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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:45 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: baseline of current organic wastes in Hermosa beach

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
�����Original�Message������
From:�Pamela�Townsend�[mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]��
Sent:�Thursday,�April�03,�2014�11:40�AM�
To:�'Edward�Almanza�(superpark@igc.org)';�Luis�Perez;�Greg�Chittick�
Subject:�FW:�baseline�of�current�organic�wastes�in�Hermosa�beach�
�
�
�
Pamela�Townsend,�Senior�Planner�
City�of�Hermosa�Beach�
Community�Development�Department�
1315�Valley�Drive,�Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
Phone:�(310)�318�0242��Fax:��(310)�937�6235�
Email:��ptownsend@hermosabch.org�
Hours:�Monday�Thursday,�7:00�a.m.�6:00�p.m.�
Website:�http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal�Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
�
�����Original�Message������
From:�Jeff�Arey�[mailto:jeff@arey.us]��
Sent:�Tuesday,�April�01,�2014�7:23�PM�
To:�Oil�Project�
Subject:�baseline�of�current�organic�wastes�in�Hermosa�beach�
�
Please�provide�an�estimate�of�the�tons�of�feces�and�gallons�of�urine�being�deposited�in�
Hermosa�Beach�west�of�Pacific�Coast�Highway�between�Herondo�St�and�Pier�Avenue�in�the�next�
ten�years.��I�am�not�keen�of�adding�risk�of�oil�spills�in�Hermosa�Beach,�but�when�thinking�
about�how�every�light�pole�and�corner�on�the�Strand�is�soaked�in�urine�I�am�wondering�if�
these�ecological�factors�are�being�considered�when�promoting�Keep�Hermosa.��What�is�the�
estimated�number�of�dogs�residing�in�the�area�west�of�PCH,�between�Pier�Avenue�and�Herondo�
St?��People�need�to�understand�the�real�significance�of�our�ecological�issues�and�not�be�
blindly�biased�by�naive�environmentalist�activist.�
�
Please�also�publish�daily�noise�amplitude�statistics�present�on�the�corner�of�Valley�Drive�
and�Herondo�St.��I�am�wondering�how�many�decibels�the�oil�drilling�truck�traffic�will�be�
compared�to�the�present�level�of�truck�noise�on�Herondo�St.��Also�is�there�a�noise�ordnance�
that�prohibits�cars�and�
motorcycles�without�mufflers?���Car�alarms�are�tripped�on�Herondo�St�when�

AREJ-1

AREJ-2

AREJ-3

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-6 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



2

motorcycles�cruise�the�beach;�so�what�is�the�significance�of�the�oil�traffic�noise�compared�
to�the�Harley's�cruising�the�beach?��
�
Please�provide�response�to�the�following�environmental�occurrences:�
1.�Estimated�number�of�gallons�of�urine�deposited�on�the�Strand�between�Herondo�St�and�Pier�
Ave�in�the�next�ten�years.�
2.�Estimated�number�of�tons�of�feces�deposited�on�the�Strand�and�Greenbelt�between�Herondo�St�
and�Pier�Ave�in�the�next�ten�years.�
3.�Estimated�probability�that�a�comparable�amount�of�barrels�of�oil�will�be�spilled�in�ten�
years�of�oil�drilling�operations�in�the�same�area.�
3.�Average�daily�noise�level�on�the�corner�of�Valley�St�and�Herondo�St.�
4.�Peak�decibel�noise�level�on�the�corner�of�Valley�St�and�Herondo�St.�
5.�Estimated�average�daily�noise�level�on�the�same�corner�expected�during�phase�one�oil�
drilling�operations.�
6.�Estimated�peak�decibel�noise�level�on�the�same�corner�expected�during�phase�one�of�oil�
drilling�operation.�
�
Jeff�Arey�
447�Herondo�St�
Hermosa�Beach��
�
�

Addendum to AreJ-1

Addendum to AreJ-3
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:15 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: DEIR COMMENTS.docx
Attachments: DEIR COMMENTS.docx; ATT00001.htm

�
�
Sent�from�my�iPhone�
�
Begin�forwarded�message:�

From:�Oil�Project�<oilproject@hermosabch.org>�
Date:�April�14,�2014�at�6:07:36�PM�PDT�
To:�"'Edward�Almanza�(superpark@igc.org)'"�<superpark@igc.org>,�Luis�Perez�
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>,�Greg�Chittick�<greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>�
Subject:�FW:�DEIR�COMMENTS.docx�

��
��
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner�
City of Hermosa Beach�
Community Development Department�
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254�
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235�
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org�
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.�
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
��
From: Nanette B. Barragan [mailto:nbarragan@alvaradosmith.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 2:21 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Cc: Ken Robertson 
Subject: DEIR COMMENTS.docx�
��
My�comments�concerning�the�draft�environmental�impact�report.��Please�confirm�receipt.�
��
Thanks.�
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To the City of Hermosa Beach:

As a resident of the Southbay for 20 years, the past nine of which in Hermosa, I am deeply
disturbed by the level of extremist vitriol regarding even the suggestion that Hermosa residents
should have the ability to make an informed ballot decision in regard to whether our City should
allow oil drilling. In what seems to be a complete vacuum of intelligent debate,  I am writing to my
fellow citizens to offer some ideas and facts that might help spur some independent thought to
counter the obviously visible one side of the issue.

While I am an investment analyst by trade who has studied the oil industry for decades, the
basis for many of my non-technical comments is simply from spending a few hours on the web.
Our City has a surprisingly terrific website where a resident can look at past and projected
budgets and the details of history of oil drilling in the Southbay. It also contains links to all the
E+B fillings as to what the project will actually look like and just how much money could pour into
our schools and our City. I spent time on the Keep Hermosa Hermosa website and Facebook. I
also went a little farther and have talked to school district officials, the head of the HBEF and I
invited E+B representatives to my office for a Q+A session with some other locals.

I conclude the following: it would be the height of insanity,  and grossly undemocratic to not allow
this proposal to go before the voters. My personal vote would be that we would also be crazy not
to approve it.

My first and most important point is that the math of a successful drilling program is so
enormously positive for the City - and that means us -  that it must be heard. The City's annual
budget is $30mm-ish. Using the 80% of the Berkeley Research Group's study(page 85),  one
comes up with an average of $23mm annually for the City split between the General Fund and
the Tidelands Fund for the first ten years of project life, trickling down for another 20-ish years.
Within any reasonable margin of error, that is an  absurdly large elephant to be  ignored by a
banner campaign. Think of the state in which we live and its finances. Think of the difficulties a
small City like Hermosa has in sustaining the kind of service and community we desire. A
successful program is a preposterously large piece of good luck for really "Keeping Hermosa
Hermosa." A not in any way comprehensive list of things that can be negotiated and funded with
this inflow include - complete rebuild of aging City buildings - City Hall, Police, Fire;  the
expensive and necessary rebuild of our sewers; pier, strand  and downtown rebuilds; parking
improvements,; environmental spending to cleanse run-off pollution, energy efficient City lighting
and pension liabilities. Yes, there is are two "pools" that the cash flows into - General and The
Tidelands Trust, but spending from these pools has been and can be negotiated. In fact, I would
argue the biggest argument against drilling is the lack of confidence in City officials to intelligently
spend our good fortune, a good problem to have.

Secondly and this is also incredibly important and not well understood - the "deal" between the
City and E+B is in no way written in stone, as many of the deal points were inherited from the
McPherson days, including the inane decision made by former school board officials to take a
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flat dollar rate as opposed to a more normal royalty rate based upon a percentage of revenues. If
this were renegotiated to some percentage of the City format,  we are easily talking $2-4mm to
the school every year. And lets be clear, these is royalty dollars which do not affect money from
the state..

Which brings us to the schools. It is sadly zero surprise that recent parent nights at Valley and
View were just as depressing for parents as when I started attending 9 years ago when my kids
were in school. The current "suggestion" of $1000 per kid is merely to  maintain ground in a
losing battle and is not a plan to restore school programs like art, music, robust after-school
activities and facility improvements. And I would add it acts as a deeply regressive tax as not all
can afford the private schools of art, music, theatre, tutoring centers, club sports teams, much
less the time flexibility to move kids from one activity to the other. Lets be clear about the choice
- several millions a year INTO schools from allowing drilling vs asking parents for $1mm a year,
a number which can only grow.  E+B officials also told me they would be willing to consider
pre-paying future royalties so that the flow of funds to the schools would not have to wait for oil to
flow.

What is deeply upsetting is that school officials feel immense pressure from a vocal
"minority"(How would we know without a ballot vote?) not to weigh in on this issue. If the HBEF
and the School District are not 100% focused on improving our schools and are being steered by
other considerations,  then something is seriously amiss. I am not throwing either group under
the bus, what I am trying to make loud and clear is they are under pressure from a political
movement that has nothing to do with improving our schools and I think it is high time that this
pressure was made public and parents get a chance to understand the issues and weigh in.
School officials and the HBEF have the obligation to enter into discussions with the City and E+B
about how to secure appropriate and direct funding for the schools and they deserve our vocal
support to do so.

Let's also be honest about oil drilling. The EIR will say nothing we don't already know. This is
going to be an annoying, messy and epic piece of site construction for what I guess to be
three-ish years that is not going to be fun for those who live south of Pier. What I don’t think
people understand is that the proposed site is already a hazardous waste site for which the City
is on the hook for remediating with a multi-million price tag. Again, things are negotiable -
compensation for an x radius around the site? Re-route truck routes down Herondo instead of
Pier? What I also think people don't understand is there is a drilling phase and then a pumping
phase. The former will drive us crazy - the latter is the long-term project and it is going to be
difficult to notice it is there  most of the time. This process has been accomplished legally and
successfully in cities and areas across the country(including Beverly Hills High School and
Hillcrest Country Club - arguably two of the most unlikely sites in my opinion) without producing
legions of  zombies or generations of bed-ridden communities. The suggestion that the City of
Hermosa is embarking upon a massive and unproven project is simply false.

I would also like to add that, lest we forget,  this is California. This project would be the most
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scrutinized project humanly possible...as it should be...and it will be subject to all the latest in
environmental monitoring possible..as it should be. I would also note that the technology of oil
drilling and pumping is arguably one of the most intense and fastest areas of development in the
world and there are real roles for our community in negotiating standards and rules to ensure we
have the best and safest project possible.  Why don't we get involved instead of just saying no?

In closing, I think the "Keep Hermosa Hermosa" slogan to be quite ironic and unsettling. We want
to keep an effectively insolvent City(yes, you need to count pension obligations, legal obligations
and deferred capital spending on sewers and street repair as real obligations) tied to a
dysfunctional state? We want to maintain schools that continue to struggle under financial
pressure and continue a terribly regressive tax of $1000 per child? We want to be held hostage
for cash by a downtown scene where residents can rarely be found on a weekend? Don’t we
want better for our community?

"Think Global, Act Local" is utterly at work here and I personally think it is outrageous to have
global political movements, however well intentioned, to utterly impede our ability to materially
improve our own lives in our own town for generations. I would propose an alternate slogan for
the City - Hermosa First!

This is a complicated issue and arguably historic decision for our City and everyone does a vote
on it.

Jeffrey Bronchick,
Hermosa Beach Resident
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1

Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:23 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Water Use,  Table 2.2

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Oil Project <oilproject@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 at 6:19:56 PM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Water Use,  Table 2.2

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/
�
From: artbypc@aol.com [mailto:artbypc@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 4:52 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Water Use, Table 2.2

Re:  Hermosa Beach Oil Drilling Proposal, Public Record Review Period 

Thank you for inviting the communities' inquiries as this is an important decision for us.  My question 
regards the water usage referred to on page 2-11, Table 2.2 of E&B's proposal.   

In years of drought in California, such as this one and with dire predictions for future water shortages due 
to climate change, how much water consumption by E&B's oil construction, drilling and 
maintenance is too much?  At what point do citizens begin to suffer for lack of potable water?  In 
addition, are there other possible consequences for the South Bay area,  like water pressure failure, loss 
of firefighting capabilities, price increases and last but not least, the most often asked concern -  water 
contamination?  

Your research is much appreciated, 

Peggy Cohen  (Margaret) 
 Resident since 1998 
1222 20th St. 
Hermosa Beach, Ca.  90254 
310-937-0235

COHP-1
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Ken Robertson 
Community Development Dept. 
1315 Valley Drive 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 

Written Comments for EIR: Hermosa Beach Oil and Gas Drilling Project

Regarding this quote from Page 2-4 "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 is a conflict 
of interest and is not accurate.  The City is the lead agency and is also a party to the EIR?  That is 
not legal or ethical.  The Electorate cannot, by law, issue a building permit.  The EIR should be 
amended to make either LA County or the State of California the Lead Agency. 

Beginning on page 2-7, and throughout the document - the EIR discusses lead contamination.  It 
does not discuss how lead contamination will be prevented from entering into storm drain system 
during construction. Please correct the document to reflect how lead contamination will be 
contained and prevented from entering the city storm drain system during construction. 

On Page 2-10 - the EIR states: 

Underground existing overhead utilities;  

Construction of modifications to intersection of 6th Street and Valley Drive;

Relocation of City Maintenance Yard to the temporary site;  

The EIR does not discuss how contamination possibly present at these locations will not be 
released into the environment. Please amend the document to include discussions about possible 
contamination at the site of each utility poll (include location of each utility pole to be 
undergrounded), the temporary and permanent maintenance yard locations and all intersections 
that will be altered and modified. Please include mitigations examples and ideas, should this 
additional research find contamination at these locations. 

Page 2-11 discusses massive use of virgin and reclaimed water: 

The EIR does not discuss how the water will be cleaned prior to use.  It does not discuss 
California's current drought condition and how the site will comply with drought restrictions. Please 
amend the document to include a discussion about how the water used for this project has been 
procured, and how it will be cleaned prior to use.

Page 2-11 discusses the use of electricity: 

The project will require high voltage lines buried under residential streets. The EIR does not 
discuss the electric and magnetic fields that will be generated by the buried high voltage cables.  It 
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does not discuss the increased cancer risk associated with burying these lines.  The project also 
mentions they will have a 1MW generator on site.  It does not discuss the additional cancer risk 
associated with a full time generation of electricity in a residential neighborhood. Please amend to 
document to discuss the effects of electric and magnetic fields being present and the possible 
increase risk of cancer associated with this and the full time generation of electricity. Please 
include a specific discussion about the use of the generator on site. 

Page 2-21 indicates that vehicle traffic will be up to 43 trips per day.  It does not define what a 
"day" means.  Page 2-21 says up to 43 roundtrips per day but 4-13.32 is based on a limit of only 18 
roundtrips.  This is inconsistent. Please amend the document to reflect the one true reality of 
vehicle traffic related to this project. Please be specific when gathering information about the 
meaning of “day,” as it pertains to vehicle traffic. 

The route of travel is inherently a pedestrian heavy route, traveling past a high school, churches, a 
grocery store, the community center, children's skate park, school route, heavily used intersections, 
a farmer’s market, basketball courts, a baseball field, tennis courts, a lawn bowling facility and the 
world’s most historic surfboard manufacturing area. This area is frequently filled with children and 
parents.  It is not designed for heavy truck use.  The EIR contains a traffic study but the traffic 
study does not follow Caltrans guidelines and was not developed in conjunction with Caltrans (as is 
the recommendation). http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf
Please amend the document by developing traffic guidelines in conjunction with Caltrans, including 
the exploration of alternative and more safe routes of travel for traffic associated with the project. 

Page 4-13.32 says that: "except for an emergency situation, as defined by this CUP and reported 
to the City in accordance with the notification requirement, which have been reported to 
the Director of Public Works in advance of the delivery."  It does not describe what those 
emergencies might be (such as a blow out, oil spill or chemical release). Please describe, in detail, 
which emergency situations are being considered by the document and amend the document to 
provide clarity. 

Page 2-27 shows the gas combustor & tanks less than 20 feet from the property line. This does not 
meet Cal OSHA or NFPA requirements for distance (Crude oil has boil over characteristics so it is 
treated as more reactive than other oils) - http://www.dir.ca.gov/title8/5589.html Please amend the 
document to discuss the rationale behind the placement of the gas combustor and storage tanks, 
and specifically discuss how this is being permitted and how the location of these items increases 
probability of catastrophic events. 

In a spill event - Hermosa Beach and Redondo Beach fire are not equipped to handle the type of 
emergency that a crude oil fire/spill event would entail.  Torrance is the closest at over 15 minutes. 
 This is too long and does not meet NFPA standards for response time. To meet standards, they 
would need to train and equip Hermosa Beach to respond. In a fire event, the protocol will be to 
douse the area with water. This oil-contaminated water will go directly to the storm drain and 
quickly to the ocean. Please amend the document to discuss the possibility that  -during the 
dousing of a fire - oil-contaminated water would enter the storm drain system and how this might 
affect the community, the beach and the Santa Monica Bay. 
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The project will need to submit an RMP (Risk Management Plan) to EPA. In this, they will need to 
discuss project staging as detailed in OSHA 29 CFR 1910 - process safety.  The size of the facility 
prevents them from having an acceptable RMP or PSM program.  There is no safe location to site 
people in such a close proximity - any catastrophic failure within the facility, will most certainly 
result in the death of people on site. Additionally, the prevailing winds blow inland toward Pacific 
Coast Highway. The EPA requirements will mandate that the project model a failure and the model 
will reveal a plume that will extend all the way up Pacific Coast Highway. Please amend the 
document to include discussion of such an event. Please include the exact location that emergency 
responders will stage to address possible catastrophic events at the facility, and discuss how this 
will affect the surrounding community. 

The ground flare is really troubling.  The emissions will be from crude oil combustion products, 
which include xylene, benzene and more.  The presence of these compounds will increase the 
cancer risk of the people living directly downwind and around the project site.  Please amend the 
document to reflect the exact nature of the ground flare and include a discussion regarding the 
additional safety hazards associated with the use of a ground flare over the use of a flare that is in 
the air (as used by AES and Chevron facilities). Please explore the use of a more standard (above 
ground) flare and discuss possible locations that would be more suitable for the flare to operate. 

When fired, the ground flare will emit a noise similar to that of the flares at AES and Chevron. 
Please amend the document to show the consideration of increased noise, as it relates to the use 
of the ground flare at this project site. 

