any gaps above the gates must be closed | Fg_2g3
off, by extending the acoustical barrier material from the sides.”

EB-282

The Applicant agrees that the gate needs to be solid (no holes) and deliver a minimum sound
insulation performance of STC-32. This can be achieved without the gates needing to be
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constructed of plywood or sheet metal in Phase 2 and the word “plywood” or “sheet metal”
should be deleted.

Mitigation Measure NV-2b should be revised as follows:

NV-2b  The gates on the east and south sides of the site shall be de31gned and
constructed - ot—metal-and be o
deliver a minimum sound 1nsu1at10n performance of STC 32 and not contain
any gaps or holes. Any gaps above the gates must be closed off, by extending
the acoustical barrier material from the sides.

Page 4.11-63, Mitigation Measure NV-3a:

For Phase 3, Mitigation Measure NV-3a states, “Provide continuous, 35-foot high noise barriers
along the west and north sides of the site. Minimum sound insulation performance of the barrier
material should be STC-32.”

Due to the proximity and nature of construction activities which would occur in Phase 3 prior to
the construction of the permanent wall, it is necessary to have a sound attenuation wall that is
movable and which would accommodate the construction activities including the construction of
permanent walls along the west and north sides of the project site (freestanding). Engineering
studies performed by Behrens and Associates, Inc. has concluded that the maximum height of a
freestanding sound attenuation wall is 16-feet based on wind and seismic loadings. Construction
of a higher wall would require a wall with some means to withstand wind and seismic loading, | Eg-284
such as requiring the imbedding of “I” beams or some other type of foundation and would not
allow for the required construction activities during Phase 3.

The Applicant proposed in the November 2012 Planning Application to start construction of the
permanent wall (now proposed to be a 32-foot high wall, see Mitigation Measures AV-1b and
AV-2a in Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR) following final grading
of the project site after the completion of the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and construction of
the remaining retaining walls on the site (possibly the 19th week of Phase 3). Therefore, the
requirement to increase the height of the temporary noise barriers on the west and north sides of
the site to 35-feet in Phase 3 prior to the construction of the permanent wall would not be
feasible. Upgrading of the insulation performance for the 16-foot wall is feasible.

Mitigation Measure NV-3a should be revised as follows:

NV-3a  Provide-continuous;35-foot-high-neise-barriers Increase the sound insulation

performance of the n01se barrler materials along the west and north sides of
the site—Miniss slation-performan ; er- :
be from STC- 32 to STC 35.

Page 4.11-63, Mitigation Measure NV-3b:

For Phase 3, Mitigation Measure NV-3b states, “Provide continuous 25-foot high noise barriers
along the east and south sides of the site. Minimum sound insulation performance of the barrier
material shall be STC-25. The gates on the east and south sides of the site should be constructed | £5_og5
of solid (no holes) plywood or sheet metal and be designed to deliver a minimum sound
insulation performance of STC-25. Any gaps above the gates must be closed off, by extending
the acoustical barrier material from the sides.”
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Due to the proximity and nature of construction activities which would occur in Phase 3 prior to
the construction of the permanent wall, it is necessary to have a sound attenuation wall that is
movable that allows for the construction of retaining walls and the permanent walls along the
east and south sides of the project site (freestanding). Engineering studies performed by Behrens
and Associates, Inc. have concluded that the maximum height of a freestanding sound
attenuation wall is 16-feet based on wind and seismic loadings. Construction of a higher wall
would require a wall with some means to withstand wind and seismic loads, such as requiring the
imbedding of “I” beams or some other type of foundation and would not allow for the required
construction activities during Phase 3.

The Applicant proposed in the November 2012 Planning Application to start construction of the
permanent wall (now proposed to be a 32-foot high wall, see Mitigation Measures AV-1b and
AV-2a in Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR) following final grading
of the project site and construction of the remaining retaining walls on the site (possibly the 19th
week of Phase 3). Therefore, the requirement to increase the height of the temporary noise | EB-285
barriers on the east and south sides of the project site to 25-feet in Phase 3 prior to the [ continued
construction of the permanent wall is not feasible. Upgrading of the insulation performance for
the 16-foot wall would not be feasible.

The Applicant agrees that the gate needs to be solid (no holes) and deliver a minimum sound
insulation performance of STC-25. This can be achieved without the gate needing to be
constructed of plywood or sheet metal in Phase 3 and the word “plywood” or “sheet metal”
should be deleted.

Mitigation Measure NV-3b should be revised as follows:
NV3-b  Provide—continaous—25-foot—high—neise—barriers—along Increase the sound

insulation performance of the temporary noise barrier material on the east and
south sides of the site—Minimum-seund-insulation-performance-of the-barrier
material shall be from STC-25 to STC-32. The gates on the east and south
sides of the site should shall be constructed ef-selid—{ne-heles)-phyrwood-or
sheet—metal —and—be—designed to deliver a minimum sound insulation

performance of STC-25 and not contain any gaps or holes. Any gaps above
the gates must be closed off, by extending the acoustical barrier material from
the sides.

Pages 4.11-69 and 4.11-77 through 4.11-85, Development and Operations:

Refer to Attachment 3 for the April 1, 2014 comment letter regarding the analysis of Phases 2 EB-286
and 4 drilling and production noise levels previously submitted to the City.

Page 4.11-82, Mitigation Measure NV-5a:

For Phase 4, Mitigation Measure NV-5a states: “Provide a continuous, 35-foot high noise barrier
around the entire perimeter of the site. Minimum sound insulation performance of the barrier
material should be STC-32.”

This appears to conflict with Mitigation Measure AV-1b and AV-2a in Section 4.1, Aesthetics
and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR and needs clarification. Mitigation Measures AV-1b and
AV-2a both require a permanent wall that incorporates the sound wall and that would meet the
requirements for sound attenuation anytime during the life of the Proposed Project during
drilling. It appears that this would be for the entire perimeter of the project site. In addition, the

EB-287
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mitigation measures refer to a wall that would accommodate variation in height. Page 4.1-95 of
the Draft EIR states “Design of the 32-foot wall which . . .” implying that the height of the wall
is to be 32-feet. The height of the sound wall in Mitigation Measure NV-5a needs to be clarified.

Page 4.11-82 Mitigation Measure NV-5b:

For Phase 4, Mitigation Measure NV-5b states, “Provide solid (no holes) plywood or sheet metal
gates for the east and south designed to deliver a minimum STC of 32. Any gaps above the gates
must be closed off, by extending the acoustical barrier material from the sides. The intent is to
maintain the acoustical integrity of the STC-32 noise barrier in all locations.”

The Applicant suggests that the option to construct the permanent gate out of plywood be EB-288
removed. Gates would be metal with sound insulation attached to the inside to provide the
acoustical integrity of the STC-32 noise barrier.

Mitigation Measure NV-5b should be revised as follows:

NV-5b  Provide solid (ne-heles)-plyweed-or sheet metal gates for the east and south
designed to deliver a minimum STC of 32. Any gaps above the gates must be
closed off, by extending the acoustical barrier material from the sides. The
intent is to maintain the acoustical integrity of the STC-32 noise barrier in all
locations

Page 4.11-89 Mitigation Measure NV-6a:

For Phase 4, Mitigation Measure NV-6a states, “Increase the height of the masonry walls on the
north and west sides of the site to a minimum of 27-feet.”

Mitigation Measure NV-6a appears to conflict with Mitigation Measure AV-1b and AV-2a in
Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR and needs clarification.
Mitigation Measures AV-1b and AV-2a require a permanent wall that incorporates the sound | EB-289
wall and that would meet the requirements for sound attenuation anytime during the life of the
Proposed Project during drilling. It appears that this wall would be for the entire perimeter of the
project site. In addition, the mitigation measures refer to a wall that would accommodate
variation in height. Page 4.1-95 of the Draft EIR states, “Design of the 32-foot wall which. . .”
implying that the height of the wall is to be 32-feet. The height and the material of the wall in
Mitigation Measure NV-6a needs to be clarified.

Page 4.11-89 Mitigation Measure NV-6b:

For Phase 4, Mitigation Measure NV-6b states, “Apply outdoor acoustical panels to all available
surfaces of the north and west walls that face the production operations above a height of 10-feet
above the ground. The purpose of the acoustical panels is to control reflection of production
noise in the direction of the sensitive uses to the east and south. The acoustical panels shall offer
the following minimum sound absorption performance: Center Frequency (Hz), 125, 250, 500,
1k, 2k, 4k - Sound Absorption Coefficient, 0.28, 0.68, 0.95, 0.86, 0.89, 0.72.” EB-290

It is not clear how this relates to the permanent wall now required under Mitigation Measures
AV-1b and AV-2a in Section 4.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources of the Draft EIR. Mitigation
MeasureAV-2a refers to the design of the sound attenuation wall with an exterior fagade. Provide
a concise discussion of the mitigation measures, the justification of the wall heights, and the
residual impacts after implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-6b and NV-6a.
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SECTION 4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

No comment.

SECTION 4.13 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Page 4.13-14, first paragraph:
The first full sentence should be revised as follows:
Traffic counts were collected at the Cities of Redondo Beach and Torrance (inland)

intersections and roadway segments in mid-September 2012 when local schools were in
session (at the request of those jurisdictions).

Pages 4.13-42, 4.12-43, and 4.13-44, Mitigation Measures TR-1b and TR-1d:

The bottom of Page 4.13-42 states, “Although there would only be a limited number of truck
trips that would occur while students are commuting (depending on the day), there exists the
potential for student safety to be compromised while students are walking to school or for
pedestrians during the entire period when trucks are traveling on Valley Drive.”

Page 4.13-43, first full paragraph, goes on to state, “Trucks are wider than cars and substantially
less maneuverable...The lane width along Valley Drive is 11-12 feet, with pedestrian sidewalks
located immediately adjacent in most areas (no landscape buffers). Trucks turning into or out of
the Project Site, or driving down Valley Drive, could cause a safety hazard for pedestrians or
vehicles driving north on Valley Drive as Valley Drive is only a collector street with limited
width.”

At the bottom of Page 4.13-43, the Draft EIR states, “Mitigation measures would include...the
installation of warning signs/yellow lights that warn drivers of the approaching area where trucks
may be entering the roadway and converting Valley Drive to one-way (as recommended in the
Beach Cities Livability Plan (WLCI 2011)) which would increase lane width.”

On Page 4.13-44, Mitigation Measure TR-1b states:

For Phases 1-3, the Applicant shall install, subject to the approval of the City Public
Works Department, warning signs and blinking yellow lights one block north and south
(if applicable with possible one-way on Valley Drive) of the Project Site warning vehicle
traffic that trucks may be entering and exiting the roadway. Blinking lights shall only
operate when trucks are utilizing the roadway (not 24 hours per day).

To clarify, as indicated on Figure 12 — Existing Designated Truck Routes in the City of Hermosa
Beach’s Circulation Transportation and Parking Element (March 1990, DKS), Valley Drive,
from Pier Avenue to Herondo Street, is already designated as a Truck Route in the City. A
majority of truck-related traffic generated by the Proposed Project would fall within the legal
Caltrans definition of a truck (i.e., truck dimensions) and would be permitted to travel on Valley
Drive (southbound only) without a special permit (e.g., oversize haul permit). Some project-
related trucks and loads during a limited period in Phase 2 and 4 for the transport of the drill rig
and equipment would be considered as “oversize” and a haul permit would be required from the
City and the California Highway Patrol (CHP), possibly resulting in additional signage, flagmen,
and load escort vehicles and personnel to provide advance warning for vehicles and motorists,
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pedestrians, and bicyclists of the oversize load. Therefore, the addition of project-related truck
traffic on Valley Drive would not be considered a significant impact.

In addition, on Page 4.13-44, Mitigation Measure TR-1d states:

For Phases 1-3, the Applicant shall, with the approval of the City Public Works
Department, restripe Valley Drive south of Pier Avenue to be a southerly directed one-
way street. No on-street parking shall be allowed for sufficient line of sight for trucks
entering and exiting the Project site.

The Applicant concurs with Mitigation Measure TR-1b and TR-1d for the following reasons:

1.  The conversion of Valley Drive to a one-way street, southbound, is consistent with the
recommendations of the Beach Cities Livability Plan (August 2011, Walkable and
Livable Communities Institute). However, in this plan, Ardmore Avenue would also be
converted to a two-lane, one-way, northbound-only roadway, where both Valley Drive
and Ardmore Avenue would act as a couplet-street consistent with its operation in
Manhattan Beach to the north and Redondo Beach to the south.

2. With Valley Drive being two-lanes in the southbound direction, additional space would
be created at the intersection of Valley Drive and 6th Street for the maneuvering of
large trucks in to, and out of, the Project Site.

Daily and peak hour traffic volumes are generally low along Valley Drive and Ardmore Street
and the intersection LOS is and is forecast to continue to be, satisfactory at LOS D or better, as
shown in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR. However, there is a concern
that the Draft EIR did not quantitatively analyze the traffic impacts of the change in Valley Drive
1o a one-way street. The Draft EIR and its supporting Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) should be
revised to provide a quantitative LOS analysis of the surrounding intersections on the affected
sections of Valley Drive and Ardmore Avenue when Valley Drive is converted to a one-way
street. At a minimum, the study area should include:

J—

Valley Drive/Pier Avenue

Valley Drive/11th Street

Valley Drive/8th Street

Valley Drive/2nd Street

Ardmore Avenue/Pier Avenue (new study area intersection)
Ardmore Avenue/8th Street (new study area intersection)
Ardmore Avenue/2nd Street (new study area intersection)
Monterey Boulevard/Pier Avenue (new study area intersection)

0 N R W N

Monterey Boulevard/8th Street (new study area intersection)
10. Hermosa Avenue/8th Street (new study area intersection)

With a quantitative analysis prepared at those locations above, project-related traffic impacts due
to the implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1d would be determined (if any) and would
also determine whether the conversion of Valley Drive to a one-way street would be an effective
traffic operations improvement in the study area.
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Page 4.13-44, Mitigation Measure TR-1c:

Mitigation Measure TR-1c states: “The Applicant shall ensure that all trucks accessing the
Project Site and utilizing the Pier Avenue/Valley Drive intersection are less than 65 feet long to
prevent safety hazards at the double intersection on Valley Drive between Valley Drive and
Ardmore Avenue.”

The November 2012 Planning Application documentation indicated the types of trucks that
would be used for the construction and drilling activities during Phases 1 to 3 of the Proposed
Project. This information provided on pages 38, 40 (Table 7), 66 (Table 15), and 69 of the
Project Description and in the Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix M to the Planning
Application, described that large trucks with trailers would be used for a limited period in Phases
2 and 4 for the transport of the drill rig and equipment and that these trucks would be permitted
loads due to the size and/or the weight of the drill rig and associated equipment being delivered.
It is assumed that there would be 11 permitted loads during Phase 2 and Phase 4. Mitigation
Measure TR-1c should be revised as indicated below to clarify the use of the intersection by
some oversize trucks with a haul permit.

EB-295

Related to the restriction of trucks that would not require a special permit as described above,
please explain the rationale for determining that the length of the trucks utilizing the Pier
Avenue/Valley Drive intersection should be less than 65 feet long. As indicated in the Planning
Application, although the majority of the trucks would be less, the Applicant has planned to use
some types of trucks that could be up to 70 feet in length during Phases 2 and 3.

Therefore, the Applicant requests that Mitigation Measure TR-1c be revised as follows:

TR-1c The Applicant shall ensure that all trucks accessing the Project Site and
utilizing the Pier Avenue/Valley Drive intersection are less than 65 70 feet
long to prevent safety hazards at the double intersection on Valley Drive
between Valley Drive and Ardmore Avenue. During the transport of the drill
rig and associated equipment to and from the Project Site in Phases 2 and 4,
the Applicant shall obtain a haul permit from the City and the California
Highway Patrol and, provide as determined to be needed, signage, flagmen,
and other traffic control measures.

Pages 4.13-50 and 4.13-51:

The bottom of Page 4.13-50 states, “The permanent Proposed City Maintenance Yard would be
accessed by a new driveway onto Valley Drive.”

In addition, the first paragraph on Page 4.13-51 states, “Although a driveway onto Valley Drive
does not necessarily introduce significant risk, the Proposed City Maintenance Yard would have
trucks entering and exiting the facility, with potentially limited line of sight from the Proposed
City Maintenance Yard walls, which increases in safety concerns...The lack of separation
between pedestrians and traffic all along Valley Drive is also a potential safety issue (discussed | EB-296
in the Pedestrian Safety Report) that could be remedied in this portion of Valley Drive if the
sidewalks are reconstructed as part of this project. Therefore, the addition of a driveway onto
Valley Drive with truck traffic would produce a potentially significant impact.”

On Page 4.13-51, Mitigation Measure TR-4a states:

The City shall design the permanent Proposed City Maintenance Yard so that it does not
enter/exit directly onto Valley Drive.
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As noted above, Valley Drive is already designated as a Truck Route in the City. A majority of
truck-related traffic generated by the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project would fall within
the legal Caltrans definition of a truck and would be permitted to travel on Valley Drive
(southbound only) without a special permit (¢.g., oversize haul permit). For trucks and loads that
would be considered as “oversize”, a haul permit would be required from the City and would
likely require additional load escort vehicles/personnel for that load to provide advance warning
for vehicles and pedestrians/bicyclists of the oversize load. Therefore, the addition of truck
traffic related to the Proposed City Maintenance Yard Project on Valley Drive would not be
considered a significant impact.

In addition, the traffic analysis of the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard (Stantec, 2014)
provided on page 4.13-49 of the Draft EIR only analyzed the Proposed City Maintenance Yard
Project with continued access on Pier Avenue (at Bard Street) and Valley Drive (at 11th Place).
With implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-4a, there would be no access on to Valley Drive
which would shift all related traffic to the Bard Street/Pier Avenue intersection. There is a
concern that the Draft EIR did not quantitatively analyze the traffic impacts of the change in
access to Bard Street/Pier Avenue intersection only. Additional analysis may be required to
analyze the impact (if any) of this shift in traffic access.

SECTION 4.14 WATER RESOURCES

No comment.

SECTION 4.15 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

No comment.

SECTIONS 5.0 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING AND 6.0 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Section 5, Alternatives Screening and Section 6, Comparison of Alternatives:

The Proposed Project is governed by legal requirements, including those documented in the
Lease, the CUP and the Settlement Agreement and the feasibility of all of the alternatives must
be evaluated in light of those legal constraints. (Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines defines
“feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological
factors.”)

The analyses which compares the Proposed Project to all of the alternatives needs to be updated
to reflect the additional technical information provided by the Applicant in their comments on
the Draft EIR with respect to noise, odors, and risk of upset, as some previously identified
significant impacts may be reduced to a less than significant level.

Pages 5-4 through 5-6:
What was the basis for the analysis and throw ratios that resulted in the information contained in
Figure 5-17
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Pages 5.11 through 5-14, AES Power Generating Station Alternatives Location:

The discussion on the AES Power Generating Station site as a viable alternative to the proposed
project fails to consider the following:

_  The analysis does not consider the implications and responsibilities established in the
Lease, the Settlement Agreement, and the CUP. All of these documents are in effect and
are not applicable to the AES Power Generation Station site.

- The discussion does not reference the extraction of the grant given to the City of
Hermosa Beach by the State Lands Commission and the legal implications of accessing
tidelands reservoirs of Hermosa Beach from a Redondo Beach location.

- The discussion does not reference any potential legal issues associated with accessing the
Torrance Oil Field from a Redondo Beach location, including mineral rights of those
located in Redondo Beach and Hermosa Beach.

- Emergency services capabilities, availability of reclaimed water for drilling purposes
were not discussed. Royalties available to compensate the City of Redondo Beach to
assist in funding any public service deficiencies would not be available, and royalties
attributed to the City of Hermosa Beach through the Lease and Settlement Agreement
was not considered in the analysis.

- Will the actions to be taken by the California Energy Commission (CEC) occur in a
timeframe that would allow the Proposed Project to be included/incorporated into that
proposed action?

- Will the actions being processed and reviewed by the CEC accommodate the siting of an
oil development facility on the AES Power Generating Station site?

- If the AES Power Generating Station site is selected as the preferred project, what
requirements would need to be met in order for the Oil Production Project to occur?

- The discussion does not consider the regulatory constraints associated with developing an
oil and gas facility in Redondo Beach, including a potential vote of the residents.

Page 5-17, Section 5.1.3.2 Reduced Wells Alternative:

The development scenario contemplated in this alternative may have no basis on what the
Applicant would do if a fewer number of wells were drilled on the Project Site.

For example, the Draft EIR states, “Under this alternative, the Applicant would be allowed to
drill for a period of only 1 year, which would enable only 12-14 wells to be drilled. With a
shorter timeframe, most likely the Applicant would focus on the closest targets, thereby reducing
the time of drilling per well and enable more than one well per month to be drilled.”

This is an assumption of the Applicants’ proposed well drilling program. There is no evidence to
suggest that the Applicant would access the closest targets, or that the selected targeted well
locations would allow more than one well to be drilled per a 30 day time frame.

There is also no information provided by the Applicant that would suggest that fewer number of
wells would reduce the potential for a blowout.

Page 5-19, Section 5.1.4.2 Trucking of Crude Oil, first sentence:
The reference is to activities in Phase 1. The correct reference should be to Phase 2.

Page 5-24 through 5-26, Section 5.1.6 Project Objectives:
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The Project Objectives, which were identified on page 2-4 in Section 2, Project Description, of
the Draft EIR are as follows:

As part of the Project Application, the Applicant provided its stated objectives for the
Proposed Oil Project, which consist of the following:

1. Develop the Proposed Oil Project consistent with the 1993 Conditional Use
Permit and the March 2, 2012 Settlement Agreement, with the utilization of
directional drilling techniques from the Project Site, which is the current City
Maintenance Yard;

2. Maximize oil and gas production from the Torrance Oil Field within the City’s
jurisdiction, thereby maximizing the economic benefits to the City;

3. Provide an oil and gas development project on the Project Site that utilizes the

latest technology and operational advancements related to safety and production

efficiency in order to provide a project that would be safe and would meet the
applicable environmental requirements;

4. Conduct construction and drilling activities on the Project Site incorporating
technological advancements, operational practices, and design features related to
air quality, odors, noise, hazards, and water quality to minimize the potential

impacts on the adjacent community and the environment;
EB-304

5. Provide landscaping, hardscape, signage, lighting, and other design features to :
continued

minimize the visual effects of the Proposed Oil Project on the adjacent
community; and

6. Implement operational practices and incorporate design features to provide safe
vehicular ingress and egress during temporary construction activities and the
ongoing operation of the Proposed Oil Project.”

The City’s objectives identified on page 2-3 of Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR
are as follows:

1. Provide City Yard Maintenance facilities that support provision of high-quality
City services in an integrated and cost-efficient manner;

Consolidate City facilities and functions for maximum efficiency and flexibility;

3. Minimize disruption of City functions during relocation of the City Maintenance
Yard;

4.  Ensure the relocated City Maintenance Yard is compatible with surrounding uses;
and

5. Ensure there is no net loss of public and employee parking spaces as a result of
both the Proposed Oil Project and the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard
consistent with the Preferential Parking Program approved by the Coastal
Commission.

None of the alternatives could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of the Proposed Project.
Pursuant to the Lease, the CUP and the Settlement Agreement, the proposed project is to be
located at the City Maintenance Yard. Not only do these legal requirements affect the feasibility
of these alternatives, the Project Objectives incorporate the “Project Site.” Further, the
maximization of oil and gas production cannot be dismissed, particularly when the Draft EIR
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states that production would be “incrementally less successful.” The Lease, CUP, and
Settlement Agreement provide for a certain number of wells and a specific time frame within
which the Proposed Project is to be performed. ~While the Draft EIR may evaluate these
alternatives for purposes of CEQA, the Draft EIR must acknowledge these other issues in its
evaluation of alternatives.

Further, the Draft EIR’s conclusions with respect to meeting the project objectives is not
sufficient (no additional analysis is provided in Section 6). This Alternatives section should
clearly identify whether each of the project alternatives meets the project objectives of the
Applicant (stated above) and the City, as set forth in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft
EIR.

Section 6.1.2, AES Site Alternative:

This comparison of alternatives is based on a lack of information and consideration of the
limitations discussed above. Significantly, the AES Power Generation Station site may not be
compatible with an oil and gas development project and no analysis is provided to address the
impacts of the power plant on the oil and gas facility or vice versa. Impact discussions are based
on vague assessments of potential impacts, facility design and development scenarios, and rough
combinations of impacts. EB-305

For example, with respect to Aesthetics, the Draft EIR appears to utilize the existing facility for a
view simulation of the drilling rig, but a new facility is being proposed for the AES, and it is
unclear how the oil and gas facility would fit with that new power plant.

As another example, Page 6-4, Section 6.1.2.2 Air Quality, second paragraph states, “If
contaminated soils are encountered, emissions would be similar to those identified for the
Proposed Project for the peak day.” There is no basis to support that statement.

On Page 6-6, Mitigation Measures AQ.AES-1 states:

AQ.AES-1The Applicant shall eliminate all microturbine emissions at the processing site
and shall utilize only grid-based power for electricity. Flare activity shall be
limited by immediately shutting down all wells in the event of an upset
scenario. For additional heat requirements, electricity or some other source
(the RBEP) shall be used to avoid localized impacts. EB-306

This mitigation measure is not practical. Microturbines, or heater treaters, are identified as
integral to the Applicant’s project operations. Additionally, it has not been determined whether it
would be practical or safe to immediately shut down all wells in the event of an upset scenario.
What is the definition of “immediately?” What is the definition of an “upset scenario?” This
mitigation measure is too general to be considered effective.

On page 6-10, the Draft EIR states: “Under this alternative, the AES site would have more room

than the Proposed Oil Project Site...” What is the basis for this statement? EB-307
On page 6-14, the Draft EIR states that a vote of the people would be required and therefore, “the
impact and mitigation for the project site is the same for this alternative as the Proposed Project.” EB-308

The Applicant does not have an agreement with the City of Redondo Beach to place a measure
on the ballot for this alternative. The process is not the “same.”

On Page 6-40, the discussion states, “Under the AES alternative, the City Maintenance Yard EB-309
would not need to be moved as the drilling site would be located at the AES site.” This sentence

E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Page 81
Comments on Draft EIR dated February 2014

Q-Applicant-84 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

Attachment 1

fails to acknowledge the existence of the Lease, and that the Lease would not necessarily
terminate if the project were to be located in another location.

This analysis needs to be revised to address the inadequacy of the analysis discussed above.

Section 6.0, Comparison of Alternatives:

As in the discussion above, Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR, Comparison of Alternatives, also lacks
any comparison of the project objectives with the various alternatives. This analysis needs to be | EB-310
revised to full examine the alternatives with respect to the implementation of the project
objectives.

APPENDIX P PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CITY COASTAL LAND USE PLAN

The proposed amendments to the City’s Land Use Plan (Appendix P) do not seem to be
consistent with the description of the Proposed Project and were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Further, the proposed amendments to the Land Use Plan should be considered in conjunction
with the provisions of the Lease, the Settlement Agreement, and the Conditional Use Permit. | EB-311
Any proposed amendments to the Land Use Plan must be consistent with the Coastal Act and
achieve the intent of the Settlement Agreement. Finally, any proposed amendments must be
consistent with the Coastal Act, but also other applicable laws and regulations with respect to
various environmental disciplines, e.g., air quality, water quality, public health and safety.

Page 1, Section A. Statement of Philosophy:

The proposed amendments to the City of Hermosa Beach Land Use Plan (Appendix P) will be
included on the ballot measure to be considered by the voters in Hermosa Beach on whether to
rescind the current ban on oil development and production currently in effect in the City. The EB-312
Land Use Plan will also be considered by the Coastal Commission and, any modifications to the
Land Use Plan suggested by the Coastal Commission and agreed to by both the City and E&B,
will be incorporated into this document, as will be specified by the voters of the City in the ballot
measure.

Pages 1-2, discussion of Section 30101 of the Coastal Act:

This section discusses offshore oil and gas facilities, although the Proposed Project does not| EB-313
propose offshore oil and gas wells.

Pages 1-5, editorial comments regarding the Coastal Act:

These sections quote Coastal Act provisions and provides editorial comments regarding the
provisions. These editorial comments should be eliminated unless they have been expressly
confirmed by the Coastal Commission or confirmed in some other legally recognized manner.

EB-314

Page 2, last sentence of text at top of page:

The text states, “Whether or not exploration, development and production of offshore or onshore
oil and gas and its associated facilities is appropriate in the coastal zone is a determination to be

made on a case-by-case basis.”

The Proposed Project and the ability to develop an oil production project can only occur at one EB-315

location in the City: the City Maintenance Yard. This statement seems to indicate there could be
other locations in the City where an oil and gas development project could occur and that is not
the case. This text should be clarified or eliminated.
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Page 5, Section C. Goals and Objectives:

The goals and objectives should recognize all of the applicable provisions of the Coastal Act
which provide for the development of oil and gas facilities, including Section 30262.

The goals and objectives of the City should be consistent with the City’s recognized goals in its
existing land use plan (see pages 4.10-27 and 4.10-28 of the Draft EIR). EB-316

Goal 2 states, “To ensure that oil and gas development is conducted in a manner that is consistent
with the City’s beach culture, high quality of life, and environmental values.”

In reviewing the Policies which follow on Pages 5 through 7, it is unclear which Policies support
this Goal, especially as it relates to the City’s “beach culture” and “high quality of life.” How
are these terms defined and which policies support this Goal?