Complete Mitigation of Project 

There are multiple significant impacts associated with this project that could be mitigated with one 
simple measure. The problems of Noise, Air and Light pollution can be solved by building a 30-foot 
structure that is enclosed on all sides, including the addition of a roof that will prevent noise and 
emissions from leaving the project site.  In an effort to mitigate the problem with the aesthetic 
disruption caused by both the 87-foot drilling rig and the 110-foot workover rig, the oil and gas 
drilling company can dig an 80-foot pit in which they would build the basis of their oil and gas 
drilling operation on the floor of said pit, and with the 30 foot, fully enclosed structure above the 80 
foot pit, will be able to have ample room for both the drilling and workover rig to be utilized to their 
maximum potential. This solution (enclosing the entire structure within a pit and roofed 
environment) should be a possibility, due to the fact that the project has been described as using 
the latest, state-of-the-art technology that is “closed loop” and will have zero harmful emissions. In 
addition, the technologically advanced ground flare that the oil and gas company intends to use is 
reported to be safe enough to operate in closed quarters, so again, there should be no problem 
with enclosing the entire oil and gas drilling operation into a self-contained, soundproof, emissions-
free structure. 

Regarding the issue of getting vehicles and equipment to the bottom of the 80-foot pit: A simple 
vehicle and cargo elevator will solve the problem. 

This solution will prove to be amenable to the people of Hermosa Beach because any disruption to 
our current level of Air Quality will be contained within the project’s air pace and current footprint. 

COLM-10

COLM-11

COLM-12

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-37 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



This solution will prove to be amenable to the people of Hermosa Beach because any light emitted 
from the drilling rig or workover rig will be contained within the enclosed structure of the project. 

This solution will prove amenable to the people of Hermosa Beach because any sound generated 
by the project will be contained within the enclosed structure of the project. 

This solution will prove amenable to the people of Hermosa Beach because any toxic emissions 
that might be released during oil and gas production will be contained within the confines of the 
enclosed structure. 

In closing, if the oil and gas drilling is as safe and efficient as the applicant claims, then they should 
have no issue with enclosing the entire system and mitigating multiple significant impacts in the 
process.

Respectfully Submitted By,  

Michael Collins 
520 8th Street 
Hermosa Beach, California 
�
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R. DOUGLAS COLLINS

548 2ND
 STREET

HERMOSA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90254-5222

E-MAIL: DOUG.COLLINS@ROADRUNNER.COM

TELEPHONE: (310) 372-8959

CELL: (818) 427-4166

FAX: (310) 372-8959

March 3, 2014

Ken Robertson, Director
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department  VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

1315 Valley Drive
Hermosa Beach, California 90254-3846

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT,
E & B OIL DRILLING & PRODUCTION PROJECT

Director Robertson,

My wife and I are deeply concerned about several aspects of the project now being
reviewed by the City of Hermosa Beach in preparation for an election on the
question of whether to lift the city’s current ban on oil drilling and allow E & B
Natural Resources Management Corporation to drill 30 oil and gas wells and four
wastewater injection wells on the site currently utilized as the city’s maintenance
yard. That site, located at 6th Street and Valley Drive, is approximately 1,000 feet
from our home. 

Having thoroughly reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”),
the Health Impact Report, the Cost Benefit Analysis, and numerous other
documents, reports, and news articles regarding the project and about oil and gas
production in general, we have concerns about the adequacy of the DEIR in
several areas. In this letter I will address only one of those concerns, namely the
absence of an adequate setback.

“Setback” is the term used in law to define the minimum distance between an oil
or gas well and surrounding homes, business, schools, parks, and public roads. It
is arguably the most basic safety requirement imposed by law on the oil extraction
industry. The proposed project, however, would lack a setback sufficient to
protect the lives and properties of the city’s residents. Indeed, it would have
virtually no setback; E & B’s plans show that its 30 oil and gas extraction wells
and four wastewater injection wells would be built within 200 feet or less of
existing business, homes, and streets. According to the DEIR at page ES-8, the
site itself is “within 100 feet of businesses, 160 feet of residences, 55 feet of the
Greenbelt and 20 feet of the public sidewalks.”

– 1 –
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR MARCH 3, 2014

The inadequacy of that small setback is illustrated by comparison to the setback
requirements imposed by other jurisdictions, many of which have recently
strengthened their requirements. In December 2013, the City of Dallas, Texas,
increased its minimum setback from 350 feet to 1,500 feet. Similarly, in 2013
Colorado increased the minimum setback in that state from 350 feet to 500 feet.

Here are several other examples of the minimum setbacks required in other
jurisdictions, all of which have a long and extensive history with oil and gas
drilling: Maryland: 1,000 feet; Michigan, 300 feet; North Dakota, 500 feet; West
Virginia, 625 feet; Ventura County, California, 500 feet; Santa Fe County, New
Mexico, 750 feet; Rio Arriba County, New Mexico, 650 feet; Arlington, Texas,
600 feet; Colleyville, Texas, 1,000 feet; Denton, Texas, 1,000 feet; Dish, Texas,
1,000 feet; Flowermound, Texas, 1,500 feet; Fort Worth, Texas, 600 feet; Grand
Prairie, Texas, 700 feet; Keller, Texas, 600; North Richland Hills, Texas, 600
feet; Southlake, Texas, 1,000 feet; and Weatherford, Texas, 1,000 feet.

Surprisingly, however, the minimum setback requirement in California law is
extremely weak. California Public Resources Code § 3600 provides that any well
“located within 100 feet of an outer boundary of the parcel of land on which the
well is situated, or within 100 feet of a public street or road or highway . . . or
within 150 feet of [another] well . . . is a public nuisance.” That law further
provides in § 3602 that “where a parcel of land contains one acre or more, but is
less than 250 feet in width, there may be drilled on the parcel of land not more
than one well to each acre. . . .” Because the city yard is less than 250 feet in
width, this law would allow only a single well to be drilled on that the 1.3-acre
site — if it applied, that is, which it does not because of a bizarre and troubling
loophole in California law.

The California Public Resources Code includes this exception in § 3605: “The
provisions of this chapter do not apply to any field producing oil or gas on
August 14, 1931.” As noted in the DEIR, an oil well was drilled on the site of the
city yard in 1930. That well, which was known as Stinnett #1, produced oil until
it was capped about 30 years ago. But for its existence more than 80 years ago,
E & B’s proposal to drill 30 oil and gas wells and four wastewater injections wells
on that tiny 1.3-acre plot in the middle of one of the most densely populated
cities in this country would be prohibited by law. The fact that something is legal,
however, does not make it wise or safe.

As extensively described in § 4.7 of the DEIR, Hermosa Beach is situated near
four significant earthquake faults: the Redondo Canyon Fault, the Palos Verdes
Fault, the Compton Thrust Fault, and the Newport-Inglewood Fault. The DEIR
also notes that because of the type of soil on which Hermosa Beach is built, the
intensity of the ground movement caused by an earthquake would be greatly
intensified due to liquefaction. According to the DEIR at page 4.7-5 through
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR MARCH 3, 2014

4.7-6, “A Project Site-specific seismic analysis completed for the Proposed Oil
Project indicated that the maximum moment magnitude would be a magnitude
7.7 earthquake, generated from the Palos Verdes Fault.” To put that in
perspective, the 1933 Long Beach earthquake had a magnitude of 6.4, the 1971
Sylmar earthquake was a magnitude 6.6, and the 1994 Northridge earthquake had
a magnitude of 6.7. The 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake near San Francisco was a
magnitude 6.9, and the 1906 San Francisco earthquake is estimated to have had a
magnitude of 7.8. 

Given the absence of an adequate setback for the proposed E & B project, the
very real potential for major earthquakes in this region presents an unacceptable
risk to the lives of the residents of Hermosa Beach who live near the site, to say
nothing of their homes, businesses, and other property. As noted in the DEIR at
page 4.7-6, “. . . several significant instances of damage have occurred as a result
of fire following an earthquake.”

The potential for a disastrous well fire is not limited to damage from earthquakes.
On February 11, 2014, a gas well owned and operated by Chevron in Drunkard
Township, Pennsylvania, exploded and burned. Although the exact cause of the
fire is still under investigation, news reports indicate that it is believed to have
been the result of a broken bolt in the wellhead. Whatever the cause, the fire
burned out of control for five days before it was extinguished by experts from the
Houston-based Wild Well Control Team. Indeed, the fire was so intense that
local firefighters were reportedly unable to get within 300 feet of the burning well.
Tragically one worker was killed in the incident, but the lives of the residents were
spared for one simple reason: there was a half-mile setback between the well and
the surrounding homes and business. Imagine the damage and probable carnage if
such a well fire were to occur on the site of the Hermosa Beach city yard.

The ever-present potential for human error is another reason that the lack of an
adequate setback is of concern. Regardless of whether the E & B project utilizes
state-of-the-art equipment and techniques, the fact remains that humans make
mistakes. For an example of the types of such of errors and their potential
consequences, one need look no farther than the Deepwater Horizon disaster in
2012. As reported by the New Orleans Times-Picayune on September 5, 2010, 

More than 100 hours of testimony before a federal investigative
panel, two dozen congressional hearings and several internal
company reports have brought the genesis of the spill into sharp
focus. The record shows there was no single fatal mistake or cut
corner. Rather, five key human errors and a colossal mechanical
failure combined to form a recipe for unprecedented disaster. The
rig’s malfunctioning blowout preventer ultimately failed, but it was
needed only because of human errors. . . . [E]ngineers repeatedly
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR MARCH 3, 2014

chose to take quicker, cheaper and ultimately more dangerous
actions, compared with available options. Even when they
acknowledged limited risks, they seemed to consider each danger
in a vacuum, never thinking the combination of bad choices would
add up to a total well blowout.

Hermosa Beach’s total ban on oil and gas wells exists for good reasons, namely the
health, safety, and quality of life of its residents. Promises of possible revenue for
the city, the school district, and some property owners is not a sufficient reason to
ignore those valid concerns. Given the number of wells planned for the site, the
small size of the maintenance yard, the close proximity of homes and businesses,
the potential for earthquakes, equipment failure, and human error, and the
absence of any reasonable legal setback requirement, and considering the
potentially disastrous consequences of an accident, it is clear beyond debate that
the only sensible choice among the alternatives considered in the DEIR is “no
project.” The final Environmental Impact Report should be so modified. 

Sincerely,

R. DOUGLAS COLLINS

– 4 –
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R. DOUGLAS COLLINS

548 2ND
 STREET

HERMOSA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90254-5222

E-MAIL: DOUG.COLLINS@ROADRUNNER.COM

TELEPHONE: (310) 372-8959

CELL: (818) 427-4166

FAX: (310) 372-8959

March 18, 2014

Ken Robertson, Director
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department  VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

1315 Valley Drive
Hermosa Beach, California 90254-3846

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT,
E & B OIL DRILLING & PRODUCTION PROJECT

Director Robertson,

This is an addendum to my letter to you dated March 3, 2014, on the same
subject.

I attended the open house at the Hermosa Beach City Hall held March 8, 2014.
There I spoke at length with the consultants who wrote the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“DEIR”), which I had carefully reviewed prior to the open house. 

I asked the consultants why they had not selected the “No Project Alternative” as
the “environmentally superior alternative” among the various options they had
considered. They all seemed surprised by my question and replied that they had,
in fact, come to precisely that conclusion.

I then told them that from my reading of the DEIR it appeared that the “AES
Site Alternative” was their first choice. However, they explained that under the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), they were obligated to select
an alternative if, as in this case, they concluded that the No Project Alternative
was the environmentally superior alternative. As stated at page 1-4 of the DEIR,
“The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126 (e) (2), state that if the
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, then an
environmentally superior alternative must be identified from among the other
alternatives.”

While I was pleased to learn that the consultants had selected the No Project
Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative among those they
considered, that conclusion is simply not clear from the DEIR. I have done
computer searches of the entire document for the terms “no project” and
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“environmentally superior” and have not been able to find any statement to that
effect. Rather, any such conclusion is apparently buried in polite technical jargon.
Because of that, my initial impression that the consultants found the AES Site
Alternative to be the preferred alternative seems quite reasonable,1 and I remain
concerned that others may misunderstand the report as I did. 

Given the importance of this issue to the future of the City of Hermosa Beach
and to the health and well-being of its citizens, and considering the weight that
many voters are likely to assign to the report, it is imperative that the final
Environmental Impact Report be clarified. It should say in plain and
unambiguous terms — indeed in bold type and all capital letters — that the
No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

Sincerely,

R. DOUGLAS COLLINS

1 See in particular Section 6.3 of the DEIR: “The AES site reduces the greatest number
of the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to less than significant with
mitigation. Therefore, the AES Site alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.”
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R. DOUGLAS COLLINS

548 2ND
 STREET

HERMOSA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90254-5222

E-MAIL: DOUG.COLLINS@ROADRUNNER.COM

TELEPHONE: (310) 372-8959

CELL: (818) 427-4166

FAX: (310) 372-8959

April 13, 2014

Ken Robertson, Director
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department  VIA E-MAIL ONLY 

1315 Valley Drive
Hermosa Beach, California 90254-3846

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT,
E & B OIL DRILLING & PRODUCTION PROJECT

Director Robertson,

This is the second addendum to my letter to you dated March 3, 2014, on the same subject.

Section 4.6(d) of the Settlement Agreement provides as follows:

Grant as reasonably required by E & B all necessary rights of way, easements,
franchises and other rights as necessary for subsurface pipelines and other facilities
and appurtenances in order for E & B to drill for, produce, market, transport and
sell all oil and gas produced from the subject lease(s). 

It is my understanding that E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation has publicly
taken the position that the above provision would entitle them to utilize any property owned by
the City of Hermosa Beach that E&B determines to be necessary to their operations. This
includes portions of both the Greenbelt and South Park, and perhaps other city-owned parcels.

This is a very sensitive issue for the people of our city, who have repeatedly demonstrated their
strong opposition to encroachments on our parklands, especially the Greenbelt. However, I find
nothing in the Draft Environmental Impact Report that addresses this possibility. I therefore
request that the consultants review and comment on the potential impact of this provision.

Sincerely,

R. DOUGLAS COLLINS
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:04 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Comments!

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Oil Project <oilproject@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 at 5:57:27 PM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Comments!

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/
�
From: Don Croley [mailto:drcroley@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 10:42 AM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Comments!

1. Trying to get through the EIR one can only conclude it was 
designed to obfuscate! 

2. Where in this wordy tome is anything said about "Fracking"?! I 
hope it is clearly understood that fracking is NOT allowed in 
Hermosa Beach! 

Don Croley 

CROD-1

CROD-2

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-46 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



See comments below

DAFS-1

DAFS-2

DAFS-3
DAFS-4

DAFS-5

DAFS-6

DAFS-7

DAFS-8
DAFS-9
DAFS-10

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-47 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



Addendum to DAFS-1

DAFS-11

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-48 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



DANJ-1

DANJ-2

DANJ-3

DANJ-4

DANJ-6

DANJ-5

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-49 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



DARJ-1

DARJ-2

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-50 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



DARJ-2 
cont'd

DARJ-3

DARJ-4

DARJ-5

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-51 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



1

Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:44 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: Comments on Draft EIR

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:37 AM 
To: Greg Chittick; 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez 
Subject: FW: Comments on Draft EIR 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Susan Darcy [mailto:s.darcy@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 12:21 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Cc: Hany Fangary; Petty Carolyn; Michael DiVirgilio; Peter Tucker; Nanette Barragan; DiVirgilio Michael; Hany Fangary; 
Carolyn Petty 
Subject: Comments on Draft EIR 

The�DEIR�understandably�divides�the�project�into�phases�including�the�Construction�and�Drilling�phase�and�the�
Operations�phase.��When�the�DEIR�discusses�the�10�Significant�and�Unavoidable�Impacts�it�refers�to�the�
Construction,�Drilling�and�Redrilling�periods.��However,�the�way�the�DEIR�and�the�timelines�read�right�now�it�is�
easy�to�misinterpret�that�the�re�drilling�takes�place�during�the�initial�3�4�year�Construction�and�Drilling�phase�
and�that�there�are�only�5�significant�and�unavoidable�impacts�during�the�Operations�phase.��Based�on�my�
discussion�with�the�EIR�consultant,�there�are�10�significant�and�unavoidable�impacts�that�occur�during�the�
Operations�phase�if�and�when�the�Workover�Rig�is�in�place�(up�to�90�days/year�for�the�30+�years)�and�if�any�re�
drilling�is�being�done�which�is�apparently�in�addition�to�the�90�days/year�for�the�Workover�Rig�(up�to�30�wells�
for�approximately�30/days�per�well�and�not�more�than�5�wells�per�year).��Please�make�it�abundantly�clear�in�
the�EIR�that�the�redrilling�takes�place�during�the�30�year�Operations�Phase,�and�the�Agreement�allows�for�an�
87’�110’�rig�to�be�operating�a�total�of�10�years�of�those�30�years�(90�days/year�times�30�years�=�2,700�days�plus�
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30�days/well�time�30�wells�=�900�days�for�a�total�of�3,600�days�or�10�years).��I�think�that�people�understand�
that�the�87’�drilling�rig�will�be�in�place�for�the�3+�years�of�the�Drilling�phase�but�they�don’t�understand�that�it�
can�come�back�for�another�900�days�during�the�Operations�phase�and�they�are�not�fully�aware�that�the�
Workover�Rig�is�also�drilling�and�creates�the�same�nuisances�risks.��It�should��be�more�clear�that�Re�drilling�is�
actually�during�the�Operations�phase�and�not�the�Construction�and�Drilling�phase�and�that�for�up�to�10�of�the�
30�years�a�Rig�can�be�in�place�and�operating.�
��
Thank�you,�Susan�Darcy�

DARS-1
continued
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 9:26 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Public Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Hermosa Beach Oil 

Recovery Project 

Luis

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pamela Townsend <ptownsend@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 8:26:15 AM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Public Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Hermosa 
Beach Oil Recovery Project 

�

�

Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner

City of Hermosa Beach

Community Development Department

1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235

Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org

Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.