Page 6, Policy 4:

This policy should be consistent with the provisions of the Lease. EB-317

Page 6, Policy 5:
This policy should be consistent with proposed project.

Pages 6-7, Policies 7-14:

These policies should be consistent with applicable laws and regulations, including those related
to public health and safety, environmental protection, water quality, air quality, coastal | EB-319
resources, oil and gas facilities, and shall also be consistent with the provisions of the Lease and
the Settlement Agreement.

Page 7, Policy 11:

Policy 11 states, “Oil and gas development has the potential to increase the city’s greenhouse gas
emissions and contribute to the adverse effects of climate change on coastal resources and human

health. Greenhouse gas emissions generated by the development should be reduced or offset to
achieve net zero carbon emissions.”

EB-318

EB-320

The City has no formal policy that requires projects demonstrate and achieve net zero carbon
emissions, and this policy should be modified.
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L&

Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700 e Fax: (661) 679-1797

March 31, 2014 1600 Norris Road e Bakersfield, CA 93308

Mr. Ken Robertson

Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, California 90254

RE: E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Odors Analysis in Chapter 4.2 — Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Dear Mr. Robertson:

£&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (E&B) has conducted a review of the odors analysis in
Chapter 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases and Appendix B - Air Emission Calculations of the Draft
Environmental Impact (Draft EIR) for the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project (Proposed Project). The
following discusses the key comments that we identified in our review.

Odor Threshold of Significance

The Draft EIR (Table 4.2-6, page 4.2-32) defines the significance threshold for odors as “Nuisance
defined as more than six odor events per year.” However, the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s (SCAQMD'’s) significance threshold for odor is stated as, “Project creates an odor nuisance
pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402.” Refer to Attachment 1 of this letter for the current SCAQMD Air Quality
Significance Thresholds, including odors, dated March 2011.

SCAQMD's Rule 402 does not provide a quantitative standard for determination of a nuisance. Rule 402
states:

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air
contaminants or other material which 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, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.

Based on review of Rule 402 (Refer to Attachment 2) and the SCAQMD Policies and Procedures, Public
Nuisance Investigation Guidelines (Refer to Attachment 3), a finding of nuisance may be made after
appropriate investigation by the SCAQMD to “observe, identify, or otherwise establish evidence of the
emissions” and to confirm “the source of the emissions and eliminate other potential sources,” with
documentation to support the condition based on a minimum of six to ten (10) complaints, and, ifa
public nuisance violation has occurred pursuant to Rule 402, issue a Notice of Violation (NOV).
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Therefore, the significance threshold is defined as an odor nuisance warranting the issuance of an NOV
pursuant to Rule 402,

SCAMAQD records indicate several urbanized oil and gas facilities operating for decades, including our
own sites, have not received an NOV for odors (Refer to Attachment 4 and Attachment 5). Thus, these
existing facilities have sufficient controls to operate below SCAQMD's significance threshold for odors.
As explained below, the Proposed Project incorporates additional design features to eliminate odors,
such as the closed loop system. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts with
respect to odors should be less than significant.

Odor Design Features Proposed in Planning Application

The Draft EIR (page 4.2-33) briefly summarizes design features proposed as a part of the Proposed
Project in the Air Quality Impact Analysis provided as Appendix C to the November 2012 Planning
Application. Some of these proposed project design features were incorporated after the impact
analysis of odors as mitigation measures (pages 4.2-51 and 4.2-52). The design features related to odors
proposed in the Planning Application, further supplemented with annotations that provide clarification
(in italics), are provided below:

e The Proposed Project’s plant safety and control systems will be a closed-loop system. A closed-
loop system is a design that does not allow for the venting or emitting of gases into the air as
part of the normal operation of the facility. All tanks and process vessels will be connected to a
vapor recovery unit and, instead of venting gases to the atmosphere, they are sent to the vapor
recovery unit. The vapor recovery unit also has a backup unit that eliminates downtime from the
vapor recovery unit system. In addition, all pressure relieving devices will be connected to an
enclosed ground flare. As a result, the closed-loop system is self-contained and will not allow for
venting of gases to the air, even during any emergency venting of gases. This design criteria is
substantially different than all other onshore facilities because venting from pressure safety
valves and tank hatches have been eliminated and, therefore, eliminates these as possible
sources of leak events.

e The Proposed Project will be inspected for fugitive emissions as required by SCAQMD Rule 1173
“Control of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks and Releases from Components at Petroleum
Facilities and Chemical Plants.” This requires that every valve, thread connection, coupling, and
site glass be inspected. The Proposed Project will accept the limitation on allowable leaking
components more stringent that those required by Rule 1173. E&B is proposing to implement an
enhanced Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) program for the Proposed Project. E&B will inspect
fugitive components monthly instead of quarterly, which will improve the effectiveness of the
LDAR program. Additionally, E&B will agree to a no leak standard as part of their SCAQMD
operating permit, which exceeds Rule 1173 standards that allow for a specific number of leaking
components during an inspection. To further reduce emissions, E&B has agreed to implement an
action level of 100 ppm for repair of fugitive components, well below the action level prescribed
in Rule 1173 for all fugitive components except those in heavy liquid service. In addition, Rule
1173 requires daily inspection of compressors, pumps, and pressure relief devices and
inspection of all other components at least quarterly. New technology (such as thermal imaging
devices) will be used to augment traditional methods of leak detection.
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o The Proposed Project will have an Air Quality Monitoring Plan that will provide for the
monitoring of total hydrocarbon vapors and hydrogen sulfide (H,S) on the project site during
drilling and production operations. Monitors installed within and at the edge of the facility will
be triggered if total hydrocarbon vapors and H,S are detected. A meteorological station to
monitor wind speed and direction under the guidance and specifications of the SCAQMD will be
installed at an applicable location.

e The Proposed Project will have an Odor Minimization Plan that will address the potential
sources of odors from all equipment, including wells and drilling operation, and provide
methods to reduce or eliminate any identified odors (for example through containment, design
modifications, carbon canisters). The Plan will include facility information, signs with contact
information, logs of odor complaints, protocols for handling odor complaints and odor event
investigations, and defines the methods that will be instituted to prevent a re-occurrence.

e The Proposed Project will use an odor suppressant spray system or vapor capture hood and
carbon filter system on the mud shaker tables and install carbon capture canisters on all tanks
(permanent and portable) containing potentially odiferous materials that are not equipped with
vapor recovery so that no odor can be detected at the closest receptor.

Calculated Odor Threshold Exceedance

The Draft EIR (pages 4.2-50 and 4.2-51) analyzed the potential odor impacts from a single leaker release
from a compressor seal. A dispersion analysis was used to determine the maximum concentration at a
receptor. The analysis in the Draft EIR used the following assumptions and concluded that the Proposed
Project could result in an exceedance of the combined odor threshold ratio of 1.00 for Hydrogen Sulfide
(H,S), Hexane, and Pentane by a factor of 1.02. Therefore, the Draft EIR identified this as a significant
impact related to odors.

Leaker Emission Rate, compressor 0.1500 g/s pegged value at 10,000 ppm
H,S concentration in gas 100 ppm

Hexane concentration in gas 2.9%

Pentane concentration in gas 3.0%

The design of the Proposed Project will include a compressor seal vent collection system; however, this
was not explicit in the Planning Application and, therefore, apparently not included in the analysis
provided in the Draft EIR. Therefore, to reduce the significant impact from odors calculated as a result of
a single leaker release from a compressor or pump seal as analyzed in the Draft EIR, the following
additional mitigation measure should be incorporated into the Proposed Project:

Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will install a compressor seal vent collection
system. The compressor seal vent collection system will direct vapors to the closed loop system.
In the event of a seal leak, vapors will be collected and sent to the flare for destruction. The use
of the compressor seal vent collection system will eliminate the possibility of a compressor leak
venting to the atmosphere.

With the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measure requiring installation of a compressor seal
vent collection system, the maximum exposure ratio to the odor threshold ratio is calculated using
emissions from a valve, which is the highest emitting component once the compressors are controlled.
The calculated maximum exposure ratio is 0.12, well below the odor threshold ratio of 1.00 (refer to the
following assumptions and Attachment 6).
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Leaker Emission Rate, vaive 0.0178 g/s pegged value at 10,000 ppm
H,S concentration in gas 100 ppm

Hexane concentration in gas 2.9%

Pentane concentration in gas 3.0%

Therefore, the potential significant impact as a result of a single leaker release would be reduced to a
less than significant level.

As noted above, once the highest emitting sources of leaking fugitive emissions are removed by
connecting the compressor seals and pressure safety valves to the vent collection system, the next
highest source of fugitive component emissions are valves. The above calculations were performed
using the pegged value at 10,000 ppm from the SCQAMD document “Guidelines for Fugitive Emissions
Calculations,” Table IV-3a, June 2003. This calculation was also provided in the Draft EIR.

Using the same assumptions provided in the Draft EIR, a calculation of the maximum odor threshold
resulting from a valve leak at various H,S concentrations was prepared. The maximum leak rate ata
valve occurs when the measured valve is “pegged” at 100,000 ppm. Based on the SCAQMD “Guidelines
for Fugitive Emissions Calculations,” June 2003, the leak rate for a valve with emissions “pegged” at
100,000 ppm is 0.138 kg/hour, equivalent to 0.0383 grams/second. The valve is assumed to be in gas
service with H,S concentrations of 100 ppm. The resulting odor threshold ratio is 0.26, well below the
odor threshold ratio of 1.00. Therefore, no odor is expected to be detected at a receptor, even if the
valve has a leak at the highest published emission rate.

H2S Concentrations in Torrance Oil Field Crude Oil

The Draft EIR (page 4.2-51) states, “The H,S concentration was assumed to be 100 ppm as a worst case,
and H,S in crude oil vapors was assumed to be 10 times higher as a worst case because vapors above
crude oil containing even small amounts of H,S can have a substantially higher H,S content than the
gas.” Attached are laboratory analyses of gas and crude oil from oil wells located within the Torrance Oil
Field which establish that H,S concentrations are well below these values (Refer to Attachment 7). The
concentration of H,S in gas was non-detect (less than 2.5 ppm) in a gas sample collected from well “St.
Francis” #2 and 15 ppm in a gas sample collected from well “Sterling” #1. The H,S concentration from
three crude oil samples was non-detect (less than 5 ppm on a volume basis). The highest ratio of H,S in
gas to crude oil was less than 0.33 in samples collected from well “Sterling” #1. No H,S was detected in
gas or oil from well “St. Francis” #2.

The Draft EIR overstates the concentration of H,S in crude oil by more than two orders of magnitude.

Conclusions

In summary, there are many urbanized oil and gas facilities within the Los Angeles basin that have been
operating for decades without receiving NOVs for odors. E&B has proposed an additional level of design
features for the Proposed Project, including the closed loop system, to substantially eliminate the
potential for the release of odors that could affect the surrounding community. These design features
should be incorporated into all of the analysis of the odors provided in the EIR. With the incorporation
of these design features and an additional proposed mitigation measure for a compressor vent
collection system provided above, the potential significant impact as a result of single leaker release that
could cause an odor event would be reduced to a less than significant level. Further, corrections should
be made to assumption used in the analysis of odors related to leak rates and the amount of H,S
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concentrations in the crude oil in the Torrance Oil Field. Based on the analysis provided above,
Proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts as a result of odors should be less than significant.

Very truly yours,

Michael Finch
Vice President of Health, Safety, Environmental & Governmental Affairs
E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

Attachments (7)
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South Ceast

Air Quality Management District Attachment 1
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

(909) 396-2000 » www.agmd.gov

SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds *
Pollutant Construction ® Operation ©
NOx 100 lbs/day 535 lbs/day
vVOoC - 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day
PMI10 150 [bs/day 156 lbs/day
PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 535 lbs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
co 550 ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 lbs/day 3 lbs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), Odor, and GHG Thresholds
TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million
(including carcinogens and non-carcinogens) Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas > 1 in | million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)
Oder Project creates an odar nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
GHG 10,000 MT/yr CO2eq for industrial facilities
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants g
NO2 SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes (o an exceedance of the following aitainment standards:
I-hour average 0.18 ppm (state)
annual arithmetic mean 0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)
PMI10
24-hour average 10.4 pa/m’ (construction)’ & 2.5 pg/m’ (operation)
annual average 1.0 pg/m’
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4 pg/m’ (constmction)c & 2.5 pg/m’ (operation)
S02
1-hour average 0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal — 99" percentile)
24-hour average 0.04 ppm (state)
Sulfate
24-hour average 25 pg/m’ (state)
Cco SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
1-hour average 20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)
8-hour average 9.0 ppm (state/federal)
Lead
30-day Average 1.5 uglmJ (state)
Rolling 3-month average 0.15 pg/m’ (federal)
Quarterly average 1.5 pg/m’ (federal)

? Source: SCADMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMD, 1993)
b Construction thresholds apply to both the South Coast Air Dasin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sca and Mojave Desert Air Basins).

< For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds.
4 Ambicnt air quality thresholds for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unbess otherwisc stated.
¢ Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 103.
KEY: lbs/day = pounds per day ppm = prts per million  pg/m' = microgram per cubic meter > = greater than or cqual to
MTAT CO2eq = metric tons per year of CO2 equivakents > = greater than

Revision: March 2011
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Attachment 2

(Adopted May 7, 1976)
RULE 402. NUISANCE

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air
contaminants or other material which 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, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.

The provisions of this rule shall not apply to odors emanating from agricultural operations
necessary for the growing of crops or the raising of fowl or animals.

402 -1
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Attachment 3

POLICIES & PROCEDURES

AQMD PUBLIC NUISANCE INVESTIGATION

APPENDIX C
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Attachment 4

SUMMARY LIST OF OQIL AND GAS FACILITIES IN LOS ANGELES BASIN
WITH NO NUISANCE NOTICE OF VIOLATIONS (NOVS) RELATED TO ODORS

LOCATION TYPE OF FACILITY OPERATORS ADJACENT LAND USES
Long Beach/Spinnaker Bay | 19 Active Wells * E&TLLC Adjacent to residential and
Pumpjacks « The Lansdale Co. commercial uses

Beverly Center

50+ Active Wells
Pumpjacks and Drilling Rigs

* Freeport McMoRan
(formerly Plains
Exploration & Production
[PXP])

Adjacent to residential and
recreational uses

Beverly Hills High School

17 Active Wells
Pumpjacks and Concealed
Rig

* Freeport McMoRan
{formerly Plains
Exploration & Production
[PXP])

Adjacent to residential,
recreational, and institutional
uses

Hillcrest Country Club 21+ Aclive Wells « Hillcrest Beverly Oil Corp. | Adjacent to recreational;
Pumpjacks and Drilling Rigs ~600 feet from residential
uses
Signal Hill Petroleum/ 50+ Active Wells in the « Signal Hill Petroleum Adjacent to residential and
Discovery Well Park Area vicinity recreational uses
Huntington Beach/ 50+ Active Wells in the ¢ John A. Thomas Adjacent to residential and
Bolsa Chica vicinity ¢ Brindle/Thomas recreational uses

» Oxy USA
s Gothard St. LLC

Sonrce: South Coast Air Quality Management District FIND System, March 2014.

Q-Applicant-100

E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project




Appendix Q

Attachment 5

SUMMARY LIST OF
E&B NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT CORPORATION FACILITIES IN LOS ANGELES BASIN
WiTH No NUISANCE NOTICE OF VIOLATIONS (NOVS) RELATED TO ODORS

FIELD LEASE SCAQMB FaciLiTy ID No. LOCATION
Torrance Midge 165100 Harbor City
Long Beach Dutcher/Frew 165101 Long Beach
Long Beach Del Mar 165102 Signal Hill
Long Beach Just 165113 Long Beach
Rosecrans Pacific-Clark 165103 Los Angeles
Long Beach Rose 166490 Long Beach
Wilmington Wilmington 165309 Carson
Torrance Warren 171034 Wilmington
Torrance Coastline B 171035 Wilmington
Torrance Meeker 171036 Wilmington
Torrance Conway 2 171037 Wilmington
Torrance Conway 1 171040 Wilmington
Torrance Stone 171042 Wilmington
Torrance Spring 171043 Wilmington
Torrance Aurthur #9 171044 Carson
Torrance Figueroa 171045 Wilmington
Torrance Girtin 53 171046 Wilmington
Torrance Salter 171047 Wilmington
Torrance Sterling 1 & 28 171048 Wilmington
Torrance Sterling 29 & 30 171049 Wilmington
Torrance United #1 171050 Wilmington
Torrance Westport 171054 Wilmington
Torrance Whitelaw 171083 Wilmington
Cheviot Hills Rancho 13627 Los Angeles
Cheviot Hills Hillcrest 3061 West Los Angeles
Huntington Beach Angus Springfield Unit 54349 Huntington Beach

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District FIND System and E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation,
March 2014.
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Attachment 6
Draft EIR Single Leaker Odar Threshold Calculation [Compressor Leak)
AERMOD Output Receptors Unit Value: Single Leaker Release
based on fugitive emissions peak day, converted to total TOC
Aermod resuit, max value at a receptor, ug/im3 102,604 for unit emission rate of 1.0 gfs-m2
Leaker emission rate, g/s 0.1500 compressor at pegged 10,000 ppm
Leaker emission rate, g/s 0.0178 valve at 10,000 ppm, pegged value
H2s Hexane Pentane
Fraction Material 0.0001 0.029 0.03 1)
Max Values at receptor, ug/m3 154 446.33 461.72
ug/ppm 1420.00 3580.00 3000.00
3 min/60min avg time ratio 1.65 1.65 1.65 (2)
Value at receptor, ppm, 3 min avg
fime 0.0018 0.2057 0.2539
Odor Threshold, ppm 0.0020 68.00 2.00
Max to threshold ratio 0.89 0.00 0.13
Combined odor threshold valug 1.02
Assumes 10x H2S content as gas in the crude oil vapors
(1) Assumes H2S 100ppm, Hexane 2.9%. Pentane 3% (based on CARB profile 531)
(2) as per Duffee, O'Brien and Oslojic (1991)
single Leaker Odor Threshold with Mitigation (Compressor Seal Vent System)
AERMOD Output Receptors Unit Value: Single Leaker Release
based on fugitive emissions peak day, converted to total TOC
Aermod result, max value at a receptor, ug/m3 102,604 for unit emission rate of 1.0 g/s-m2
Leaker emission rate, g/s 0.1500 compressor at pegged 10,000 ppm
Leaker emission rate, g/s 0.0178 valve at 10,000 ppm, pegged value
H2S Hexane Pentane
4
Fraclion Material 0.0001 0.029 0.03 )
Max Values at receptor, ug/m3 0.18 52.96 54.79
ug/ppm 1420.00 3580.00 3000.00
(2
3 min/60min avg time ratio 1.65 1.65 1.65 )
Value at receptor, ppm, 3 min
avg time 0.0002 0.0244 0.0301
Odor Threshold, ppm 0.0020 68.00 2.00
Max to threshold ratio 011 0.00 0.02
Combined odor threshold value 0.12

Assumes 10x H2S contenl as gas in the crude oil vapors

(1) Assumes H2S 100ppm, Hexane 2.9%, Pentane 3% (based on CARB profile 531)
(2) as per Duffee, O'Brien and Ostojic (1991)
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Attachment 7
Ihtertek Report of Analysis
Client: Strata-Analysts Group, Inc. Client Reference Number:
Job Location: Los Angeles, CA, USA N/A
Vessel: STRATA ANALYSTS
Our Reference Number: US260-0020532
Lab Reference Number: 2014-LOSA-000409
Description Method Test Result Units
CRUDE 20-Mar-2014 ST. FRANCIS #2
2014-LOSA-000403-001 UOP 163 H2S <1 ppm W
ASTM D5705 Test Temperature 140 °F
Average H2S Resuit <5 ppm viv
CRUDE 20-Mar-2014 ST.FRANCIS#3
2014-LOSA-000409-002 UOoP 163 H2S <1 ppm Wt
ASTM D5705 Test Temperature 140 °F
Average H2S Result <5 P v -
CRUDE 20-Mar-2014 STERLING #1
2014-L0SA-000409-003 UOP 163 H2S <1 ppm Wi
ASTM D5705 Test Temperature 140 °F
Average H2S Resuit <5 ppm viv
Signed: Date:
btertek
Jamal Dahabra, Laboratory Coordinator
Page 1of1 1941 Freeman Avenve Sulte-A, Signal Hi, California 90755 USA 20-Mar-2014 1546
1585161 Tei.: +1 562 494 4950 Fax - +1 562 965 3469 Emei: cirwialab@intertek com US260-0020532
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G ROUP

-nalysts

E&B Natural Resource Management Date Sampled: May 16, 2012
1600 Noris Rd. Date Reported: May 17, 2012
Bakersfield, CA 93308

Lab ID: 120471

Attention: Mike Finch
CC: George Paspalof

File ID: 05-16-12 St Francis #2

Pressure: psig
Sample ID: St. Francis #2 Temperature: Deg F.
Sample Time:
GC/TCD (ASTM D1945, GPA 2261

Analysis Resuits: Mole % G/MCF
[Datoction Limit = 0.01)
OXYGEN 0.00
NITROGEN 0.00
GARBON DIOXIDE 1.33

TOTAL INERTS: 1.33 {sum) (sum)
METHANE 96.76
ETHANE 1.77
PROPANE 0.04 0.0t
iso-BUTANE 0.03 0.1 0.01 0.03
n-BUTANE 0.01 0.00
iso-PENTANE 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.02
n-PENTANE 0.00 0.00
HEXANE+ 0.06 0.02
Total: 100.00
Specific Gravity*  0.578 Dew Point: Deg F
Hydrogen Sulfide: ND <2.5 ppm (voi) Water Content: 561.6 Ibs/MMCF
Mercaptan Sulfur: ppm (vol)
Gross BTU/M® 1014  (dry gas) HHV: 1014

996 (water vapor saturated) LHV: 913
* [ASTM DA558-91)
Revied By: e
fin 3302 Industry Dr., Signal Hill, CA 90755
Tel: 562-426-0199 Fax: 562-426-5664

www.strata-analysts.com
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- Analysts

G R OUP

E&B Natural Resource Management Date Sampled: May 16, 2012
1600 Noris Rd. Date Reported: May 17, 2012
Bakersfield, CA 93308

Lab ID: 120471

Attention: Mike Finch File ID: 05-16-12 Sterfing #1

CC: George Paspalof

Pressure: psig
Sample ID: Sterling #1 Temperature: DegF
Sample Time:
GC/TCD (ASTM D1945, GPA 2261

Analysis Results: Mole % G/MCF
©etection Limil = 0.01) =
OXYGEN 0.00
NITROGEN 017
CARBON DIOXIDE 25.35

TOTAL INERTS:  25.52 (sum) {sum)
METHANE 64.16
ETHANE 250
PROPANE 1.76 049
iso-BUTANE 0.67 6.06 0.22 2.29
n-BUTANE 1.10 0.35
iso-PENTANE 0.57 4.29 0.21 1.72
n-PENTANE 0.41 0.15
HEXANE+ 3.3t 1.36
Total: 100.00
Specific Gravity® 0.953 Dew Point: Deg F.
Hydrogen Sulfide: 15 ppm (val) Water Content: > 1125 lbs/MMCF
Mercaptan Sutfur: ppm (vol)
Gross BTU/® 991 {dry gas) HHV- 991
. ) 974 (water vapor saturated) LHV: 900

Revied By: —
lin Stepani 3302 Industry Dr., Signal Hill, CA 90755

Tel: 562-426-0199 Fax: 562-426-5664
www.strata-analysts.com
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E&B

Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700 = Fax: (661) 679-1797
1600 Norris Road * Bakersfield, CA 93308

April 1, 2014

Mr. Ken Robertson

Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, California 90254

RE: E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Analysis of Phases 2 and 4 Drilling and Production in Chapter 4.11 — Noise and Vibration

Dear Mr. Robertson:

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (E&B) has conducted a review of the noise analysis in
Chapter 4.11, Noise and Vibration, and Appendix E - Noise Impact Analysis of the Draft
Environmentat Impact (Draft EIR) for the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project (Proposed
Project). The attached letter from Behrens and Associates, Inc. addresses their review of the
analysis of the potential noise impacts as a result of concurrent drilling and production in Phases
2 and 4 of the Proposed Project.

As a result of the revised analysis presented by Behrens and Associates, Inc. in their attached
letter, we request that the following additional mitigation measures be incorporated into the
Proposed Project:

Propased Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide an addition to the acoustical

shroud for the drill rig mast that includes enclosure of the top 26 feet of the fourth side of
the drill rig mast.

Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide full mud pump enclosures
constructed from Semco acoustical panels (which have a 2-inch thick acoustical absorptive
lining) on three sides and a clear plastic panel on one side.

Propaosed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide upgraded silencers for the
hydraulic power unit (HPU) that provide the following insertion loss:

Octave Band Center
Frequency 63 Hz 125 Hz 250 Ha2 S00 Hz 1 kHz 2 kHz 4 kHz 8 ktz
Insertion Loss (dB) 8 14 29 41 40 41 32 17

As discussed in detail in the attached letter, with the correction of the noise model to reflect the
metal-on-metal noises that would occur with the ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan and incorporation of
the proposed mitigation measures provided above, the significant impacts from the noise levels
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during concurrent drilling and production in Phases 2 and 4 would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Michael Finch
Vice President of Health, Safety, Environmental & Governmental Affairs
E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

Attachment — Letter from Behrens and Associates, dated March 27, 2014
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Behrens and Associates, Inc.
Environmental Noise Control

March 27, 2014

Mr. Michael Finch

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.
1600 Norris Road

Bakersfield, CA 90254

Subject: Review of Noise Analysis for E & B Oil Drilling and Production Project

Reference:  Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration, E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, February 2014

Dear Mr. Finch,

As requested, we have reviewed the analysis provided in Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration, of
the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Draft Environmental Tmpact Report (Draft EIR). As a part
of this review, we have verified if all of the project design features were incorporaicd and performed
additional analysis to determine if the mitigated significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR analysis
during drilling and production in Phases 2 and 4 can be forther reduced. The revised analysis provided
below used the Draft EIR noise model to allow dircet comparison with the results shown for Phase 2 in
Table 4.11-22 and Phase 4 in Table 4.11-32 of the Draft EIR.

Phase 2 Drilling and Testing

Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR assesses significant impacts during Phases 2 and 4
in two ways:

e The analysis indicates a significant impact would occur if the drilling plus production noise
causes an increase to the average noise level during the quietest hour of more than 3 dBA at the
nearby residential properties or more than 5 dBA at Veterans Parkway.

e The analysis indicates a significant impact would occur if the drilling noise level exceeds the
City of Hermosa Beach Oil Production Code nighttime noise standard of 45 dBA at the nearby
residential properties and at Veterans Parkway.

The noise level was assessed in the Draft EIR at elevations of 5 feet and at 20 feet above ground level.
The Noise Impact Study in the November 2012 Planning Application assessed noise levels 5 feet above
ground level only.

The Draft EIR noise model uses the same equipment sound power levels as the model in the Planning
Application Moise Impact Study. A source was added to the model to represent metal-on-metal
‘clanging’ sounds on the drill rig. The basis for the Draft EIR data was sound level measurements of
pipe-handling activities made by Arup Acoustics at the Whittier oil field. The Draft EIR analysis
assumed a sound power level of 131.7 dBA during a single impact, with impacts occurring 0.1% of the
time to give an equivalent sound power level of 101.7 dBA. This equivalent level is almost as high as an
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Behrens and Associates, Inc.
Environmental Noise Control

unmitigated mud pump running continuously and it is our opinion that this assumed noise level is much
higher than would actually occur at the project site, especially since the a ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan
would be implemented at the project site as a part of the Proposed Project. The quiet mode drilling plan
is specifically designed to reduce the quantity and sound level of these types of sounds during the
nighttime hours.

For this revised analysis, 2 sound level measurement was obtained at a dilling rig at the Inglewood Oil
Field where the same quiet mode drlling plan has been implemented. From the measurement, 1t was
possible to determine the contribution of metal-on-metal noises to the overall sound level. It was
determined that the average sound power level was 87.4 dBA. This sound level was substituted into the
model for this revised analysis to provide a more realistic simulation of the metal-on-metal sounds.

From the Draft EIR meodel it was determined that, with implementation of the mitigation measures
recommended in the Draft EIR, the mud pumps would generally be the highest contributors of noise at
the nearby sensitive receplors. It was proposed in the Planning Application Noise Impact Study that
noise from the mud pumps would be reduced with enclosures around each pump. The enclosures were
designed to have three sides and a roof, but would be open on anc side. Since the Draft EIR analysis
predicts significant impacts at the nearby sensitive receptors, this revised analysis includes full mud
pump enclosures constructed from Semco acoustical panels (which have a 2-inch thick acoustically
absarptive lining) with a clear plastic panel on onc side (to allow for observation). The ventilation
system required for this enclosurc would maintain the insertion loss of the enclosure with the use of
silenced inlets and vents.

Since the time of the preparation of the Planning Application Noise Impact Study, more detailed plans
of the proposed enclosure of the drilling rig mast have been provided by the manufacturer. It has been
determined that the drilling rig mast can be enclosed to a greater extent than originally modeled. In the
Planning Application Noise Impact Study model and the Draft EIR model, the sound was assessed with
only three sides of the rig mast enclosed. The more detailed plans provide that, in addition to the
enclosure of three sides of the rig mast as originally analyzed, the top 26 feet of the rig mast would also
be enclosed on the fourth side. This configuration is modeled in this revised analysis.

Tn addition, as part of this revised analysis, the hydraulic power unit (HPU) was modeled with upgraded
silencers that provide the insertion loss shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Hydraulic Power Unit Silencer Insertion Loss

Octave Band Center
| Frequency 63Hz | 125Hz | 250Hz | 500Hz | 1kHz 2kHz | 4kHz 8 kHz
Insertion Loss (dB) 8 14 29 41 40 41 32 17

Tables 2 and 3 below provide the resulting sound levels of this revised analysis during Phase 2 drilling
and testing with: 1) the metal-on-metal noises that would occur with the ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan
implemented; 2) the implementation of the improved mud pump enclosures; 3} the addition of the
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Behrens and Associates, Inc.

Environmental Noise Control

enclosure of the top 26 feet of the fourth side of the drilling rig mast; and 4) the addition of upgraded
HPU silencers. The results are shown alongside the Draft EIR analysis results for comparison.

The results of this revised analysis indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production
in Phase 2 would be reduced to a less than significant level at all receptors. Furthermore, the results
indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production would comply with the City
Hermosa Beach Oil Production Code at all nearby sensitive receptors at 5 feet and 20 feet above ground
elevation.

Phase 4 Development and Operations

Tables 4 and 5 below provide the resulting sound levels of this revised analysis during Phase 4 drilling
and testing with: 1) the metal-on-metal noises that would occur with the ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan
implemented; 2) the implementation of the improved mud pump enclosures; 3) the addition of the
enclosure of the top 26 feet of the fourth side of the drilling cig mast; and 4) the addition of upgraded
HPU silencers. The results are shown alongside the Draft EIR analysis resulis for comparison.

‘The results of this revised analysis indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production
in Phase 4 would be reduced to a less than significant level at all receptors. Furthermore, the results
indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production would comply with the City
Hermosa Beach Oil Production Code at all nearby sensitive receptors at 5 feet and 20 feet above ground
elevation.

Please contact the undersigned with any questions or comments.

T2~

Thomas Corbishley
Engineering Manager
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Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700  Fax: (661) 679-1797
1600 Norris Road * Bakersfield, CA 93308

April 8, 2014

Mr. Ken Robertson

Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, California 90254

RE: E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Analysis of Pipeline Spills in Executive Summary, Section 4.3 — Biological Resources,
Section 4.9 — Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.8 — Safety, Risk of Upset, and
Hazards, and Section 4.10 - Land Use/Recreation/Policy Consistency Analysis

Dear Mr. Robertson:

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (E&B) has conducted a review and further analysis of
the issue of pipeline spills discussed in the Executive Summary, Section 4.3 — Biological
Resources, Section 4.8 — Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, Section 4.9 — Hydrology and Water
Quality, and Section 4.10 - Land Use/Recreation/Policy Consistency Analysis of the Draft
Environmental Impact (Draft EIR) for the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project (Proposed
Project). A discussion of this analysis is provided below.

The November 2012 Planning Application for the Proposed Project proposed three oil pipeline
scenarios; two of which were the construction of a new pipeline within the public road right of
way and the third utilizing some public road right of way and an existing pipeline in the Southern
California Edison (SCE) Utility Corridor. The description of these oil pipeline scenarios and the
end point at one of four valve box locations were provided on pages 2-48 to 2-51in Section 2,
Project Description, of the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR, Executive Summary, Table ES.2 on page ES-7 and the abovementioned Draft EIR
Sections identifies that the Proposed Project would have the potential to result in significant
unavoidable adverse impacts to biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and
recreation from a single oil spill event. This single event would be an oil pipeline spill located
along Herondo Street near Valley Drive that would occur during a 0.50-inch or greater storm
event, potentially allowing oil to reach the Pacific Ocean through the storm drain system. Based
on this, the following provides: a discussion of updates to the pipeline spill probability presented
in the Draft EIR based on the updated 2013 Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM) spill
frequency; and Applicant proposed mitigation measures for additional pipeline design criteria
that would reduce the causes in the CSFM Incident Causal Distribution identified in the Draft
EIR.
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Updated Pipeline Spill Probability

The analysis provided on pages 4.8-85 and 4.8-56 in Section 4.8 — Safety, Risk of Upset, and
Hazards of the Draft EIR used the California State Fire Marshal (CSFM) 1993 report [1] to
establish a spill frequency of 5.27 spills per 1,000 mile years. It was concluded in the analysis
that the probability of any spill occurring during a 0.50-inch or greater storm event in the vicinity
of Herondo Street and Valley Drive would be 0.4% during the life of the Proposed Project.

The CSFM spill frequency (for 1994 to 2012) was recently updated by the OSFM [2](3] (refer to
Attachment 1 to this letter) and, as a result, the current spill frequency would be 0.3% of the
1993 spill frequency or 1.58 spills per 1,000 mile years. In addition, the Applicant has proposed
mitigation measures (discussed further below) that provide additional design criteria that would
eliminate a majority of the causes outlined in the CSFM Incident Cause Distribution as shown in
Attachment 2 to this letter. A conservative reduction of 95% has been used to account for the
incorporation of these proposed mitigation measures that mitigate the pipeline failure. The
remaining 5% accounts for seismic or any other extraordinary events that may cause both the
carrier pipe and the secondary containment pipe (provided with the proposed mitigation
measures) to fail at the same time. Based on the 95% reduction, the appropriate pipeline failure
frequency is 7.91 spills per 100,000 mile years.

The main area of concern for the oil pipeline spill is the 0.9-mile section along Herondo Street in
the Cities of Hermosa Beach and Redondo Beach. The mitigated failure rate for this section of
pipeline is 7.11 per 100,000 years. The principal environmental effect is estimated to occur
during a 0.5-inch or greater storm event that is predicted to occur an average of 10 days per
year. Based on this, the probability of a simultaneous storm event and pipeline failure to occur
within the 0.9-mile section along Herondo Street is 10/365 times the failure rate of the subject
section, or 1.95 per million years. Distributing this frequency for any spill among different spill
size ranges based on the CSFM 1993 report [1] gives the spill frequency distributions along
Herondo Street near Valley Drive that are shown in Table 1 below. As indicated in Table 1, the
estimated annual frequency of medium and large spills would be less than 1in 1 million per year
and the frequency of small spills (less than 10 barrels) would be very close to 1 in 1 million per
year.

Table 1
Annual Spill Frequency
0.9-Mile Section Along Herondo Street Near Valley Drive
During a 0.5-Inch or Greater Storm Event {10 days per year)

Any 0+hbl Small <10 bbl Medium 10<50 bbl Large > or = 50 hbl
1.95E-06 1.05E-06 4,09E-07 4.87€-07
100% 54% 21% 25%

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measure (Additional Pipeline Design Criteria)

To reduce the potential significant impacts to biological resources, hydrology and water quality,
and recreation from a single oil spill event as analyzed in the Draft EIR, the following proposed
mitigation measures should be incorporated into the Proposed Project:
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Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide a “pipe-in-pipe” design to
provide secondary containment for any leak or rupture in the main crude oil pipeline
(i.e., carrier pipe). This mitigation measure will address the selected oil pipeline
scenario as follows:

e For the two scenarios within the public road right-of-ways, the Applicant will
install a 6-inch Grade X-56 crude oil carrier pipe with a three-layer FBE coating in
a secondary fiberglass outer pipe. The 6-inch Grade X-56 carrier pipe will add
approximately 1.6 times the Corrosion Allowance (CA) or about 4.8 times the
required thickness. Check valves will be provided at strategic locations along
the pipeline. The location of these check valves will be determined during final
design in Phase 3.

e For the scenario within the Southern California Edison Utility Corridor, the
Applicant will install a 6-inch Fiberspar pipe for the crude oil carrier pipe. For
the portion of the pipeline constructed in Valley Drive and crossing Herondo
Street, the Fiberspar pipe will be incased in a secondary fiberglass outer pipe.
For the portion of the pipe installed in the Utility Corridor, the Fiberspar pipe
will be “pulled” through an existing 14-inch steel pipe that will provide the
required secondary containment. Check valves will be provided at strategic
locations along the pipeline. The location of these check valves will be
determined during final design in Phase 3.

Proposed mitigation measure: To reduce the risk of any third party damage to the oil
pipeline, the Applicant will: sand slurry the pipe to 6 inches over the pipe and then use a
3-sack slurry above the pipe to the base of the pavement or ground surface (within the
Utility Corridor); and lay strips of warning tape over the top which will prevent third
party damage to the pipe.

Proposed mitigation measure: The Applicant will provide an inert gas, nitrogen, blanket
within the secondary outer pipe to allow monitoring for the loss of secondary
containment. In addition, the annulus between the carrier pipe and the secondary
containment will be monitored for hydrocarbon vapor.

For the two oil pipeline scenarios within the public right-of-ways, the Applicant proposed
mitigation measure provides for the installation of a six-inch Grade X-56 carrier pipe with a
three-layer FBE coating in a secondary fiberglass outer pipe. A standard wall pipe would allow
for a CA of 0.2143 or about 3 times the required thickness. However, by using the Grade X-56
carrier pipe proposed in the mitigation measure above would add about 1.6 times the CA or
about 4.8 times the required thickness. In addition, the Applicant proposed mitigation measure
to provide sand slurry over the pipe and a slurry backfill above the pipe to the pavement as well
as warning tape would eliminate the opportunity for third party damage. By enclosing the
pipeline in a secondary containment pipe, this would eliminate any opportunity for a leak or
rupture that could occur from entering the surface streets and storm drain system. With the
proposed mitigation measures, the 6-inch pipe would reduce the volume of oil contained in the
carrier pipe, the check valves placed along the pipeline alignment would limit the quantity of oil
that would drain in the event of a rupture, and the monitoring of the inert gas, nitrogen blanket
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within the secondary outer pipe would allow for the pipe to be monitored for the loss of
secondary containment.

For the third scenario within the Utility Corridor, Applicant would install a 6-inch Fiberspar pipe
for the crude oil carrier. For the portion of the pipeline constructed in Valley Drive and crossing
Herondo Street, the Fiberspar pipe would be incased in the same fiberglass outer pipe as in the
two scenarios above. For the portion of the pipe installed in the Utility Corridor, the Fiberspar
pipe would be “pulled” through an existing 14-inch steel pipe that would provide the required
secondary containment. The Applicant has the 2006 Internal Pipeline Inspection Report that
confirms the integrity of that line, but would perform an hydrostatic test on the pipeline prior to
installing the new Fiberspar pipe to ensure that there are no leaks in the existing pipeline. In
addition, the Applicant proposed mitigation measure to provide sand slurry over the pipe and a
slurry backfill above the pipe to the pavement or ground surface in the Utility Corridor as well as
warning tape, would eliminate the opportunity for third party damage. By enclosing the
pipeline in a secondary containment pipe, this would eliminate any opportunity for a leak or
rupture that could occur from entering the surface streets and storm drain system. With the
proposed mitigation measures, the 6-inch pipe would reduce the volume of oil contained in the
carrier pipe, the check valves placed along the pipeline alignment would fimit the guantity of oil
that would drain in the event of a rupture, and the monitoring of the inert gas, nitrogen blanket
within the secondary outer pipe would allow for the pipe to be monitored for the loss of
secondary containment.

In conclusion, with the incorporation of the additional mitigation measures described above, the
oil pipeline provided as a part of the Proposed Project would, through the use of the latest
technology and design, be far safer than any of the oil pipelines that were used to establish
failure rates in both the 1993 CSFM study [1] and 2013 OSFM update [2][3]. This proposed oil
pipeline with the incorporation of the additional proposed mitigation measures would reduce
the potential significant unavoidable adverse impacts to biology resources, hydrology and water
quality, and recreation from a single oil spill eventto a less than significant level.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Regards,
i
Y L a—
Michael Finch

Vice President of Health, Safety, Environmental & Governmental Affairs
E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

Attachment 1 — Information from Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM), Pipeline Safety
Division, “Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Seminar,” March 26-28, 2013

Attachment 2 — Table 4-1 from OSFM 1993 Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Risk Assessment
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Attachment 2
Table 41
Overall Incident Causes
Incident Rate Comparison
{incidents Per 1,000 Mile Years)
Cause of Incident No. of Incidents Incident Rate Percentage

Extemal Corrosion 302 418 58.75%
intemal Corrosion 14 0.19 272%
3rd Party - Construction 64 0.89 1245%
3cd Party - Farm Equipment 18 025 350%
3rd Party - Train Deraiment 2 0.03 0.39%
3«d Party - Extemal Cosrosion 7 0.10 1.36%
3cd Parly - Other 14 019 27%%
Human Operafing Emor 8 0N 1.56%
Design Flaw 2 0.03 0.39%
Equipment Malfunction 2 037 5.25%
Mainlenance 5 0.07 0.97%
Weld Faiture 19 0.26 3.70%
Other 25 035 4.86%
Unimown 7 0.10 1.36%
Total 514 742 100.00%
Number of Mile Years 72,181
Mean Year Pipe Constructed 1957
Mean Operaiing Temperature (°F) 979
Mean Diameter (inches) 123
Average Spil Size (basvels) 408
Average Damage (SUS 1963) 141,477

Incident Cause Distribution
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Attachment 5
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Attachment G

MARINE FACILITY OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY PLAN

INTRODUCTION

E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation, the Applicant, is proposing the development
of the E&B Oil Development Project (proposed project) on a 1.3-acre project site located at 555
6" Street in the City of Hermosa Beach (City). The project site is bounded on the east by Valley
Drive and on the south by 6™ Street, approximately seven blocks east of the beach and the
Pacific Ocean. The project site is owned by the City and is currently used as their City
Maintenance Yard. The Project Applicant will lease the project site from the City for the
implementation of the proposed project.

The proposed project provides for the development of an onshore drilling and production site
that would utilize directional drilling of 30 wells to access the oil and gas reserves in the
tidelands (granted by the State of California to the City) and in an onshore area known as the
uplands. Both of these areas are located within the Torrance Oil Field. In addition, the proposed
project would result in the drilling of four water injection wells, relocation of the City
Maintenance Yard to another site, and the installation of offsite underground pipelines for the
transport of the processed crude oil and gas from the project site to purchasers.

The offsite underground pipeline for the transport of oil to a valve box location in the City of
Torrance would be constructed for a maximum distance of approximately 3.55 miles in one of
three pipeline scenarios that would transverse through the Cities of Hermosa Beach, Redondo
Beach, and Torrance. The oil pipeline would be constructed for a distance of 0.39 mile in the
right of way (ROW) of southbound Valley Drive in the City of Hermosa Beach to the corner of
Valley Drive/N. Francisca Avenue and Herondo Street in the City of Redondo Beach. At this
point, the oil pipeline would be constructed towards the east within the ROW of Herondo Street,
Anita Street, and 190" Street or within the Southern California Edison Utility Corridor until it
reaches one of the four valve box locations in the Cities of Redondo Beach or Torrance. The
pipeline would be 8 inches or less in diameter, located at a depth of 3.5 to 4 feet below ground
surface depending on the grade.

In addition, in Phase 2 before the construction of the pipeline occurs, oil would be transported
from the project site by tanker truck along Valley Drive before it heads east on Herondo Street,
Anita Street, and 190" Street to a delivery destination in Torrance.

The western portion of the proposed offsite underground oil pipeline, and the western portion of
the oil delivery route are located within proximity of the storm drains that lead to marine waters
of the Pacific Ocean. Refer to Figures 2, 4A, 4B, and 4C of the Planning Application Project
Description dated November 2012 for the location and setting of the project site and the offsite
underground oil pipeline alignment scenarios. In addition, refer to Figure 7 of the Planning
Application Project Description for the oil delivery route for the transportation of oil by tanker
truck during Phase 2.

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
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PLAN PURPOSE AND CONTENT

California Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 1, Subdivision 4, Office of Oil Spill
Prevention and Response, Chapter 3. Oil Spill Prevention and Response Planning, Subchapter 3.
Oil Spill Contingency Plans sets forth the planning requirements for oil spill prevention and
response for tank vessels and marine facilities in California. The proposed project appears to
meet the definition of a marine facility since it would be considered to have the potential to
impact marine waters based on the geographical location of the western portion of the offsite
underground oil pipeline in proximity to the Pacific Ocean. The proposed project would not
involve tank vessels. Therefore, prior to operations, E&B (as owner/operator of the proposed
project) will prepare an oil spill contingency plan (plan) in compliance with the requirements of
the California Code of Regulations as discussed below.

The purpose and intent of the plan would be to provide for the “best achievable protection of
coastal and marine resources” and “ensure that all areas addressed by the plan are at all times
protected by prevention, response, containment and clean-up equipment and operations”
(subsection 815.07(c)). The plan would be prepared “consistent with the State Marine Oil Spill
Contingency Plan and not in conflict with the National Oil & Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan, or the applicable Federal Area Contingency Plans” (subsection 81 5.07(d)).

The plan would be submitted to the Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR) so that it is
received by OSPR at least 180 days prior to the beginning of operations. Copies would be sent
to the California State Lands Commission. The plan holder would be notified whether the plan
has been denied or approved within 180 days after receipt by the OSPR Administrator. When
the plan has been approved, the plan holder would be notified through the issuance of a Letter of
Approval issued by the OSPR that describes any conditions of approval and the expiration date.

The plan would be maintained by the Applicant in separate volumes. The principal volume
would contain all the required information, calculations, studies, maps, and related data. A
separate volume would be set up to serve as a response manual and contain only the information
that response personnel would need in the event of a spill to aid in the immediate notification of
the appropriate partics and the implementation of the response actions.

It should be noted that plans or portions of other plans submitted to other federal and state
agencies may serve as a substitute for all or parts of the oil contingency plan. The OSPR
Administrator would determine if the use of a substitute plan or sections of a plan would be
appropriate prior to the final plan approval.

The following provides the preliminary contents of the Oil Spill Contingency Plan for the
proposed project.

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
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PRELIMINARY CONTENT OF
MARINE FACILITY OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY PLAN

1.0 Introduction

1.1 The Marine Facility Oil Spill Contingency Plan (plan) shall provide the following
information:

e Name and address of the marine facility;

e Name, address, phone number, facsimile number, and email address of the owner
and/or operator of the marine facility;

» Name, address, phone number, facsimile number, and email address of the person
to whom correspondence should be sent;

e A certification statement signed by an executive or Qualified Individual (with
training and experience in oil spill prevention) within the plan holder’s management
who is authorized to fully implement the oil spill contingency plan and who shall
review the plan for accuracy, feasibility, and if it is executable; and

e The California Certificate of Financial Responsibility (COFR) number for the
marine facility. The COFR is the official written acknowledgement that the
owner/operator has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the OSPR Admunistrator the
financial ability to pay for costs and damages caused by an oil spill. If the COFR is
not available when the plan is submitted because the marine facility is not yet
operational, the COFR number must be provided as soon as it becomes available.
The COFR number must be provided before the plan can be approve.

1.2 The plan shall identify a Qualified Individual (with training and experience in oil spill
prevention) and any alternative(s) that may be necessary for the purpose of implementing
the plan. If the plan holder contracts for this service, the plan shall include
documentation that the Qualified Individual, company, or alternate(s) acknowledges this.
If an alternate(s) is identified in the plan, then the plan shall also describe the process by
which responsibility will be transferred from the Qualified Individual to the alternate(s).
During spill response activities, notification of such a transfer shall be made to the State
Incident Commander at the time it occurs.

1.3 The plan shall provide the name, address, telephone number, and facsimile number of an
agent (located in California) designated to receive legal documents on behalf of the plan
holder. If the plan holder contracts for this service, documentation that the agent
acknowledges this capacity shall be included in the plan.

1.4  The plan shall identify a Spill Management Team. If the plan holder contracts for this
service, documentation that the Spill Management Team acknowledges this capacity shall
be included in the plan.

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
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1.5 The plan shall contain a copy of the contract or other approved means verifying that any
oil spill response organization(s) that are named in the plan will provide the requisite
equipment and personnel in the event of an oil spill. To meet regulatory requirements,
the plan holder shall only contract with an Oil Spill Response Organization (OSRO) rated
by the Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR) for the booming, on-water
recovery and storage, and shoreline protection services required. For other required
services, including shoreline clean-up, waste management, and spill response
management, contracts with non-rated OSROs may be used.

2.0 Marine Facility Description

2.1 The plan shall describe the design and operations of the proposed project (referred to
herein as the marine facility) with specific attention to those areas from which an oil spill
could occur. This description shall include, at 2 minimum, the following information:

* A piping and instrumentation diagram and a tank diagram including the location of
pumps, valves, vents, and lines; the number and oil storage capacity of each
structure covered under the plan and its age, design, construction, and general
condition; the range of oil products normally stored in each structure; the presence
or absence of containment structures and equipment; and the location of oil transfer
locations, control stations, safety equipment, drip pans, and the drainage for drip
pans;

* A description of the types, physical properties, health and safety hazards, maximum
storage or handling capacity, and current normal daily throughput of oil handled. A
material safety data sheet (MSDS) or equivalent will meet some of these
requirements and can be maintained separately at the facility providing the plan
identifies its location;

e A description of the normal procedures for transferring oil from or to a pipeline,
tanker truck, or storage tank and the amount, frequency, and duration of oil
transfers;

e The marine facility’s normal hours of operation; and

 As a production facility, a complete description of those sections of the oil or gas
lease field, gathering lines, storage tanks, and processing facilities, under the
control of the owner/operator, from which a spill could reasonably be expected to
impact the marine waters of California.

2.2 The plan shall describe the marine facility site and surrounding area including, where
appropriate, the following information:

e A map and description of site topography, including the drainage and diversion
plans for the marine facility, such as sewers, storm drains, catchment, and
containment, diversion systems, or basins, oil/water separators, and all watercourses
into which surface runoff from the facility drains;

E&B 0il Development Project April 2013
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 Vicinity maps showing any vehicular access to and from the marine facility
including the routes for the transport of oil by tanker truck, pipelines to and from
the facility, nearby residential, commercial, or other populous areas, and, if needed,
access to private land necessary to respond to a spill;

e Scasonal hydrographic and climatic conditions including wind speed and direction,
air and water temperature, local tides, prevailing currents, and any local visibility
problems;

* Physical geographic features, including ocean depths and local bathymetry; beach
types and other geological conditions, including type of soil and terrain; operational
conditions such as physical or navigational hazards, traffic patterns, permanent
buoys, moorings, and underwater structures or other site-specific factors; and any
other physical feature or peculiarity of local waters that call for specific
precautionary measures that may affect spill response;

+ Logistical resources within the geographic area covered by the plan, including
facilities for fire services, medical services, and accommodations for spill response
personnel; and

o Shoreline access area, including piers, docks, boat launches, and equipment and
personnel staging areas.

3.0 Risk Hazard Analysis and Identification of Prevention Measures

3.1 A Risk Hazard Analysis shall be prepared and prevention measures identified in order to
reduce the possibility of an oil spill occurring as a result of the operation of the marine
facility. The prevention measures must mitigate or eliminate the hazards identified in the
Risk and Hazard Analysis as described below.

3.2 A Risk and Hazard Analysis shall be prepared to identify the hazards associated with the
operation of the marine facility, including: operator error, the use of the facility for
drilling and production, equipment failure, transport of oil by tanker truck, transport of oil
and gas by pipeline, and external events likely to cause an oil spill. The chosen hazard
analysis method must be conducted in accordance with the guidelines established by the
American Institute of Chemical Engineers as published in the “Guidelines for Hazard
Evaluation Procedures,” second edition, copyright 1992, prepared for The Center For
Chemical Process Safety. The plan shall include a summary of the results of the Risk and
Hazard Analysis. The summary shall include the following:

 The hazard analysis method used and a statement that the analysis is specific to the
marine facility. If the analysis relies on a risk assessment at a similar facility, the
summary shall specify how the two facilities are comparable;

e An inventory of the hazards identified;

+ An analysis of the potential oil discharges, including the size, frequency, cause,
duration, and location of all significant spills from the marine facility as a result of
each major type of hazard identified;

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
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e The prevention (control) measures that will be used to mitigate or eliminate the
hazards identified. The plan shall include timeframes for implementing any
prevention measures that cannot be functional immediately; and

* A prediction of oil spills that might still be expected to occur after any mitigating
prevention (control) measures have been implemented.

All supporting documentation used to develop the Risk and Hazard Analysis summary
shall be made available to the OSPR Administrator upon request.

3.3 Based on the trajectory of the spilled oil as determined in the Risk Hazard Analysis, the
plan shall identify off-site resources at risk from oil spills. Two separate maps shall be
used to identify the locations of the environmentally sensitive sites and the economically
and culturally sensitive sites that may be impacted. The environmentally sensitive sites
may include, but not be limited to: shoreline types and associated marine resources; the
presence of migratory and resident marine birds and mammal migration routes, breeding,
nursery, and other population concentration arcas by season; the presence of aquatic
resources; the presence of natural terrestrial animal and plant resources; the presence of
state and federal-listed rare, threatened, or endangered species; and the presence of
commercial and recreational fisheries. The economically and culturally sensitive sites
may include, but not be limited to: public beaches, parks, marinas, and diving areas,
industrial and drinking water intakes, power plants, and other underwater structures; off-
shore oil and gas leases and associated drilling/production platforms; known historical
and archeological sites and areas of cultural or economic significance to Native
Americans; and major waterways and vessel traffic patterns.

3.4  The Risk and Hazard Analysis shall identify prevention measures to mitigate or eliminate
identified hazards that pose potential impacts to those resources at risk from oil spills.
Each plan shall include the following:

o Schedules, methods and procedures for testing, maintaining, and inspecting
pipelines and other structures within or appurtenant to the marine facility that
contain or handle oil which may impact marine waters if a failure occurs;

o Methods to reduce spills during transfer and storage operations, including overfill
prevention measures and immediate spill containment provisions;

e Procedures to assure clear communication among all the parties involved during
transfer operations;

s Protection measures for areas within the marine facility that are subject to flooding;
and

e Additional relevant information at the request of the Administrator.

4.0 Procedures for Containment Booming and On-Water Recovery Response Resources

The plan holder must have a contract or other approved means for providing adequate
containment booming and on-water recovery response resources up to the Response

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
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Planning Volume for all potential oil spills from the marine facility. To determine the
amount of response resources for containment booming and on-water recovery, the plan
holder must calculate a Response Planning Volume as outlined below.

4.1 Calculation of Reasonable Worst-Case Spill

¢ To calculate the Response Planning Volume for the marine facility, it is first
necessary to determine the reasonable worst-case spill for the facility, as follows:

— The loss of the entire capacity of all in-line, break-out, and portable storage
tank(s) needed for the continuous operation of the pipelines used for the
purposes of handling or transporting oil, taking into account the existence of
volume limiting factors including, but not limited to, line pressure, gravity,
and the availability and location of the emergency shut-off controls; plus

— The amount of additional spillage that could reasonably be expected to enter
California marine waters during emergency shut-off, transfer or pumping
operations if a hose(s) or pipeline(s) ruptures or becomes disconnected, or if
some other incident occurs which could cause or increase the size of an oil
spill. The spillage shall be calculated as follows: the maximum time to
discover the release from the pipe or hose in hours, plus the maximum time to
shut down flow from the pipe or hose in hours (based on historic discharge
data or the best estimate in absence of historic discharge data for the marine
facility) multiplied by the maximum flow rate expressed in barrels per hour
(based on the maximum relieve valve setting or maximum system pressure
when relief valves are not provided) plus the total line fill drainage volume
expressed in barrels.

o The OSPR Administrator has the discretion to accept that a marine facility can
operate only a limited number of the total pipelines at a time. In those
circumstances, the reasonable worst-case spill volume shall include the drainage
volume from the piping normally not in use, in addition to the volume determined
above.

¢ To calculate the Response Planning Volume for the pipeline that will transport oil
to the point of sale, it is necessary to use one of the following methods:

— The pipeline’s maximum release time in hours (i.e., the time between pipeline
rupture and discovery), plus the maximum shut-down response time in hours
(based on historic discharge data or in absence of such historic data, the
operator’s best estimate), multiplied by the maximum flow rate expressed in
barrels per hour (based on the maximum daily capacity of the pipeline), plus
the largest line drainage volume after shutdown of the line section(s) in the
response zone expressed in barrels. (As used in this context, a line section
means a continuous run of pipe that is contained between adjacent pressure
pump stations, between a pressure pump station and a block valve, or between
adjacent block valves. Response zone means a geographic area either along a
length of pipeline, containing one or more adjacent line sections, for which the

E&B 0il Development Project April 2013
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owner/operator must plan for the provision of spill response capabilities and
resources. The size of the zone is determined by the owner/operator after
considering available capabilities, resources, and geographic characteristics);
or

— The largest foreseeable discharge for the line section(s) within a response
zone, expressed in barrels, based on the maximum discharge, if one exists,
adjusted for any subsequent corrective or preventative action taken.

« The Response Planning Volume for the transport of oil by tanker truck would be the
largest volume expected to be hauled by a single truck.

42  Calculation of Response Planning Volume

e The reasonable worst-case spill volume is multiplied by a persistence factor relative
to the most persistent type of oil that may be spilled by the marine facility. The
volume determined from this calculation is then multiplied by an emulsification
factor based on the type of oil. The total determined by this calculation is the
Response Planning Volume.

e The Response Planning Volume is used to determine the amount of Response
Equipment and Services that must be under contract or other approved means.

«  All calculations used to determine the Response Planning Volume shall be included
in the plan.

43  Response Capability Standards and Movement of Resources

+ The equipment and personnel necessary to address the Response Planning Volume
shall be brought to the scene of the spill over a period of time. The timeframes are
dependent upon the risk zone in which the marine facility is located.

e The OSPR Administrator needs to ensure that sufficient response resources are
available to address a reasonable risk within each zone.