Website: http://www.hermosabch.org

Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/

�

From: cdecker20@yahoo.com [mailto:cdecker20@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 13, 2014 7:33 PM 
To: Oil Project; Monica Decker; Mr. Charles Leonard Decker 
Subject: Public Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Hermosa Beach Oil Recovery 
Project
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To�Whom�It�May�Concern:

I�have�been�a�resident�of�Hermosa�Beach�for�the�past�4�1/2�years.��During�all�of�that�time,�I�have�
been�employed�in�the�oil�&�gas�industry�(by�ExxonMobil�in�Torrance�for�3�1/2�years�
and�Chevron�in�El�Segundo�for�1�year).��I�am�currently�on�a�short�assignment�with�Marathon�
Petroleum�in�Texas�City,�Texas,�but�my�wife�and�I�will�be�returning�to�Hermosa�Beach�this�
summer�and�plan�on�voting�in�favor�of�the�project.

I�have�found�this�issue�to�be�very�charged�within�our�small�community,�pitting�neighbor�against�
neighbor.��But�from�my�observations,�E&B�Natural�Resources�and�the�projects�proponents�have�
consistently�demonstrated�a�high�degree�of�technical�expertise,�honesty�and�ethical�business�
conduct.��My�observations�of�the�opposition�are�not�as�flattering.��They�have�resorted�to�
theatrics�and�intimidation.��I�have�felt�threatened�on�more�than�one�occasion.

I�am�offended�that�several�one�agenda�environmental�groups�from�outside�of�Hermosa�are�
taking�a�platform�on�this�issue,�when�it’s�strictly�a�vote�by�the�people�of�Hermosa�Beach.��I�look�
to�the�City�to�call�these�people�out�as�NPO’s�who�use�community�based�elections�as�a�platform�
to�promote�their�cause.���Members�of�environmental�advocacy�groups�should�be�noted�as�NON�
RESIDENTS�if�their�comments�are�included�in�the�final�report.

I�completed�my�Master's�Degree�at�Stanford�University�(a�somewhat�liberal�university)�in�
Environmental�Engineering�(at�a�much�younger�age)�and,�at�the�time,�saw�myself�as�somewhat�
of�an�activist.��I�chose�my�field�because�of�my�strong�desires�to�protect�our�planet�for�future�
generations.��But�as�an�engineer�I�quickly�realized�there�are�some�who�are�content�standing�on�
the�sidelines�and�throwing�stones���offering�no�real�solutions�to�the�issues�of�the�day.��And�their�
are�others�who�have�the�courage�to�develop�solutions�that�meet�societies'�needs�in�a�
sustainable�way.��I�believe�that�E&B�Natural�Resources�is�on�the�right�side�of�this�philosophical�
debate�and�that�is�why�I�support�their�proposal�100%.

Thank�you!

Chuck�&�Monica�Decker

DECC-1
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4/14/14 

Verbal Comment on E&B oil project from resident of Redondo Beach relayed to Pamela 
Townsend, City of Hermosa Beach 

A resident called and provided verbal comments concerned about impacts on/from: quality of 
life, noise, from spills, on the marine environment, associated with the introduction of this 
significant industrial land use in such a dense urban area,  noise, odors, traffic associated with 
large trucks, additional truck traffic on streets outside Hermosa Beach, and impacts to 
pedestrian from large trucks.   
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, March 03, 2014 11:32 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: Comments on HIA

comments�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Saturday, March 01, 2014 5:54 PM 
To: Greg Chittick; Luis Perez 
Subject: FW: Comments on HIA 

This�is�titled�comment�on�the�HIA�but�it�could�be�relevant�to�the�DEIR.�
Pam�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: JFF [mailto:rbstitch@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2014 4:16 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Comments on HIA 

Overall�I�am�impressed�by�the�HIA.��My�comments�thus�far�are:�
��
Could�there�not�be�more�mitigations�to�further�reduce�the�chance�of�a�pipeline�rupture�resulting�in�oil�loss�to�
the�ocean?��Should�double�walled�pipe�should�be�required,�maximum�operating�temperature�and�sulfur�
content�of�crude�oil�be�specified�(consistent�with�material�of�pipe�including�corrosion�protection)?��Perhaps�
ensure�signage�indicating�the�existence�of�the�pipeline�to�reduce�accidental�puncture�by�construction�
equipment?��Perhaps�annual�hydrotest�requirement?�
��
I�do�not�see�why�GHG�emissions�are�a�health�factor�as�indicated�in�the�appendix�–�it�appears�they�are�deemed�
one�as�residents�have�deemed�them�one.��But�is�there�a�real�local�health�impact�from�GHG�emissions?�
��
I�did�not�see�an�assessment�or�estimate�of�the�injuries/fatalities�which�might�occur�during�a�worst�case�natural�
gas�blowout�event�or�sour�gas�loss�of�containment.�
��
John�Faulstich�

FAUJ-1
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:29 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Additional Comments On DEIR

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pamela Townsend <ptownsend@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 11, 2014 at 4:05:25 PM PDT 
To: Edward Almanza <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez <luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg 
Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Additional Comments On DEIR

�
�
�
Pamela�Townsend�
Senior�Planner,�Community�Development�Dept.�
City�of�Hermosa�Beach�
1315�Valley�Drive�
Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
(310)�318�0242�
Hours:�Mon�Thu,�7:00�a.m.�to�6:00�p.m.�
www.hermosabch.org�

�
From:�Oil�Project�
Sent:�Friday,�April�11,�2014�4:03�PM�
To:�Pamela�Townsend�
Subject:�FW:�Additional�Comments�On�DEIR��
��
�

�
From:�JFF�<rbstitch@verizon.net>�
Sent:�Friday,�April�11,�2014�8:32�AM�
To:�Oil�Project�
Subject:�Additional�Comments�On�DEIR��
��
I�think�it�would�be�helpful�to�provide�some�reality�to�the�impacts�which�the�DEIR�says�cannot�be�
mitigated.��For�example,�if�XXX�cannot�be�mitigated,�provide�an�example�of�where�XXX�has�
occurred�on�a�similar�project�and�design,�the�number�of�times�it�has�occurred�and�the�total�
number�of�projects�where�it�the�chance�of�occurrence�existed,�as�well�as�the�impact�on�human�
life�and�the�environment.��I�think�people�read�that�an�impact�cannot�be�mitigated�and�thus�
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conclude�it�will�happen,�when�in�reality�a�number�of�the�impacts�may�have�never�occurred�in�a�
similar�project,�or�occurred�once�in�a�great�number�of�projects.�
��
John�Faulstich�
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To: Ken Robertson; Ed Almanza 
Subject: Questions regarding the DEIR

DEIR     PAGE  ES 5

In most City of Hermosa construction projects, financial penalties are imposed if the time frames 
for the project are not met. 
Would penalties be part of the development agreement ? 

When does the "clock start" for the 35 year lease. 

DEIR       PAGE 4.6-16 

Who would pay for the needed upgrades to the fire hydrants in the immediate area ? 
Could reclaimed water be used in fire suppression if an oil fire occurs ? 
What agency has approved the use of reclaimed water in drilling operations ? 
Has the process of using reclaimed water been used  in other drilling operations ? 

DEIR       PAGE 4.6-18 
Will the Emergency Response Plans, etc, be completed prior to the vote on the project ? 

DEIR        PAGE  4.6 -1 

The sump drain in the north driveway area drains to the sand not the ocean.  
The lower pump sump also flows to the north driveway area and not off site to the ocean. 

DEIR         PAGE 4.9-2 

What is a "100" year storm ?  How many inches of rain water ? 

DEIR         PAGE 4.9-13 

I would like to see a plan view AND a profile view of all the proposed phases including 1, 2, 3 
and 4.
These plans should include the containment capacity for oil and water in a normal or 100 storm 
or a fire event that requires fire suppression. 

DEIR        PAGE 4.10-9 

Would any zone changes be needed to do this project in any of the areas affected ? 

DEIR          PAGE 4.12 

Would  additional crossing guards be required on Valley at both 6th and the new (temp) city 
yard.  Who would pay for this service. 
The illustrated crossing guard locations is inaccurate. 

DEIR           PAGE 4.13-108 

Consider one way of Valley south of 8th or 6th  NOT Pier. 

FLAM-1
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DIER            PAGE 4.13-110 

The plans for the new yard do not show exit as mitigated in Tr-4a 

DEIR             PAGE 4.14-2 

Same as 4.6-1 

DEIR              PAGE  4.14-7 

Consider hooking up the sewer lateral to a restroom during phase 1, similar to the proposal for 
phase 2 and 3.
The noise, smell etc for pumping out portable toilets for 93 construction personal for the many 
months of phase 1 would be significant.
There is a second  lateral in the south east corner 

DEIR              PAGE  4. 14-9 

FYI           The  existing sewer lateral at the north east  property, joins the 8th Street City sewer 
which then conects to the San  Dist line on Valley 

DEIR            PAGE   4.14-10 

The lack of profile plans that could show or describe retention of oil and or water during an 
significant event, (fire, storm, etc) is a major concern, in particular,  phase 1 . 

DEIR              FIGURE 2.6     PAGE  2.15 

The plan shows  Proposed Project Parking  in the S/W corner but there is no addition 
information.  In addition , this is private property. 

CBA            PAGE  59 and 60 

A     Is there any new City of HB Fire Equipment needed ? Trucks etc 

B     The new Fire Marshall: 

Is that person a sworn or non sworn employee.  40 hrs per week etc ? 

Assuming that this person is being hired as a expert in inspecting and Oil related issues, would 
that person be required to live within a  10 to 20 minute emergency response time frame for any 
emergencies.  
Note: We have had Fire Dept employees that commuted from different States 

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS 
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1    There are several references that indicate that the proposed site is 1.3 acres and several that 
state 1.6 acres.   Which is correct ? 

2       I would suggest that the soil be tested in the south western section of the existing yard. That 
was an "clean out area " for  many projects, including oil based paints and solvents. The 
documents in these reports do not show any activity in the suggested area. 

3       Would a new EIR be required  to build the temporary city yard or is this EIR  sufficient.  ?   
          Would a new EIR  be required for the perm new yard? 

4       The traffic study addressed traffic on 6th as well as Valley Drive but does not address the 
potential of approx 100 vehicle trips per day that the current city yard generates.   These vehicle 
trips per day would then be transferred to the temp and or permanent city yard area and could 
have an impact at Pier/ Valley.  These vehicle trips would also merge with normal City Hall 
traffic.  

5        Consider reopening up  north bound Valley Drive at Herondo so all Oil/construction traffic 
would only be on Valley between Herondo and 6th. This would eliminate the project traffic on 
Pier at Valley and reduce PCH traffic. 
This would still allow site off valley and continue exit off 6th. 

6        Where is the data to support costs for the temp and new yard ? 
          Where is the data to to support cost for the soil remediation in the existing city yard for 
phase one ? 

7          Does any of the property in question, 6th/Valley area/ ROW area /City Hall area ,need 
zone changes ?   If so, will it be done at time of the vote ? 

8          Has the ballot "language " been developed ? 

9          In the proposed site plan for the temporary city yard, please consider placement of a gate 
at the east side near the parking lot "bulb out" 
Public traffic in that yard area could be hazardous.   
The illustrated parking could be used for  yard vehicles or city hall vehicles,  storage etc 
. As noted, all employees should be prepared to park remotely but public parking in that area 
would be counter productive.

10        This last year, the PD has "tested"closing off Bard. 
Please utilize the results during the temp and perm yard in that City Hall area. 

11       The old Stinnett oil well in the yard had to be "bled off" on a regular (weekly at least) 
basis. There was some kind of pressure build up. 
The fumes were repulsive.  
This was done by all previous owners (Stinnett, McPherson, City of HB) until it was capped/ 
removed.  
Does the new metod of extraction address both tne pressure and fumes issues? 

12        Regarding the temp yard:     Is there any opportunities in the existing M1area , similar to 
what was just approved for a new gym, that could be negotiated.
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13       The lack of any safety response plans for any of the proposed phase's is unsettling if not 
unacceptable.
As an example, 
On the South side of the project is the inlet to one of the main county storm drains (Herondo 
outfall)
It is 200 feet down hill from this site.  
The proposal should be detailed in how to keep oil / water / foam from entering that inlet.   
On the North side of the project is the inlet to the newest city/county storm drain projects.  Oil in 
that system might not be repairable.  
I propose that the safety response manuals be developed prior to the election or at least prior to 
approval/ permitting in each phase. 

Thank you for your consideration.
Mike Flaherty 
Planning Commission 
City of Hermosa Beach 
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 1:28 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Oil project in Hermosa

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pamela Townsend <ptownsend@hermosabch.org>
Date: March 7, 2014 at 1:18:27 PM PST 
To: Luis Perez <luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Cc: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>
Subject: FW: Oil project in Hermosa

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/
�
From: H F [mailto:wisteria4@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 04, 2014 4:52 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Oil project in Hermosa

Dear Sirs: 

I�hope�this�mail�finds�you�well,�and�would�like�to�introduce�new,�unique��
absorbent�for�all�types�of�oil,�chemical,�and�hydraulic�leaks�and�spills,��
the�most�efficient�and�eco�friendly�solution�today:�
�
http://www.savesorb.com/videos�
�
The�all�natural,�biodegradable�peat�mix�product�was�launched�last�year,��
and�given�its�highly�'encapsulating'�nature�that�is�also�hydrophobic,�we��
have�quickly�established�relationships�with�CA�municipalities�including��
Beverly�Hills,�Santa�Monica,�L.A.�County�Beaches�&�Harbors,�and�of�course,��
Manhattan�and�Redondo�Beach.���
�
We�strongly�feel�SaveSorb�can�be�a�benefit�to�your�city�as�it�will�do�wonders��

FUJH-1
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for�various�leaks�and�spills,�both�on�land�and�at�sea,�saving�time,�money,��
and�the�environment.��Our�products�come�in�different�shapes�and�sizes,�and��
we�can�also�custom�design�new�items�for�your�specific�needs.���
�
We�are�also�in�touch�with�some�oil�companies,�but�being�a�local�resident��
who�cares�about�keeping�the�area�clean,�I�am�prepared�to�do�a�demo�to��
prove�what�SaveSorb�can�do.�
�
I�thank�you�in�advance�for�your�attention,�and�I�look�forward�to�discussing��
the�matter�with�you.���
�
Sincerely,�
��
Hiro�Fujii�
SaveSorb��
310.346.1890�
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, March 03, 2014 11:31 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: DEIR Comment 

Comments…�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]  
Sent: Saturday, March 01, 2014 5:52 PM 
To: Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: DEIR Comment  

This�is�it�for�last�week.�
Pam�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Michelle Geller [mailto:michelle.geller173@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2014 9:39 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject:

We have come up with a Proposal regarding oil drilling in Hermosa. We hope you read our proposal and 
consider the environmental effects of this serious issue.

-Michelle Geller and Connor Axtell [students of Chadwick School]

We propose that the City Council of Hermosa Beach should not allow E&B Natural 
Resources Company to drill for oil because of harmful effects to the biodiversity of 
Hermosa Beach’s coastline, and the inherent poor air quality. 

The proposed prohibition of drilling for oil in Hermosa Beach will at best preserve the biodiversity in 
Southern California.  Drilling for oil will have primarily negative environmental outcomes.  As seen 
through the history of the E&B Natural Resources’ accidents when drilling, oil spills could potentially 
destroy the biodiversity. Hermosa Beach should act in such a way to preserve the ocean that will be able to
sustain itself for generations to come.

GELM-1

GELM-2
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California’s geology and climate has made it a primary location for biodiversity because of its large variety 
of plants and animals both on land, and in the water.  There are 2,153 native plant species to California 
alone.  The biodiversity on the coast lines and ocean is even larger.  Birds, plants, and oceanic organisms 
find their homes and environments along California’s sunny coastline.  The West coast of California, a 
floristic province, is a hotspot for a variety of species. (“Calacademy”) The issue of whether to drill or not 
should consider the biodiversity of Hermosa Beach and what is at stake. Marine life could be endangered 
because of possible fuel runoff and debris that would be produced from the site. Oil spills damage the 
entire food chain of the affected area, and can make that area much less productive, for the years following
(“ThinkQuest”). Air pollution could be deadly to birds that inhabit and live around the site. 

If an oil spill should occur, the biodiversity and sustainability of ecosystems will be at high risk. Also rare 
species of animals could be affected if the ecosystem fails under the presence of oil in the water. The 
Xantus’s murrelet, living from Southern California to central Baja California is one of the rarest sea birds 
in the world.  They are only found in this area, and they are a vital member of their food web.  The birds’ 
ecosystem impact helped to prevent a Chevron liquid gas terminal from opening in the breeding grounds 
near Mexico (Biological Diversity). This species should also exemplify the importance of preventing 
another oil company from drilling.  The proposed site is not far from the the ocean, and in the event of a 
spill, there is no question that oil will spill into the ocean through drainage systems that pollute our 
waters. The current off the Californian coast moves south to places such as Baja California and San Diego, 
oceanic ecosystems enriched with biodiversity. The cold water currents move at impressively fast rates 
making an oil spill in Hermosa Beach detrimentally harmful the organisms and animals thousands of 
miles away. A small spill off of the coast of Hermosa Beach could be the equivalent to oil traveling from 
Los Angeles to Salt Lake City. 

Areas along our coast are currently threatened with human impacts already, such as climate over 
exploitation, habitat loss, and invasive species.   Biodiversity is also what you don’t see: the micro 
organisms.  Phytoplankton is the basis and fundamental of the food chain.  The entire ecosystem would 
collapse if oil were to destroy the phytoplankton population.  The biodiversity is already threatened 
Southern California.  An oil spill wouldn’t just affect the local Hermosa Beach oceans, but also reach the 
larger coastline. (“Calema)  With this new increase of threat due to oil, biodiversity may be completely lost.
 The consequences are detrimental since extinction is irresistible and it will be impossible to undo the 
harm inflicted on the biodiversity.

Information taken directly from E&B Natural Resources Website (“Stop Hermosa Beach Oil”)

“E&B Natural Resources Drilling Spill Facts

o E&B averages 1 reported spill every 4 months over the past 6 years in california 
o an average of 7 gallons of toxic fluid has been spilled every single day by E7B over the past 6 years 

in California 
o Nearly 16,000 gallons of toxic fluid has been spilled by E&B in California over the past 6 years 
o On February 23, 2012, E&B spilled 2000 gallons of hazardous red diesel” 

Can the citizens of Hermosa Beach and surrounding communities trust E & B to keep Hermosa Beach 
clean and safe? With the history of the company, and the potential harmful effects examined above, the 
biodiversity is clearly at stake. More people should be aware of what “drilling for oil in Hermosa” really 
means, so we can protect the biodiversity for preemptive protection of nature and make an educated 
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decision about drilling in Hermosa Beach. Should we allow to E&B to drill for oil, or pay the settlement of 
17.5 million? Hermosa beach should act in such a way to preserve nature-which is priceless. 
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continued
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:46 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: Comments for EIR

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]  
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:43 AM 
To: 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: Comments for EIR 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Julie Hamill Koch [mailto:juliehkoch@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 10:26 AM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Comments for EIR 

I submit the following comments for the DEIR regarding the oil drilling project in Hermosa Beach: 

Regarding Section 4.3 (Biological Resources), I did not see any evaluation of how the drilling and oil recovery 
beneath the sea floor will affect the sonar of sensitive marine mammals like dolphins and whales. This project 
may constitute harassment of marine mammals due to the effects it will have on their hearing, and that this 
potential problem should be evaluated. 

The MMPA defines “harassment” as: any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance which (i) has the potential to 
injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild [Level A harassment]; or (ii) has the potential to 
disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing disruption of behavioral patterns, 
including, but not limited to, migration, breathing, nursing, breeding, feeding, or sheltering [Level B 
harassment]. 

HAMJ-1
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The proposed project would introduce elevated levels of sound into the marine environment and have the 
potential to adversely impact marine mammals. The potential effects of sound from the proposed activities may 
include one or more of the following: tolerance; masking of natural sounds; behavioral disturbance; non-
auditory physical effects; and temporary or permanent hearing impairment.  

If mammals remain in an area because it is important for feeding, breeding, or some other biologically 
important purpose even though there is chronic exposure to sound, it is possible that there could be sound-
induced physiological stress; this might in turn have negative effects on the well-being or reproduction of the 
animals involved. 

Numerous studies have shown that underwater sounds from industrial activities are often readily detectable by 
marine mammals in the water at distances of many kilometers. 

Temporary or permanent hearing impairment is a possibility when marine mammals are exposed to very strong 
sounds. Non-auditory physiological effects might also occur in marine mammals exposed to strong underwater 
sound. Possible types of non-auditory physiological effects or injuries that may occur in mammals close to a 
strong sound source include stress, neurological effects, bubble formation, and other types of organ or tissue 
damage. It is possible that some marine mammal species may be especially susceptible to injury and/or 
stranding when exposed to strong pulsed sounds, particularly at higher frequencies.

TTS—TTS, reversible hearing loss caused by fatigue of hair cells and supporting structures in the inner ear, is 
the mildest form of hearing impairment that can occur during exposure to a strong sound (Kryter, 1985). While 
experiencing TTS, the hearing threshold rises and a sound must be stronger in order to be heard. TTS can last 
from minutes or hours to (in cases of strong TTS) days. For sound exposures at or somewhat above the TTS 
threshold, hearing sensitivity in both terrestrial and marine mammals recovers rapidly after exposure to the 
sound ends. 

Marine mammal hearing plays a critical role in communication with conspecifics and in interpretation of 
environmental cues for purposes such as predator avoidance and prey capture. Depending on the degree 
(elevation of threshold in dB), duration (i.e., recovery time), and frequency range of TTS and the context in 
which it is experienced, TTS can have effects on marine mammals ranging from discountable to serious. 

In addition to the potential problems to marine mammals' sensitive hearing, I am also concerned about effects 
from potential sonar blasts or plumes that may result from directional drilling, an example of which is discussed 
in this article: http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2130015/Deaths-3-000-dolphins-blamed-sonar-blasts-
oil-firms-exploring-sea-bed.html. These potential issues should be evaluated in the final EIR. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Best Regards, 

Julie A. Hamill, Esq. 

Hermosa Beach Resident 

=
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�

Ken Robertson

Director, Community Development Department

City of Hermosa Beach

(310) 318-0242

�

From: Ed Almanza  
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2014 8:48 AM 
To: Tom Bakaly 
Cc: Ken Robertson 
Subject: FW: HB City oil project conversaton

Zing!�

(fyi)�

��

�

From:�Ed�Almanza�
Sent:�Wednesday,�March�12,�2014�8:47�AM�
To:�Captain�Zing�
Subject:�RE:�HB�City�oil�project�conversaton�

�

Kirk,�

��

Thanks�for�your�note.��There�were�many�questions�from�the�public�that�were�responded�to�by�
the�City's�consultants�at�the�public�presentations�on�the�24th�and�26th.��You�would�have�had�a�
good�opportunity�to�present�yours�and�have�them�answered.��Below�are�some�responses�that�
might�help�out.��My�sense�is�that�you�have�not�yet�delved�into�the�Draft�Environmental�Impact�
Report�(EIR).��If�you�don't�have�a�copy�you�can�find�it�at�the�City's�website,�or�feel�free�to�come�to�
the�Community�Development�Department�at�City�Hall,�and�ask�for�a�CD�or�hard�copy.��There�are�
also�copies�of�the�EIR�available�for�review�at�the�City�Library�and�at�the�Planning�Department�
counter.�

��
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The�principal�role�of�the�Environmental�Impact�Report�is�to�disclose�impacts�of�the�project�to�the�
public.��It's��very�likely�that�it�answers�most�of�your�questions.�

��

Ed�

��

�

From:�Captain�Zing�<captainzing@hotmail.com>�
Sent:�Tuesday,�March�11,�2014�1:21�PM�
To:�Ed�Almanza�
Subject:�RE:�HB�City�oil�project�conversaton�

�

Ed,�

�
�

Sorry�I�missed�you�at�the�meeting.��I�was�looking�for�an�open�discussion�and�it�was�clear�that�
meeting�wasn't�set�up�for�that.

�
�

Below�are�some�issues�that�have�been�presented�to�me.��I'd�like�to�know�if�you�address�them�in�
your�reports�(I've�looked�but�they�don't�seem�to�be�directly�discussed�but�I�could've�missed�
them.)��or�please�address�them�now�for�me�in�a�response.

�
�

Thank�you.

�
�

1.��That�Exxon�is�planning�to�drill�34�wells�covering�the�entire�area�of�use�which�significantly�
increases�all�of�the�negatives�associated�with�this�project.��More�risk,�more�noise,�more�
pollution,��greater�chance�of�error�than�the�"well"�(singular)�everyone�was�led�to�believe�this�
project�was�about�originally.

�

KIRK-1
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The�project's�proponent�is�not�Exxon,�but�E&B�Natural�Resources.��Multiple�wells��have�been�
proposed�at�this�site�since�at�least�the�early�1990's.��For�a�description�of�risks�associated�with�
proposed�wells,�see�the�Draft�EIR's�section�on�Safety,�Risk�of�Upset�&�Hazards�(section�4.8).��See�
the�EIR's�other�corresponding�sections�on�air�quality�and�water�quality�for�discussions�of�
pollution�impacts.���For�a�discussion�on�the�relationship�of�the�number�of�wells�to�impacts,�see�
the�Draft�EIR�at�page�5�17�and�the�extensive�discussion�beginning�on�Page�6�15.

�

2.��The�contract�permits�Exxon�to�use�public�lands�anyway�they�want�during�construction�which�
could�take�up�to�five�years.��So�could�use�public�parks�(even�school�parking�and�fields)�as�
parking�for�trucks,�storage,�and�as�construction�sites�during�that�time.

�

The�City�has�no�contract�with�Exxon.��The�project�(if�approved)�would�be�governed�by�conditions�
of�the�existing�(1993)�Conditional�Use�Permit,�the�lease�held�by�E&B�for�use�of�the�property,�and�
the�Development�Agreement�that�would�serve�as�the�principal�contract�between�the�City�and�
applicant.��The�Development�Agreement�would�restrict�the�project�to�those�uses�identified�in�the�
project�as�it�is�described�in�the�EIR,�along�with�mitigation�measures�prescribed�by�the�EIR�(as�
conditions�of�approval).��The�project�does�not�propose�use�of�public�park�lands�or�schools.

.

3.��The�40�80�foot�drilling�tower�will�engulf�the�city�during�that�time�(3�to�5�years).��Besides�
being�an�eye�sore�this�towers�aren't�completely�safe�as�the�one�that�just�collapsed�in�
Huntington�Beach�proves.

�
The�Draft�EIR�identifies�the�height�of�the�proposed�drilling�rig�and�work�over�rig�(84�and�110�
feet,�respectively)�in�the�Project�Description�section.��The�visual�effects�of�these�rigs�is�described�
in�the�Aesthetics�section�of�the�EIR�(Section�4.1).

�

4.��It�will�be�impossible�to�control�the�noise,�pollution,�and�vibrations�during�construction.�
�There�is�no�way�to�deal�with�a�that.��And�the�vibrations�lone�could�have�major�affect�on�the�
quality�of�life�for�the�residents�as�well�as�potentially�cause�a�shifting�of�the�earth�under�the�
homes/building�in�most�of�Hermosa.��And�with�34�wells�working�24/7�how�will�those�same�
issues�be�dealt�with�after�the�wells�are�in�place?�There�has�to�be�some�moving�parts�at�all�times.�
��How�is�that�going�to�be�dealt�with?

�

The�Draft�EIR�presents�several�measures�for�reducing�impacts�related�to�noise,�air�and�water�
pollution�and�vibrations.��See�the�respective�sections�of�the�text.

KIRK-2

KIRK-3

KIRK-4
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5.��This�is�the�most�important�detail�I�haven't�seen�or�heard�discussed.��Where�ever�there�is�coal�
or�oil�there�is�also�natural�gas.��They�go�together�and�It�is�impossible�to�control�natural�gas.��It�is�
easy�for�drilling�friction�or�even�friction�for�normal�pumping�operations�to�ignite�that�case�
creating�a�massive�explosion�that�would�set�the�oil�on�fire.��And�when�the�gas�and�oil�is�
compressed�under�billions�of�tons�of�pressure�under�the�ocean�that�explosion�is�magnified�by�
100x�or�more.

�

Potential�hazards�and�release�scenarios�related�to�natural�gas�and�the�potential�for�explosions�
(and�other�hazards)�are�discussed�in�detail�in�Section�4.8�of�the�Draft�EIR.

The�BP�explosion�in�the�gulf�took�out�most�of�the�offshore�oil�rig�which�was�400�feet�by�250�feet�
(almost�two�football�fields).��An�explosion�of�that�size�in�Hermosa�Beach�would�most�certainly�
cause�some�form�of�shift�in�the�earth�surface�destroying�home's�foundations�within�a�half�mile�
area�which�wouldn't�really�matter�because�flaming�oil�would�also�be�dispersed�in�an�equal�area.�
�The�toxins�from�the�resulting�fire�(which�would�be�extremely�difficult�to�extinguish)�could�cover�
all�of�LA�certainly�all�of�the�southbay.��And�of�course�all�oil�leaking�into�the�ocean�and�covering�
all�of�our�beaches.���Where�is�that�in�your�reports?

�

Please�see�section�4.8�for�a�discussion�of�potential�scenarios�that�might�result�from�the�proposed�
project�and�their�probability�of�occurrence.��The�EIR�does�not�provide�a�history�or�review�of�the�
BP�accident.

�
�

These�are�things�I've�been�told�but�haven't�heard�them�discussed�or�I�can't�really�find�them�in�
the�reports.��Please�give�me�your�take�on�these�items.

�
�

�
�

�
�
All�the�best,�

�
�

Kirk

KIRK-5

KIRK-6
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April 14, 2014 

VIA E-Mail

City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive 
Hermosa Beach, CA  90254 

Attn. Ken Robertson: 

 Please accept the following comments relevant to inadequacies of the existing DEIR with 
suggestions for further legitimate investigation to improve the assessment. 

I am an accomplished Chemical Engineer with 30 years working in and around major processing 
equipment. Generally, I have always been supportive of responsible development of natural resources 
governed by prudent laws and regulations. However, the magnitude and complexity of the proposed 
project is inconsistent and incompatible with the proximity to and density of the nearby residential 
community.

Executive Summary: 

Specific areas in the DEIR requiring additional work are listed below: 

� E&B’s previously published event risk assessment lacks clarity and specificity. It does not allow a 
qualified assessment of the defined release scenarios and adequacy of proposed mitigation 
measures. 

o Even in the morass of discussion, E&B’s own review suggests nearby houses could have 
their windows blown in by an explosion. The notion of my daughter waking up enshrouded 
in shards of glass is an intolerable predictable plausibility. 

� The DEIR discussion of event risk is needlessly verbose and meandering again without sufficient 
specificity to assess defined risk scenarios and mitigations. 

� Following the Texas City Tragedy where 15 souls where lost, the oil industry committed to apply a 
new risk assessment for locating buildings near processing equipment – American Petroleum 
Institute Recommended Practice 752.  

o The proposed project should apply the protocol from API 752 to assess the potential risk to 
nearby buildings and occupants relative to citing process equipment. 

� Operating a 150 foot boom crane on site is inconsistent with nearby residences and businesses.  
o Safe crane protocol dictates that the proposed use of a 150 foot boom crane would require 

evacuation of all personnel and residences within the boom radius while the crane is on 
site. 

� The DEIR presents two toxic plume maps – mitigated and unmitigated -- but lacks details on 
specific alterations the lessened the map impact area from one case to the other. 

� There was no direct mention of welding machine emissions during construction which would be 
an oversight and understate air emissions if omitted. 

KRAJ-1

KRAJ-3

KRAJ-2

KRAJ-4

KRAJ-5

KRAJ-6

KRAJ-7
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Page 2     

� The DEIR downplays the pressure of the oil production since at mature production there would be 
little pressure at the well head. However, upon initial production the pressure could be as high as 
800 psig. What would be the projected overspray plume from a blow-out at 800 psig? How would 
the over-spray be mitigated? 

� The DEIR accepts a yearly time limit on use of the flare. Does that make sense relative to how long 
it takes in the start-up to establish steady operation? A yearly time limit could induce an 
unintended consequence to create a reluctance to shut down the unit in unusual situations.  

� The staffing seems inadequate at night with only two operators on site. If the outside operator has 
an issue or goes down, then the inside control operator would be faced with abandoning the control 
board or providing assistance to the hindered operator. 

� The study appeared to amortize the construction emissions over the life of the project. That is a 
clever approach, however, such an approach would not be valid for predicted exposure. 

� The DEIR defines three tanks each with the capacity of 2800 BBls which seems to provide grossly 
inadequate capacity to support 8000 BPD production reinforcing the notion that the site footprint 
is inadequate to support the proposed project. 

� The tanks are simple designs that increase potential emissions and odors. 
o If E&B proclaims to be applying the best designs why don’t the tanks include internal 

floating roofs with secondary domes? 
� The proposal has inadequate buffer zones between the major equipment and the plant boundary. 

o The notion of little Johnny and Suzy Surfkid walking to Valley School just 8 Feet from the 
ground Flare, major equipment, and tankage is absurd. 

� There is a lot of discussion on Earthquake potential impact and historical impact. The project 
should clearly state the exact design criteria for ground acceleration based on the maximum 
credible earthquake for the nearest largest known fault. 

� The variety of computer generated views yields valuable insight into the potential aesthetic 
impacts. However, they are incomplete without adding views of the crane and adding all 
processing equipment. 

I am generally in favor of responsible development of natural resources. However, the limited project 
footprint and the proximity of residents is inconsistent and incompatible. I would be happy to be contacted 
for clarification of my detailed concerns. 
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Detailed Review of Recommended Improvements for the DEIR 

E&B’s and DEIR Health Risk Assessments: 

� E&B’s previously published event risk assessment lacks clarity and specificity. It does not allow a 
qualified assessment of the defined release scenarios and adequacy of proposed mitigation 
measures. There is discussion of engineering options to limit potential release scenarios but not 
sufficiently detailed to evaluate. It appears that the design relies on valve isolation to limit volumes 
released during potential release scenarios.  

o If the proposal relies on limiting release by valve isolation: 
� Do the valves operate independently of operator action? 
� Are the valves activated by triply redundant measured elements? 
� Are the isolation valves bubble-tight? 
� If the plant is segmented by isolation valves each section would become a pressure 

vessel. How would each section be protected from over-pressure? 
� The leak studies were based on an assumed hole size of one inch. About 15 years ago the accepted 

hole size assumption was increased to 2 inches for acutely hazardous materials and explosion risk 
release studies in California. E&B and the DEIR must re-run their evaluations with a 2 inch 
assumed leak size. 

� The E&B evaluation lists a variety of failure mechanisms that could be experienced by the plant. 
One of the potential’s was a BLEVE (Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosion).  

o What vessel or volume is subject to BLEVE? 
o What mitigations are assumed to lessen or manage a potential BLEVE? 
o It is not rational to state that a BLEVE is possible and then conclude there would be no 

significant impact? 
� Even in the morass of discussion, E&B’s own review suggests nearby houses could have their 

windows blown in by an explosion.  
o The notion of my daughter waking up enshrouded in shards of glass is an intolerable 

predictable plausibility. 

American Petroleum Institute Recommended Practice – 752 

Following the BP Texas City disaster, the Oil Industry committed to abide by the recommendations 
contained in RP-752. The disaster in Texas City claimed 15 souls. The failure and loss of life exceeded 
anything that would be predicted from the industry’s typical risk evaluation like what E&B applied above. 
The recommended practice defined a different approach to calculate potential explosive energy released 
from plausible events rather than assuming leak rates and failure projections. The protocol defines that the 
pressure-wave prediction be defined by detonating the potential volume of relevant material enclosed by a 
vapor cloud constrained by the volume of the process equipment envelop. 

In this case, aesthetic mitigation and sound abatement mandate that a 35 foot wall surround the 1.4 acre 
site. Therefore, API-752 would define a predicted pressure wave generated by the detonation of a LPG 
1.524 MMCF cloud. The cloud should be projected for LPG, NGL’s or the propane refrigerant. The new 
protocol was devised to construct and locate on-site buildings but it easily transfers to the application of 
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near-by residential structures, as well. The residential community forces the sound wall and the view 
barrier. Unfortunately, the walls also create and enclosed space that can accumulate escaped vapors. The 
additional risk from the enclosed space simply illustrates that the project is inconsistent and incompatible 
with the proximity to and density of the nearby residential community. 