44  On-Water Response Equipment and Services

« The plan shall demonstrate that the marine facility owner/operator has under
contract or other approved means access all the necessary response resources. The
amount of response equipment required shall take into account the effective daily
recovery capacity of the equipment.

* The equipment identified for a specific area must be appropriate for use in that area
given the limitations of the geography, bathymetry, water depths, tides, currents and
other local environmental conditions. If determined to be needed, for those areas
that require shallow-water response capability, the plan shall provide for an
adequate number of shallow-draft vessels and for adequate booming and other
shoreline protective resources to be owned or under contract or other approved
means and available to provide shoreline protection of all sensitive sites identified

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
Marine Facility Oil Spill Contingency Plan — Preliminary Content Page 8

Q-Applicant-130 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

in the trajectory analysis conducted as part of the Risk and Hazard Analysis. The
cquipment identified shall also be appropriate for use on the type of oil identified.

e The plan shall describe procedures for the transport of required equipment,
personnel, and other resources to the spill site. The description shall include plans
for alternative procedures during adverse environmental conditions.

e A list of the marine facility’s spill management personnel (and company name if
applicable) and their spill response qualifications, including a discussion of spill
response training and experience, regulatory awareness and compliance, and
supervision, shall be provided.

 Any equipment and personnel identified in the plan must be available for response.
Any necessary maintenance for the equipment or other factors must be taken into
account in relying upon these resources.

5.0 Procedures for Shoreline Protection

The plan must provide for shoreline protection of all potential spills from the marine
facility as discussed below.

5.1 Shoreline Response Planning Volume

 The plan shall demonstrate that the marine facility has access to all necessary
equipment and services to address the response strategies appropriate to each
shoreline that could potentially be impacted by a spill from the facility.

e To determine the amount of equipment and services necessary, a Response
Planning Volume must be calculated by multiplying the reasonable worst case spill
for the marine facility, by the appropriate persistence factor. The Planning Volume
is then multiplied by the appropriate emulsification factors based on the type of oil.
The total determined by this calculation is a Response Planning Volume that is used
to determine the amount of Response Equipment and Services that must be under
contract. All calculations used to determine the Response Planning Volume shall
be included in the plan.

5.2 Shoreline Protection Equipment and Services

o The plan must identify, and ensure availability through a contract or other approved
means the capability of effecting shoreline protection strategies. Such protection
strategies must be commensurate with the Response Planning Volume calculated
for potential shoreline impact and must be capable of addressing all appropriate
protection and response strategies. The specific areas where equipment and
services must be available for use shall be identified in the Off-Site Consequence
Analysis in the Risk and Hazard Analysis.

* The equipment identified for a specific area must be appropriate for use in that area
given the limitations of bathymetry, geomorphology, shoreline types and other local
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environmental conditions.  Additionally, the equipment identified shall be
appropriate for use on the type of oil identified.

« Any equipment and personnel identified to meet the planning standard requirements
must be available for response. Any necessary maintenance for the equipment,
vacation periods for response personnel, or other eventuality must be taken into
account in relying upon these resources.

53 Shoreline Clean-Up

* The plan shall describe the methods that will be used to contain spilled oil and
remove it from the environment.

 The equipment identified for a specific area must be appropriate for use in that area
given the limitations of the bathymetry, geomorphology, shoreline types, and other
local environmental conditions. Additionally, the equipment identified shall be
appropriate for use on the type of oil identified.

6.0 Response Procedures

6.1 The plan shall describe the organization of the marine facility’s spill response system and
management team. An organizational diagram depicting the chain of command shall also
be included. Additionally, the plan shall describe the method to be used to interface the
plan holder’s organization into the State Incident Command System and/or the Unified
Command Structure as required by Title 8, California Code of Regulations, Subsection

5192 (@(3)(A).
6.2  The plan shall identify potential sites needed for spill response operations including
allocation for:

e A central command post sufficient to accommodate the State Incident Command or
Unified Command as well as the plan holder’s response organizations;

A central communications post if located away from the command post; and
* Equipment and personnel staging areas.
6.3  The plan shall include a checklist, flowchart, or decision tree depicting the procession of
each major stage of spill response operations from spill discovery to completion of clean

up. The checklist, flowchart, or decision tree shall describe the general order and priority
in which key spill response activities are performed.

6.4  The plan shall describe how the plan holder will provide emergency services before the
arrival of local, state, or federal authorities on the scene, including:

e Procedures to control fires and explosions and to rescue people or property
threatened by fire or explosion;

e Procedures for emergency medical treatment and first aid;

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
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¢ Procedures to control ground, marine, and air traffic that may interfere with spill
response operations;

¢ Procedures to manage access to the spill response site and the designation of
exclusion, decontamination, and safe zones; and

* Procedures to provide responders with the required personnel protective gear.

6.5  The plan shall describe equipment and procedures to be used by marine facility personnel
to minimize the magnitude of a spill and minimize structural damage which may increase
the quantity of oil spilled, including:

¢ For spill magnitude procedures, the plan shall include shall include immediate
containment strategies, methods to stop the spill at the source, methods to slow or
stop leaks, and methods to achieve immediate emergency shutdown.

* For spill mitigation procedures, the plan shall include prioritized procedures for
marine facility personnel including specific procedures to shut down affected
operations. Responsibilities of facility personnel should be identified by job title.
A copy of these procedures shall be maintained at the facility operations center.

6.6  The plan shall detail the lines of communications between the responsible party, the
Qualified Individual, and the on-scene coordinators, response teams, and local, state, and
federal emergency and disaster responders.

6.7  The plan shall describe the procedures to manage access to the spill response site, the
designation of exclusions, decontamination and safe zones, and the decontamination of
equipment and personnel during and after oil spill response operations.

6.8  Prior to beginning spill response operations and/or clean up activities, a Site Safety Plan
must be completed. The Site Safety Plan shall include, but not limited to, a written
respiratory protection program, written personnel protective equipment program, written
health and safety training program, written confined space program and permit forms,
direct reading instrument calibration logs, and written exposure monitoring program.

7.0 Notification Procedures

Tl The plan shall include a list of contacts to call in the event of a drill, threatened discharge
of oil, or discharge of oil. The plan shall:

e Detail the procedures for reporting oil spills to all appropriate local, state, and
federal agencies;

e Identify a central reporting office or individual who is responsible for initiating the
notification process and is available on a 24-hour basis. The individual making this
notification must be fluent in English. The following information must be
provided:

— The individual or office to be contacted;
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—  Telephone number or other means of contact for any time of the day; and
— An alternate contact in the event the individual is unavailable.
» Establish a clear order of priority for notification.
72 The plan shall include a procedure for immediate notification of the OSRO or other initial

response resources if an OSRO is not being used, immediately, but no longer than 30
minutes, after discovery of a discharge of oil or threatened discharge of oil.

7.3 The plan shall include a procedure that ensures that the owner/operator or designee will
initiate contact with the Qualified Individual, the California Emergency Management
Agency, and the National Response Center immediately, but no longer than 30 minutes,
after discovery of a discharge of oil or threatened discharge of oil.

7.4 All phone numbers necessary to complete the immediate notification procedures must be
included in the response manual.

7.5  The plan shall identify a call-out procedure to acquire the resources necessary to address
spills that cannot be addressed by the equipment that the owner/operator is required to
have under contract. Procedures must allow for initiation of the call-out within 24 hours
of the incident and must begin as soon as a determination has been made that additional
resources are necessary.

7.6  The plan shall provide a checklist of the information to be reported in the notification
procedures, including but not limited to:
e Marine facility name and location;
¢ Date and time of the incident;
* The cause and location of the spill;

e An cstimate of the volumes of oil spilled and the volume at immediate risk of
spillage;

 The type of oil spilled, and any inhalation hazards or explosive vapor hazards, if
known,

» The size and appearance of the slick;

e Prevailing weather and sea conditions;

e Actions taken or planned by personnel on scene;
e Current condition of the marine facility;
 Injuries and fatalities; and

e QOther information, as appropriate.

7.7 Reporting of a spill shall not be delayed solely to gather all the required information.
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7.8 Anupdated estimate of volume of ol spilled and the volume at immediate risk of spillage
shall be reported to the California Emergency Management Agency whenever a
significant change in the amount reported occurs, but not less than every 12 hours within
the first 48 hours of response. The State Incident Commander and/or the Federal On-
Scene Coordinator through the Unified Command shall have the option of increasing or
decreasing this timeframe, as needed.

8.0 Temporary Storage and Waste Management

8.1 The plan shall identify sufficient temporary storage for all recovered oil or all oily waste
and identify facilities that would be able to accept the recovered oil or oily waste for
recycling or other means of waste management. Sufficient storage shall be no less than
two times the calculated Response Planning Volume up to the Daily Recovery Rate.

9.0 Oiled Wildlife Care Requirements

9.1 The plan shall describe how oiled wildlife care will be provided by one of the following
approved means:

« Utilize the California Oiled Wildlife Network (OWCN) to meet oiled wildlife care
requirements; or

 Describe procedures that clearly outline how oiled wildlife care will be provided.
The equipment, facilities, and personnel necessary to implement these procedures
must be identified and assured by contract for each Geographic Area covered by the
plan. Standards and written protocols for wildlife care must comply with all
applicable State and federal laws.

10.0 Training

10.1 Each plan shall provide that all appropriate personnel employed by the marine facility
shall receive training in the use and operation of oil spill response and clean-up
equipment.

10.2 The plan shall describe the type and frequency of personnel training on methods to
reduce operational risks.

10.3  The plan shall include any licenses, certifications or other prerequisites required to hold
particular jobs.

10.4 The plan shall provide for safety training as required by state and federal health and
safety laws for all personnel likely to be engaged in oil spill response, including a
program for training non-permanent responders such as volunteers or temporary help.

E&B Oil Development Project April 2013
Marine Facility Oil Spill Contingency Plan — Preliminary Content Page 13
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10.5 The marine facility owner/operator shall ensure that training records are maintained for 3
years.

11.0 Drills and Exercises

11.1  The plan shall describe the marine facility’s drill and exercise program to ensure that the
elements of the plan will function in an emergency.

E&B 0Qil Development Project April 2013
Marine Facility Oil Spill Contingency Plan — Preliminary Content Page 14

Q-Applicant-136 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

Attachment 6

Q-Applicant-137 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

E&B Oil Development Project

City of Hermosa Beach

Updated Parking Plan

January 2014

E&B Natural Resources
www.EBNR-Hermosa.com

Q-Applicant-138 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

UPDATED PARKING PLAN

INTRODUCTION

The following provides an update to the Parking Plan submitted to the City of Hermosa Beach
(City) on April 11, 2013.

E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation, the Applicant, is proposing the development
of the E&B 0il Development Project (proposed project) on a 1.3-acre project site located at 555
6" Street in the City. The project site is bounded on the east by Valley Drive and on the south by
6" Street, approximately seven blocks east of the beach and the Pacific Ocean. The project site
is owned by the City and is currently used as its City Maintenance Yard. The Project Applicant
has a lease with the City for the project site to implement the proposed project.

The proposed project provides for the development of an onshore drilling and production site
that would utilize directional drilling of 30 wells to access the oil and gas reserves in the
tidelands (granted by the State of California to the City) and in an onshore area known as the
uplands. Both of these areas are located within the Torrance Oil Field. In addition, the proposed
project would result in the drilling of four water injection wells, relocation of the City
Maintenance Yard to another site, and the installation of off-site underground pipelines for the
transport of the processed crude oil and gas from the project site to purchasers.

The proposed project would result in parking demand for the following elements: 1) temporary
parking for employees during construction and drilling activities; 2) long-term parking for
employees during the ongoing operation of the proposed project; 3) replacement parking spaces
associated with the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard (there are 15 parking spaces
currently located at the City Maintenance Yard that are utilized by Maintenance Yard employees
during the day and are available for use by the public on nights, weekends, and holidays); and 4)
replacement parking spaces for two public parking spaces on the south side of 6™ Street that
would be removed to accommodate the improvements to the southwest corner of 6™ and Valley
Drive. Therefore, the proposed project would need to provide 17 replacement parking spaces for
use by the public.

This parking plan is based on the following premises:

e The parking for the proposed project’s employees during temporary construction
activities and drilling activities would be provided in an off-site temporary parking area
to be developed at 636 Cypress Avenue adjacent to the western project boundary
(referred to herein as the off-site temporary parking area);

* The parking for the proposed project’s additional demand for temporary parking spaces
during construction activities in Phase 3 would be provided on property that would be
leased or rented;

E&B Oil Development Project January 2014
Updated Parking Plan Page 1
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* The provision of the 17 replacement parking spaces for use by the public after hours and
on weekends and holidays would be provided in the off-site temporary parking area,
subject to the terms of the lease; and

o The long-term parking for the proposed project’s employees during ongoing operations
and maintenance would occur on the project site.

OFF-SITE TEMPORARY PARKING AREA

The Applicant has identified a location for an off-site temporary parking area on a M-1 Light
Manufacturing zoned parcel adjacent to the western boundary of the project site to provide
parking for construction employees during Phases 1, 2, 3, and the drilling portion of Phase 4 of
the Proposed Project. The Applicant has entered into an agreement with the current owner for
the property at 636 Cypress Avenue (Assessor Parcel No. 4187-031-22). Refer to Exhibit A for
a letter from the property owner.

The 6,000-square foot property is relatively level and currently developed with a single-story
building that occupies approximately 75 percent of the parcel and a parking area with
approximately 6 parking spaces that occupies the remainder of the parcel. The access to the
parcel is provided from Cypress Avenue. The development of the parcel would require
demolition of the existing building, removal of the asphalt parking area, minimal grading, and
construction of the new parking area with improvements to include landscaping with irrigation,
lighting, a trash container, and other features to comply with the City of Hermosa Beach
Municipal Code for M-1 Light Manufacturing zoned property. Although the parcel is adjacent to
the western boundary of the project site, direct access would not be provided due to the higher
grade elevation of the project site and the need to provided secured points of entry for the
proposed project.

Figure 1 provides the location of the parcel for the off-site temporary parking area and its
proximity to the project site and other project-related improvements. Figure 2 provides the
proposed site/parking plan for the off-site temporary parking area. As indicated in Figure 2, the
off-site temporary parking area is a 60-foot by 100-foot parcel and 20 parking spaces would be
provided.

PLAN FOR PROVISION OF PARKING

The proposed project would occur in four phases consisting of the following:
* Phase 1: Site Preparation
e Phase 2: Drilling and Testing
» Phase 3: Final Design and Construction

* Phase 4: Development and Operations

E&B Qil Development Project January 2014
Updated Parking Plan Page 2
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The attached table provides the estimated off-site temporary parking demand for each phase of
the proposed project. As indicated in the table, Phases 1, 2, 3, and the drilling portion of Phase 4
would require temporary parking in an off-site parking area. The following describes the
parking plan to fulfill the parking requirements for temporary parking during the construction
and drilling activities and the replacement of the 15 public parking spaces with the relocation of
the City Maintenance Yard to another site and the two public parking spaces associated with the
improvements to the intersection of 6™ Street and Valley Drive. In addition, the following
provides a description of the parking areas on the project site that would be available to
employees to use during the ongoing operation and maintenance of the proposed project.

Temporary Parking During Construction and Drilling

Temporary parking for employees during construction and drilling activities would be provided
in the off-site temporary parking area based on the parking requirements for each development
phase as defined in the attached table. As indicated, Phases 1 and 2 would generate an estimated
demand for a maximum of 20 temporary parking spaces to accommodate workers during
construction and drilling activities. Phase 3 would require an estimated additional demand of up
to 20 temporary parking spaces for a maximum of 40 temporary parking spaces. The drilling
portion of Phase 4 would require four temporary parking spaces.

The provision of the 17 replacement parking spaces for use by the public after hours and on
weekends and holidays would be provided in the off-site temporary parking area, subject to the
terms of the lease. The off-site temporary parking area would have 20 parking spaces and would
accommodate the 17 replacement parking spaces. Although there may be an overlap with the
drilling portion of Phase 4, which would require four parking spaces as one shift arrives and
another shift is leaving (resulting in 16 available parking spaces rather than 17 spaces), this
would only occur for a period of approximately one hour.

This parking plan proposes that the estimated 20 temporary parking spaces during Phases 1, 2, 3,
and the drilling portion of Phase 4 would be provided in the new off-site temporary parking area
developed on the parcel at 636 Cypress Avenue and the up to 20 additional parking spaces that
may be required during Phase 3 would be provided on property that is leased or rented by the
Applicant. This is anticipated to occur through the use of an existing parking area through the
execution of a lease agreement or rental agreement. In the event that these are remote parking
spaces (defined as parking spaces located further than 5 to 8 blocks from the project site), a van
pool shuttle service from the remote parking spaces to the project site would be provided by the
Applicant to accommodate the construction employees.

If an existing developed parking lot is utilized for the up to 20 additional parking spaces in Phase
3, the Applicant assumes that no Parking Development Plan (PDP) would be required, but the
ability of the parking lot owner to lease or rent spaces to the Applicant in terms of existing
entitlements imposed by the City, would be verified with the City in advance of negotiating any
lease or rental agreement. To utilize the existing parking spaces, the Applicant, in conjunction
with the parking lot property owner, would obtain all required approvals and entitlements, if
needed, from the City and make any required modifications to conform to City codes, the
certified EIR, and any requirements as a result of the ballot measure. If this option is
implemented for the proposed project, there would be no change in the land use and, therefore,

E&B Oil Development Project January 2014
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no potential environmental effects as a result of the use of the existing parking area for
temporary parking for the proposed project. If a lease or rental agreement is executed (regardless
of whether the parking is within walking distance or if a van pool shuttle service would be
provided), the Applicant would provide the City with any required documentation that
demonstrates that the parking spaces would be available during the temporary construction and
drilling activities for the proposed project, including the location of the parking and any
entitlement documents demonstrating the right to use the parking.

If required by the City, a Parking Development Plan (PDP) and any other requirements would be
prepared for the parcel at 636 Cypress Avenue for the off-site temporary parking area and
submitted to the City for review and approval. The PDP would address the current use of the
property and the requirements of the City’s Municipal Code related to the development of the
parcel as a parking lot and factors required for consideration when granting a PDP. To address
the potential environmental effects of the development of the property(s) as a parking lot, the
design of the parking area would comply with the following typical City requirements for the
provision of parking lots:

L. All parking lot design elements, spaces, dimensions, driveways, and improvements shall
comply with the Hermosa Beach Municipal Code Chapter 17.44.

), Depending on the land use and zoning of adjacent properties, a 6-foot masonry wall may
be required. The wall would be painted an appropriate color and a building permit would
be obtained prior to construction of the block wall, if required.

2] A landscape and irrigation plan for the parking lot would be submitted to the Community
Development Director for review and approval. Landscaping would be installed and
maintained per the approved plan and the requirements of the Hermosa Beach Municipal
Code, including Chapters 8.56 and 8.60 prior to the use of the site. This includes the
requirements for water usage for landscaping.

4. Prior to issuance of a building permit or commencement of construction if a building
permit is not required, a drainage plan would be submitted for review and approval by the
Public Works Department, to demonstrate compliance with required measures for
spillage, urban run-off prevention, and locations of storm water facilities.

5. A Standard Urban Stormwater Management Plan (SUSMP) pursuant to Hermosa Beach
Municipal Code Chapter 8.44 would be submitted for review and approval by the
Director of Public Works prior to paving or construction commencing on-site. The
facilities described in the SUSMP would be designed to incorporate elements to
maximum on-site retention of runoff, including such features as permeable paving,
infiltration, and/or drainage to landscaping.

The SUSMP would address requirements to maintain the parking lot free of debris and
contaminants and no runoff from washing and/or rinsing of the parking lot would drain
off-site or to the storm water system. All features of the SUSMP shall be perpetually
maintained.

6. The Applicant shall be responsible for any off-site construction within the right-of-way.
Any required construction would protect private and public property in compliance with

E&B 0Oil Development Project January 2014
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Sections 15.04.070 and 15.04.140 of the City’s Municipal Code. An Encroachment
Permit approved by the Public Works Department would be obtained prior to any
construction in the City’s right-of way and would identify required pedestrian protection,
per all applicable City Municipal Code sections.

7. Parking lot lighting shall be provided so that the effects would be reduced for the
neighboring residences while providing adequate site illumination in compliance with
Section 17.44.160(c). A lighting plan (including installation, maintenance, and
operations) would be submitted to the Community Development Director and would
include the following features:

a. Light standards shall be shielded and down cast so fixtures do not create glare or spill
beyond the property lines. Light fixtures will be designed and installed so the light is
reflected away from any dwelling unit and the lamp bulb is not directly visible from
within any residential unit. Yellow spectrum lamps such as sodium lamps will not be
utilized.

b. All lighting exceeding low energy lights not more than three (3) feet above grade
shall use automated external lighting controls and shall be extinguished between
11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.

8. A trash receptacle with enclosed lid (approved by the Community Development Director)
shall be installed prior to operation and, to the extent applicable, shall comply with
Chapter 8.12. The container will be maintained in good repair. Trash removal shall be
accomplished by Athens Services.

9. The premises shall be maintained in a neat and clean manner and maintained free of
graffiti and litter at all times.

10.  Noise emanating from the property shall be within the limitations prescribed by Chapter
8.24 and shall not create a nuisance to surrounding residential neighborhoods, and/or
commercial establishments.

11.  If the use of the property as a parking lot is terminated, any future proposed use shall be
subject to review and approval by the City. Any reuse or conversion to an alternative use
would be subject to all applicable land use and zoning requirements, including possible
discretionary actions.

In order for the parking area to be constructed, the demolition of any buildings would occur in
advance of the construction activities defined for Phase 1: Site Preparation of the proposed
project. This would allow for any demolition and construction activities to occur while the City
Maintenance Yard relocation activities are occurring and would avoid the overlap of
demolition/construction with the Phase 1: Site Preparation activities defined for the proposed
project. The Project Applicant would obtain the required City permits, including a demolition
permit and building permit, and comply with the requirements of the City (including the
Municipal Code related to the hours of construction and demolition debris diversion) and the
requirements of any potential responsible agencies.

E&B Oil Development Project January 2014
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Whether the temporary parking spaces are provided on the parcel adjacent to the western
boundary of the project site or, in the case of the up to 20 additional temporary parking spaces
that may be leased or rented in Phase 3 and that property is located adjacent to the project site
(within 5 to 8 blocks) or is remote (further than 5 to 8 blocks), the vehicle trips as a result of the
temporary parking during Phases 1, 2, 3, and the drilling portion of Phase 4 of the proposed
project would not result in a change in the conclusions of the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA)
provided as Appendix M of the Planning Application related to passenger cars. The TIA
identified typical travel routes to the project site that would be potentially utilized by employee
traffic during all phases of the proposed project. In addition, the TIA analyzed local roadways
that had the potential to be impacted by employee traffic and found that the proposed project
would not contribute to the degradation of any roadway segment or intersection that currently
operates at or above a Level of Service C. For any roadway segment or intersection that was
operating below Level of Service C, the proposed project’s contribution to the roadway segment
or intersection was insignificant. Any parking properties located within walking distance of the
project site would not result in a change in this conclusion and, if a remote parking area was
identified and van pool shuttle services were utilized, then the proposed project’s contribution of
vehicle trips would be less than what was analyzed in the TIA.

Long-Term Parking During Ongoing Project Operations

The long-term parking during the ongoing operation of the proposed project in Phase 4 would be
accommodated on the project site in four marked parking spaces. If needed for the maintenance
activities throughout the life of the proposed project, additional parking would be accommodated
on-site along the perimeter wall. Figure 3 provides the conceptual parking plan for Phase 4
which indicates the location of the four permanent on-site parking spaces and the location of
additional parking spaces that could be utilized at any time during maintenance operations,
depending on the maintenance activities. No additional off-site parking would be required for
long-term project operations.

Replacement of Public Parking Spaces with Relocation of City Maintenance Yard

The relocation of the public parking spaces at the City Maintenance Yard as well as the public
parking spaces on the south side of 6" Street requires a coordinated approach between the
Applicant and the City. The lease between the City and the Applicant includes provisions with
respect to the “Temporary and Permanent Relocation of the City Maintenance Yard.” (Lease,
Section 13). Section 13 of the lease sets forth the schedule for the temporary and permanent
relocation of the City Maintenance Yard by the City and describes payments by the Applicant to
the City for the City’s costs to relocate the yard on a temporary and permanent basis.
Specifically, with respect to the permanent relocation of the City Maintenance Yard, Section
13.d of the lease states:

“Simultaneously with the commencement of the Drilling and Production Phase, Lessee
shall establish and fund an interest-bearing trust account in the amount of Five Hundred
Thousand Dollars ($500,000.00) for advancing costs which will be experienced by the
City to permanently relocate the Yard . . ..”

E&B Oil Development Project January 2014
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(Section 13 includes several provisions with respect to the remediation of environmental
conditions, but also discusses the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard in its entirety.) Any
approach for addressing relocation of the parking associated with the City Maintenance Yard
must be consistent with the terms of the lease.

When the California Coastal Commission considered the Macpherson project in 1998,
Macpherson had proposed to replace the 12 public parking spaces at the City Maintenance Yard
(the number of parking spaces at that time was 12, not 15, as it is today) by providing 12 on-
street parking spaces adjacent to the project site. The City had approved that parking plan and it
was approved by the California Coastal Commission.

As described above, the provision of the 17 replacement parking spaces for use by the public
after hours and on weekends and holidays would be provided in the off-site temporary parking
area on a temporary basis, subject to the terms of the lease. With respect to the permanent
provision of the 17 replacement parking spaces, the Applicant proposes the following approach.
The threshold issue to consider is whether any parking spaces will be provided as a part of the
City’s relocation of the City Maintenance Yard. The City Maintenance Yard currently includes
15 parking spaces that are utilized by City employees and others for Yard operations, and these
spaces are available for public use only on weekends and at night. Any new location for the City
Maintenance Yard activities will also require parking for Yard operations, and those parking
spaces could be utilized as permanent public parking spaces on weekends and at night, similar to
how the existing parking spaces are utilized. If the replacement spaces are provided in this
manner with the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard, the Applicant would be bound by the
provisions of the lease regarding payments to the City for its costs to relocate the City
Maintenance Yard.

If the relocation of the City Maintenance Yard does not provide for the relocation of the public
parking spaces, then the Applicant proposes to provide 15 replacement public parking spaces as
well as the additional two public parking spaces prior to the commencement of the project,
subject to the provisions of the lease regarding Applicant’s payments for the City’s costs to
relocate the City Maintenance Yard. The Applicant proposes to provide these replacement
public parking spaces by utilizing the parking spaces provided by the Applicant at the off-site
temporary parking area or by providing other suitable public parking spaces acceptable to the
City in coordination with the City’s parking program consistent with the requirements of the City
and the California Coastal Act, all subject to the terms of the lease.

Additional details for providing these parking spaces consistent with the framework identified in
this parking plan would be provided after the election on the ballot initiative, and with sufficient
time for the City and the California Coastal Commission to review the parking plan to ensure its
consistency with the development standards, the CEQA documentation, and the ballot measure
before the California Coastal Commission gives final approval for the Coastal Development
Permit.