Safe Crane Operation: 

Traditionally, safe crane protocol would cordon off and area under the boom while deployed to protect 
people and equipment below. In 2008, 4 folks were killed and 7 were injured by a crane accident while the 
crane was being constructed. Subsequently, safety protocol limited exposure for crane operation even 
beyond simply when the boom is deployed. There are homes and businesses that are within the 150 foot 
boom swing range. Only evacuations could protect the businesses and residences form impact from crane 
incidents. Crane operation is simply an additional illustration that the proposed project is inconsistent and 
incompatible with the proximity to and density of the nearby residential community. 

Cancer Risk Projections: 

Two maps are presented in the DEIR, Figure 4.2-7 Unmitigated and 4.2-8 Mitigated. There was no 
obvious description of exact mitigation steps that move the projections from the larger map to the smaller 
footprint. The DEIR must clearly describe the steps proposed and the incremental reduction in potential 
exposure for each step. Additionally, the DEIR should identify exactly where the Maximum Exposed 
Individual is located. 

The exposures calculated by this protocol is lowered by the distribution of wind direction and atmospheric 
stability. As individuals impacted by this project it would be helpful to see what the maximum exposure is 
for the worst wind speed, direction, and atmospheric stability. Knowing our potential largest exposure 
would allow us to make decisions about staying in our location or moving (even temporarily) to manage 
our individual exposure. 

Emissions’ Completeness: 

There was no direct mention of welding machine emissions during construction which would be an 
oversight and understate air emissions if omitted. The emissions from welding machines should be added 
to the air toxics calculations. 

Well Over-pressure: 

The DEIR downplays the pressure of the oil production since at mature production there would be little 
pressure at the well head. However, upon initial production the pressure could be as high as 800 psig.  

� What would be the projected overspray plume from a blow-out at 800 psig?  
� How would the over-spray be mitigated? 
� If the plume detonates what would be the expected duration and magnitude of the fire? 
� If it does not detonate, how far would the overspray contaminate the surrounding community? 
� What is the proposed clean-up or mitigation for an over-spray event. 

Flare Operation: 
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There was little discussion of the size, design and operation of the proposed flare.  An elevated Flare is 
aesthetically less desirable. However, the elevation provides two advantages. The elevation mitigates the 
potential radiant heat exposure to equipment and people. Also, the elevation effectively disperses potential 
emissions lessening their impacts on residents. The DEIR should explore the differences from each design 
and their impacts on the proposed project. 

What was the design capacity for the flare and how was it determined? What was the design basis? 
� What was the limiting design basis? 
� What was the flare load upon power outage? 
� What was the design load based on loss of refrigerant circulation? 
� Is the Flare designed to burn smokelessly? At what capacity? 
� What is the design destruction efficiency for the proposed flare? 

The DEIR accepts a yearly time limit on use of the flare. Does that make sense relative to how long it takes 
in the start-up to establish steady operation? A yearly time limit could induce an unintended consequence 
to create a reluctance to shut down the unit in unusual situations. 

Staffing:

The staffing seems inadequate at night with only two operators on site. If the outside operator has an issue 
or goes down, then the inside control operator would be faced with the choice to abandon the control board 
or provide assistance to the hindered operator. The DEIR must add a discussion on staffing levels, 
emergency response, and failsafe automation of the control system design. 

Tank Design and Capacity 

The DEIR defined three tanks each with the capacity of 2800 BBls which seems to provide grossly 
inadequate capacity to support 8000 BPD production. Common practice would have expected that 8000 
BPD production would be supported by three tanks -- two for production and one for maintenance and 
off-test sparing. The expectation that each capacity would exceed 8000 BBls to allow for water 
accumulation and safe space above safe oil height. The two production tanks would alternate between 
production, settling, and pumping. Production would pump to one tank that would then be held for 24 
hours to allow water to settle and dewater before pumping to proven production sales. Tanks of only 2800 
BBls could not provide adequate residence time to allow dewatering.  

Three tanks of only 2800 BBLs would also provide limited buffering to handle pumping or production 
upsets. With inadequate buffering capacity, the plant could suffer more frequent production interruptions 
and re-starts. More restarts directionally increase start-up flaring.  

Tank overfills are a major risk for odor incidents and fire risks. The DEIR should add a discussion on the 
safe controls added to prevent overfills. The small tanks and the rapidity of fill cycling would expose the 
plant to more frequent overfills than if the tanks were larger. 

The tanks are simple designs that increase potential emissions and odors. 
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� If E&B proclaims to be applying the best designs, why don’t the tanks include internal floating 
roofs with secondary domes? 

Low residence time for dewatering, frequent fills, and inadequate buffering to allow sustained production 
simply reinforces the notion that the site footprint is inadequate to support the proposed project. 

H2S Production and Management: 

The discussion around H2S production and concentrations was apparently inconsistent and confusing. 
Concentrations of 6 PPM and 100 PPM are described as limits but it is not always clear what oils or 
produced streams are described by each concentration. After reading all of the DEIR, I guess 6 PPM 
describes the maximum expected concentration in crude oil produced and 100 PPM addresses the 
maximum expected in the concentrated gas production. Furthermore, the DEIR states that the well would 
be blocked in if it exceeds these values and the CEQA process would be invalidated. Is that right? Those 
levels are very low and a 6 PPM crude could easily exceed 100 PPM in gas produced especially if gas 
make is much less than expected. This project constraint almost seems frivolous when compared to the 
observed range of H2S content of crude oils produced in nearby Torrance and Redondo Beach fields. 

The project also commits to place 10 ppm H2S monitors in the plant and at the boundary. The sensitivity 
and placement of the monitors should be located to yield advance warnings of a potential leak or vapor 
event. 10 PPM at the plant boundary is too high to provide early detect to allow the operators to properly 
intervene. The boundary monitors should probably have early detect settings of .5 and 1 PPM. Other 
in-plant monitors should be strategically placed near processing equipment that could potentially source 
H2S emissions. 

The DEIR should clearly state the singular highest H2S stream that could leak and project concentration 
iso-pleths for the highest release scenario into community. 

Equipment Spacing and Siting: 

The proposed project does not meet recommended spacing for equipment and boundary’s. The 
recommended spacing is based on experience for incident prevention and emergency response. Given the 
location and proximity to the nearby residential community it makes no sense to lessen the expectations 
below the recommended spacing. The opposite would be the more rational response increasing spacing 
and boundary buffer zones. 

The proposal has inadequate buffer zones between the major equipment and the plant boundary. 
� The notion of little Johnny and Suzy Surfkid walking to Valley School just 8 Feet from the ground 

Flare, major equipment, and tankage is absurd. 

At a minimum, the project must simply include the obvious response to increase buffer by closing sixth 
and valley to traffic including sidewalk traffic on valley. Whether, the roads become part of the project 
enclosure or simple closed roads to public traffic can evaluated later. 

Earthquake design: 
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There is a lot of discussion on Earthquake potential impact and historical impact. Empirical evidence for 
the performance of engineered structures in past earthquakes needs to be reconciled versus earthquake 
standards applied at the time. The project should clearly state the exact design criteria for ground 
acceleration based on the maximum credible earthquake for the nearest largest known fault. 

Once the maximum credible earthquake is defined, geotechnical engineers can project the maximum 
expected ground acceleration to be experienced at the site. Structures, foundations, and hold-down bolts 
for tanks and vessels must be designed to meet the expected acceleration. Tanks should include a bottom 
re-enforcing ring to combat elephant foot failures experienced in prior events. Earthquakes are 
unpredictable and therefore scary but sound engineering should produce structures that perform well if 
they meet current design standards. 

Aesthetic Views and Sound Mitigation: 

The variety of computer generated views yields valuable insight into the potential aesthetic impacts. 
However, they are incomplete without adding views of the crane and adding all processing equipment. It 
is better at this point to be forthright with all the potential view impacts. Leaving each residence to their 
own extrapolated view impact would probably be worse than the reality. At least two structures are not 
included in the current computer generated views. The crane will be a large visual impact. The 
comprehensive view angles should add the crane. Also, the project proposal describes a depropanizer or 
gas column of 60 feet which would be visible above the solid wall, as well. The 60 foot designation may 
have been for the process height required. If so, a column skirt and foundation needs be added to the 60 
foot height. 

I recognize and favor the beneficial impact of safe, environmentally conscientious, and regulatory 
compliant development of natural resources including: 

� Immense increase in local revenues for the City of Hermosa Beach. 
� Decrease the US dependence on foreign oil for our energy needs. 
� Create new jobs to construct and operate the facility fueling economic prosperity. 
� Add shared oil production rights royalties to individual lease holders’ pockets. 
� Fuel economic prosperity for the lease owners, investors, and operators. 

However, all the economic benefits do not offset the potential; safety risks to the proximate residents and 
businesses. 

Again, I am generally in favor of responsible development of natural resources. However, the limited 
project footprint and the proximity of residents is inconsistent and incompatible. I would be happy to be 
contacted for clarification of my detailed concerns. 

 Jeff Krag 
516 8th Street 

A Concerned Energy Engineer and Hermosa Beach Resident 
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 8:10 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Public Review EIR

Luis

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pamela Townsend <ptownsend@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 9, 2014 7:33:58 PM PDT 
To: "Wil Soholt (wsoholt@kosmont.com)" <wsoholt@kosmont.com>, "'Edward Almanza 
(superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez <luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg 
Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Public Review EIR

Comments

�

Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner

City of Hermosa Beach

Community Development Department

1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235

Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org

Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.

Website: http://www.hermosabch.org

Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/

�

From: MICHAEL V LEAHY [mailto:snmleahy@msn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 12:32 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Public Review EIR
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My assumptions is that E&B Oil is a corporation, meaning that its 
liability for damages will be limited to the value of the company. 
 Based on that my prior concern regarding the entire duration of 
the project is the likelihood that a problem, incident, disaster will 
occur and E&B Oil will not have the financial resources to meet its 
legal obligations.

�

By way of example:

�

     1. who will pay for dismantling of the facility in the event E&B 
Oil abandons the effort at any time during the project?

�

     2. who will pay for clean up of any above ground, below 
ground or in water contamination if E&B Oil

fails to meet its financial obligations?

�

     3. who will pay for damages arising from the operations 
(building or drilling rigs collapse, contaminated run off) during the 
project for accidents, property damage and personal injury other 
than E&B Oil?

�

There any number of adverse events (earthquakes, winter storms 
such as occurred in 1983) that may and are likely to occur during 
the project, which if not covered by E&B Oil or other financial 
protections, such as insurance policies, bonds, that would leave 
the residents and the city at risk.  With the limited liability arising 
from E&B Oil's incorporation, the residents and city are the 
ultimate insurers of this project.  For the project to be acceptable, 
considering all of the risks and issues contained in the EIR, there 
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must be financial protections put in place by E&B Oil that protects 
the residents and city beyond E&B Oil's own resources.  The 
financial benefits to the city do not appear to be sufficient to 
offset the potential liabilities in the event of E&B Oil's fails to 
cover the liabilities.

�
�
�
Sincerely,

�

Michael V. Leahy

260 29th Street

Hermosa Beach, CA, 90254
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JUSTIN MASSEY | 1441 MANHATTAN AVENUE, HERMOSA BEACH, CA 90254

VIA EMAIL

April 14, 2014

Ken Robertson
Community Development Director
City of Hermosa Beach
oilproject@hermosabch.org

Re: E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project DEIR

Dear Mr. Robertson:

Please accept these comments on the Draft EIR (“DEIR”).

The DEIR is unreasonably long, in violation of CEQA Guideline 15006. It needs to 
be shortened – probably to under 250 pages – so as to be readable by 
members of the general public.

The DEIR recites on page 2-5 that the City’s goal is to give E&B a vested 
development right if the ballot measure passes.  This is not an appropriate goal 
for the City and it should be removed.

Several items remain to be developed, such as an air monitoring plan, odor 
minimization plan, and other important project features.  (P. 2-66.)  Without 
specifics, the environmental impacts of this project cannot be reasonably 
determined.  The specific nature of these plans and project features must be 
described in sufficient detail in the EIR to evaluate their effectiveness at 
mitigating the unavoidable adverse consequences of the project.

The problematic organization and excessive length of the DEIR is particularly 
evident in the laborious, obfuscatory treatment of the environmental impacts of 
the proposed project and the cursory report on the environmental impacts of 
the project alternatives.  The environmental impacts of the proposed project 
occupy roughly 700 pages of the DEIR – an excessive amount that obfuscates
the impacts of the proposed project and makes them inaccessible to the 
public.  By contrast, the discussion of environmental impacts of the 5 alternatives 
occupies only 40 pages of the DEIR. The proposed project and 5 alternatives 
should be discussed together and given similar analytical treatment.

The proposed project presents significant actual and potential environmental 
consequences, including from the placement of permanent production facilities 
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on site (which ensures that the risk of spills and leaks of oil and other hazardous 
substances will be constant) and the allowance of natural gas flaring for up to 5 
hours a day – a significant consequence in terms of aesthetics, noise, and air 
quality.  These and other unavoidable consequences of the project need to be 
better highlighted and discussed in plain language.

In section 4.8, the DEIR estimates failure rates based on a convoluted amalgam 
of inputs that ignores the track record of E&B and its principals, who have 
operated other oil production facilities that have released oil and hazardous 
substances.  That operating record needs to be disclosed and accounted for in 
the DEIR.

In section 4.8.4.4, there does not seem to be a scenario for an oil leak (as 
opposed to spill) from the project once it is producing oil.  The DEIR needs to be 
include such a scenario.

In section 6.1.1, the DEIR assumes that the No Action alternative would increase 
greenhouse gas emissions because the (relatively small amount of) oil produced 
by this project would likely be replaced by foreign supplies.  This is not a credible 
analysis given the changing nature of energy and fuel generation, and it should 
be removed.

Sincerely,

/s/

Justin Massey
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 10:39 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: spills

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]  
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 8:23 AM 
To: 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: spills 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: babolmnop@aol.com [mailto:babolmnop@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:13 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: spills 

Here is a list of oil spills since the year 2000.  A spill would ruin Hermosa Beach, Hermosa business and our property 
values.  The traffic presents ridiculous problems for tanker trucks.  It is so nice not to be El Segundo or even Redondo 
with the huge hydroelectric structure ruining the landscape.  We are a one square mile perfect little city.  Why would we do 
this to ourselves?  Who would take the chance of ruining paradise?  Barbara Mathieson, owner, 220 27th st., Hermosa 
Beach,CA  90254  

Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Lake Michigan oil spill 
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United
States, Indiana, Whiting refinery 

24 March 
2014 

2 5 [8][9][10]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

MV Miss 
Susan/MV Summer
Wind

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Texas, Houston Ship 
Channel

22 March 
2014 

546 546 [11][12]

North Dakota pipeline 
spill 

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, North Dakota, Hiland
21 March 
2014 

110 110 [13]

North Dakota train 
collision 

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, North Dakota,
Casselton

30 December 
2013 

1,300 1,300 [14]

Bullenbaai Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Curaçao, Bullenbaai, Isla refinery 
1 November 
2013 

unknown unknown [15]

North Dakota pipeline 
spill 

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, North Dakota, Tioga

25 September 
2013 – 29 
September
2013 

2,810 2,810 [16][17]

Rayong oil spill
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Thailand, Rayong/Ko Samet, Gulf of 
Thailand

27 July 2013 43 163 [18][19]

Lac-Mégantic derailment Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Canada, Québec, Lac-Mégantic 6 July 2013 4,830 4,830 [20]

Cushing storage 
terminal

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Oklahoma, Cushing 18 May 2013 340 340 [21][22]

Mayflower Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Arkansas, Mayflower
30 March 
2013 

680 950 [23]

Magnolia refinery Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Arkansas, Magnolia 9 March 2013 680 760 [24][25]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Bullenbaai Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Curaçao, Bullenbaai
7 November 
2012 

unknown unknown [26][27]

Arthur Kill storage tank 
spill (Hurricane Sandy)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, New
Jersey, Sewaren

29 October 
2012 

1,090 1,130 [28][29]

Curaçao 
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Curaçao, Isla refinery and Jan Kok 
nature preserve 

17 August 
2012 

unknown unknown [30][31]

Sundre, Alberta Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Canada, Sundre 8 June 2012 410 410 [32]

Guarapiche Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Venezuela, Maturín, Monagas
4 February 
2012 

680 41,000 [33][34]

Nigeria Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Nigeria, Bonga Field
21 December 
2011 

5,500 5,500 [35]

TK Bremen Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

France, Brittany, Erdeven
16 December 
2011 

220 220 [36]

Campos Basin Rig
ht-
clic
k
her
e
to  
do
wnl
oa
d
pict
ure
s.  
T

Brazil, Campos Basin, Frade Field 

7 November 
2011 – 15 
November
2011 

89 400 

[37]

[38]

Rena oil spill
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

New Zealand, Tauranga, Bay of 
Plenty

5 October 
2011 – August 
2012 

350 350 

[39]

[40]

North Sea oil 
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United Kingdom, North Sea, Gannet 
Alpha platform 

10 August 
2011 – 13 

216 216 [41]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

August 2011 

Yellowstone River

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United
States, Billings, Montana,Yellowstone
River

1 July 2011 105 140 [42]

Bohai Bay oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

China, Bohai Bay
4 June 2011 – 
19 June 2011 

204 204 [43][44]

Little Buffalo oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Canada, Alberta 29 April 2011 3,800 3,800 [45][46]

Mumbai-Uran pipeline 
spill 

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

India, Mumbai, Arabian Sea
21 January 
2011 

40 55 [47][48]

Fiume Santo power 
station

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Italy, Sardinia, Porto Torres
11 January 
2011 

15 15 [49]

Mumbai oil spill / 
MV MSC Chitra and 
MVKhalijia 3

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

India, Mumbai, Arabian Sea
7 August 
2010 – 9 
August 2010 

400 800 [50][51][52]

Barataria Bay oil spill
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Barataria Bay, Gulf of 
Mexico

27 July 2010 –
1 August 2010

23 45 [53][54][55][56]

Kalamazoo River oil spill
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Kalamazoo
River, Calhoun County, Michigan

26 July 2010 2,800 3,250 [57][58]

Xingang Port oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

China, Yellow Sea
16 July 2010 –
21 July 2010 

1,500 90,000

[59]

[60]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Jebel al-Zayt oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Egypt, Red Sea
16 June 
2010 – 23 
June 2010 

unknown unknown [61]

Red Butte Creek oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Salt Lake City, Utah
11 June 
2010 – 12 
June 2010 

65 107 [62][63]

Trans-Alaska Pipeline Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Anchorage, Alaska 25 May 2010 400 1,200 [64]

MT Bunga Kelana 3 Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Singapore, Singapore Strait 25 May 2010 2,000 2,500 [65][66][67]

ExxonMobil Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Nigeria, Niger Delta 1 May 2010 3,246 95,500 [68][69][70]

Deepwater Horizon Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Gulf of Mexico
20 April 
2010 – 15 July 
2010 

492,000 627,000 [71]

Great Barrier 
Reef / MV Shen Neng 1

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Australia Great Keppel Island 3 April 2010 3 4 [72][73][74]

Port Arthur oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Port Arthur, Texas 
23 January 
2010 

1,500 1,500 [75]

Yellow River oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

China, Chishui River (Shaanxi)
5 January 
2010 

130 130 [76]

Montara oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Australia, Timor Sea
21 August 
2009 

4,000 30,000 [77][78]

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-135 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



6

Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Full City
R
i
g
h
t
-
c
li
c
k
h
e
r
e
t

Norway, Rognsfjorden near Såstein 
south ofLangesund

31 July 2009 200 200 [79]

Lüderitz oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Namibia, Southern coast 8 April 2009 unknown unknown [80]

Queensland Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Australia, Queensland
10 March 
2009 

230 260 [81]

West Cork oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Ireland, Southern coast February 2009 300 300 [82]

New Orleans
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, New
Orleans, Louisiana

28 July 2008 8,800 8,800 [83]

Statfjord oil spill R
i
g
h
t
-
c
li
c
k
h
e
r
e
t

Norway, Norwegian Sea
12 December 
2007 

4,000 4,000 [84]

Korea oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

South Korea, Yellow Sea
7 December 
2007 

10,800 10,800 [85][86]

Kerch Strait oil spill
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Ukraine
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Russia, Strait of Kerch
11 November 
2007 

1,000 1,000 [87]

COSCO Busan oil spill
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, San
Francisco, California

7 November 
2007 

188 188 [88]

Kab 101 Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 

Mexico, Bay of Campeche

23 October 
2007 – 17 
December
2007 

1,869 1,869 [89]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Burnaby Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Canada, Burnaby, British Columbia 24 July 2007 201 201 [90]

Guimaras oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Philippines, Guimaras Strait
11 August 
2006 

172 1,540 [91]

Jiyeh power station oil 
spill

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Lebanon
14 July 2006 –
15 July 2006 

20,000 30,000 [91]

Citgo refinery 
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Lake
Charles, Louisiana

19 June 2006 6,500 6,500 [92]

Prudhoe Bay oil spill
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Alaska North 
Slope, Alaska

2 March 2006 653 689 [93]

Bass Enterprises Oil 
Spill (Hurricane Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Cox Bay, Louisiana
30 August 
2005 

12,000 12,000 [94]

Shell (Hurricane Katrina) Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Pilottown, Louisiana 
30 August 
2005 

3,400 3,400 [94]

Chevron (Hurricane
Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Empire, Louisiana 
30 August 
2005 

3,200 3,200 [94]

Murphy Oil USA refinery 
spill (Hurricane Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United
States, Meraux and Chalmette,
Louisiana

30 August 
2005 

2,660 3,410

[94]

[95]

Bass Enterprises 
(Hurricane Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Pointe à la Hache,
Louisiana

30 August 
2005 

1,500 1,500 [94]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Chevron (Hurricane
Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Port Fourchon,
Louisiana

30 August 
2005 

170 170 [94]

Venice Energy Services 
Company (Hurricane
Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Venice, Louisiana 
30 August 
2005 

81 81 [94]

Shell Pipeline Oil 
(Hurricane Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Nairn, Louisiana
30 August 
2005 

44 44 [94]

Sundown Energy 
(Hurricane Katrina)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, West 
Potash, Louisiana

30 August 
2005 

42 42 [94]

MV Selendang Ayu
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Unalaska
Island, Alaska

8 December 
2004 

1,560 1,560 [96]

Athos 1
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Delaware
River, Paulsboro,New Jersey

26 November 
2004 

860 860 [97]

MP-80 Delta 20" pipeline 
(Hurricane Ivan)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Louisiana

16 September 
2004 – 19 
September
2004 

963 963 [98]

MP-69 Nakika 18" & MP-
151 Nakika 18" pipeline 
(Hurricane Ivan)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Louisiana
16 September 
2004 – 6 
October 2004 

618 618 [98]

Chevron-Texaco tank 
collapse (Hurricane
Ivan)

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Louisiana

16 September 
2004 – 17 
September
2004 

423 423 [98]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Tasman Spirit Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Pakistan, Karachi 28 July 2003 28,000 30,000 [99][100]

Bouchard No. 120
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Buzzards
Bay, Bourne,Massachusetts

27 April 2003 320 320 [101]

Prestige Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Spain, Galicia
13 November 
2002 

63,000 63,000 [102][103]

Limburg (bombing) Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Yemen, Gulf of Aden
6 October 
2002 

12,200 12,200 [104][105]

Manguinhos refinery
Rig
ht-
clic
k
her
e
to  
do
wnl
oa
d
pict
ure
s.  
T

Brazil, Guanabara Bay, Rio de 
Janeiro

23 November 
2001 

34 97 [106]

Trans-Alaska Pipeline 
gunshot spill

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

United States, Alaska
4 October 
2001 

932 932 [107]

Shell Ogbodo Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Nigeria 25 June 2001 9,500 unknown [108]

2001 Shell Ogoniland oil 
spill

Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Nigeria May 2001 unknown unknown [109]

Petrobras 36
Rig
ht-
clic
k
her
e
to  
do
wnl
oa
d
pict
ure
s.  
T

Brazil, Roncador Oil Field, Campos
Basin

15 March 
2001 

274 274 [110]

Amorgos oil spill Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Taiwan, Southern coast 
14 January 
2001 

1,150 1,150 [111]

Jessica Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

Ecuador, Galapagos Islands January 2001 568 568 

[112]

[113]
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Spill / Vessel Location Dates 
Min

Tonnes
Max

Tonnes
Link(s)

Pine River
Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t yo

Canada, Chetwynd, British 
Columbia

1 August 2000 850 850 [114]

Project Deep Spill R
i
g
h
t
-
c
li
c
k
h
e
r
e
t

Norway, Helland Hansen ridge June 2000 100 100 [115]

Treasure Right-
click 
here 
to  
downl
oad 
pictur
es.   
To 
help 
protec
t your 
privac
y, 
Outl

South Africa, Cape Town June 2000 1,400 1,400 [112]

Petrobras pipeline
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Brittney

From: Oil Project [oilproject@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Mary McDaniel (mmcdaniel@intrinsik.com); 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis 

Perez; Greg Chittick
Subject: FW: Proposed E&B Oil and Drilling production Project - Comments & Questions, McCall 20th 

Pl

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Stephen McCall [mailto:stephen.mccall@outlook.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 10:58 PM 
To: Oil Project; Ken Robertson 
Subject: Proposed E&B Oil and Drilling production Project - Comments & Questions, McCall 20th Pl 

To whom it may concern: 

Please find below my comments and questions that I would like your review and consideration on. 

I would appreciate it if you could email me back to confirm receipt. 

Thanks!
-Stephen McCall 

About me...
I am a homeowner in Hermosa Beach at 1219 20th Place, with my wife and two children aged 2 and 4. 
I've reviewed the DEIR, as well as CBA, HIA. 
I attended the full public comment meeting on 4/10 to review the DEIR.

Thanks to the City...
I appreciate that the City has gone above and beyond to involve the community in the review of this project and 
sincerely hope this openness will continue in the time leading up to public vote, where it is critical there can be 
sufficient information presented in a relateable way for people to make an informed decision. 

Factual based comments + questions...

1. Presentation of findings - can the findings be related to similar projects in other cities (Beverly Hills, 
Huntington Beach... USA or outside of the USA) - what are the proportion of 'successful' projects where 
there have been no issues and the community has been fully supportive, versus 'unsuccessful' projects 
where disasters have arisen, health issues, etc. Can the finding be more relateable both in using visuals 

MCCS-1
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of the proposed site and buildings; as well as on matters such as noise, smell, etc.  Can the findings be 
related to the previous time this measure was evaluated and voted on.  Can the findings be presented at a 
public town hall event, with public Q&A. 

2. Oil production / manufacturing - how does the proposed volume for E&B / Hermosa project relate to 
current oil #'s for Manhattan Beach, El Segundo, Redondo Beach, Santa Barbara, Malibu, Huntington 
Beach, etc.? 

3. Increase in mortality rate - needs to be 0.0.  I'm not sure how people could ethically vote on a project 
where there is even the slimmest percentage possibility of people's health being affected. 

4. Impact�on�tourism,�impact�on�property�values,�etc.���these�findings�need�to�be�better�thought�through�given�the�
wider�implication�to�the�community.

5. Trucks�in�Hermosa�Beach���what�is�the�current�volume�of�trucks�(garbage,�etc.)�and�how�does�the�proposed�
increase�for�oil�transportation�relate�to�this?

6. Scenario planning, if the project does not get supported - will the City go bankrupt.  If so, what will the 
implications be to residents on taxes, schools, etc.  Give examples from other cities. 

7. Investments to the community - what would be the proposed investment in schools and other key areas 
if the project is supported?  How quickly would we see those benefits directly impacting those areas? 

8. Ban on fracking for the entire period of any permit. 
9. Independent report on E&B - history, experience at other sites. 
10. What happens after 34 years - if the project is given the go-ahead, can the project only be given a finite 

life? 
11. Will council members and those on the review board be stating their intended position to vote 'yes' or 

'no' on this? 

###

MCCS-2

MCCS-3

MCCS-4

MCCS-5

MCCS-6

MCCS-7

MCCS-8

MCCS-9

MCCS-10

MCCS-11
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MCCM-4

MCCM-5
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 9:27 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Hermosa Beach Oil Drilling Project Comment for Draft EIR

Luis

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pamela Townsend <ptownsend@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 8:23:12 AM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Hermosa Beach Oil Drilling Project Comment for Draft EIR

Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242 Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email:  ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m. 
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/

-----Original Message----- 
From: carey m [mailto:mrcarey415@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 10:49 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Hermosa Beach Oil Drilling Project Comment for Draft EIR 

I know for a fact that there is an entire infrastructure of pipes under our city.  Thousands of feet 
of water, sewer, gas and several oil pipelines that are established.  I took a planning course in 
college and remember reviewing schematics that showed where all pipelines were placed under 
and near residential and industrial areas.

I live at 8th and Loma, near the proposed oil facility and in reviewing the summary, I read where 
the pipeline would have to be built from the proposed site to 190th Street/Herondo.  During my 
research found two oil pipelines have been here for several years.  I did a scan of the reports and 
didn’t find that information.  

Both the ExxonMobil and Chevron pipelines need exposure and it would be helpful for those 
who are making a decision to understand how long they have been in operation and how much 
crude is flowing through the pipes and how much is anticipated to flow.   Also, an incidence or 

MCCC-1
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risk assessment based on the history of those pipelines would dramatically alter the “sky is 
falling” mentality we are all hearing from residents.  

Please consider offering these simple solutions and include a visual component of this request in 
the final version of the EIR. 

Thank you! 

Carey McCormick - Independent Behavior Therapist Working with individuals and families in 
the Los Angeles Metro. 8 Years Experience 
858-254-9473 cell 
mrcarey415@yahoo.com
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See MCDM-3

MCDM-3

MCDM-2

See MCDM-4

MCDM-4
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MILC-1

MILC-2
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MILC-2
continued
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continued
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From:�r²m�[mailto:rsquaredm@gmail.com]��
Sent:�Sunday,�April�13,�2014�6:06�PM�
To:�Oil�Project�
Subject:�cost�benefit�analysis�
�
To�Ken�Robertson�April�13,�2014�
�
�From�Roberta�Moore�
930�9th�st.�
�
RE:�draft�cost�benefit�analysis.�
�
1.�I�am�very�disturbed�that�Tidelands�money�is�assumed�to�be�usable�as�if�it�were�Uplands�
income.�
�
The�city�yard�is�Uplands�and�is�where�proposed�wells�will�be�located,�but�income�will�be�from�
well�under�the�sea�and�not�legal�to�use�for�municipal�or�school�purposes.�
�
The�draft�report�suggests�that�some�common�law�may�be�applicable�and�could�affect�
understanding�of�existing�law.�But�common�law�is�usually�based�on�cases�where�existing�
written�law�is�not�clear,�or�not�specific,�or�is�lacking�in�some�way.�
Since�the�Tidelands�Trust�is�quite�clear�and�quite�specific,�I�doubt�that�any�decisions�can�
rest�on�undermining�it.�
�
2.�I�believe�that�E&B�should�be�required�to�pay�for�leasing�the�city�land�from�the�day�that�
the�city�is�forced�to�vacate�that�land.�
�
I�know�no�justification�for�paying�no�rent�until�4�years�after�creating�a�producing�well.�
Most�probably�the�definition�of�a�producing�well�should�be�addressed�in�every�detail.�It�
could�take�an�unknown�number�of�years�of�disturbing�the�peace,�digging�30�wells,�and�keeping�
our�land�unavailable�to�us�before�achieving�one�productive�well.�
�
3.�If�an�average�barrel�of�oil�sells�for�$100,�why�should�the�schools�receive�such�a�small�
share�of�that�money?�E&B�expresses�a�concern�that�the�state�may�reduce�its�support�of�our�
schools�if�the�schools�have�too�much�income.�This�is�nonsense.�If�our�schools�have�too�much�
income,�we�can�surely�give�up�the�state�share.�(My�personal�opinion�is�that�we�should�not�be�
giving�our�property�taxes�to�the�state�at�all�but�that�is�another�issue)�
�
4.�Pages�118�thru�124�are�simply�unbelievable.�Except�for�a�vague�faded�drilling�tower,�
appearing�to�be�2�miles�away,�the�before�and�after�pictures�are�identical�to�each�other.�E&B�
apparently�chooses�to�be�deceptive�and�that�makes�them�unacceptable�as�a�business�partner.�
�
5.�We�know�that�the�oil�is�there;�it�is�not�unknown.�It�seeps�up�and�covers�our�boats�and�
ships�at�sea,�it�gathers�on�our�beaches�in�the�form�of�tar.�Sometimes�there�is�so�much�
floating�on�the�ocean�that�it�can�be�seen�from�my�house.�No�agreements�should�be�made�which�
are�conditional�upon�'discovering'�oil�and�natural�gas.�
�
5.�It�is�invalid�to�make�any�comparisons�to�Wilmington.�Wilmington�was�developed�as�an�oil�
field�well�before�being�developed�as�a�lowest�price�community.�Hermosa�was�developed�almost�
one�house�at�a�time�because�it�was�and�is�a�nice�place�to�live.�
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From: buyer [mailto:1buyer2u@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2014 1:26 PM
To: Oil Project
Subject: Fwd: 03/05/2014 Written Communication for Planning Commission

email corrected.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: buyer <1buyer2u@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Mar 5, 2014 at 1:16 PM
Subject: 03/05/2014 Written Communication for Planning Commission
To: oilproejct@hermosabch.org, Pamela Townsend <ptownsend@hermosabch.org>, Ken 
Robertson <Krobertson@hermosabch.org>
Cc: "buyer ." <1buyer2u@gmail.com>

Please confirm that this email string is entered into the Oil Project Administrative Record, as a 
Written Communication, for the 3/5/14 Planning Commission meeting.

Please delete or redact my phone number from public disclosure.

Hi Pam,
I was wondering why the Oil Code is not on the index of Municipal Codes, see link
http://www.hermosabch.org/index.aspx?page=471

My public records search and the City's response indicates that the old Oil CUP is null and void.
Could you please check for me if the Oil Code requires the creation and implementation of a 
CUP.

feel free to call,
Thanks, Tom Morley

Tom,

It is not codified.  The intricacies of that I do not know.  It is my understanding it is still in effect as it has 
not been revoked.  What evidence do you have that it has been? The Oil Code would not require a CUP; 
the Zoning Code would have allowed the use subject to a CUP.  

Pam

Hi Pam, good questions.
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1. the City could not find any proof that section 15 (1 and 2) of the CUP were complied with and 
therefore, by it's own terms, the CUP was never effective. It did not need to be revoked
 
2. 17.70. 020 Expiration. 
http://www.hermosabch.org/index.aspx?page=471 
    Any permit or variance granted by the planning commission or city council 
becomes null and void if not established within the date specified in such permit or 
variance, or if no date is specified, within two (2) years from the date of approval of 
such permit or variance. An approved permit or variance shall be deemed to have been established 
if the approved activity or actual construction has commenced and has been diligently pursued in 
accordance with all requirements and laws. Notice of permit expiration need not be provided 
by the city.
 
3. 
http://www.hermosabch.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=460

The Conditional Use Permit is NOT EFFECTIVE until all the conditions listed in the approved 
resolution are met. No building permits or alcohol licenses shall be issued for the project until 
all conditions are met, unless unfeasible, and the California Coastal Commission has approved 
the plans for all projects that are within the coastal boundaries as applicable. 

 4. http://www.hermosabch.org/modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=1678

The CUP was based on a different EIR, statement of overriding considerations and public 
hearings.

and more.

I found the Oil code elsewhere.
http://www.hermosabch.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2079
 
see section 21a-2.4 
Can you provide the document that shows E&B formally complied with the written notification 
to the director that the CUP was transferred? 
see section 21a-20
Can you provide the document that shows E&B formally complied with the written notification 
to the director within 30 days related to the assignment of the project.