E&B Oil Development Project January 2014
Updated Parking Plan Page 7

Q-Applicant-145 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

9 a8vg
107 &vnuop

upjJ uryipd paiopdf)
192044 mawdopaaa(d 10 %A

-poIe Suryred Arerodwo) o1s-33o oy ul yied i
sookopdwryg |, 'seuIfIoe aMs-uQ [[esy 10 10nysuo),, Ie][99 [[oM PUOIIS
s depraao Surpredal mo]9q JUSUWIWOI 0 19J9Y ST ST JO [[® PUE JE[[30 [[9M ISIIJ JO UOTISUI)XS JONISUOD) o
(samanoy JurddezoaQ yead) € 9seyd
91 7 sty J 10§ papadu sadeds Sunjied jo Joquinu fejof,
.mo.a.wqﬂ.aa
Areiodwus) 931s-330 9y ur yied [[im seokojdwy
‘saokodure Sunredap pue Sutarire jo dejoao
o1 103 mo[[e pue Surjoodred 10 JUNOIIE [im s3oeds
Suryred 1n0j Jo uoisiaoxd o], “FwiSpor jo soeld
19y} woly [oodres pue SPYIYs INOY-7[ OmM]) Ul JI0Mm
114 saakordure ‘Aep 12d SIM0Y $7 1220 [[im Jurf[Li] ¥ yrys 1od ¢ 124 TOT}OS[UT I9jeM JTO PUE S[[3M 1531 I [[IJ o
‘eae Sunjred ) EQE&:E
Arerodway 911s-130 oy ur NIed [[im saakojdwy 71 71 Surpuey sed pue ‘Iojem ‘[io Ate1odwd) [[eISU] o
(san1anoy SurddejzsaQ Jead) T oseqd
07 1 aseyJ 10J papaau sadeds Sunjred Jo Jaqunu 810 ],
“eale gunjled i
Arerodwoy 9318-330 o) Ut N1ed [im ssakodwd
Sururewax oYy, -ous 309fo1d oy uo pazred (yuowdmbe
9q 0 SO[OIYIA UBTILIIIS Ul QALLIR [[LM IITAIIS [EO11103]9 9}ISUO [[e)sul pue d1s 399(01d 0} 39213 8
[BO1I193[2 9y} JO UONL[[BISUI ST} IO} Sedko[dws suog 71 ST WOIJ 1997 1eaUI] 0T [[BISUL) 9OIAISS [BOLIIOS[S [[BISU]
) ‘gare Junjred _
Arexoduray s1s-Jyo sy ut sred [1im ssakojdwy 8 8 IB[[99 [[9M JONISUOD) o
*10)0E1jU0J A PIJONPUOI o
(3f99m 1) A11ATI9R ULIS)-)IOYS © SI ST dduls Sunyred
ornbai 10U [fIM 90USJ JO UONONIISUOD 10] savkorduy 0 ¥ 90U9] UI[ UIBYD 100]-9 JONISUOD)
(sonianoy Surdde(ioaQ yedd) T 9seqd
SALLIALLOV ONDIIVJ qdaqadN SAOVS ANVINE( ONDRIVJ 3VaJ
ONIQEVOTY SLNIWIWOD ONDIIVJ 4LI1S-440 40 "ON SO e B T STLVYINTL) LVHL ALIALLDV/ISVHJ

ASVHJ A9 ANVINA( ONDRIVJ HLIS-440Q GLLVINLLSH
LOAroYd INTWJOTIAI( TIOQ d¥PH

E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

Q-Applicant-146



Appendix Q

6 28vg
#1027 donupp

uvjq Sunyind paivpdn
132lo4d juawdojaaaq 10 g¥H

€107 €7 19quuaoa(g parepdn ‘g1Q7 ¢/ YOIRIA ‘SOIRID0SSY 29 NNOyMoN Aq paredaIg

$ aseyq 10j
0 ULI3}-3U0] papadu sddeds Funiied Jo IdqUNU [BIOL,
LI 0 VN papaau 2q pinom saovds Jupyivd a315-ffo oN
suonesadQ SurosuQ — ¥ aseqq
¥ aseyd
¥ J0J ULI3}-110YS Papaau sddeds Suppied jo 1aquinu [0,
T ‘gaIe Juryjred - -
Arezodwiay 9y1s-130 a3 ut yied (s seakojdwyg
‘saako[dwo Surpedop pue SuiaLue jo defreao
9y} 10] MO[[e pue Jurjoodres 10 JUNOIJE [[Im s3aoeds
Suryied moj Jo uorsiaoid oy ] ‘Surdpoj Jo soefd
119y3 woly joodies pue SYIYS INOY-Z[ OM] UL JI0M
[[14 saako1durd ‘Aep 1ad SIOY 7 IN990 [[im SuI[[L(] v yys 12d ¢ (SYIUOIA T€) SIBIANOY SUlffLi( WI3)-}I0YyS — F 9S8
(114 € 3seYd 10J pIp3au sadeds Supjied jo 1oquinu [Blo],
.vwE.EI 10 pase9]
St Jey) BaIe UR Je yied [[1m saokojdws ¢1 03 dn
Sururewa o) pue eore Sunyred Arerodwa; a)1s-}jo EOIRISIETISISHEUS
o w >ued [ (7 “seakordurs asa 3O -ams j0ofoxd Jo Suraed pue ssadoe 9)1s 10J sjuswoAoIdwl [eul,] -
07 JUa9E[pE 10 9)IS-U0 SIIALDE 1910 )M de[I9A0 SSUHEIISNSHUSTEMIIN|
100 [[1m seokorduns ¢ Jo yeod oy, ‘ssekojdus juswdinbs uononpoid ses pue [10 JusuewIo -
01 21nba 14 sY93M duru 158] 9Y) pue saskordurs 3uIp|ing 20430 [rews -
9AlJ 21mba1 [jim AATIOR SIU} JO SY99M INOJ ISIL] S¢-¢ SE—¢ ISOII[I0®] 9)IS-UO [[BISUL JO JONNSUOD)
"107981U0D Aq P33onpuod (oom [) ATAIROR : .
ULI9)-0ys ® ST s1y3 99us Suryred armbal jou [[im
[[BM UOTIeNUI)E ISIOU JO [BAOWIAI I0] soakojdurg 0 S [[eA UOTIBNUIYE ISTOU JO0J-9 JAOWY o
‘gare Suryied Areiodwo) o1s-150 oy ur sjred [im
saokordwry | 'sami[Ioe,] 931S-U() [[BISU] IO JONIISUOY),,
yum de[10A0 SurpIedal mo[aq JUSWUIOD 0} I9JoY 0z 0z [Te 1930wLIad 390[q 998)-31[dS 100J-91 JONISUOD) o
SALLIALLDY ONDRIVJ QIqIIN SAOVAS B T e LT ANVINI( ONDIEVJ JIvEd
ONIGEVOTY SINAWWO)) ONDIIYJ ALIS-14Q 40 "ON SALVIANIS) LVHL ALIAILDY/ASVHJ

(QANNIINOD) ASVHJ A9 ANVINA(J ONDIAVJ ALIS-140 CALVINLLSH
LOAro¥d INIWJOTIAA(Q TIO 9

E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

Q-Applicant-147



Appendix Q

Proposed
SCE Underground
Electrical

ﬂﬁgacrggliii'_
ey - PRUPDSED! |

K L4 PROJECT
ASITES |

Improvements

: i’

o Proposed = 1
Bl % | [Intersection = /

, 3 e
H!’:‘i'”’“'.ﬂ' H'J’ rllifll'\:

Proposed : Proposed
Gas Pipeline —H| Qil Pipeline
| Route

Source: Northcutt & Associates; Google Earth aerial dated March 7, 2011.

N
Es&B Natural Resources A Figure 1

www. EBNR-Hermosa com 0 50 100 200

_ . SSCREINFEET Location of Off-Site
E&B Oil Development Project Parking Area

Q-Applicant-148 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project




Appendix Q

i

|
lr

SCALE 1"=20

6' BLOCK WALL OR
CHAIN LINK FENCE

100’

2,

2! L
M| CAR OVERHANG

CAR OVERHANG

o 0l |l=——PROPERTY

LINE
o
>
' PROPERTY

LINE

uy
E,.
) |
|
=
— i -
-E i i ||'f \
! L] I I.r 1 p
al—.—_.;r.l__':-'_ Il ;L—p—-.—_'-———
i EI'I i
NOTES:
1. LANDSCAPE AREA 819 SF  14%
2. PAVED AREA 5,181 SF 86%
3. SURFACE DRAINAGE T
4. LANDSCAPE TO BE CONSISTENT WITH
MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTERS 8.56 AND 8.12
Source: MDS Consulting, January 31, 2013.
Es&B Matural Resources FigUl’e 2

www.EBNR-Hermosa.com

Conceptual Site Plan/Parking Plan

E&B Oil Development Project

Q-Applicant-149 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

ueld bunyied [enydasuoy
suonesadQ pue Juswdoljaaa :f aseyd
¢ ainbiq

aur Apadolg e——s = = ——

11EM %20]g 8984|dS YOIH 8 mmmmsssmn=
llem
Suuiejay omm 390 8%e4-11ds ybiH 9|

pEOY $5300Y

7z
Bunjred a)g-uQ |euonppy pasodold \h%
4

aN3o31

1afo1g yuswdoppas(q 1o g

1334 NI3TVOS
& = V ﬁ' SI . WIOD BSOWIdH-H NG I MMM
$92IN0SAY JeimyeN gxH
‘2102 'z} Jequisides 'au| ‘[BUOIBUIBIU| PaJILIU( SSSSB001d 22IN0G
e = = = [ =]
m_: F £ & B g o
| i = W
\ / [
T T =\ L.\ =
=
T ——
et o e d =L S —
v 3 133416 w9 ¥ILLAD B EHND
._.u-.-.___...uH"// % \m ..._‘zﬂuaaﬁ/
\ : = \
FWNINE Da= T e E ATESE e [ |
TIVAAXIOTE LH S ONIAVOSFST T % NIdVOSONY]
/M SNINILIH 1H AGHENE I |
n U
Umewmzou _ S30VdS DNIMHYd
] IVILNILOd 8
\\i|r./;/. 20d |
188 0062 \
E A _ -
DR 1 — Ea
T \\ o B
| < Plogle o=t 7
leasad? i Z
i3
- / &2 m
E L) ° ﬂn
r \ =i - L] L o ONITING INUSIKT |
= W _ u.H"_ m ! z il mw... \»m LR Y
ek e
A I iy .. | C O
e e _ = ; A e
TIVA HOOTE LH BT iz _aznﬂﬂuowmmza ! . L]
INDERYLS I .// i o0
o i e : _Jn‘..._nq ) s=bus @ B "
/ EE \ - ouviEs qu| moeeat| | avdTEM s
St xa0r | 2 I E 9 ° d
YRS | vaisis | U 9 hd
ALanlegs CET =t e .
@ Shgsn yYM 1 1 |
rfrlﬁ\\ I = -t —
- F | - o EELS AR
/.T W . ﬂ_ oNIQTUNG ENUBRE
A | maon _Hh H_ * o
d 81x00c | . . =
/ \ / . == w
234 J
i s TIVM %0018
il - /N m 3074 1S
Bzuoz_m.ﬂw\ _ ] A // HOH 94
T i : il
20d 3L b e
e % TEEIIY B ST S
gl U = 1 L B
Aoensing ::
oo |———— ] | /Tﬁﬁn:_/ \ % SIOVAS ONINHVA
wdﬂﬁm £33y 0 \\ AVILN3LOd &
HOLIMS 4 ! . |B.
- EE ]
ST LN Tvmuo0T | _.u.
30¥41Nds
__.- SuTRIE degl ey ot

E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

Q-Applicant-150



Appendix Q

APPENDIX A

Q-Applicant-151 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

H&IB

Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700 » Fax: (661) 679-1797

1600 Norris Road » Bakersfield, CA 93308
December 10, 2013 OIISREDY ersfie

Ken Robertson, AICP, Director

City of Hermosa Beach

Community Development Department
1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

Re:  E&B Oil Development Project
Dear Mr. Robertson:

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (“E&B”) is writing to advise the City of
Hermosa Beach (“City”) that on November 18, 2013, E&B entered into an option
agreement with Gordon D. Bracy and Tracey L. Bracy, Trustees of the Gordon D. Bracy
and Tracey L. Bracy Trust (“Bracy Trust™), to purchase the real property located at 636
Cypress Avenue in the City (“Cypress Property”). E&B intends to use the Cypress
Property to support the construction of the proposed oil development project, which will
be further described in separate correspondence from E&B to the City. The trustees of
Bracy Trust have signed this letter below to provide confirmation to the City of the
existence of the option agreement between E&B and the Bracy Trust for the Cypress

Property.

If you should have any questions regarding this option agreement or any other matter
regarding the proposed oil development project, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

Michael Finch

Vice President of Health, Safety, Environmental & Government Affairs
E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

We hereby acknowledge thyxistence of the option agreement described in this letter:

//‘ J/.—’/‘
<
s’/W;}f/ﬁv

/
“Gorden; gf_ﬂjﬁéq ofhe Gordon I, Bracy and Tracey L. Bracy Trust
. B 4 / 2=
/ /f = i &) -/Z/g?_z‘ B

e ey
Tracey L. BracT?Aee of the Gord/onﬂ. Bracy and Tracey L. Bracy Trust

2
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E&B Natural Resources

Boots & Coots

a Halliburton Company

Analysis of Potential Well Flow during Drilling Operations
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Discharge Rate and Well Control Analysis
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Confidential:

This report is a confidential document. The report may not be altered or edited in any way or otherwise copied for
public or private use without written permission.

Abstract:

This report provides the basis of the design and simulation for analysis of a blowout condition and cumulative flow
from a well with three formations capable of flow during drilling.

Name Email
Boots & Coots
7047 W. Greens Rd. Dr. Arash Haghshenas arash@boots-coots.com
Houston, TX 77066
1.800.BLOWOUT Don W. Shackelford, P.E. donwshackelford@yahoo.com
www.bootsandcoots.com
John B. Garner, P.E. jgarner@boots-coots.com
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Don Shackelford was contacted by Michae! Finch with E&B Natural Resources to provide realistic
scenarios for loss of well control during drilling operations. Shackelford then involved Boots &

Coots for providing well control analysis and determining flow discharge from a well in Hermosa

Beach during drilling development.

The approach was to identify a worst-case scenario based on the available data and develop a
numerical model to estimate discharge analysis. The discharge analysis is based on a discharge

scenario from all formations capable of producing during the drilling operation.

Page 3

Q-Applicant-156 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project




Appendix Q

E&B Resources Boots & Coots, a Halliburton Company

2 BASIS OF DESIGN

E&B Resource Management contacted Don Shackelford to explore well calculations for a project
proposed for a Hermosa Beach lease. E&B had received an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

from the city of Hermosa Beach.

Boots & Coots (B&C) was requested to review the city of Hermosa Beach's information and
calculations in the EIR and provide an independent determination of the most realistic blowout

scenario.

Contained within the EIR was a calculation of a blowout flowrate. The model used in the EIR
consisted of a 10 inch diameter pipe 1000 meters long filled with methane gas at a pressure of
1000 psi. Flow began when a 3 inch diameter hole appeared at the surface. The EIR model

results indicated an initial blowout rate of some 42 kilograms per second of gas.

The well bore condition and geometry used for this calculation in the EIR is not consistent with

historic information from wells drilled at Redondo Beach which is adjacent to Hermosa Beach.

In order to further evaluate the initial blowout rate in the EIR, two independent numerical
simulation models were used by Boots & Coots to study the effect of the discharge from multiple
reservoirs on the total discharge volume. The numerical simulation consists of the following

modules:

e Well trajectory and geometry modules to determine the flow path geometry

e Reservoir performance module to determine the fluid influx from various sections of the
wellbore

e Reservoir fluid (oil and gas) properties

e Multiphase flow models

e Surface exit flow analysis

e Numerical solver module for calculating flowing bottomhole pressure and fluid influx rate

from each reservoir

A numeric simulation is a series of advanced calculations, follow strict mathematic and scientific
principles to develop an understanding of physical activities and evaluate consequences of varying
environmental conditions. Examples of a numeric simulation include space flight, automobile
crash-impact studies, oil blowout studies and other physical activities where actual testing is

prohibitive.

The models Boots & Coots used are dynamic models, which take into account variations over an

extended duration called a time step. The time step is flexible as an input to the program. In the

Page 4
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first step, the numerical simulator determines the blowout rate for a given reservoir pressure by
performing calculations for the flowing bottom hole pressure. The simulator recorded the flow of oil

and gas from each reservoir and calculated the combined volume of fluids from each reservoir.

The numerical calculation considers fluid flow through the reservoir into the wellbore. The fiuid
then moves through the wellbore and is released into the atmosphere. The presence of any
restriction in the wellbore is not considered which results in higher gas and oil discharge into the
atmosphere than if a restriction were present. Therefore, the model considers the natural flow of

formation fluid and provides results which would tend to be on the high side.

The procedure of considering the reservoir as a restricted flow from a container at the surface is
an over simplified scenario, which does not consider the natural energy loss of the flow to the
surface. Hence, the discharge result will be exaggerated for a normal drilling operation. In reality,
the energy loss of the flowing fluid and probable slugging of the fluid in the wellbore reduces the

discharge rate significantly.

A summary and validation of Boots & Coots work is presented in the following sections.

Page 5
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3 COMPARISON AND VALIDATION

The validation of Boots & Coots numeric simulation was performed by comparing the
result at the initial condition to a recognized multiphase flow model. The commercial
software used for the validation analysis was OLGA ABC. OLGA ABC is a fully-transient
multiphase flow model used for a variety of applications including production analysis

and pipeline design.

The proprietary program used by Boots & Coots is named QUAD. The QUAD
computational methodology incorporates finite element analysis to model hydrodynamic
conditions that was utilized and refined over a thirty year period that Boots & Coots
personnel developed. It has a 30 year track record of accurate blowout estimation and

control analysis.

A blowout discharge scenario was defined and the conditions input into both
applications. The results of OLGA ABC were compared against Boots & Coot’'s QUAD

application to establish validity of results.

OLGA ABC does not allow any change in a number of variables whereas QUAD allows
any variable to be changed. For applications such as the E&B Resources Hermosa
Beach project QUAD allows increased accuracy and flexibility to account for variables
which cannot be altered in the OLGA ABC program. Table 1 below shows the
comparison between OLGA ABC and QUAD with the validation data. OLGA ABC was
chosen as a reference as it is widely used and accepted within the oil and gas

industry.

Table 1 — Comparison of flow analyses

Total blowout rate Flowing bottomhole pressure
Program bpd -
%difference 2.4 13

The OLGA ABC software assumes a fluid is initially in the wellbore and then allows the
formation to unload the well. The flow from the reservoir enters the wellbore due to
the pressure differential between the reservoir and the hydrostatic pressure of the

fluid in the wellbore. Figure 1 shows the schematic of the wellbore unloading during a

Page 6
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well control situation if no action is taken at the well. As the formation fluid enters the
wellbore, it reduces the hydrostatic pressure further and speeds up the unloading
process. At the time that the initial wellbore fluid is unloaded from the well, the flow

reaches a steady state condition.

Steady state condition
after unloading is complete

Formationfluid influx rate

Time

Figure 1 — Schematic of wellbore unloading during well control condition
Unlike OLGA ABC, QUAD begins the calculation process once the well is unloaded and
at a steady state condition. It does not consider the unloading process. In actuality

well unloading could take hours depending on the flow path, depth, surface and well

bore restrictions, and well bore volume to reach a steady state condition.

Page 7
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4 INPUT PARAMETERS AND RESULTS

The input data for the modeling was based on the available reservoir data and the planned drilling

program.

41 Wellbore trajectory
The planned wellbore trajectory is provided in Table 2.

Table 2 - Proposed wellbore trajectory

Azimuth, deg

Measured depth, ft Inclination angle, deg

0 0
450 0
500 2
700 10
900 18
1100 26

1300 34
1500 42
1700 50
1900 58
2100 66
2300 74
2500 82
2591 85.64
4804 85.64
4900 83.72
5000 81.73
5100 79.74
5300 75.75
5500 71.77
5700 67.79
5800 65.8
6000 61.8
6200 57.84
6244 56.95
7571 56.95

231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.76
231.94
232.12
232.3
232.67
233.06
233.46
233.67
234.11
234.59
234.7
234.7

4.2 Wellbore Geometry

The well plan considers setting a 9 5/8”, 36 Ib/ft casing at the depth of 1,000 ft and then drilling to

the total depth of 7,571 ft with an 8 12’ bit.
Page 8
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4.3 Reservoir fluid properties
The production data from an offset reservoir indicated oil reservoirs with gravity as low as 18° API

to 25° API. As a conservative measure, the reservoir fluid was considered to be 25° API which is

more volatile and less viscous and results in higher discharge rates.

The average gas oil ratio (GOR) of the reservoir fluid was considered to be 375 scf/bbl, which was
the average GOR of the offset well data for the initial production period.

It was assumed that the bubble point of the reservoir fluid was 1200 psi.

The thickness of the flowing section of each reservoir was considered to be 100 ft, which is a
conservative value and provides a higher discharge rate. This estimate is based on the thickest

section of each reservoir through the field.

4.4 Results
The discharge rate during the drilling operation considered flow from all reservoirs with no
restriction through the flow path and this situation would be true prior to the initiation of completion

operations.

Sensitivity analysis was performed on the reservoir permeability to determine the worst-case
scenario for discharge simulation. The worst-case scenario was considered with reservoir
permeability of 240 md (millidarcy) for the Upper Main formation and 60 md for the Lower Main

and the Del Amo zones.

The maximum initial oil flow rate from the well is calculated to be 3012 bpd and the initial gas flow

rate of 1.13 MMscfd. Table 3 presents the summary of the result.

Table 3 — Summary of flow discharge from reservoirs

Maximum oil rate, bpd 3012

Maximum gas rate, MMscfd 1.13

4.5 Comparison of Boots & Coots with MRS Values

Table 4 -~ Comparison of Boots & Coots and MRS Values
Page 9
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Description Boots & Coots Value MRS Value
Gas Flow 0.266 Kg / second 42 Kg / second
Or 0.585pounds per second Or 92.4 pounds per second
Or 1.13 MMSCF per Day Or 179 MMSCF per Day
Oil Flow 3012 Barrels per Day 0 Barrels per Day

It is Boots & Coots opinion that the blowout flow calculations in the EIR incorrectly
overestimate the most realistic blowout flow during drilling operations and is based on
an unrealistic scenario. This is based on Boots & Coots experience and research of

technical and historic data of the reservoirs of the Hermosa Beach field.

To develop the most realistic blowout flow estimate, Boots & Coots utilized two
different numeric modeling applications; one Boots & Coots proprietary application
QUAD and a second commercially available and industry recognized application, called

“OLGA ABC”

The most realistic blowout flow estimate is based on the following scenarios:

e During drilling operations, it is improbable that a gas filled well bore would

develop.
e A maximum of 3 zones capable of flowing could be exposed based on the

geology of the Hermosa Beach development

Page 10
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Technical Note #3a
REVIEW OF MRS BLOWOUT FREQUENCIES

By: Bercha International Inc.

March 24, 2014

1. Summary

This report summarizes the results of a review by Bercha International Inc. (Bercha) of the basis
of blowout frequency calculations presented in Section 4.8 and Appendix C of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report by Marine Research Specialists (MRS). The following conclusions
from the review are reached:

e The MRS report uses offshore well release frequencies of 5.2 per 1000 wells or 5.2 E-03
per well drilled. The appropriate and correct frequency that they should use for the
subject project based on offshore well blowouts is 1.59E-04 per well drilled or 1.59
blowouts per 10,000 wells drilled. The value used by MRS is 5.2 E-03/1.59E-04 = 3.27
EO01 or 33 times greater than the appropriate applicable value for offshore oil well drilling
blowouts.

e Bercha used a more conservative onshore well drilling blowout frequency developed
from current statistics of 4.95-04 per well drilled or 4.95 per 10,000 wells drilled. Use of
the MRS fault tree with Bercha blowout frequency and adjustment for the higher class
BOP to evaluate blowout frequency gives a result 21 times lower than MRS,

o Contrary to MRS claims that Bercha did not consider well drilling and pool fire risks, the
Bercha report states that neither created offsite risks, and directs MRS to the section in
the Bercha report where blowout frequencies and consequences are analyzed and
described.

e In review of the MRS fault tree it was found that many of the input values such as PSV
failure rates are based on obsolete pre-1990 sources (the PSV rate is based on a 1975
publication), giving frequencies up to 2 orders of magnitude higher than the current
publicly available sources. It is recommended MRS review the sources of their
frequencies, and consider using the Bercha sources, all of which are in the public domain
and referenced in the Bercha report.

e Use of the MRS fault tree with the appropriate blowout frequencies gives a Scenario 1
(drilling blowout) frequency with the recommended onshore input as 2.99 E-04/yr which
is 20.6 times lower than the MRS rate of 6.18E-03/yr, while use of the appropriate
offshore blowout frequency of 1.59E-04 then Scenario 1 would have a rate of occurrence
of 1.93 E-04 or a rate 32 times lower than that given by MRS,

o Plotting of the MRS risk spectrum using the correct protocol for use with the Santa
Barbara public risk thresholds will show that it nowhere exceeds the Grey region.
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2. MRS Blowout Frequency Statistics

In table 4.8-67 of [7], MRS provide various measures of blowout frequencies from various
sources. On page 67 they state that the BOEM rate for offshore drilling blowouts is used as it is
the most conservative. The rate used is that for both blowouts and well releases and hence is not
appropriate for blowouts. This MRS rate used is 5.2 per 1000 wells or 5.2 E-03 per well drilled.
It is not clear why the rate of offshore drilling well control incidents rather than onshore or
offshore drilling blowouts is used, except that MRS chose the highest rate they could find. Later
MRS uses this rate in a fault tree to estimate drilling blowout and other well area releases, as
discussed and corrected in Section 5 below. hereof.

3. Offshore Drilling Blowout Frequencies

The offshore blowout frequencies cited by MRS are in fact for well releases (not blowouts),
giving frequencies for a significantly different class of wells than those under consideration for
the subject project. The drilling procedure proposed by E&B, including a Class III BOP with
shear rams, qualifies for the North Sea standard. Accordingly, if offshore blowout rates are to be
used, those applicable to a similar standard as that proposed here should be utilized. Table A.1 in
Attachment A summarizes the results of a third party analysis of the SINTEF data [8] for a range
of different well types in the context of the type of drilling procedure proposed here. It can be
seen that the frequency used for blowouts by MRS of 5.2 E-03 is the same order of magnitude
(but numerically higher) than that of normal wildcat well drilling well releases (not blowouts) of
1.8 E-03. Well releases are not blowouts; they are temporary flows from the well controlled by
the drilling equipment barriers, and occur much more frequently than blowouts. Wildcat wells
are not relevant to the subject wells either. The statistic which MRS should use, if indeed these
are offshore type wells, is that for blowouts during drilling of normal deep offshore development
oil wells given in A.1 as 1.59E-04 or 1.59 per 10,000 wells drilled. The value used by MRS is
5.1 B-03/1.59 E-04 = 32 or 32 times greater than the appropriate applicable value for offshore oil
blowouts.

4. Onshore Drilling Blowout Frequencies

Numerous databases on oil and gas well blowouts are available, including the Alberta energy and
Utilities Board (AEUB) data [3], and the International Association of Oil and Gas Producers
(OGP) [6] databases. In addition the treatise by Hauser [5] on California oil and gas well
blowout history gives values similar to those of the OGP, as does the 1990 publication by the
California Department of Conservation [3], which was used in the 1998 risk analysis of a
Hermosa Beach project by Bercha. All of these databases, however, provide blowout frequency
data for a large and diverse population of oil and gas wells, rather than only the types of wells
that are under consideration here. In addition, it is anticipated that the oil and gas emulsion which
would be produced is highly viscous, requiring downhole pumps in order to produce the
reservoir fluids to surface, reducing the likelihood of any kicks from the reservoir. And finally,
during the drilling phase, the blowout preventer (BOP) used is Class III BOP equipped with
shear rams, of a significantly higher specification and capability [1] than what is commonly used
in heavy oil onshore drilling operations. In addition the project incorporates the certification of a
third party engineer of the drilling program and testing (actuating) of the BOP shear rams prior to
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use. Accordingly, the data published on the basis of standard oil and gas drilling operations
requires some adjustments to more accurately reflect the type of operation proposed for the
present Project.

OGP [6] in 2010 recommends a value of 4.95 per 10,000 wells drilled as a full onshore oil well
drilling blowout frequency. This is somewhat more conservative than that derived by Bercha [2],
or given in [3,4] so is used here. However, based on Bercha’s study of blowouts [1], a well
drilling blowout fault tree (FT) can be used to modify the frequency to better represent that of the
subject wells [1]. A discussion of the well drilling blowout FT used by MRS follows in Section
5, while this section is restricted to the Bercha [1] FT. Table 4.1 displays the likely appropriate
adjustments based on the historical value for blowouts for each of the primary base events,
considering the type of equipment, reservoir, and well fluids for the proposed Project. First of all,
we consider the kick. Because the reservoir fluids are likely to be heavy, and downhole pumps
are required to bring them to surface, it is unlikely that surface overpressure from kick situations
would occur often. A conservative reduction of 50% of the historical frequency has been used.
The two events leading to loss of control — the failure of the BOP and flow outside of the casing
_ have been similarly adjusted. The BOP failure rate has been taken to be 50% of the historical
value to account for the higher class of BOP proposed, while the probability that reservoir fluids
would flow outside the casing has been reduced by 60%, leaving a value of 40% of the historical
estimate. The resultant value of the drilling blowout frequency for the proposed Project used by
Bercha, is 1.01 per 10,000 wells drilled.

Table 4.1 (Table 4.2 of [1])
Well Blowout Frequency per Well Drilled

Event Historical Project
Frequency % of Historical Frequency
Well Blowout 4.95E-04 20 1.01E-04
Kick 4.50E-03 50 2.25E-03
Loss of Control 1.10E-01 41 4.50E-02
BOP Fails 1.00E-02 50 5.00E-03
Flow Outside Casing 1.00E-01 40 4,00E-02

Thus, if onshore well data are to be used, the blowout frequency of 1.01E-04 is recommended.
The value used by MRS compared to the appropriate onshore value is 5.1 E-03/1.01E-04 = 1.54
EO01 or approximately 50 times greater than a conservative onshore drilling blowout value used
by Bercha [1]. In the next section, the use of the base or historical frequency and appropriate
offshore frequency for drilling blowouts with the appropriate MRS fault tree (FT) adjustments is
discussed.
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5. Review and Adjustment of the MRS Fault Tree for Blowouts

Appendix C [7] and subsequent spread sheets provided to the reviewers set out the scenario
dominated by drilling blowouts as Scenario 1 of the MRS FT.

First, some general observations on the MRS FT follow:

e The FT is not displayed graphically so that it is difficult to replicate the computational
logic solely using Appendix C. A graphic version and explanation is recommended for
Appendix C as it is intended for public review. The spread sheets sent later on request
facilitated it, but would not be easily understood by the public.

e The FT listing in Appendix C does not correspond to subtrees, again making it difficult to
follow without the Excel spreadsheet.

e Probabilities of events used in the MRS FT are generally from outdated sources.
Generally pre-1990 failure rates are higher than more current ones, such as 2000-2010
due to improvements in technology, regulation, and operations. As an example, the
Wash-1400 study published in 1975 is attributed by MRS to give a failure rate for “PSV
fails wide open” of 2.13E-03/yr. The reference used by Bercha [1] for such events, dated
2005, gives a vastly lower rate for PSV failure of 2.0 E-05/yr, which is 107 times lower.
It is not clear why MRS sought out and used obsolete and outdated references which
generally give excessive values, when they could have simply referred to those in the
Bercha [1] report, which are current and publicly available.

e Some of the subtrees evaluated give values orders of magnitude lower than dominant
ones in the same FT scenario. Such subtrees are redundant and do not contribute to the
results. For example, Scenario 1, the drilling blowout subtree dominates with a value of
6.18E-03 while the production, workover, pipe-valve, and redrill subtrees total a value in
the order of E-05, or 2 orders of magnitude less, causing unnecessary FT clutter.

Use of the MRS FT for blowout probabilities, using the appropriate blowout value identified
above can be shown to give significantly lower results than MRS. Table 5.1 gives the adjusted
MRS FT for Scenario 1. The following are the only adjustments made:

o The appropriate base value (not adjusted) for onshore blowouts of 4.95E-04/well drilled
established in Section 4 above is used instead of the MRS inappropriate offshore well control
incident value of 5.2 E-03 for event 1a8.

e An adjustment factor of 0.5 to account for the added safety of a Class III BOP with shear
rams and the associated drilling safety protocol is added as event 1a15, and included in the
product to obtain the Scenario 1 blowout subtree rate.

e No other adjustments are made.

The result is a Scenario 1 occurrence rate of 2.99 E-04/yr which is 20.6 times lower than the
MRS rate of 6.18E-03/yr.

If the appropriate offshore blowout rate of 1.59E-04 were used, without the added factor of 0.5
(as the offshore rate already includes the higher class BOP use), then Scenario 1 would have a
rate of occurrence of 1.93 E-04 or a rate 32 times lower than that given by MRS.

Table 5.1
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Scenario 1 FT for Onshore Blowouts
: ey == "-failu=re.‘- = !I'%,-—--_;i— Event Rate | T = - .%. To'té|
~ Ref "8 N Event§ -1 _ Rateor | Units [ Number |  or ~ Reference i O rae
i 112 s | Probability| Probability T = i I B T dnec )
Eeanario 1 Wellhead Arta Risglura during drifling MES RATE . 10E-03
LOC DURING DRILLING FXTIET)
1al | Years of drilling 2.5 number 1 2.5 Based on Applicant Schedule ]
1a2 | Max mumiber of wellheads dhuring priduction 30 number 1 30 Proposed number ol wedls minus water injectian <]
a3 | Max numibier of wells drilled in one yia 12 number 1 12 Estimated based on apghean! dia, assumes 30 walls over 2.5 years
_ Ta4 | Mumbar of well workovers in one yaat 12 number 1 12 Applicant indicalos one por well ped yaat
1a5 | Number of re-drills in one year 0 number 1 0 E‘h'.“md based on apgicant dala. Ma radrils while driling, Assume
redrills not perunded =
126 | Full bore pipe rupture 9.00E-08 Imyr 150 1 35E-05 ?x}ng)rn‘selrgst release of gas upstream of choke valve, eslimated at
1a7 | Full bore valve rupture 1I0E-06 | hvalveyr 60 6.57E-05 release of gas upsbinom of choke vk, 2 valves per well
1a8 | Pipe bk B 2. BIE-DG fm.yr 150 i 3.95E-04 | Riinmond, 1981, for larger pipe, estimaled at 5m per well
Rijnmond 1981, Assume 90% of releases are significant leaks but not
1a9 | Valve leak 9.86E-06 | Mvalve.yr 120 1.18E-03 calastrophic. Assume 4 valves per well
Drilling Phase - blowout-USING ONSHORE
1a8 UNMI%IGATED VALUE 4 95E-04 per well 1 4.95E-04 | Onshore BO rate recommended by IAOGP 2010
. HLID, gas well, uncontrolled blowout per well year. Assumes only
1a9 Productl(_)n phase - blowout 1.40E-04 . per well-yr 1.00 1.40E-04 pressurized for 30 days afler driling
1210 | Well Workovers - blowout 7 30E-04 per 0 0.00E+00 HLID, warkavers gas wells, per workover. Mo pressure in well during
workover workovers -
' . ! Fraclion loss of wes contols that are catastrophic. Bazed on MMS
1a11 | Fraclion catastrophic blowouls 3 30E-01 Er demand 1 3.30E-01 accident pravention reports for bigwouts.
1a12 | Failure to close safety valve 2.09E-02 | per demand 1 2.09E-02 :ﬁ; fallurle lo operate on demsmd, increased by 10 due to we-hola
Fraction of wells drilled annually thal produce | Bsed on 9 wells oul of 30 from Redtnda Hapeh hat showed strong+
1a13 blowout potental 3.00E-01 per well 1 3.00E-01 flow duieg dilzlam tests -
1a14 | Days & wed siays pressurized after driling 3.00E+01 | per well 1 30 Assumes a well is pressurized 30 days after drilling
. S— Class 3 BOP with shear rams exceeds those used normally and
1a15 |Class 3 BOP wilh shear rams mitigation 0.5 per well 1 05 s O NETE)

Implications of these adjustments to the risk spectrum and project safety evaluation are discussed
in Section 7. It will be noted that use of the appropriate blowout rates significantly changes the
MRS conclusions on project safety.

6. Clarification on Bercha [1] Pool Fire and Blowout Risk

Assessment

MRS states on p74 [6], that drilling blowouts and crude oil fires were not assessed in the Bercha
[1] report. This is incorrect; all types of well blowouts and possible pool fires were considered
and analyzed.

The blowout scenario analysis included the frequency evaluation for drilling, production, and
servicing blowouts as reported in Bercha [1] Section 4.2.2 as well as the consequence evaluation
in Section 5.6. For all blowouts, the AOF provided as input as described in detail and analyzed
for offsite effects in Section 5.6 produced no flammable gas volumes or offsite oil pools so no
risk was included or reported for blowouts.

In addition, however, a detailed modelling was carried out for pool oil fires on site, occurring in
the wellhead trench or elsewhere. As stated on page 5.9 by Bercha [1], “Pool fires, which could
result in the unlikely case that an oil spill becomes ignited, would be entirely contained within
the site perimeter, and accordingly, have no offsite impact.” Figure 6.1 below shows the thermal
isopleths from a pool fire in the wellhead trench. It was found from this analysis and other on site
pool fire analyses that no offsite thermal levels of concern were generated, even without
considering the barrier perimeter wall shielding effects. Thus, with the proposed perimeter wall it
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is assured no offsite effects of a deleterious nature could occur from pool fires associated with
blowouts or other on site spills of oil. The pool fire analysis carried out was reported in an
internal report which can be made available]. Details of the modeling of pool fires were not
included in the final report [5], as they are not relevant to the risk calculations.

O smommerzi [ wovmmz @ 2oxowwern

= HL#’ = i L‘L-[-\L\

™,

Width (f)

T~ e "‘l'ﬂ

20 20 18 6 10 28 W 40 50 & 7o N %0
Distance (1)

Figure 6.1. Wellhead trench pool fire thermal isopleths.

6. MRS Risk Spectrum with Appropriate Plotting

The protocol for the Santa Barbara risk thresholds is discussed by Bercha [2}, where it is
indicated the appropriate protocol is a continuous rather than discontinuous graph of the
cumulative collective risk. Plotting of the MRS risk spectrum using the correct protocol for use
with the Santa Barbara public risk thresholds will show that it nowhere exceeds the Grey region.
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ATTACHMENT A
SINTEF BLOWOUT AND WELL RELEASE FREQUENCIES [8]

Table A.1 Summary of Offshore Well blowout and Well Release Frequencies

Qperation Category Frequency, average well Frequency, qas  Frequency, oif Unk
wel weell
e Well releass 6 43€-03 8 97£-03 1.076-02 |[Per wel!
Blowout 1.60t-04 1.47E-04 1.76E-04 |Per well
Wildcat drilling, deep (normal wells) T = —— D T T
Blowout 6 55E-04 9 13t-04 1.09€-03 JF’er weli
Wildcat driling, deep (HTHP wvells) — S — O I v
i Blowout 1.49£-04 1 37¢-04 164E-04 |Per vl
Appraizal driling, deep (normal wells) - - —3 o T
Blowout 6.09E-04 8 40E-04 1.02E-03  [Per viel
Appraisal dniling, deep (HTHP wells) T RFIZE T 03 B T
Blawout 3 80¢-05 3 49€-05 4.1BE-05  |Per veel!
e Well release 3.86E-04 3 54E-04 424E-04 |Per wel:
Blowout 2 36E-04 2 17£-04 2 59E-04 [Per well
Development drilling, deep (HPHT we'ls) — T —— TN

975 -percentie  25-

Last 20 years 100 1.09E-04 7 56E-05 4.02E-04 2.76E-06
jast 10 years 1.00 2 21E-04 153E-04 8 16E-04 5 60E-06
fast's years 1.00 4 62604 3 20E-04 171E-03 117E-05
jast 3 years 1.00 6.40E-04 5.82E-04 3.10£-03 21305
Selected basis frequency of driling deep blowout (pr. wel) 1.50E.04 Jos o .

The recommended drilling deep blowout freguency is found to be 1.59-10" per well drilled
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Technical Note #3
MRS LEAK AND RUPTURE RELEASE FAULT TREES AND
RISK SPECTRUM REVIEW AND UPDATES

By: Bercha International Inc.
April 12, 2014

1. Summary

This report summarizes the results of a review by Bercha International Inc. (Bercha) of
the basis of the basis and results of the Fault Tree (FT) calculations presented in
Appendix C of the Draft Environmental Impact Report by MRS [5] and the resulting
updated project risk spectrum. The following conclusions from the review are reached:

e The MRS FTs as presented in Appendix C for public review are difficult to follow
and do not utilize the normal graphic protocol used in FT displays. Active spread
sheets provided to the reviewers enabled comprehension of the logic and calculations
which were found to be correct.

e Important probabilities of events used in the MRS FT are found to often be from
outdated sources. Generally pre-1990 failure rates are much higher than more current
ones, such as 2000-2010 due to improvements in technology, regulation, and
operations. The resultant MRS frequencies were inevitably much higher than those
based on current inputs.

e The most overestimated probabilities were those of drilling blowout releases, which
gave a value of over 2000% higher than those using the same FT with appropriate
frequency inputs.

e The NRS FT was re-calculated (no changes to protocol or logic) with appropriate
current frequency inputs. The updated MRS rupture FT for was found to agree
(within 1%) with the results of the Bercha analysis while the updated MRS leak FT
gave a slightly but negligibly higher (30%) frequency than the Bercha FT [1].

e Incorporation of the extensive blowout flow calculations [3] utilizing both the hazard
distances generated by MRS and Bercha indicate that a drilling blowout will have no
significant offsite consequences, and hence no risk. Accordingly, the appropriate
comparison of MRS and Bercha gas release frequencies is that of the MRS
frequencies excluding drilling with the Bercha frequencies which already exclude
drilling. This comparison shows that the updated MRS frequencies are 40% (ruptures)
and 31% (leaks) of the comparable Bercha frequencies, confirming that in fact the
Bercha analysis gives higher, more conservative frequencies than the MRS analysis
with contemporary and appropriate inputs.

e The resultant risk spectra, plotted in accordance with the correct protocol for
evaluation with the risk thresholds, show that the original MRS risk spectrum,
excluding drilling (as it should) is lower in the Insignificant region than the Bercha
spectrum, indicating that by either analysis, the project poses Insignificant risk.
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2. MRS Fault Tree General Review

Appendix C [5] and subsequent spread sheets requested by and provided to the reviewers
set out the scenario dominated by drilling blowouts as Scenario 1 of the MRS FT.

First, some general observations on the MRS FT follow:

e 2 tables in Appendix C of [7] give a listing of fault tree inputs and results used by
MRS. Unfortunately, these tables are neither numbered nor titled, requiring
reference to them to be descriptive. The smaller table, with “SUMMARY™ in the
first row, summarizes the results for each scenario of the FT frequency
computations and gives some comparisons to the estimated Bercha values, while
the table following provides detailed inputs to the FT analysis and is referred to
here as the “Input” table. For convenience these 2 tables, with updates as
discussed later, are reproduced in Attachment A, hereto, with Table A.l
corresponding to the “Input” table and A.2 to the “SUMMARY?” table.

e Each FT is not displayed graphically I Appendix C or in the MRS report [5], so
that it is difficult to replicate the computational logic solely using Appendix C. In
accordance with normal risk analysis practice, a graphic version and explanation
is recommended, and should be included in MRS Appendix C as it is intended for
public review. The spread sheets, sent later on request, facilitated the reviewers’
understanding, but would not be understood by the public. However, the FT logic
and formulas were found to be correct.

e The FT event listing below each scenario in the Input table does not correspond to
the subtrees for each Scenario, again making it difficult to follow without the
active Excel spreadsheet.

e More specifically, important probabilities of events used in the MRS FT in the
Input table are often from outdated sources. Generally pre-1990 failure rates are
much higher than more current ones, such as 2000-2010 due to improvements in
technology, regulation, and operations. As an example, the Wash-1400 study
published in 1975 is attributed by MRS to give a failure rate for “PSV fails wide
open” of 2.13E-03/yr. The reference used by Bercha [6] for such events, dated
2010, gives a vastly lower rate for PSV failure of 2.0 E-05/yr, which is 107 times
lower. It is not clear why MRS sought out and used obsolete and outdated
references which generally give excessive values, when they could have simply
referred to those in the Bercha [1] report, which are current and publicly
available.

e Some of the scenario sub-subtrees (component trees in each scenario subtree are
called sub-subtrees) evaluated give values orders of magnitude lower than
dominant ones in the same FT subtree scenario. Such sub-subtrees are redundant
and do not contribute to the results. For example, Scenario 1, the drilling blowout
subtree (called the “Wellhead Area Rupture during drilling”) is dominated by the
well drilling blowout sub-subtree with an MRS value of 6.16E-03 while the
production, workover, pipe-valve, and redrill sub-subtrees total a value in the
order of 10, or 2 orders of magnitude less, causing unnecessary FT clutter while
contributing no useful information.
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3. MRS Fault Tree Blowout Frequency Evaluation

Application of the MRS FT for blowout probabilities, using the appropriate blowout
value identified above can be shown to give significantly lower results than MRS. Table
3.1 gives the adjusted MRS FT for Scenario 1. The following are the only adjustments
made by the reviewers:

e The appropriate base value (not adjusted as in [1]) for onshore blowouts of 4.95E-
04/well drilled established in [1, 2] is used instead of the MRS inappropriate offshore
well control incident value for event 1a8.

e An adjustment factor of 0.5 to account for the added safety of a Class III BOP with
shear rams and the associated drilling safety protocol is added as event lal5, and
included in the product to obtain the Scenario 1 blowout sub-subtree rate.

e No other adjustments are made.

The result is a Scenario 1 occurrence rate of 2.96 E-04/yr which is 20.9 times lower than
the MRS rate of 6.16E-03/yr — (ie the MRS value is over 2000% higher).

If the appropriate offshore rate of 3.34E-05 were used, without the added factor of 0.5 (as
the offshore rate already includes the higher class BOP use), then Scenario 1 would have
a rate of occurrence of 4.42 E-05 or a rate 140 times lower than that given by MRS —
however the reviewers recommend the onshore rate for reasons stated in [1].

Table 3.1
Scenario 1 FT

TEIRL Pey = 0= } W 1 :Eajlure | i .:rEven ate | e e = ek -_'| =i ’EEIL
iRef S| lL 678 L Event  Rateor | Units | Number [ or - Reference E:.'E p T ==
e _l_",l= e F‘*-!‘—"EL | Probability| ™™ ropabity M=l 0 AR {C—al | Rae
Scenario 1 Walltwad Aroa Rupture during drilling MRS ORIGINALRATE 6.18E-03
MRS UPDATED RATE 2.96E-04
1al | Years of drilling ) 2.5 number 1 2.5 Based on Applicant Schedule
182 | Max number of wellheads during production an number | 1 30 Proposed number of wells minus water injection
1a3 | Max number of wells drilled in one year 12 number 1 12 Exslirsaliad based on agipiicant data, attumes 30 wells over 2.5 ymirs
1a4 | Number of well workovers in one year 12 number 1 12 Applcanl indicates cne pear well par
185 | Number of re-diills in one year 0 e 1 0 Esllmated based on applicant data. No redrills while drilling. Assume
= redrills not pressurized
1a6 | Full bore pipe rupture 9.00E-08 Imyr 150 1.35E-05 ?rl#n[r)r:;nvsel: 981, release of gas upstream of choke valve, eslimaled al
1a7 | Full bare vatve ruplure TA0E06 | ey 60 | 6.57E-05 | g ol o apsiveam of choke valve 2 valves per wal
1a8 | Pipe leak 2GIE0G | fmyr 150 3.95E-04 | Rijnmond, 1981, for larger pipe, eslimated at G par well
Rijnmond 1981, Assume 90% of releases are significant leaks but not
1a9 | Valveleak 9.86E-06 | fvalve.yr 120 1.18E-03 catastrophic, Assume 4 valves per well
Drilling Phase - blowout-USING ONSHORE
1a8 UNMITIGATED VALUE 4,95E-04 I per well 1 4 95E-04 | Onshore BO rate recommended by IAOGP 2010
. HLID, gas well, uncontrolled blowout per well year. Assumes only
1a9 | Production phase - blowout 1.40E-04 | per well-yr 1.00 1.40E-04 pressurized for 30 days afler driing
B por HLID, workovers gas wells, per workover. No pressure in well during
1a10 | Well Workovers - blowoul 7.30E-04 . 0 0.00E+00 B s s
. . Froeann ks of well controls that are ealaskophic. Based on MMS
1at1 | Fraction catastrophic blowouts 2 3.30E-01 | per demand 1 3.30E-01 | cident preveniion reparts for blowouts.
1a12 | Failure to close salety valve 2.09E-02 | per demand 1 2,09E-02 grizgnfr?wlgjr:? 1o operate on demand, increased by 10 due to well-hole
1a13 Fraction of wel!s drilled annually that produce 3.00E-01 per well " 3.00E-01 Based on 9 w.ells out of 30 from Redondo Beach that showed strong+
blowout polential | flow during drillstem tests
1a14 | Days awell slays pressurized after drilfing F00ED per well 1 30 Assumes a well is pressurized 30 diys after driling E
1a15 | Class 3 BOP with shear rams mitigation 05 per well 1 05 Class 3 BOP with shear rams exceeds lhose used normally and
reduces BO frequency
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4. MRS Fault Tree Input Review

Attachment A gives the results of a detailed review of the MRS FT, including the inputs
discussed for drilling blowouts in the previous section. Table A.1 is the table giving FT
inputs, and Table A.2 is the summary table, as identified in Section 2 above.

Consider Table A.1. First note there are 2 natural gas release fault trees — those with
scenatios resulting in a rupture and those in a leak of gas—and an additional 5 other fault
trees- for a total of 7. Note that a fault tree can only model one specific event frequency,
so that there needs to be one unique fault tree for each unique event. It is best to
summarize the main FT’s to avoid confusion:

e Rupture Gas release — Scenario 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 subtrees.

e Leak Gas Release — Scenario 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b, 5b, 6b subtrees.

e Loss of Containment from odorant storage/transfer — Scenario 7 subtree.
e Release of Crude Oil and Subsequent Fire — Scenario 8 subtree.

e Release of Crude Oil Storage/Pumping with subsequent spill outside containment
— Scenario 9 subtree.

e Rupture at refrigeration system — Scenario 10a subtree.
e Leak at refrigeration system- Scenario 10b subtree.

Table A.1 shows shows the MRS FT input table [5] with key updated frequencies (from
contemporary Bercha [1,6,4] sources). Not all obsolete MRS frequencies were updated;
rather a sufficient selection to evaluate the trends was selected. The table also shows the
% difference between the original MRS and the updated MRS frequency for each
scenario subtree, repeats the original MRS inputs where updated, gives the original MRS
reference, and comments on the recommended current reference from [1]. It can be seen
that most of the scenario frequencies using recommended current references are
significantly lower than the original [5] MRS frequencies; that is, the original MRS
frequencies are generally more than 2 times (200%) higher than the updated MRS ones,
with the original Scenario 3b 800% higher and the blowout Scenario 1 frequency over
2000% higher. This update shows that using the MRS FT with current and appropriate
frequency inputs gives a vastly lower set of subtree frequencies, and of course similarly
lower resultant FT frequencies as well.

It is useful to compare the relative total frequencies as these are used in the risk analysis.
Table A.2, based on the MRS Appendix C summary table, gives the total frequencies for
each scenario, as well as comparable values of the updated MRS and Bercha frequencies.
The summary section only is reproduced in Table 4.1 below, while Table 4.2 gives the
comparisons of both the updated and original [5] MRS values as a percentage of the
Bercha total frequency values for Rupture and Leak natural gas release FTs.
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Table 4.1
Summary of Updated MRS FT and Bercha FT Results
Frequency Return
(annual) (yrs)
Updated MRS
RUPTURE FT Combined Facility Gas Rupture w drilling  401E-04 | 2494
RUPTURE FT Combined Facility Gas Leak w drilling | 5.23E03 191
Combined Facility Gas Rupture: No Drilling 1.6E-04 6,243
Combined Facility Gas Leak: no Drilfing 1.2E-03 803
- Bercha [1]
' RUPTURE FT Bercha [1] Comparison rupture Table 4.6 (1) | 39804 2,513
LEAK (HOLE) FT [1] Bercha Comparison jeak Table 4.6 [1] 4.01E-03 249
Table 4.2

Comparison of Updated and Original MRS FT and Bercha FT Results

% MRS Frequency of Bercha [1] Frequency
MRS Updated with Drilling MRS Original [5]\7\:ith Drilling
Gas Release FT - Bercha [1] ~Bercha [1]
Rupture _ 101% 1783%
Leak 130% 986%
MRS Updated No Drilling MRS Original {5] No Drilling
- Bercha [1] - Bercha [1}
Rupture | 40% - 102%
Leak 3% 129%

Only the natural gas rupture and leak FT’s are considered here as these have significant
offsite consequences. Clearly any meaningful gap between Bercha [1] and MRS [5]
frequencies is eliminated when current and appropriate inputs are used for the MRS FT.
The updated MRS FT with drilling summary for ruptures gives essentially the same
(within 1%) frequency as the Bercha FT; the MRS leak FT summary gives a slightly but
negligibly higher (30%) frequency than the Bercha FT [1]. However, as will be shown in
the next section, the drilling blowouts component has no significant offsite effect;
accordingly, the appropriate comparison is that of the updated MRS gas release FT
excluding drilling, with the Bercha FT (which already excludes drilling as it is shown to
generate no offsite risk). In the lower left of Table 4.2, under “MRS New No Drilling

—Bercha [1]” one can see that, in fact, the updated MRS results excluding drilling are only
40% and 30% of the comparable Bercha rupture an d leak frequencies. This clearly
shows that when current and appropriate input information is used, the Bercha analysis
gives more conservative results than does the MRS analysis.
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5. Updated MRS Risk Spectrum

Incorporation of the extensive drilling blowout flow calculations [3], to generate hazard
distances indicates that a drilling blowout will have no significant offsite consequences,
and hence no risk. Accordingly, the appropriate comparison of MRS and Bercha gas
release frequencies is that of the MRS frequencies excluding drilling with the Bercha
frequencies which already exclude drilling. In Table 4.2 this comparison demonstrated
that the updated MRS frequencies are 40% and 31% for leaks and ruptures, respectively,
of the comparable Bercha frequencies, indicating the more conservative nature of the
Bercha analysis. Even the original MRS frequencies excluding drilling are roughly the
same as the comparable Bercha frequencies, with MRS 2% higher for ruptures and 29%
for leaks.

The resultant risk spectra, plotted in Figure 5.1 in accordance with the correct protocol
for comparison to the risk thresholds, show that the original MRS risk spectrum,
excluding drilling (as it should), is lower into the Insignificant region than the Bercha
spectrum, indicating that by either analysis the project poses Insignificant risk.
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Figure 5.1
Bercha and Updated MRS Project Risk Spectra
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ATTACHMENT A
MRS FAULT TREE UPDATES

Table A.1: Subtree Input Table

MRS REFERENCE COMMENT
Scenario 2 Wellhead Area Rupture during production BERCHA DERIVED 1.00E-06
1a1 [Years of drilling 25 |number] 1 25  [Based on Applicant fichedule
IMax number of wellheads number of wells minus
132_ uring production 30 number| 1 30 s B
Max number of wells drilled in "aimated based on applicant data,
1a3 be year : 12 number| 1 12 wirws 30 walls ver 2.5 years
1a4 Number of well workovers in 12 numberl 1 12 sl indales one per well per
jpne year
o : hased on appicant asta,
185 N:;?ber of re-drils in one 0 number| 1 0 redrills while drilling, Assume
" i bockilly nol pressurisnd
IRijnmond 1981, release of gas
1a6 |Full bore pipe rupture 1,00E-07 | /myr | 150 | 1.50E-05 [>NPS 6 Bercha {27) T4.1 1.35E-05 Jupstream of choke valve, estimated at pbsolete use 2005 [27]
m per well
3 q o [edesn ol gas upstream of choke
“1a7 Full bore valve ruplure 1,10E-06 |valveyr| 30 | 329E-05 L 3 par wal
; L Rijnmond, 1981, for larger pipe,
1a8 [Pipe loak 6.70E-07 | /myr | 150 | 8.55E-05 [*NPS 6 Bercha [27] T4.1 2.63E-06 oslimated at 5m per well ?_bsolele use 2005 [27)
Hijmonel 1961, Assumi 5075 of
T nodeases are significant leaks but not
1a9 |Walve leak 9.86E-06 |ivalveyr| 60 | 5.91E-04 m i Assume 4 valves per
= s Incorrect requency offshore n/a, Use
18 prillng Phase - blowout | 4.956-04 |perwell| 1 | 4.95E-04 [Bercha [25] 5.20E-03 [MMS, loss of well conkrl, incident ratelr 1 v B 2012 [25] not offshore
between 1996-2005 | OWC
7 il HLID, g wed, unconkolied Dowout T
1a9 pProduction phase - blowout | 1.40E-04 . 1.00 | 1.40E-04 jper wedl year, Assumes only
4 = ized or 30 days afler
; 113, wer ko as weils, il
1a10 [ivell Workovers - blowoul 7.30E-04 | Pe 0 | 0.00E+00 pamaihemeire, No pressure in wedl during
Lt
9 ; Faclion loss of wall controls il are
1a11 ')lfjm'l‘s“a‘as“°ph'° 330E01 | P |1 | 330501 abwtiophic. Based on MMS acciten
i k) niion for bitrwousts
or ICCPS o aparata on demand,
1a12 |Failure to close safety valve | 2.09E-02 duﬁ.a..d 1 2.09E-02 pcreasesd by 10 due to well-hole
Fraction of wells drilled on & wals out of 30 from
1a13 fannually thal produce 3.00E-01 |perwell| 1 3.00-01 Beach that showed strong+
blowout potential urng deilislem lests
Days a well stays pressurized umieg a well is pressurized H gy
1a14 after drlling 3.00E+01 |perwell[ 1 10 deling
.4 fiolass 1l BOP with shear per B
1a15 ams effecton BO rats 5.00E-01 {damang 1 0.50 Psrcha Report §4.2.2 1 INo credit for betier BOP See Bercha 8422
Scanario 1 Wellhead area foak during driling L. ;% 10e%
E:.-mh 2b Wellhead area feak during production -pressurized and 1.14E-03 | 384%
prassurited wells ki B 2.94E-04
2b1 [Fings por well 10 numberf 1 | TO0E+0T [Estmated
2b2 Ruplure of small fitting 1.10E-06 pj;a"r‘ 120 | 131E-04
= = IFijrenond 1081, reieate of gas
2b3 J.eak atvalve 9.86E-06 |waloyri 6 591E-05 fupmbmam of choke valve, eslimated al
[5m per wel
2b4 |Pips feak A 0007 | /myr | 150 | 7.50E-05 [>NPS 6 Bercha 127 2 63E-06 1981 obsolele ref Wise [27]
35 IDRIGINAL MRS 116E-08 | 267%
IScenario 3 Rupture at Gas Plant separators, scrubbers to ERCHA UPDATED MRS SABE05
icompressors - fow pressure
| a7 [l bore pipe rupti .00E-07 | imyr | 175 | 120E-05 [Estmaled pipng Kingsn from Applicani]
422 [Ful bore valve rupture 110606 [iavey| 11 | 120605 5 brrserd on Applicant
423 [PSV fails wide open 200E05 | i | 5 |1.00E-04 Fercha @ 213E-03 mﬁ"'v lfs light, assume 1% wide
IFlare fails lo ignite/VRU on >
4a4 ystem fails 1.0(lE-03 demand 1 1.00E-03 Jio VRU system 1
4ab [Vessel ruphme 100G | Ar | 5 | 500E-06 1he2
a5 [iinad exchange: faikee 149E-05 | r 1| 149E-05 [FALI3, 1% to lull ruphiire
ERCEHA
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FT & SPECTRUM P1203
ST T | MRS
Reference| ~ |Total Rate| BERCHA MRS REFERENCE COMMENT
| | |mrsrate
ORIGHAL MRS 1.02E-03 | 827%
fow prassure UFDATED MHS 1.23E-04
4b1 JLeak in pipe 500E-07 | /myr | 102 | 65.10E-05 |Hifsmeand. 1981, for larger pipe 2 63E-06
Assume 90% of releases are
402 feak atvahve 986E-06 fvabuyn| 6 | STE05 |G sisant leaks but not calastrophic
4b3 Rupture of small valve 110E-06 [lwabwye| 12 | 1.31E-05 ;‘?;;]*E_fn':fe as many iy
4b4 1SV fails leaks 200E-04 | Mr L] 1 00E-03 gercha 7 2 13E-02 WASH. lifts quhL_ 1975=obsolete - use [27}
ALt eak in vessel 1.00E-05 | Mr 5| 5.00E-05 [Fijrenond 1581
4b6 Leak in heat exchanger 149E-04 | fiyr 0 | 0.00E+00 jHLID .
Scenario 4 Rupture at Gas Flant LTS, scrubbers and (ORIGINAL MRS S.ATE-05 } 211%
{eompressors - mid prassura ERCHA UPDATED MRS 4.34E-05
5a1 [Full bore pipe ruplure 9.00E-08 | /myr | 103 | 9.27E-06 |Eshmated based on Appeant
52 il bore vave ruplure | 1.10E-06 |ivalveyrl 11 | 1.20F-05 Jrutamatad hased on Apghcant o
5a3 SV fails wide open 200E-05 | #r 7 | 140E-04 [Bercha [27] 2.13E-03 WASH lifis ligh! 1975=0bsolete - use [27]
534 sﬁrtzrf'f';fs" toniteVRU™ 1 0003 [, O 1 | 100803 Jo VRU system
5ab Hessel rupture ‘| 1.00E-06 yr 1f 7.00E-06 ijnmand 15802 rE—
____ 3ase failure of 0.66/yr with 10%
5a6 J-ull bore compressor failure | 3 50E-05 | fyr 1 3 50E-05 Bercha T4 1and [27] X 8.25E-03 :)%Z%r&%h;ﬁ;:l“:g :ﬁ:fﬂsl‘?:g;gid 1992-incorrect use Bercha [27)
requency.
on [Fijnmand 1982, failure on demand
5a7 J.ow pressure shut off failure | 1.00E-03 | 1 1 00E-03 |nigh rate used - low lesting frequency
demar (6 monins )
fuill Heat exchanger failure 149E-05 | Hr 1| 1.49E-05 HLID, 0% fo full ruplure
Scenario 4y Loak at Gis Plant LTS, scrubbers and compressors - [ORIGINAL MRS 111E-03 | 234%
o prossir JBERCHA UPDATED MRS 4,75E-04
5b1 J.eak in pipe 263E-06 | /myr | 103 | 271E-04 Plinmond, 1981, Jor laraer pipe
\Assume 90% of releases are
_5b2 .eak al valve 9 B86E-06 |ivalveyr| 11 | 1.08E-04 ignificant leaks but not catastrophic. |
503 [Ruplure of smal valve 1106-06 [vaveyr| 22 | 241E-05 E'“;;u’":mce ESmanysmaliales
5b4 SV fails leaks 200E-04 | Ar 7 140E-03 h@_ 2 13E-02 JNASH. lifts light, 1975=0bsolete - use [27]
5b5 i.eakin vessel 100E-05 | fyr 7 | 700E-05 191
65b6 |Eompressor leak 250E-04 | Ar 1 2 50E-04 T4 1and [27]
5b7 | eakin heat exchanger 1496-04 | Ar 1 1.49E-04 HILID
Scenario 5 Rupture at Gas Plant compressors 2nd stage - [ORIGINAL MRS 465E-05 | 290%
high pressire IBERCHA DERIVED 1,60E-05
6a1 JFuli bore pipe rupture 9O0E-08 | /myr | 95 [ BESC-0% |Estimated piping lenglh =
6a2 |-ull bore valve ruplure 1 10E-06 valveyr| 4 | 4 3BE-06 [Fsfunatisd buvisn] on fipdican| PFD _
63 PSV fals wide open 200605 | mr | 3 | 600E-05 fBercha T4 tand [27] 213E.03 [[VASH, s ght, assume T wide 76 gpsoiete - use [27
6ad F",asrlgrf'f';lf tanleVRU {4 00803 f o0 |1 | 100E03 o VRU system
fab [Vessel ruplure TO0E06 | #r | 3 | 300E-06 [Rijnmond 1982