Tom

Thanks Pam,
CC Ken R

Let me explain why I am pursuing this issue.
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I don't believe the City can declare a CUP valid in a Settlement Agreement due to the fact that a 
City can not contract away it's reserved powers or police powers. Thirteen years ago the State of 
California made that exact point when the CA Attorney General submitted an Amicus Curiae 
Brief supporting HB Citizens' Measure E in HBSOC v HB (CA App Court B137557) The PC 
and CC retain their right and responsibility to review and decide upon activities which may harm 
citizens and a previous unvested agreement cannot bind their hands. Nonetheless, an action to 
revive a CUP would require public hearings.

If the CUP is deemed effective by the City in spite of the issues brought up herein then I 
maintain that Section 16 of the CUP must be complied with because there is a change of operator 
and the CUP must be reviewed annually by the PC. (It has been more than two years from the 
03/02/2012 SA)
Section 16
The Planning Commission may review this Conditional Use permit and may amend the subject 
conditions or impose any new conditions if deemed necessary to mitigate detrimental effects on 
the neighborhood resulting from the subject project.

The Planning Commission SHALL review, and if necessary, modify the conditions as set forth in 
this Conditional Use Permit on an annual basis or upon change in the operator of the project.

Additionally I need to clarify the Municipal Code as it relates to the Planning Commissions role 
in Development Agreements. It seems that the PC must process the DA the same as a CUP i.e. 
throught the zoning process.

http://www.hermosabch.org/index.aspx?page=468
CHAPTER 17.64 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
17.64. 010 Processing proposed development agreements.

A development agreement which may be proposed by the city or any person having a legal or 
equitable interest in real property shall be processed in the manner of a zone change as 
provided in Article 15 and shall conform to the requirements of Article 2.5 (commencing with 
Section 65864) Division 1, of the Government Code entitled "Development Agreements." (Prior 
code Appx. A, § 15.5-1)

17.64. 020 Periodic review of development agreements.
Any approved development agreement shall be reviewed by the planning 

commission (whose decision may be appealed to the city council in writing within ten days 
after the planning commission decision on review) at least every twelve (12) months after the 
approval of the agreement. The review shall be preceded by reasonable notice to the other party 
of the time of review and of any evidence that the agreement is not being complied with. (Prior 
code Appx. A, § 15.5-2)

17.64. 030 Action to determine validity.
An action to determine the validity of a development agreement entered into by the city, or 

any amendment or modification to it, may be brought pursuant to Chapter 9 (commencing with 
Section 860) of Title 10 of Part 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure. (Prior code Appx. A, § 15.5-3)
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Can I use the same rules outlined in 17.64.030 to determine the validity of an old CUP?

Last, What is the appropriate way for these issues to be presented and discussed with the 
Planning Commission tomorrow 3/5/14 as they relate to the role of the PC as presented in the 
staff report.?

Best Regards,
Tom Morley

Tom, 

We will get back to you on this. 

Pam

12:31 PM (41 minutes ago)

to Pamela, Ken

Hi Pam and Ken, 
Please let me know the latest time which I can submit a Written Communication for tonight's special 
Planning Commission meeting. I intend  to speak to such letter in the time allotted, schedule permitting. 

I would hope that I could incorporate in such letter your departments response to my emails of 
3/4/14 related to the compliance to the Municipal Code in the matters of the CUP and Development 
Agreement (DA) for the Oil project.

Best Regards, 
Tom Morley

Tom, 

Noon is the cutoff.   If we receive something later, whether it is provided will depend on workload.  You 
can always bring copies.  The Commission is not taking any action.  

We have referred your emails to the City Attorney and a response will likely not be made before this 
evening. 
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Pam 

Hi Pam and Ken,
Thank you for the quick reply,

Let's just use all of our email communications from yesterday and today as my written
communication right now. As you advise, I may bring other documents tonight.

Please confirm that the email string is entered into the Oil Project Administrative Record, as a 
Written Communication, for the 3/5/14 Planning Commission meeting.
Please delete or redact my phone number from public disclosure.

Regards, Tom Morley
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Comments on the Draft EIR 
RE; Fire Code, setbacks and more compliance to existing laws, codes and regulations.

The DEIR should discuss Section 5706.3 of the California Fire Code related to Oil Well 
setbacks.

See fire chief communication below.

Hi Chief Lantzer,

Thank you for our conversation last week on the application of the intent of the Fire Code 
as related to surface wellheads.

I just thought I would touch base with you to see if you have an update and/or if you have 
agreed to join me in the State code interpretation request. 

I am checking now because we are half way through the 60 day comment period of the 
Draft EIR.

Best regards, 
Tom Morley

On Sat, Mar 22, 2014 at 5:13 PM, David Lantzer <Dlantzer@hermosabch.org> wrote:
Mr. Morley,
After considering it for some time, I have decided that I will not be joining you in your 
request for a code interpretation request.

Sincerely,
David Lantzer

Sent from my iPad

I am worried that this vital setback and safety protection may be waived. The DEIR 
suggests the applicant request a modification to the Fire Code based on 'thermal radiation' 
only. I think there is sufficient surface area to accommodate the Code requirements of 
5706.3. (and DOGGR requirements PRC 3600 - 3606) by redesigning the project to meet 
the requirements. (see attached picture)

As I read California Fire Code section '[A]104.8 Modifications' , our Fire Chief may 
grant a modification if the circumstances are such that the project can meet the "intent 
and purpose" of the original code. 

I would like to have the DEIR specify the official position on the "intent and purpose" of 
Section 5706.3. through 5706.3.1.3.1
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It would be helpful if the DEIR could determine when the most recent changes to the rule 
may have occurred and if the current rule is stronger than the old version. Are there any 
California code changes being considered?

This section 5706.3 specifies oil wells must comply with 75 foot setbacks from streets, 
100 foot setbacks from existing buildings and 300 foot setbacks from Group A 
occupations (in our case a local church/school). The DEIR should require a site plan 
modification to accommodate compliance to the code rather than suggesting a mitigation 
to modify the code per CEQA. If no site plan modification is demanded then the DEIR 
should explain why a site plan redesign is not being performed.

I think there must be a reason why the distances of 75, 100 and 300 feet were 
established as the minimum distance from surface oil wells and hope the DEIR would 
inform us of the list of activities or potentialities which were included in the 
consideration in the establishment of the rule. Are there records of the deliberations on 
this determination?

The DEIR only mentions a variance for 'thermal radiation' would be required and may be 
justified by a more robust block fire wall. Beyond the obvious fire danger of oil drilling, 
The DEIR should mitigate the other reasons that the Fire Code was written with 
minimum setbacks and the DEIR should take into consideration all of the other hazards 
and risks of Oil and Gas development such as;
a. Hydrogen Sulfide and other toxic releases, 
b. Percussive damage from blowouts and explosions, 
c. Hazmat concerns of gas dispersal and liquid leak exposure.
d. Hazmat remediation activities. post-incident 
e. Noise, odors and light health impacts.
f. Rig structure failure and collapse.
h. Combined event Hazard footprint.
I. First Responder access to emergency events.
j. Earthquake related rig collapse.

I expect that the height of the OIl Drilling rigs and the Workover rigs, and cranes (85 ft. 
to 210 ft.) were also considered as a risk of collapse when the Fire Code setback codes 
were developed. We think the Fire Code would have considered equipment and personnel 
access to all sides of the wells. (in this case 30 wells). Was there any consideration for 
our dense urban situation where the proposed project would be considered a 'critical well' 
under DOGGR definitions. The DEIR should mitigate these situations. These are 'critical 
wells' located within 300 feet of occupied structures.

I am concerned, in our local instance, that the proposed 33 foot setback to buildings 
which is approx. only one third the height of the drilling rig (5 years with redrills) and
one fourth the height of the workover rigs (30 years) would not provide sufficient safety 
protection from the failure and falling of either rig. This should be of concern to the 
building occupants and the firefighters as well. The DEIR should mitigate these 
situations.
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TheDraft EIR should also consider State Article 2.1. Well Spacing Patterns-New Pools 
starting with Section 1721. The DEIR should mitigate these wellhead spacing or require 
site plan redesign per CEQA.

The proposed project on the 1.3 acre site (240 ft by 250 ft lot dimensions) is designed for 
more than the one well per acre and the wellhead surface locations are closer than 100 
feet from buildings and roads. The DEIR should require a site plan redesign before 
suggesting a mitigation to waive or modify the DOGGR code requirement and Fire Code. 
The City Oil Code requires compliance to DOGGR regulations at a minimum. The City 
CUP requires compliance to the Fire Code. If these two documents are considered 
‘entitlements’ in the Draft EIR then the documents must be complied with.

It appears the applicant is going to be looking for a Local Fire Chief exemption and a 
DOGGR waiver or exception from these distance and density requirements for surface 
wells. As I understand waivers from the Fire Code, for example, the design elements 
must substantially meet the intent and purpose of the original code by some other means. 
The DEIR must provide DOGGR’s specific rule for considering exceptions to the PRC 
code? The DEIR shold specify the intent and purpose of PRC 3600 to 3606.1 well 
setbacks and site density? 

If I read the code correctly, the DOGGR rule is for a density of one wellhead per 
surface acre (or two wells in some cases by exception) and specifies a 150 foot distance 
between wellheads on the surface. The DEIR should specify the intent and purpose of 
the original code and advise us on the specific protections to people or property that are 
provided by these densities. What is the policy and criteria for DOGGR to approve 
exemptions from the surface well location and density codes? Could the DEIR provide 
any examples where DOGGR has approved surface wellheads for new projects denser 
than one well per acre? Is each wellhead counted separately or would two well cellars of 
a dozen wells each be counted differently as applied to the 150 foot surface well 
separation code requirement?

The DEIR should provide an explanation of the decision criteria guidelines for PRC 3609 
related to determination of surface and subsurface well spacing plans. 

The DEIR should specify if the DOGGR related code will be strictly applied or how it is 
determined if it may be waived or modified as defined by DOGGR (PRC 3600-3609) and 
the 2013 California Fire Code (5706.3).

The DEIR should consider the following linked information and explain how these 
conditions will be mitigated for the noncompliant site Plan. CEQA recommends site 
redesign to avoid impacts.
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/faqs/Pages/Index.aspx#how_close
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17. How close can someone drill to my house? 

Land-use issues such as how close can someone drill to your house, business, or school 
are handled by the local agency such as the city or county where you live. Each local 
agency will have different set-back rules that depend on your type of structure. Check 
with your city or county planning department to find out how close a well can be drilled 
to your house.

The Division has well-spacing regulations that can be found in Section 3600 of the Public 
Resources Code. Also, the Division defines a critical well as a well that is located: 

� Within 300 feet of a residence or airport runway or 
� Within 100 feet of a dedicated public street, highway, or operating railway; any 

navigable body of water; any public recreational facility such as a golf course, 
amusement park, picnic ground, campground, or any other area of periodic high-
density population; or any officially recognized wildlife preserve. 

Critical wells are required to have safety devices installed on them that automatically 
close the well down in case of an emergency. 

The DEIR must verify the proposed project complies with all laws as identified on the 
following link.
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/oil/laws/PRC01.pdf

CA laws for Oil and Gas Jan 2014 133 pages.
page 79 3600 

CHAPTER 3. SPACING OF WELLS AND COMMUNITY LEASES

Page 82 (86/133) Pools discovered after January 1, 1974; wellspacing plan 3609

Page 124 3609 added by stats 1973. c. 864

pg 76

3600 wells within 100 ft from outer boundary of land, (or street) or within 150 feet of a 
well being drilled or producing (or capable of ) is a public nuisance.

3600. Certain wells declared public nuisances (Derivation: Former Section 3600, enacted 
by Stats.1939, c. 93. Stats.1931, c. 586)(Added by Stats.1947, c. 1559.)

3601 does not apply

3602 (this is true for HB 240 ft wide) Where a parcel of land contains one acre or more, 
but is less than 250 feet in width, there may be drilled on the parcel of land not more 
than one well to each acre of the area if the surface location of any well or wells is so 
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placed as to be as far from the lateral boundary lines of the parcel of land as the 
configuration of the surface and the existing improvements thereon will permit.

Note; there will not be any existing improvements after City Yard removal.

3602. Spacing of wells on certain parcels(Derivation: Former Section 3602, enacted by 
Stats.1939, c. 93. Stats.1931, c. 586)(Added Stats.1947, c. 1559. Amended by Stats.1955, 
c. 1218.)

3602.1 does not apply (not too viscous)

3602.2 does not apply

3603 does not apply

3604 Each day in which the drilling of any well is carried on, or on which it is permitted 
to produce oil or gas in violation of this chapter is a separate nuisance.

3605 does not apply

3606 Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter, where a parcel of land 
contains one acre or more and where all or substantially all of the surface of such 
parcel of land is unavailable for the surface location of oil or gas wells,

Note this is not true in HB, all land is available on site. so 3606 does not apply.

3606. Wells on certain parcels permitted; conditions; determination of surface location of 
well; determination of producing interval of well; requirement of plat of subsurface 
directional survey(Derivation: Former Section 3606, enacted by Stats.1945, c. 
139.)(Added by Stats.1947, c. 1559.Amended by Stats.1957, c. 405; Stats.1959, c. 1514.)

3606.1 The 150-foot restriction in Sections 3600 and elsewhere in this chapter shall apply 
only to wells drilled and producing from the same zone or pool; provided, however, that 
the well density shall not exceed one well per acre unless the supervisor shall 
determine that more than one zone or pool underlies the property

Note; not true for HB

and that it is not practical to produce from all of such zones or pools from a single 
well per acre 

and that such other zones or pools are being drained by offset wells.

Note; not true for HB
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In such cases only, a maximum density of two wells per acre may be approved. 
These exceptions to the general spacing rule shall apply also to properties qualifying 
under Sections 3602 and 3606.

Note: all three criteria are not met for 3606.1 to apply.

3601.1. Exceptions to 150-foot general spacing rule (Added by Stats.1955, c. 925.)

3607 does not apply

3608 does not apply because this is not less than one acre in HB. "Where land 
aggregating less than one acre is surrounded by other lands,..."

3608.1 does not apply

3609 does not apply because of report PRC01 column note "Pools discovered after 
January 1, 1974; wellspacing plan"

Note: the field was discovered in 1956 or earlier when Redondo Beach first drilled into 
the Tidelands.

3609 Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter, if the supervisor 
determines, pursuant to rules and regulations 

Note: which rules and regulations'?

and after a public hearing,

Note: which section defines the 'public hearing'?

that the development of a pool discovered after the effective date of this section for 
the production of oil and gas,

Note; the Hermosa Beach section of the Wilmington/Torrance field was not discovered 
after January 1, 1974.

or either, 

requires the adoption of a well-spacing pattern other than that specified in Sections 3600 
to 3608.1, inclusive, in order to prevent waste and to increase the ultimate economic 
recovery of oil or gas, 

3609. Well-spacing plan; mandatory pooling agreements (Added by Stats.1973, c. 864.)

Note; This is the key. What does either mean here? 
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Where does the mandate to protect health and safety come to play? page 6 

page 101 health and safety code.

What criteria determines if this situation 'requires' 'other than that specified in' 3600 and 
3602 ? Can the Supervisor determine this spacing plan is not a public nuisance? 

Is this the only reason to override 3600 and 3602 " in order to prevent waste and to 
increase the ultimate economic recovery of oil or gas"?

Does 3609 apply to old projects or also to new projects? 

Does it matter if this is a critical well?

he may adopt a well-spacing plan to apply to the surface and subsurface of a 
designated pool. Such plan shall be applicable to all wells thereafter drilled or redrilled 
into such pool. 

Such plan may include a requirement that, as a prerequisite to approval to drill or redrill a 
well, all or certain specified parcels of land shall be included in a pooling or unit 
agreement. The supervisor may provide in the rules and regulations for mandatory 
pooling agreements in connection with the well-spacing order.

Article 2. 

Administration

3106. (a) The supervisor shall so supervise the drilling, operation, maintenance, and 
abandonment of wells and the operation, maintenance, and removal or abandonment of 
tanks and facilities attendant to oil and gas production, including pipelines not subject to 
regulation pursuant to Chapter 5.5 (commencing with Section 51010) of Part 1 of 
Division 1 of Title 5 of the Government Code that are within an oil and gas fi eld, so as 
to prevent, as far as possible, damage to life, health, property, and natural resources; 
damage to underground oil and gas deposits from infi ltrating water and other causes; loss 
of oil, gas, or reservoir energy, and damage to underground and surface waters suitable 
for irrigation or domestic purposes by the infiltration of, or the addition of, detrimental 
substances.

pg 9 I need to check these codes

3112. Notwithstanding any other provision of this code or of law and except as provided 
in the State Building Standards Law, Part 2.5 (commencing with Section 18901) of 
Division 13 of the Health and Safety Code, on and after January 1, 1980, the supervisor 
or the Division of Oil and Gas shall not adopt nor publish a building standard as defi ned 
in Section 18909 of the Health and Safety Code unless the provisions of Sections 18930, 
18933, 18938, 18940, 18943, 18944, and 18945 of the Health and Safety Code are 
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expressly excepted in the statute under which the authority to adopt rules, regulations, or 
orders is delegated. Any building standard adopted in violation of this section shall have 
no force or effect.

page 39 

3252. As used in this article, “natural resources” includes land, water, air, minerals, 
vegetation, wildlife, historical or aesthetic sites, or any other natural resource which, 
irrespective of ownership, contributes to the health, safety, welfare, or enjoyment of a 
substantial number of persons, or to the substantial balance of an ecological community.

page 92 Note; setbacks and site density should not be relaxed because of the methane 
threat.

CHAPTER 7. METHANE GAS HAZARDS REDUCTION

Article 1. General Provisions

3850. This chapter shall be known and may be cited as the Methane Gas Hazards 
Reduction Act. 3851. The Legislature fi nds and declares that methane gas hazards, as 
identified in the study conducted pursuant to Chapter 4.1 (commencing with Section 
3240) of Chapter 1, are a clear and present threat to public health and safety.

Note: 3862 should be required before 3609 setback waivers.

3862. Prior to receiving any grants pursuant to this chapter, an eligible jurisdiction shall 
do all of the following: (a) Implement a zoning ordinance for areas containing methane 
gas hazards that establishes a methane gas hazard overlay and provides mandatory studies 
and mitigations for new construction within the overlay zones. (b) Revise the safety 
element of the city or county general plan to illustrate the methane gas hazard areas and 
establish mitigative policies. (c) Prepare a methane gas hazard mitigation plan, which 
provides strategies and mitigations for reducing existing methane gas hazards and for 
avoiding further hazards due to new construction. The plans shall be consistent with the 
grant report, the zoning ordinance, and the general plan safety element.