| Ball Full bore compressor failure | 350E-05 | Ar | 1 | 350E-05

mmand HHE‘.“ afurs on demand -
1 1.00E-03 [nigh rate used - low lesting frequency
s manths assumed)

on

a 4l
demand

6a7 JLow pressure shut off failure | 1.00E-03

Scwvario Sb Leak al Gas Plant compressors 2nd stage - high IGIMAL MRS 7.80E-04 | 237%
ipmmro RCHA UPDATED MRS 3.29E-04
5b1  |Leak in pipe 263E-06 | /myr | 95 [ 2.50E-04 |Fipwnonc, 1981, for larger pipe
lAssume 90% of releases are
6b2  |Leak alvalve 9 B86E-06 [valveyr] 4 3.94€-05 sianificant leaks but not calastrophic.
£b3 Ruplure of small valve 1.10E-06 |valve.yry 8 8 76E-06 ;r.r::gnl:slce as many small ilhves
5bd  |PSV fails leaks 200604 | Ayr | 3 | GAOOCAM Bercha 271 2 13E-02_INASH, Tifts light, 1975=0bsolete - use [27)
3
b5 Lk in vessel 1.00E-05 | fyr 3 3.00E-05 [Rijnmond 1981 VESSELS
OK
Kompressor leak 250E-04 | Ar | 1 | 2.50E-04 [Hischa 1able 4 fand [27] =l x 8.25E-02 |ILID 1992 1975=0bsolele - use [271
Scenario 6 Rupture at natural gas pipeline along Valley Dr [ORIGINAL MRS 1.10E-04 | 364%
nd at meter-SECOND Sc6 BERCHA DERIVED 3.02E-05
Scenario 6 Rupture at natural gas pipeline along Valfey Dr; [ORIGINAL MRS 3.15E-05
ear fggﬂﬂr BERCHA UPDATED MRS 2 48E.05
7al_JFull bore pipe ruplure Z00E-08 [ imyr | 805 |1 61E-95-Fm Tatda 4 1and [27]
7a2 [Ruplure fraction 3.70E-01 | fraction| 1 3 70E-01 20?1 dz%lg 4on ruptures, 37%, for years
7ad JFull bore valve ruplure/meler | 1.10E-06 |ivalve vr| 3 329E-06 [ ees WASH, counts meler as a valve —&
. d on a proiabidy of a 1.5g or
aq [Flastiophic eathquake > | 5 g0z 05 | pr | 1 | 210E-05 Lyaater earihquake, USGS data,
’ _ _plemosa ecation
7a5 Foolage near facility 6.71E+01 | meters | 1 | 671E+01 jmased on largesl ruplure distance
. P RIGINAL MRS 1.19E-04 | 399%
\Scenario Gb_ L_e..ak. a.t. r!atflral gas f.)lp_elme TED MEE IUET
Sconario 6b Loak at natirnl gas plpofine : mear facility RIGINAL MRS 3.70E-05 | 180%

EFDRCLHA
EB RESOURCES 10 of 9 CROUP

Q-Applicant-183 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Appendix Q

FT & SPECTRUM P1203
T CEx i a - | MRS
Ref “Event |kfj W],Reference i B Total_Rat, BERCHA MRS REFERENCE COMMENT
L iy | I} &% . I MRSRATE
£ BERCHA UPDATED MHE 2.06E-05
7b1 [Full bore pipe rupture 200E-08 | /imyr | 805 | 161E-05 [Bercha[3] ICSFM 1993 obsolete [Use 2007 [3]
: . IOPS data on ruplures, 37%, for years
7b2 Leak fraction ; 6 30E-01 | fraction . 1 [ 630E-01 La01-2004
7b3 JLeak atvalve 9 86E-06 |valveyi: 2 | 197E-05 [Riinmond 1981 -
Scenarla 7 Loss of Containment from odorant [ORIGINAL MRS 6.32E-02 | 94%
|storageiransfer IBERCHA UPDATED MRS 6.72E-02
8a1 Hole in odorant pipe 263E-06 | /myr | 10 | 263E-05
Assume 90% of leaks are significanl
8a2 Leak at a odoranl valve 5 54Ei.4_ fvalveyr] 10 | 5564E-03 bt not catastrophic rupture
0a3 Ruplurel of small (hreaded 2.08£-05 |connyr| & 1.04E-04 CCPS with correction foroannual
connection ugitive 1&M program, 10% ruptures
0ad F\(upturel of small welded 263E-06 [iconnys] 0 | 0.00E+00 'NASH 1400, weld leaks, 10% to
onnection = B4 ruplure o
8a5 |Ddoranl pump leak 170E-03 | Mvr 1 | 170E-03 HLID, leakage_ 10% to rupture
8ab_Hole in odorant vessel 100E-05 | Jyr 1| 100€-05 [Riinmond 1982
Joperat Shell ruplure per operation Leaks
8a7 Hole in loading hose 4 00E-04 pon 1 4,00E-04 fassumed to be 10 times great
probailty.
1 . foperati .
8a8 Incorrecl hose coupling 4 40E-03 - 1 4 40E-03 [Rijnmond 19682
829 (Carbon canisler or vapor 5 50E-02 foperati 1 5 50E-02 RiJnmopd 1982, failure to follow
| " Yecovery procedure failure on nstructions
8a10 JLoading operalions 1 )pir:““ 1 1 00E-+00 {Number of annual loading operalions
. . . ORIGINAL MRS 2.73E-04 [ 157%
Scenario 8 Release of Crude Oil and Subsequent Fire BERCHA DERIVED 170
Scenario § Rolease of Crude Oil Storage/Pumping with ORIGINAL MRS 1.56E-07 | 189%
suﬁsequnnr spill outside aontalnment BERCHA UPDATED MRS 8.26E-08
| 9a1 [Crude oil tank failure 500E-05 | Ar 2 100E-04 Bercha [27] yheolete use [27]
Based on a probability of a 0.5g or
9a2 Major earthquake 690E-04 | fyr 1 6 90E-04 |greater earlhquake, USGS data,
1 Hermosa location
a3 orude oil tank pipe rupture | 9 00E-08 | /myr | 50 | 4 50E-U6 janath estimated
IOPS data for crude releases at pump
I on Istations 1986-2000, 5% produce fires
9a4 Probability of ignition 1.00E-+00 demand 1 1.00E+00 IAs Nare is in the bermed area, would
lbe 100%
gas [robabilty ofearthquake | 4 gog g1 | O |4 | 10001 Estimated al 10%
tank failure demand .
9at pumber of drainings peryear| 1.0 |number| 1 10 |assumed drained once every 1 years
9a7 I.-aﬂure loclose drainvalve | 4 goc 4q | ON 1 | 190503 [Rinmond, failure to close a valve
M ;_ﬂ:e:r draining demand properly y |
Failure to notice drains a
9a8 alves not closed during a 1.00E-03 | Il 1 1.00E-03 [Bercha [27] 1 00E-01 [Unacceptably high 10% assumes no  Use {27] and [7]
L subsequent inspection M fraining
Frequency of drain valve ) . =
9a9 nspeclions 4 number| 1 4 sweekly inspections
. . P IDRIGINAL MRS 3,52E-05 | 141%
Scenario 10a Rupture at refrigeration system [BERCHA UPDATED MRS | 2.49E-05 |
10af [Full bore piperuplure | 7.80E-09 | /myr | 25 | 198E-07 [Bercha [27)
10a2 |Full bore valve rupture 110E-06 |valveyr] 8 8 76E-06
10a3 Heat exchanger failure 1.49E-05 | My 1 149E-05
1024 [/essel rupture 100E-06 | ivr 1 100E-06 IS
10a5 [Full bore compressor failure | 3 50E-05 [ /Ar 1| 350E-05 [Bercha [27] 8 25E-03 o reference use 127]
5 on
10a6 i.ow pressure shut off failure | 1.00E-03 emand 1 1.00E-03
Fraction lo !
103_7_pverpresssu refexglosion 1.05E-03 004
'Scenario 10b Leak at refrigeration system RRLbALMES 304801 SRR
. g 4 IBERCHA UPDATED MRS 3.08E-04
10b1 §eak in pipe 2.00E-06 | /myr | 25 | 5.00E-05 Bercha [27]
10b2 [l eak at valve FIBGE-D6 valveyr] 8 | 788E-05 =
10b3 Ruplure of small valve 1.10E-06 |[valve yr| 16 | 175E-05
10p4 J.eak in vessel 100E-05 | Ar 1 1 00E-05
10b5 JLeak in heat exchanger 149E-04 | Mr 1 | 1.49E-04 . = =
10b6 Compressor leak 250E-04 | fyr 1 | 250E-04 Bercha [27] 8.25E-02 jno reference ise [27]
. on
10b7 J.ow pressure shul off failure | 1.00E-03 demand 1 1.00E-03

ERCHA
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References to Table A.1

 BERCHA REFERENCES (to Table A.1)

1 Bercha International Inc., "E&B Oil Development Project Quantitative Risk Analysis”, Final Report, for E&B Natural Resources
Management Corporation, Bakersfield, California. July 3, 2013

3 Alberta Energy and Utilities Board (AEUB), "Pipeline Performance in Alberta, 1980-2006". Report 2007-A. April 2007.

25 International Association of Oll and Gas Producers (OGP). “Blowout Frequencies”, Report No. 434-2, OGP Risk Assessment Data
Directory, March 2010,
Ministerie van Verkeer en Waterstaat (VROM), “Guidelines for Quantitative Risk Assessment’, Publication Series on Dangerous

27 Substances (PGS 3). (“Purple Book”~ CPR 18E, Part 3. Loss of Containment Events). Minsterie van Binnenlandse Zaken en
Koninkrjksrelaties, VROM, the Netherlands. 2005,

Table A.2: Fault Tree Summary Table

UPDATED MRS
SUBTREE Annual Return Release
Frequency (yrs) Type
Scenario 1 Wellhead Area Rupture during drilling 3.0E-04 3,378 R
Scenario 1b Wellhead area leak during drilling 4.0E-03 251 L
Scenario 2 Wellhead Area Rupture during proguction 1.0E-06 999,935 R
Scenario 2b Wellhead area leak during production -pressurized and non-pressurized wells 2.9E-04 3.405 L
Seenario 3 Ruplure at Gas Plant separafors, scrubbers to compressors - low pressure 4,5E-05 22,403 R
Scenario 3b. |.eak at Gas Plant through inlet scrubbers to compressars - low prassure 1.2E-04 8,112 L
Scenario4 Rupture at Gas Plant LTS, scrubbers and compressors - mid pressure 4.3E-05 23,051 R
Scenario 4b Leak at Gas Plant LTS, scrubbers and compressors - mid pressure 4 8E-04 2,105 L
Scenario 5 Ruplure at Gas Plant compressors 2nd stage - high pressure 1.6E-05 62,402 R
Scenario 5b Leak at Gas Plant compressors 2nd stage - high pressure 3.3E-04 3.041 L
Scenario 6 Ruplure at natural gas pipeline along Valley Dr and at mefer-SECOND Sc6 3.0E-05 33,069 R
Scenario 6b Leak at natural gas pipeline 2.5E-05 40,353 L
Scenario 7 Loss of Contalnment from odorant storage/transfer 6.7E-02 15 no gas
Scenario 8 Release of Crude Oil and Subsequent Fire 1.7E-04 5,764 no gas
Scenario 9 Release of Crude Oil Storage/Pumping with subsequent spill outside containment 8.3E-08 12,109,862 no gas
Scenario 10a Ruplure at refrigeration system 2.5E-05 40,186 no gas
Scenario 10b Leak at refrigeration system 3.1E-04 3.272 no gas
RUPTURE FT Combined Facility Gas Rupture w drilling 4.0E-04 2,494 COMPARISONS
RUPTURE FT Combined Facility Gas Leak w drilling 5.2E-03 191 With drilling
Combined Facility Gas Rupture: No Drilling 1.6E-04 6,243 % UPDTED | % ORIGINAL
Combined Facility Gas Leak: no Drilling 1.2E-03 803 MRS/Bercha | MRS/Bercha
BERCHA [1]
RUPTURE FT Bercha [1] Table 4.6 3.98E-04 2,513 101% 1783%
LEAK (HOLE) FT [1] Bercha Table 4.6 4.01E-03 249 130% 986%
COMPARISONS
Without drilling
% UPDTED | % ORIGINAL
MRS/Bercha | MRS/Bercha
40% 102%
31% 129%
ERCHA
EB RESOURCES crour
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E&

Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700 ¢ Fax: (661) 679-1797
1600 Norris Road = Bakersfield, CA 93308

April 1,2014

Mr. Ken Robertson

Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, California 90254

RE: E&B 0il Drilling & Production Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Analysis of Phases 2 and 4 Drilling and Production in Chapter 4.11 — Noise and Vibration

Dear Mr. Robertson:

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (E&B) has conducted a review of the noise analysis in
Chapter 4.11, Moise and Vibration, and Appendix E - Noise Impact Analysis of the Draft
Environmental Impact (Draft EIR) for the E&B Qil Drilling and Production Project (Proposed
Project). The attached letter from Behrens and Associates, Inc, addresses their review of the
analysis of the potential noise impacts as a result of concurrent drilling and production in Phases
2 and 4 of the Proposed Project.

As a result of the revised analysis presented by Behrens and Associates, Inc. in their attached
letter, we request that the following additional mitigation measures be incorporated into the
Proposed Project:

Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide an addition to the acoustical
shroud for the drill rig mast that includes enclosure of the top 26 feet of the fourth side of
the drill rig mast,

Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide full mud pump enclosures
constructed from Semco acoustical panels (which have a 2-inch thick acoustical absorptive
lining) on three sides and a clear plastic panel on one side.

Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide upgraded silencers for the
i : ; EB-321
hydraulic power unit (HPU) that provide the following insertion loss:

Octave Band Center
Frequency 63 Hz 125Hz | 250Hz | S00H:z 1 kHz 2 kHz 4 kHz & kHz
Insertion Loss (dB) & 14 29 41 40 41 32 17

As discussed in detail in the attached letter, with the correction of the noise model to reflect the
metal-on-metal noises that would occur with the ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan and incorporation of
the proposed mitigation measures provided above, the significant impacts from the noise levels

Q-Applicant-186 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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during concurrent drilling and production in Phases 2 and 4 would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Regards,
_,_...-e-—'

— - e
G
s (4

Michael Finch
Vice President of Health, Safety, Environmental & Governmental Affairs
E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

Attachment — Letter from Behrens and Associates, dated March 27, 2014
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Behrens and Associates, Inc.

Environmental Noise Control

March 27, 2014

Mr. Michael Finch

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.
1600 Norris Road

Bakersfield, CA 90254

Subject: Review of Noise Analysis for E & B Oil Drilling and Production Project

Reference:  Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration, E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, February 2014

Dear Mr. Finch,

As requested, we have reviewed the analysis provided in Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration, of
the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). As a part
of this review, we have verified if all of the project design features were incorporated and performed
additional analysis to determine if the mitigated significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR analysis
during drilling and production in Phases 2 and 4 can be further reduced. The revised analysis provided
below used the Draft EIR noise model to allow direct comparison with the results shown for Phase 2 in
Table 4.11-22 and Phase 4 in Table 4.11-32 of the Draft EIR.

Phase 2 Drilling and Testing

Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR assesses significant impacts during Phases 2 and 4
in two ways:

* The analysis indicates a significant impact would occur if the drilling plus production noise
causes an increase to the average noise level during the quietest hour of more than 3 dBA at the
nearby residential properties or more than 5 dBA at Veterans Parkway.

e The analysis indicates a significant impact would occur if the drilling noise level exceeds the
City of Hermosa Beach Oil Production Code nighttime noise standard of 45 dBA at the nearby
residential properties and at Veterans Parkway.

The noise level was assessed in the Draft EIR at elevations of 5 feet and at 20 feet above ground level.
The Noise Impact Study in the November 2012 Planning Application assessed noise levels 5 feet above
ground level only.

The Draft EIR noise model uses the same equipment sound power levels as the model in the Planning
Application Noise Impact Study. A source was added to the model to represent metal-on-metal
‘clanging’ sounds on the drill rig. The basis for the Draft EIR data was sound level measurements of
pipe-handling activities made by Arup Acoustics at the Whittier oil field. The Draft EIR analysis
assumed a sound power level of 131.7 dBA during a single impact, with impacts occurring 0.1% of the
time to give an equivalent sound power level of 101.7 dBA. This equivalent level is almost as high as an
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Behrens and Associates, Inc.

Environmental Noise Control

unmitigated mud pump running continuously and it is our opinion that this assumed noise level is much
higher than would actually occur at the project site, especially since the a ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan
would be implemented at the project site as a part of the Proposed Project. The quiet mode drilling plan
is specifically designed to reduce the quantity and sound level of these types of sounds during the
nighttime hours.

For this revised analysis, a sound level measurement was obtained at a drilling rig at the Inglewood Oil
Field where the same quiet mode drilling plan has been implemented. From the measurement, it was
possible to determine the contribution of metal-on-metal noises to the overall sound level. It was
determined that the average sound power level was 87.4 dBA. This sound level was substituted into the
maodel for this revised analysis to provide a more realistic simulation of the metal-on-metal sounds.

From the Draft EIR model it was determined that, with implementation of the mitigation measures
recommended in the Draft EIR, the mud pumps would generally be the highest contributors of noise at
the nearby sensitive receptors. It was proposed in the Planning Application Noise Impact Study that
noise from the mud pumps would be reduced with enclosures around each pump. The enclosures were
designed to have three sides and a roof, but would be open on one side. Since the Draft EIR analysis
predicts significant impacts at the nearby sensitive receptors, this revised analysis includes full mud
pump enclosures constructed from Semco acoustical panels (which have a 2-inch thick acoustically
absorptive lining) with a clear plastic panel on one side (to allow for observation). The ventilation
system required for this enclosure would maintain the insertion loss of the enclosure with the use of
silenced inlets and vents.

Since the time of the preparation of the Planning Application Noise Impact Study, more detailed plans
of the proposed enclosure of the drilling rig mast have been provided by the manufacturer. It has been
determined that the drilling rig mast can be enclosed to a greater extent than originally modeled. In the
Planning Application Noise Impact Study model and the Draft EIR model, the sound was assessed with
only three sides of the rig mast enclosed. The more detailed plans provide that, in addition to the
enclosure of three sides of the rig mast as originally analyzed, the top 26 feet of the rig mast would also
be enclosed on the fourth side. This configuration is modeled in this revised analysis.

In addition, as part of this revised analysis, the hydraulic power unit (HPU) was modeled with upgraded
silencers that provide the insertion loss shown in Table | below.

Table 1. Hydraulic Power Unit Silencer Insertion Loss

Octave Band Center
Frequency 63Hz | 125Hz | 250Hz | 500Hz | 1kHz | 2kHz | 4kHz | 8kHz
Insertion Loss (dB) 8 14 20 41 40 41 32 17

Tables 2 and 3 below provide the resulting sound levels of this revised analysis during Phase 2 drilling
and testing with: 1) the metal-on-metal noises that would occur with the ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan
implemented; 2) the implementation of the improved mud pump enclosures; 3) the addition of the
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Behrens and Associates, Inc.
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enclosure of the top 26 feet of the fourth side of the drilling rig mast; and 4) the addition of upgraded
HPU silencers. The results are shown alongside the Draft EIR analysis results for comparison.

The results of this revised analysis indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production
in Phase 2 would be reduced to a less than significant level at all receptors. Furthermore, the results
indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production would comply with the City
Hermosa Beach Oil Production Code at all nearby sensitive receptors at 5 feet and 20 feet above ground
elevation.

Phase 4 Development and Operations

Tables 4 and 5 below provide the resulting sound levels of this revised analysis during Phase 4 drilling
and testing with: 1) the metal-on-metal noises that would occur with the ‘quiet mode drilling’ plan
implemented; 2) the implementation of the improved mud pump enclosures; 3) the addition of the
enclosure of the top 26 feet of the fourth side of the drilling rig mast; and 4) the addition of upgraded
HPU silencers. The results are shown alongside the Draft EIR analysis results for comparison.

The results of this revised analysis indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production
in Phase 4 would be reduced to a less than significant level at all receptors. Furthermore, the results
indicate that the noise level during concurrent drilling and production would comply with the City
Hermosa Beach Oil Production Code at all nearby sensitive receptors at 5 feet and 20 feet above ground
elevation.

Please contact the undersigned with any questions or comments.

Very truly yours,

T. WIB

Thomas Corbishley )
Engineering Manager
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L&B

Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700 * Fax: (661) 679-1797

March 31, 2014 1600 Norris Road e Bakersfield, CA 93308

Mr. Ken Robertson

Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, California 90254

RE: E&B Qil Drilling & Production Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
QOdors Analysis in Chapter 4.2 — Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Dear Mr. Robertson:

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (E&B) has conducted a review of the odors analysis in
Chapter 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases and Appendix B - Air Emission Calculations of the Draft
Environmental Impact (Draft EIR) for the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project (Proposed Project). The

following discusses the key comments that we identified in our review.

Odor Threshold of Significance

The Draft EIR (Table 4.2-6, page 4.2-32) defines the significance threshold for odors as “Nuisance
defined as more than six odor events per year.” However, the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s (SCAQMD’s) significance threshold for odor is stated as, “Project creates an odor nuisance
pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402.” Refer to Attachment 1 of this letter for the current SCAQMD Air Quality

Significance Thresholds, including odors, dated March 2011.

SCAQMD’s Rule 402 does not provide a quantitative standard for determination of a nuisance. Rule 402

states:

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air
contaminants or other material which 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, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.

Based on review of Rule 402 (Refer to Attachment 2) and the SCAQMD Policies and Procedures, Public
Nuisance Investigation Guidelines (Refer to Attachment 3), a finding of nuisance may be made after
appropriate investigation by the SCAQMD to “observe, identify, or otherwise establish evidence of the
emissions” and to confirm “the source of the emissions and eliminate other potential sources,” with
documentation to support the condition based on a minimum of six to ten (10) complaints, and, if a
public nuisance violation has occurred pursuant to Rule 402, issue a Notice of Violation (NOV).

Q-Applicant-193
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Therefore, the significance threshold is defined as an odor nuisance warranting the issuance of an NOV
pursuant to Rule 402.

SCAMAQD records indicate several urbanized oil and gas facilities operating for decades, including our
own sites, have not received an NOV for odors (Refer to Attachment 4 and Attachment 5). Thus, these
existing facilities have sufficient controls to operate below SCAQMD's significance threshold for odors.
As explained below, the Proposed Project incorporates additional design features to eliminate odors,
such as the closed loop system. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts with
respect to odors should be less than significant.

Odor Design Features Proposed in Planning Application

The Draft EIR (page 4.2-33) briefly summarizes design features proposed as a part of the Proposed
Project in the Air Quality Impact Analysis provided as Appendix C to the November 2012 Planning
Application. Some of these proposed project design features were incorporated after the impact
analysis of odors as mitigation measures (pages 4.2-51 and 4.2-52). The design features related to odors
proposed in the Planning Application, further supplemented with annotations that provide clarification
(in italics), are provided below:

e The Proposed Project’s plant safety and control systems will be a closed-loop system. A closed-
loop system is a design that does not allow for the venting or emitting of gases into the air as
part of the normal operation of the facility. All tanks and process vessels will be connected to a
vapor recovery unit and, instead of venting gases to the atmosphere, they are sent to the vapor
recovery unit. The vapor recovery unit also has a backup unit that eliminates downtime from the
vapor recovery unit system. In addition, all pressure relieving devices will be connected to an
enclosed ground flare. As a result, the closed-loop system is self-contained and will not allow for
venting of gases to the air, even during any emergency venting of gases. This design criteria is
substantially different than all other onshore facilities because venting from pressure safety
valves and tank hatches have been eliminated and, therefore, eliminates these as possible
sources of leak events.

e The Proposed Project will be inspected for fugitive emissions as required by SCAQMD Rule 1173
“Control of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks and Releases from Components at Petroleum
Facilities and Chemical Plants.” This requires that every valve, thread connection, coupling, and
site glass be inspected. The Proposed Project will accept the limitation on allowable leaking
components more stringent that those required by Rule 1173. E&B is proposing to implement an
enhanced Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) program for the Proposed Project. E&B will inspect
fugitive components monthly instead of quarterly, which will improve the effectiveness of the
LDAR program. Additionally, E&B will agree to a no leak standard as part of their SCAQMD
operating permit, which exceeds Rule 1173 standards that allow for a specific number of leaking
components during an inspection. To further reduce emissions, E&B has agreed to implement an
action level of 100 ppm for repair of fugitive components, well below the action level prescribed
in Rule 1173 for all fugitive components except those in heavy liquid service. In addition, Rule
1173 requires daily inspection of compressors, pumps, and pressure relief devices and
inspection of all other components at least quarterly. New technology (such as thermal imaging
devices) will be used to augment traditional methods of leak detection.

EB-323
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e The Proposed Project will have an Air Quality Monitoring Plan that will provide for the
monitoring of total hydrocarbon vapors and hydrogen sulfide (H,S) on the project site during
drilling and production operations. Monitors installed within and at the edge of the facility will
be triggered if total hydrocarbon vapors and H,S are detected. A meteorological station to
monitor wind speed and direction under the guidance and specifications of the SCAQMD will be
installed at an applicable location.

e The Proposed Project will have an Odor Minimization Plan that will address the potential
sources of odors from all equipment, including wells and drilling operation, and provide
methods to reduce or eliminate any identified odors (for example through containment, design
modifications, carbon canisters). The Plan will include facility information, signs with contact
information, logs of odor complaints, protocols for handling odor complaints and odor event
investigations, and defines the methods that will be instituted to prevent a re-occurrence.

e The Proposed Project will use an odor suppressant spray system or vapor capture hood and
carbon filter system on the mud shaker tables and install carbon capture canisters on all tanks
(permanent and portable) containing potentially odiferous materials that are not equipped with
vapor recovery so that no odor can be detected at the closest receptor.

Calculated Odor Threshold Exceedance

The Draft EIR (pages 4.2-50 and 4.2-51) analyzed the potential odor impacts from a single leaker release
from a compressor seal. A dispersion analysis was used to determine the maximum concentration at a
receptor. The analysis in the Draft EIR used the following assumptions and concluded that the Proposed
Project could result in an exceedance of the combined odor threshold ratio of 1.00 for Hydrogen Sulfide
(H;S), Hexane, and Pentane by a factor of 1.02. Therefore, the Draft EIR identified this as a significant
impact related to odors.

Leaker Emission Rate, compressor 0.1500 g/s pegged value at 10,000 ppm
H,S concentration in gas 100 ppm
Hexane concentration in gas 2.9%
Pentane concentration in gas 3.0%
The design of the Proposed Project will include a compressor seal vent collection system; however, this EB-324

was not explicit in the Planning Application and, therefore, apparently not included in the analysis
provided in the Draft EIR. Therefore, to reduce the significant impact from odors calculated as a result of
a single leaker release from a compressor or pump seal as analyzed in the Draft EIR, the following
additional mitigation measure should be incorporated into the Proposed Project:

Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will install a compressor seal vent collection
system. The compressor seal vent collection system will direct vapors to the closed loop system.
In the event of a seal leak, vapors will be collected and sent to the flare for destruction. The use
of the compressor seal vent collection system will eliminate the possibility of a compressor leak
venting to the atmosphere.

With the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measure requiring installation of a compressor seal
vent collection system, the maximum exposure ratio to the odor threshold ratio is calculated using
emissions from a valve, which is the highest emitting component once the compressors are controlled.
The calculated maximum exposure ratio is 0.12, well below the odor threshold ratio of 1.00 (refer to the
following assumptions and Attachment 6).
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Leaker Emission Rate, valve 0.0178 g/s pegged value at 10,000 ppm
H,S concentration in gas 100 ppm

Hexane concentration in gas 2.9%

Pentane concentration in gas 3.0%

Therefore, the potential significant impact as a result of a single leaker release would be reduced to a
less than significant level.

As noted above, once the highest emitting sources of leaking fugitive emissions are removed by
connecting the compressor seals and pressure safety valves to the vent collection system, the next
highest source of fugitive component emissions are valves. The above calculations were performed
using the pegged value at 10,000 ppm from the SCQAMD document “Guidelines for Fugitive Emissions
Calculations,” Table IV-3a, June 2003. This calculation was also provided in the Draft EIR.

Using the same assumptions provided in the Draft EIR, a calculation of the maximum odor threshold
resulting from a valve leak at various H,;S concentrations was prepared. The maximum leak rate at a
valve occurs when the measured valve is “pegged” at 100,000 ppm. Based on the SCAQMD “Guidelines
for Fugitive Emissions Calculations,” June 2003, the leak rate for a valve with emissions “pegged” at
100,000 ppm is 0.138 kg/hour, equivalent to 0.0383 grams/second. The valve is assumed to be in gas
service with H;S concentrations of 100 ppm. The resulting odor threshold ratio is 0.26, well below the
odor threshold ratio of 1.00. Therefore, no odor is expected to be detected at a receptor, even if the
valve has a leak at the highest published emission rate.

H2S Concentrations in Torrance Qil Field Crude Oil

The Draft EIR (page 4.2-51) states, “The H,S concentration was assumed to be 100 ppm as a worst case,
and H,S in crude oil vapors was assumed to be 10 times higher as a worst case because vapors above
crude oil containing even small amounts of H,S can have a substantially higher H,S content than the
gas.” Attached are laboratory analyses of gas and crude oil from oil wells located within the Torrance Oil
Field which establish that H,S concentrations are well below these values (Refer to Attachment 7). The
concentration of H,S in gas was non-detect (less than 2.5 ppm) in a gas sample collected from well “St.
Francis” #2 and 15 ppm in a gas sample collected from well “Sterling” #1. The H,S concentration from
three crude oil samples was non-detect (less than 5 ppm on a volume basis). The highest ratio of H,S in
gas to crude oil was less than 0.33 in samples collected from well “Sterling” #1. No H,S was detected in
gas or oil from well “St. Francis” #2.

The Draft EIR overstates the concentration of H,S in crude oil by more than two orders of magnitude.

Conclusions

In summary, there are many urbanized oil and gas facilities within the Los Angeles basin that have been
operating for decades without receiving NOVs for odors. E&B has proposed an additional level of design
features for the Proposed Project, including the closed loop system, to substantially eliminate the
potential for the release of odors that could affect the surrounding community. These design features
should be incorporated into all of the analysis of the odors provided in the EIR. With the incorporation
of these design features and an additional proposed mitigation measure for a compressor vent
collection system provided above, the potential significant impact as a result of single leaker release that
could cause an odor event would be reduced to a less than significant level. Further, corrections should
be made to assumption used in the analysis of odors related to leak rates and the amount of H,S
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concentrations in the crude oil in the Torrance Qil Field. Based on the analysis provided above,
Proposed Project’s potential air quality impacts as a result of odors should be less than significant.

Very truly yours,

Michael Finch
Vice President of Health, Safety, Environmental & Governmental Affairs

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

Attachments (7)
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o South Coast
Air Quality Management District Att
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 achment 1

(209) 396-2000 » www.agmd.gov

SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Mass Daily Thresholds *

Pollutant Construction " Operation ©
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
Voc 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PMI0 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 55 lbs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

cO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), Odor, and GHG Thresholds
TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk = 10 in 1 million

{including carcinogens and non-carcinogens) Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (inareas = 1 in | million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index = 1.0 {praject increment)

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

GHG 10,000 MT/yr CO2eq for industrial facilities
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants

NO2 SCAOMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or

contributes o an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
0.18 ppm (state)

1-hour average
0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)

annual arithmetic mean

PMID
24-hour average 10.4 pg/m’ (construction)’ & 2.5 pg/m’ (operation)
annual average 1.0 pe/m’
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4 pe/m’ (construction)” & 2.5 ug/m’ {operation)
502

0.25 ppm (state) & 0,075 ppm (federal — 99" percentile)

I-hour average
0.04 ppm (state)

24-hour average
Sulfate
24-hour average 25 pg/m’ (state)

CO SCAOQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)

9.0 ppm (state/federal )

|-hour average
8-hour average
Lead
30-day Average 1.5 pg/m’ (state)
Rolling 3-month average 0.15 pg/m’ (federal)
Quarterly average 1.5 ||g."|n" {federal)
" Source: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (SCAQMI, 1993)
" Construction thresholds apply to both the South Coast Air Basin and Coachella Valley (Salion Sea and Mojave Desert Air Basing),
£ For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholds for operation are the same as the construction thresholds.
* Ambient air quality thresholds for eriteria pollutants based on SCAQOMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unless otherwise stated,
© Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403,
KEEY Ibs/day = pounds per day ppm = pants per million  pg/m’ = microgram per cubic meter =
MTht CO2eq = metric tons per year of CO2 equivalents =

= greater than or equal Lo
= greater than

Revision: March 2011
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Attachment 2

(Adopted May 7, 1976)
RULE 402. NUISANCE

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air
contaminants or other material which 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, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.

The provisions of this rule shall not apply to odors emanating from agricultural operations
necessary for the growing of crops or the raising of fowl or animals.

402 -1
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Attachment 3

POLICIES & PROCEDURES

AQMD PUBLIC NUISANCE INVESTIGATION

APPENDIX C
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Appendix Q

Attachment 4

SUMMARY LIST OF OIL AND GAS FACILITIES IN LOS ANGELES BASIN
WiTH NO NUISANCE NOTICE OF VIOLATIONS (NOVS) RELATED TO ODORS

LOCATION TYPE OF FACILITY OPERATORS ADJACENT LAND USES

Long Beach/Spinnaker Bay 19 Active Wells * EXTLLC Adjacent to residential and
Pumpjacks * The Lansdale Co. commercial uses

Beverly Center 50+ Active Wells * Freeport McMoRan Adjacent to residential and

Pumpjacks and Drilling Rigs

(formerly Plains
Exploration & Production
[PXP])

recreational uses

Beverly Hills High School

17 Active Wells
Pumpjacks and Concealed
Rig

* Freeport McMoRan
(formerly Plains
Exploration & Production
[PXP])

Adjacent to residential,
recreational, and institutional
uses

Hillcrest Country Club

21+ Active Wells
Pumpjacks and Drilling Rigs

* Hillcrest Beverly Oil Corp.

Adjacent to recreational;
~600 feet from residential
uses

Signal Hill Petroleum/
Discovery Well Park Area

50+ Active Wells in the
vicinity

* Signal Hill Petroleum

Adjacent to residential and
recreational uses

Huntington Beach/
Bolsa Chica

50+ Active Wells in the
vicinity

* John A. Thomas
* Brindle/Thomas
* Oxy USA

* Gothard St. LLC

Adjacent to residential and
recreational uses

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District FIND System, March 2014.
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Appendix Q

SUMMARY LIST OF
E&B NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT CORPORATION FACILITIES IN LOS ANGELES BASIN
WiTH NO NUISANCE NOTICE OF VIOLATIONS (NOVS) RELATED TO ODORS

Attachment 5

FIELD LEASE SCAQMB FaAciLiTY ID No. LOCATION
Torrance Midge 165100 Harbor City
Long Beach Dutcher/Frew 165101 Long Beach
Long Beach Del Mar 165102 Signal Hill
Long Beach Just 165113 Long Beach
Rosecrans Pacific-Clark 165103 Los Angeles
Long Beach Rose 166490 Long Beach
Wilmington Wilmington 165309 Carson
Torrance Warren 171034 Wilmington
Torrance Coastline B 171035 Wilmington
Torrance Meeker 171036 Wilmington
Torrance Conway 2 171037 Wilmington
Torrance Conway 1 171040 Wilmington
Torrance Stone 171042 Wilmington
Torrance Spring 171043 Wilmington
Torrance Aurthur #9 171044 Carson
Torrance Figueroa 171045 Wilmington
Torrance Girtin 53 171046 Wilmington
Torrance Salter 171047 Wilmington
Torrance Sterling 1 & 28 171048 Wilmington
Torrance Sterling 29 & 30 171049 Wilmington
Torrance United #1 171050 Wilmington
Torrance Westport 171054 Wilmington
Torrance Whitelaw 171083 Wilmington
Cheviot Hills Rancho 13627 Los Angeles
Cheviot Hills Hillcrest 3061 West Los Angeles
Huntington Beach Angus Springfield Unit 54349 Huntington Beach

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District FIND System and E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation,
March 2014,
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Attachment 6

Draft EIR Single Leaker Odor Threshold Calculation {Compressor Leak)

AERMOD Output Receptors Unit Value: Single Leaker Release
based on fugitive emissions peak day, converted to total TOC

Aermod result, max value at a receptor, ug/m3

Leaker emission rale, gfs
Leaker emission rate, g/s

Fraction Material

Max Values at receptor, ug/m3
ug/ppm

3 min/60min avg time ratio

Value al receplor, ppm, 3 min avg
time

Odor Threshold, ppm

Max to threshold ratio

Combined odor threshold value

102,604
0.1500
0.0178

Hexane
0.029
446.33
3580.00
1.65

0.2057
68.00
0.00

Assumes 10x H2S content as gas in the crude oil vapors

for unit emission rate of 1.0 gfs-m2
compressor at pegged 10,000 ppm
valve al 10,000 ppm, pegged value

Pentane
0.03 (1)
461.72
3000.00
1.65 (2)

0.2538
2.00
0.13

(1) Assumes H25 100ppm, Hexane 2.9%, Pentane 3% (based on CARB profile 531)

(2) as per Duffee, O'Brien and Ostojic (1991)

Single Leaker Odor Threshold with Mitigation (Compressor Seal Vent System)

AERMOD Output Receptors Unit Value: Single Leaker Release
based on fugitive emissions peak day, converted to total TOC

Aermod result, max value at a receplor, ug/m3

Leaker emission rale, gfs
Leaker emission rate, gis

Fraction Material
Max Values al receptor, ug/m3

ug/ppm

3 min/80min avg time ralio
Value at receplor, ppm, 3 min
avg time

Odor Threshold, ppm

Max to threshold ratio
Combined odor threshold value

102,604
0.1500
0.0178

Hexane

0.029
52.96
3580.00

1.65

0.0244
68.00
0.00

Assumes 10x H2S content as gas in the crude oil vapors

for unit emission rate of 1.0 g/s-m2
compressor al pegged 10,000 ppm
valve at 10,000 ppm, pegged value

Pentane
(1
003 )
54.79
3000.00
(2
165 )
0.0301
2.00
0.02

(1) Assumes H2S 100ppm, Hexane 2.9%, Pentane 3% (based on CARB profile 531)

{2) as per Duffee, O'Brien and Oslojic (1991)
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Attachment 7
Intertek Report of Analysis
Client: Strata-Analysts Group, Inc. Client Reference Number;
Job Location: Los Angeles, CA, USA NIA
Vessel: STRATA ANALYSTS
Our Reference Number: US260-0020532
Lab Reference Number: 2014-LOSA-000409
Description Method Test Result Units
CRUDE 20-Mar-2014 ST. FRANCIS #2
2014-LOSA-000409-001 UOF 163 H25 <1 pRm VWA
ASTM D5705 Test Temperature 140 o
Average H25 Resull <5 ppm v
CRUDE 20-Mar-2014 ST. FRANCIS #
2014-LOSA-000409-002 UOP 163 H2S <1 ppm Wi
ASTM D5705 Test Tempearature 140 "F
Average H25 Result <5 ppm vy
CRUDE 20-Mar-2014 STERLING #1
2014-LOSA-000409-0032 LOP 163 H2S <1 pom Wi
ASTM D5705 Test Temperature 140 F
Average H25 Result <5 ppm wiy
Signed:; Date:
Intertak
Jamal Dahabra, Laboratory Coordinatar
Page 1af 1 1941 Freeman Avenue Suite-A, Signal Hill, Calfornia 90755 USA 20-Mar-2014 1546
1585161 Tal: +1 562 404 46899 Fax.: +1 562 B85 3460 Email; chwialabifiinteriok com US260-0020532
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-Hualysts

G R OUP

E&B Matural Resource Management

1600 Moris Rd.

Bakersfield, CA 83308

Attention: Mike Finch
CC: George Paspalof

Sample ID: St. Francis #2

Analysis Results:
Datection Limit = 0.01)

OXYGEN
NITROGEN
CARBON DIOXIDE

TOTAL INERTS:

METHANE
ETHANE
PROFANE
iso-BUTANE
n-BUTANE
iso-PENTANE
n-PENTANE
HEXAMNE+

Total:

Specific Gravity"
Hydrogen Suliide:
Mercaptan Sulfur:

Gross BTU/Mt®

® (ASTM D3SBE-B1)

Revied By:

Justin Stepani

0.578

ND < 2.5

1014
986

Date Sampled: May 16, 2012
Date Reported: May 17, 2012

Lab ID: 120471
File ID: 05-16-12 5t. Francis #2

Pressura: psig
Temperature: Deg F
Sample Time:
GC/TCD (ASTM D1945, GPA 2261
Mole % G/MCF

0.00

0.00

1.33

1.33 {sum) (sum)

96.76

197

0.04 0.0

0.03 0.1 0.01 0.03

0.01 0.00

0.00 0.06 0.00 0.02

0.00 0.00

0.06 0.02

100.00
Dew Point: Deg F.

ppm (val) Water Content: 561.6 Ibs/MMCF
ppm (vol)
(dry gas) HHW: 1014
{water vapor saturated) LHV: 913

3302 Industry Dr., Signal Hill, CA 90755
Tel: 562-426-0199 Fax: 562-426-5664

www.strata-analysts.com
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-AAnalyste

G R OUP

E&B Natural Resource Management

1600 Noris Rd.

Bakersfield, CA 93308

Attention: Mike Finch
CC: George Paspalof

Sample ID: Sterling #1

Analysis Results:
[Detection Limit = 0.01)

OXYGEN
NITROGEN

CAREON DIOXIDE
TOTAL INERTS:

METHANE
ETHANE
PROPANE
iso-BUTANE
n-BUTANE
iso-PENTANE
n-PENTANE
HEXAME+

Total:

Specific Gravity*

Hydrogen Sulfide:

Mercaptan Sulfur:

Gross BTU/ft®

* (ASTM D3588-01)

Revied By:

Justin Stepanign=

0.953

15

991
974

= .

3302 Industry Dr., Signal Hill, CA 80755

GC/TCD (ASTM D1945, GPA 2261

Mole %

0.00

0.17
25.35
25.52 {sum)

64.16
2.50
1.76
0.67 6.06
1.10
0.57 4.29
0.41
3.31

100.00

Dew Point:

ppm (vol) Water Content:

ppm (vol)

(dry gas)
{water vapor saturated)

Date Sampled: May 16, 2012
Date Reported: May 17, 2012
Lab ID: 120471
File ID: 05-16-12 Sterling #1
Pressure: psig
Temperature: DegF.
Sample Time:
G/MCF
(sum)
0.49
0.22 2.29
0.35
0.21 1.72
0.15
1.36
Deg F
=1125 lbs/MMCF
HHV: a9,
LHW: 900

Tel: 562-426-0199 Fax: 562-426-5664
www.strata-analysts.com
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L&D

Natural Resources

Office: (661) 679-1700 * Fax: (661) 679-1797
1600 Norris Road ¢ Bakersfield, CA 93308

April 8, 2014

Mr. Ken Robertson

Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach

1315 Valley Drive

Hermosa Beach, California 90254

RE: E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Analysis of Pipeline Spills in Executive Summary, Section 4.3 - Biological Resources,
Section 4.9 — Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.8 — Safety, Risk of Upset, and
Hazards, and Section 4.10 - Land Use/Recreation/Policy Consistency Analysis

Dear Mr. Robertson:

E&B Natural Resources Management Corp. (E&B) has conducted a review and further analysis of
the issue of pipeline spills discussed in the Executive Summary, Section 4.3 — Biological
Resources, Section 4.8 — Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, Section 4.9 — Hydrology and Water
Quality, and Section 4.10 - Land Use/Recreation/Policy Consistency Analysis of the Draft
Environmental Impact (Draft EIR) for the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project (Proposed
Project). A discussion of this analysis is provided below.

The November 2012 Planning Application for the Proposed Project proposed three oil pipeline
scenarios; two of which were the construction of a new pipeline within the public road right of
way and the third utilizing some public road right of way and an existing pipeline in the Southern
California Edison (SCE) Utility Corridor. The description of these oil pipeline scenarios and the
end point at one of four valve box locations were provided on pages 2-48 to 2-51 in Section 2,
Project Description, of the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR, Executive Summary, Table ES.2 on page ES-7 and the abovementioned Draft EIR
Sections identifies that the Proposed Project would have the potential to result in significant
unavoidable adverse impacts to biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and
recreation from a single oil spill event. This single event would be an oil pipeline spill located
along Herondo Street near Valley Drive that would occur during a 0.50-inch or greater storm
event, potentially allowing oil to reach the Pacific Ocean through the storm drain system. Based
on this, the following provides: a discussion of updates to the pipeline spill probability presented
in the Draft EIR based on the updated 2013 Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM) spill
frequency; and Applicant proposed mitigation measures for additional pipeline design criteria
that would reduce the causes in the CSFM Incident Causal Distribution identified in the Draft
EIR.

Q-Applicant-211 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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Updated Pipeline Spill Probability

The analysis provided on pages 4.8-85 and 4.8-56 in Section 4.8 — Safety, Risk of Upset, and
Hazards of the Draft EIR used the California State Fire Marshal (CSFM) 1993 report [1] to
establish a spill frequency of 5.27 spills per 1,000 mile years. It was concluded in the analysis

of Herondo Street and Valley Drive would be 0.4% during the life of the Proposed Project.

The CSFM spill frequency (for 1994 to 2012) was recently updated by the OSFM [2][3] (refer to
Attachment 1 to this letter) and, as a result, the current spill frequency would be 0.3% of the
1993 spill frequency or 1.58 spills per 1,000 mile years. In addition, the Applicant has proposed

eliminate a majority of the causes outlined in the CSFM Incident Cause Distribution as shown in
Attachment 2 to this letter. A conservative reduction of 95% has been used to account for the
incorporation of these proposed mitigation measures that mitigate the pipeline failure. The
remaining 5% accounts for seismic or any other extraordinary events that may cause both the
carrier pipe and the secondary containment pipe (provided with the proposed mitigation

frequency is 7.91 spills per 100,000 mile years.

that the probability of any spill occurring during a 0.50-inch or greater storm event in the vicinity

mitigation measures (discussed further below) that provide additional design criteria that would

measures) to fail at the same time. Based on the 95% reduction, the appropriate pipeline failure

the Cities of Hermosa Beach and Redondo Beach. The mitigated failure rate for this section of
pipeline is 7.11 per 100,000 years. The principal environmental effect is estimated to occur
during a 0.5-inch or greater storm event that is predicted to occur an average of 10 days per
year. Based on this, the probability of a simultaneous storm event and pipeline failure to occur
within the 0.9-mile section along Herondo Street is 10/365 times the failure rate of the subject
section, or 1.95 per million years. Distributing this frequency for any spill among different spill
size ranges based on the CSFM 1993 report [1] gives the spill frequency distributions along
Herondo Street near Valley Drive that are shown in Table 1 below. As indicated in Table 1, the

and the frequency of small spills (less than 10 barrels) would be very close to 1 in 1 million per
year.

Table 1
Annual Spill Frequency
0.9-Mile Section Along Herondo Street Near Valley Drive
During a 0.5-inch or Greater Storm Event (10 days per year)

The main area of concern for the oil pipeline spill is the 0.9-mile section along Herondo Street in

estimated annual frequency of medium and large spills would be less than 1 in 1 million per year

Any 0+bbl Small <10 bbl Medium 10<50 bbl Large > or = 50 bbl
1.95E-06 1.05E-06 4.09e-07 4.87E-07
100% 54% 21% 25%

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measure (Additional Pipeline Design Criteria)

and recreation from a single oil spill event as analyzed in the Draft EIR, the following proposed
mitigation measures should be incorporated into the Proposed Project:

To reduce the potential significant impacts to biological resources, hydrology and water quality,

Q-Applicant-212
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Proposed Mitigation Measure: The Applicant will provide a “pipe-in-pipe” design to
provide secondary containment for any leak or rupture in the main crude oil pipeline
(i.e., carrier pipe). This mitigation measure will address the selected oil pipeline
scenario as follows:

e For the two scenarios within the public road right-of-ways, the Applicant will
install a 6-inch Grade X-56 crude oil carrier pipe with a three-layer FBE coating in
a secondary fiberglass outer pipe. The 6-inch Grade X-56 carrier pipe will add
approximately 1.6 times the Corrosion Allowance (CA) or about 4.8 times the
required thickness. Check valves will be provided at strategic locations along
the pipeline. The location of these check valves will be determined during final
design in Phase 3.

e For the scenario within the Southern California Edison Utility Corridor, the
Applicant will install a 6-inch Fiberspar pipe for the crude oil carrier pipe. For
the portion of the pipeline constructed in Valley Drive and crossing Herondo
Street, the Fiberspar pipe will be incased in a secondary fiberglass outer pipe.
For the portion of the pipe installed in the Utility Corridor, the Fiberspar pipe
will be “pulled” through an existing 14-inch steel pipe that will provide the EBPS-329
required secondary containment. Check valves will be provided at strategic continued
locations along the pipeline. The location of these check valves will be
determined during final design in Phase 3.

Proposed mitigation measure: To reduce the risk of any third party damage to the oil
pipeline, the Applicant will: sand slurry the pipe to 6 inches over the pipe and then use a
3-sack slurry above the pipe to the base of the pavement or ground surface (within the
Utility Corridor); and lay strips of warning tape over the top which will prevent third
party damage to the pipe.

Proposed mitigation measure: The Applicant will provide an inert gas, nitrogen, blanket
within the secondary outer pipe to allow monitoring for the loss of secondary
containment. In addition, the annulus between the carrier pipe and the secondary
containment will be monitored for hydrocarbon vapor.

For the two oil pipeline scenarios within the public right-of-ways, the Applicant proposed
mitigation measure provides for the installation of a six-inch Grade X-56 carrier pipe with a
three-layer FBE coating in a secondary fiberglass outer pipe. A standard wall pipe would allow
for a CA of 0.2143 or about 3 times the required thickness. However, by using the Grade X-56
carrier pipe proposed in the mitigation measure above would add about 1.6 times the CA or
about 4.8 times the required thickness. In addition, the Applicant proposed mitigation measure
to provide sand slurry over the pipe and a slurry backfill above the pipe to the pavement as well
as warning tape would eliminate the opportunity for third party damage. By enclosing the
pipeline in a secondary containment pipe, this would eliminate any opportunity for a leak or
rupture that could occur from entering the surface streets and storm drain system. With the
proposed mitigation measures, the 6-inch pipe would reduce the volume of oil contained in the
carrier pipe, the check valves placed along the pipeline alignment would limit the quantity of oil
that would drain in the event of a rupture, and the monitoring of the inert gas, nitrogen blanket
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within the secondary outer pipe would allow for the pipe to be monitored for the loss of
secondary containment.

For the third scenario within the Utility Corridor, Applicant would install a 6-inch Fiberspar pipe
for the crude oil carrier. For the portion of the pipeline constructed in Valley Drive and crossing
Herondo Street, the Fiberspar pipe would be incased in the same fiberglass outer pipe as in the
two scenarios above. For the portion of the pipe installed in the Utility Corridor, the Fiberspar
pipe would be "pulled” through an existing 14-inch steel pipe that would provide the required
secondary containment. The Applicant has the 2006 Internal Pipeline Inspection Report that
confirms the integrity of that line, but would perform an hydrostatic test on the pipeline prior to
installing the new Fiberspar pipe to ensure that there are no leaks in the existing pipeline. In
addition, the Applicant proposed mitigation measure to provide sand slurry over the pipe and a
slurry backfill above the pipe to the pavement or ground surface in the Utility Corridor as well as
warning tape, would eliminate the opportunity for third party damage. By enclosing the
pipeline in a secondary containment pipe, this would eliminate any opportunity for a leak or
rupture that could occur from entering the surface streets and storm drain system. With the
proposed mitigation measures, the 6-inch pipe would reduce the volume of oil contained in the
carrier pipe, the check valves placed along the pipeline alignment would limit the quantity of oil
that would drain in the event of a rupture, and the monitoring of the inert gas, nitrogen blanket
within the secondary outer pipe would allow for the pipe to be monitored for the loss of
secondary containment.

In conclusion, with the incorporation of the additional mitigation measures described above, the
oil pipeline provided as a part of the Proposed Project would, through the use of the latest
technology and design, be far safer than any of the oil pipelines that were used to establish
failure rates in both the 1993 CSFM study [1] and 2013 OSFM update [2][3]. This proposed oil
pipeline with the incorporation of the additional proposed mitigation measures would reduce
the potential significant unavoidable adverse impacts to biology resources, hydrology and water
quality, and recreation from a single oil spill event to a less than significant level.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Regards,

-

Michael Finch
Vice President of Health, Safety, Environmental & Governmental Affairs
E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.

Attachment 1 — Information from Office of the State Fire Marshal (O5FM), Pipeline Safety
Division, “Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Seminar,” March 26-28, 2013

Attachment 2 — Table 4-1 from OSFM 1993 Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Risk Assessment

EBPS-329
continued

EBPS-330
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Attachment 2

Table 4-1
Overall Incident Causes

Incident Rate Comparison
(Incidents Per 1,000 Mile Years)

Cause of Incident No. of Incidents Incident Rate Percentage
External Corrosion 302 4,18 58.75%
Intermal Corrosion 14 0.19 2.72%
3rd Party - Construction 64 0.89 12.45%
3rd Party - Farm Equipment 18 0.25 3.50%
3rd Party - Train Derailment 2 0.03 0.39%
3rd Party - External Corrosion 7 0.10 1.36%
3rd Party - Other 14 0.19 272%
Human Operating Error 8 0.11 1.56%
Design Flaw 2 0.03 0.39%
Equipment Malfunction 27 0.37 5.25%
Maintenance 5 0.07 0.97%
Weld Failure 19 0.26 3.70%
Other 25 0.35 4.86%
Unknown 7 0.10 1.36%
Total 514 T.12 100.00%
Number of Mile Years 72,181
Mean Year Pipe Constructed 1957
Mean Operaling Temperature (°F) 979
Mean Diameter (inches) 123
Average Spill Size (barrels) 408
Average Damage {$US 1983) 141,477
Incident Cause Distribution
Equipment
Malfunction
Weld Faiure __53% |
3.7% .
Operating
Error

LGN T Party (AT Extemnal Corrosion
0.4% ; 58.8%

Q-Applicant-217 E&B Qil Drilling & Production Project



E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
Final Environmental Impact Report
Public Draft Comments
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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
433"

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.

Q-Applicant-231




Comment #

Response

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/m’,
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™. 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” 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 2.1x107 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-2;j.

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 le-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 | 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 (Seetion 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

Q-Applicant-245




Comment #

Response

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, 4 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 | 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 fagades (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,
“Qil 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
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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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