3013

3013. This division shall be liberally construed to meet its purposes, and the director and
the supervisor, acting with the approval of the director, shall have all powers, including 
the authority to adopt rules and regulations, which may be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this division.

3106 3112 

3152

MORT-15
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3152. “Hydraulic fracturing” means a well stimulation treatment that, in whole or in part,
includes the pressurized injection of hydraulic fracturing fluid or fluids into an
underground geologic formation in order to fracture or with the intent to fracture the 
formation, thereby causing or enhancing, for the purposes of this division, the production 
of oil or gas from a well.

3156 3203 

3234

3234. (a) (1) Except as otherwise provided in this section, all the well records, including
production reports, of any owner or operator which are fi led pursuant to this chapter are
public records for purposes of the California Public Records Act (Chapter 3.5 
(commencing with Section 6250) of Division 7 of Title 1 of the Government Code).

3235

3254

3254. This article shall be liberally construed and applied to promote its purposes.

3257 3270 

3331 3332 3333 

3331. Any order issued by the supervisor pursuant to this article, from its effective date,
shall be binding upon each person owning or claiming any legal or equitable interest in
the area which is the subject of such order or in the oil and gas produced or to be 
produced therefrom or a right to participate in a share of the proceeds thereof. From the 
effective date of such an order it shall be unlawful for a person to drill, redrill, operate, 
work on or produce any well within such area otherwise than in conformity with the 
order.

3332. Within 30 days after the written notice of the entry of a fi nal order of the 
supervisor, or within such further time as the supervisor may grant for good cause shown, 
but in no event shall such time be extended more than 60 days from the written notice of 
entry of such final order, any person affected thereby may fi le with the supervisor an 
application for a rehearing in respect to any matter determined by such order, setting 
forth the particulars in which such order is considered to be objectionable. The supervisor
shall grant or deny any such application in whole or in part within 30 days from the date 
of the filing thereof, and failure to act thereon within such period shall constitute a denial 
of such application. In the event that a rehearing is granted, notice to such effect shall be 
given to all persons affected by such order, advising them of the date of such rehearing 
and of their right to appear and be heard thereon. The date set for any such rehearing shall 
be not less than 30 days nor more than 60 days from the date the application for rehearing 
is granted, unless, upon good cause shown, the time is extended by the supervisor, but in 
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no event shall such time be extended more than 90 days from the date such application 
for rehearing is granted. The supervisor may enter an amended order or a new order after 
the rehearing as may be required under the circumstances. The provision of Article 6 
(commencing with Section 3350) of Chapter 1 of Division 3 relating to appeals and 
review shall not apply to this article.

3333. (a) A final order of the supervisor shall be subject to judicial review by fi ling a 
petition for a writ of mandate in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2 
(commencing at Section 1084) of Title 1 of Part 3 of the Code of Civil Procedure in the
superior court of any county in which all or any part of the area affected is located, except 
that any such proceedings shall be instituted within 30 days from the date that a certified 
copy of the transcript of the proceedings before the supervisor has been delivered to the 
applicant; otherwise, the findings and determination of the supervisor shall be deemed fi 
nal and conclusive. Any action so filed shall incorporate therein a certified copy of the 
transcript of the proceedings before the supervisor.

(b) Notice of intention to petition the superior court for judicial review shall be fi led

by the applicant or applicants with the supervisor within 60 days after the entry of the 
final order complained of or within 60 days following the final disposition of any 
application for rehearing. The notice must identify the order and state the grounds of 
objection thereto.

Immediately upon the filing of such notice the supervisor shall certify to the applicant or
applicants the estimated cost of preparing the transcript of the proceedings before the 
supervisor.

The amount of the estimated cost shall be deposited with the supervisor within 10 days 
after the mailing of the certification of such cost to the applicant or applicants. Upon the 
deposit of the cost the supervisor shall order the preparation of the transcript. A certified
copy of the transcript shall be delivered to the applicant or applicants within 60 days from

the date of the fi ling of said notice of intention unless such time is extended for good 
cause by the supervisor, but in no event later than 90 days from the date of fi ling of such 
notice.

3334. The pendency of actions before the superior court or proceedings for review before
any other court of competent jurisdiction of itself shall not stay or suspend the operation
of any order; however, the superior court or such other court in its discretion, upon its 
own motion or upon proper application of any party thereto, may, for good cause, stay or 
suspend, in whole or in part, the operation of any order pending consideration or review 
thereof.

3335. If an action for judicial review has not been commenced within the time prescribed
for such action, or, if filed, the time within which to process an appeal by the petitioner 
from any judgment or order rendered therein has expired, or if such an appeal has been 
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timely perfected and there has been an affi rmance of such judgment or order, the 
supervisor may order that the production by noncomplying owners or operators of oil or 
gas from any pool or pools or portions thereof cease or be curtailed until such 
noncomplying owners or operators comply with said unit order.

Tom Morley
end
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 1:53 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: Draft EIR submission

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93003�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 12:02 PM 
To: Mary McDaniel (mmcdaniel@intrinsik.com); 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: Draft EIR submission 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Ken Robertson  
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 7:42 AM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: FW: Draft EIR submission 

�
�

Ken Robertson 
Director, Community Development Department 
City of Hermosa Beach 
(310) 318-0242 
�
From: buyer [mailto:1buyer2u@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 10:20 PM 
To: Ken Robertson 
Subject: Draft EIR submission 

Hi Ken, 
Please do not publish my email or phone number on the City website or any other method. 
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 Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the Hermosa Beach EIR and CBA process. 
Please enter all of my submissions into the administrative record and consider any reference to a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) to be equally applied to the Draft EIR. 

 Please find attached link expressing my concerns, opinions and alternative submissions. 
This item , previously submitted for the Health Impact Assessment is now being submitted for the Draft EIR.  
http://www.hermosabch.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=3446

Please consider all of my past concerns as new concerns for the purpose of the DEIR consideration. 

 I look forward to further involvement in the process. 

Respectfully,  Tom Morley 

MORT-16
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 9:26 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: COMMENTS for Draft EIR - Proposed Oil Drilling & Production Project

Luis

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Pamela Townsend <ptownsend@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 8:26:39 AM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Greg Chittick 
<greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>, Luis Perez <luis.perez@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: COMMENTS for Draft EIR - Proposed Oil Drilling & Production Project

�

�

Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner

City of Hermosa Beach

Community Development Department

1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235

Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org

Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.

Website: http://www.hermosabch.org

Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/

�

From: Dency Nelson [mailto:dln52@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, April 13, 2014 11:00 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: COMMENTS for Draft EIR - Proposed Oil Drilling & Production Project

April�13,�2014
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�

Mr.�Ken�Robertson

Community�Development�Department

1315�Valley�Drive

Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254

�

Mr.�Robertson,

�

As�the�deadline�approaches�for�comments�to�be�included�in�the�Draft�EIR�for�the�Proposed�
Hermosa�Beach�Drilling�&�Production�Project,�I�want�to�take�this�opportunity�to�go�on�record�
with�just�this.

�

As�I�stated�back�in�2008�when�I�relinquished�my�role�as�Chairman�of�the�Hermosa�Beach�Green�
Building�Committee,�and�chose�not�to�become�a�part�of�the�new�Hermosa�Beach�Green�Task�
Force,�I�was�waiting�and�hoping�for�members�of�the�community�with�real�expertise�and�training�
in�any�and�all�matters�of�Climate�Change�Mitigation�to�step�forward�to�offer�facts�and�scientific�
knowledge�to�contribute�to�what�I�already�know�to�be�true,�that�this�project�is�“not�safe,�not�
healthy�and�a�bad�deal”�for�the�Hermosa�Beach�community�and�the�planet.��They�have�done�
that,�and�in�spades!��I�chose�to�be�available�at�the�two�public�opportunities�on�April�2�&10,�not�
to�speak�myself,�but�to�yield�my�time�to�those�experts,�and�I�did�and�they�did!

�

But,�as�I�know�that�it�is�important�for�each�and�every�one�of�us�in�this�community�who�has�
strong�feelings�about�this�project�to�go�on�record,�but�also�to�use�the�opportunity�for�exactly�
what�is�requested�during�this�period,�that�is,�to�add�things�that�are�not�already�examined�in�the�
Draft�EIR�as�it�currently�crafted,�I�offer�the�following.�

�

As�Joe�Galliani�of�the�South�Bay�350�Climate�Action�Group�stated�Thursday�night,�the�Draft�EIR�
does�not�mention�anything�whatsoever�about�the�Carbon�Budget�and�the�very�expensive�
payment�that�the�City�of�Hermosa�Beach�will�have�to�make�for�all�of�the�Carbon�that�will�be�
pulled�out�of�the�Torrance�Oil�Field�should�this�project�go�forward.��It�is�a�debt�to�the�planet�that�
we�will�have�to�pay,�in�a�very�real�way,�and�should�be�addressed�in�this�EIR.��Please�see�the�
following�two�items�and�include�their�findings�in�the�report:

�

NELD-1

NELD-2
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www.globalcarbonproject.org/carbonbudget

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/04/14/science/earth/un-climate-panel-warns-speedier-action-is-
needed-to-avert-disaster.html?smid=tw-share&_r=0

�

Thank�you�for�your�attention�to�this�matter,�and�for�including�my�very�specific�concerns�
regarding�this�omission�in�the�report�as�it�currently�exists.�Let�me�also�add�that�I�find�everything�
that�already�exists�in�all�three�reports�offered�to�us�on�February�13,�and�illustrated�and�
explained�on�February�24�&�26,�to�be�of�more�than�enough�concern�for�this�project�to�ever�be�
considered�for�the�City�of�Hermosa�Beach.

�

Sincerely,

�

Dency�L.�Nelson

2415�Silverstrand�Avenue

Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254

�

�

�

�

�

Addendum to NelD-1
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NICR-1

NICR-2

NICR-3

NICR-4

NICR-5
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PADM-1

PADM-2
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:02 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: EIR review

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Oil Project <oilproject@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 at 5:55:53 PM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Greg Chittick 
<greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>, Luis Perez <luis.perez@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: EIR review

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/
�
From: Marci Palla [mailto:marcipalla@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 9:02 AM 
To: Oil Project; Cheryl Cross 
Subject: EIR review

Hello,

After reading the executive summary of the EIR report, I was quite impressed with the thoroughness of 
the mitigations.  My only comment is that I really think we should use the alternative where the permanent 
Proposed City Maintenance Yard is constructed prior to Phase 1, and the temporary maintenance yard is 
not constructed.  This would save the community money and also decrease the amount of disturbance 
caused by construction.

Thank you for your hard work,
Marci Palla
219 1/2 30th Street

PALM-1

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-233 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



PAYR-1

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-234 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



1

Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:21 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Comments on DEIR

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Oil Project <oilproject@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 at 6:18:56 PM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Comments on DEIR

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/
�
From: Ken Robertson  
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 4:26 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: FW: Comments on DEIR

�
�

Ken Robertson
Director, Community Development Department
City of Hermosa Beach
(310) 318-0242
�
From: Sam Perrotti [mailto:sperrotti1@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 4:11 PM 
To: Ken Robertson 
Subject: Comments on DEIR

Ken,
�
I�am�not�sure�if�my�comments�apply�to�the�DEIR�or�the�development�agreement.
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�
If�the�oil�drilling�proposal�is�approved�by�the�residents�and�the�project�proceeds�forward,�I�
would�like�the�gas�pipeline�constructed�with�a�vinyl�sleeve.��That�would�provide�additional�
protection�against�ground�movement�especially�during�an�earthquake.
�
Take�care.
�
Sam

PERS-1
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PERL-4

PERL-5

PERL-6
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:07 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Lauren Pizer Mains DEIR PUBLIC COMMENTS
Attachments: DEIR Comments REV.docx; ATT00001.htm

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Oil Project <oilproject@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 at 6:01:34 PM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Lauren Pizer Mains DEIR PUBLIC COMMENTS

Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242 Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email:  ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.-6:00 p.m. 
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/

-----Original Message----- 
From: Lauren Pizer mains [mailto:laurenjeanne@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 1:10 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Lauren Pizer Mains DEIR PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Photos and images sent in separate email. 
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April�14,�2014�
�
City�of�Hermosa�Beach/�
Community�Resources�
1315�Valley�Drive�
Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
�
ATTN:�Ed�Almanza/Proposed�Oil�Project�
RE:�� SUBMISSION�OF�PUBLIC�COMMENTS�to�DEIR�
�
Dear�Ed,�
�
Please�find�my�comments�below.�Thank�you�for�the�countless�hours�that�you�and�the�rest�of�
Community�Development�have�put�into�this��proposed�impactful�project.�I�appreciate�the�
amount�of�information�that�is�being�processed�under�tight�time�constraints.�
�
Sincerely,�
�
�
�
Lauren�Pizer�Mains�
518�The�Strand�
Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
�
BIOLOGICAL�“RESOURCES”�&�
RISK�OF�CONTAMINATION/STORM�DRAINS:�
�
Relating�to�environmental�contamination�from�accidents,�pipe�failures,�spills,�chemical�
processing�and�waste:�
�

� DEIR�indicated�that�impacts�were�most�likely�to�happen�on�Herondo.�However,�
There�are�two�(2)�water�runoff/storm�drains�leading�to�beach�and�ocean�directly�
adjacent�to�the�proposed�oil�drilling�and�production�project.�These�drains�are�located�at�
6th�Street�and�Cypress�and�should�be�clearly�noted�as�hazard�and�concern.�Additional�
drains�are�located�just�down�the�block�at�Valley�and�8th�(2�large�drains).�One�large�drain�
is�located�directly�in�line�with�the�project�at�the�bottom�of�6th�Street�(west�side�of�
Hermosa�Avenue.�This�property�is�on�a�rise�contaminents�could�flow�in�several�
directions�down�hill�and�thru�neighborhood�streets�as�well�and�then�into�the�sea.�
(REF:�BIOLOGICAL�RESOURCES,�SECTION�4.3,�PAGE�21)�
�
�
�

�

PML-1
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CORRECTION:�
�

� Correct�the�blocks/distance�from�seashore.�This�project�is�four,�at�best�five,�blocks�away.�
An�alley�is�not�a�street�and�our�street�to�street�blocks�are�smaller�than�most.��
�

� Distance�a�spill�would�need�to�travel�to�reach�the�ocean�is�0.40�miles;�to�the�beach�
environment�(biological�site)�distance�is�0.31�miles.�The�closest�drain�is�0.01�miles.�
(REF:�BIOLOGICAL�RESOURCES,�SECTION��4.3,�PAGE�21)�

�
DESCRIPTION�OF�NEIGHBORHOOD�BUSINESSES�IS�MISLEADING:�
�

� Revise�descriptions�of�businesses�in�neighborhood,�Descriptions�of�existing�and�planned�
uses�which�are�already�very�modest�uses�of�an�M1�district.�Include�the�Buddhist�
Meditation�Center�directly�across�street;�include�the�designer�furniture�showroom;�
include�NUWORK,�the�collaborative�creative�co�work�office�space�which�is�just�feet�away�
from�the�proposed�project;�include�the�recording�studio�which�is�close�by;�the�t�shirt�
design�shop�and�include�the�new�exercise�studio�on�Cypress.�Also,�It�is�also�not�possible�
for�vibrations�from�drilling�not�to�negatively�impact�the�businesses�which�share�a�wall,�
basically,�with�this�property�on�the�north�side.�(PROJECT�DESCRIPTION;�SECTION�2;�2.7)�

�
CLARIFICATION/REAL�IMAGES/PLEASE�CORRECT�and�ADD�the�FOLLOWING:�
�
The�photos�used�in�the�report�should�note�that�they�are�“Simulated”�photos,�many�provided�in�
coordination�with�the�project�applicant.�I�also�noticed�that�the�applicant�has�removed�the�word�
“simulated”�from�their�photos�as�well.�Please�add�in�the�word�simulated.�
�
Please�also�replace�some�of�the�photos�used�with�real�examples�of�what�the�tanks,�equipment�
and�walls�will�look�like.�What�will�a�32’�high�wall�look�like�if�you�are�walking�in�the�
neighborhood?�What�will�site�look�like�with�the�existing�trees�along�Valley�removed?�What�does�
a�drilling�rig�actually�look�like?�What�do�the�large�tanks�look�like?�Mandated�barbed�wire?�
Warning�signs?�Use�actual�photos.�These�items�would�be�visible�above�the�permanent�wall.�
�
The�trees�depicted�are�not�“minimum�24�boxed�trees”.�Please�use�visual�of�24”�trees.�To�shield�
“sound�wall”�3�story�high�trees�would�need�to�be�planted.�

�
It�is�unlikely�that�the�simulated�trees�and�other�landscaping�depicted�in�the�photos�would�
survive.�It�is�too�close�to�a�very�compact�site.�H2S�and�other�odors�destroy�plants.�This�should�
be�noted.��
(REFERENCE:�Numerous�photos�throughout.)�
�
�
�
�

�
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REQUEST�TO�REMOVE�A�MITIGATION�ITEM:�
�
Request�that�the�“odorant�masking”�(odor�suppressant�sprays,�etc.)�items�be�removed�from�
mitigation�measures�for�odors.�The�gas�company�ADDS�an�odorants�to�natural�gas�as�a�warning�
to�residents�and�businesses�that�a�dangerous�situation�is�occurring.�I�would�rather�be�warned�of�
any�chemicals�in�the�air�and�other�fumes.�Children�with�asthma�and�their�parents�need�to�know�
when�they�would�need�to�avoid�these�neighborhoods�and/or�when�to�stay�indoors�with�
windows�closed.�
(REFERENCE:�SECTION�4.2�AIR�QUALITY�IMPACTS,�4.2�52)�
�
BIOLOGICAL�IMPACTS:�
�
This is how the DEIR describes the presence of Sea gulls: Abundant along coastal areas. Nests on 
coastal islands. Likely to be occasionally present in small numbers on Beach habitat. 
 Our beach is less impacted than many other beaches along the bay. We have large numbers of birds 
and other sea animals that populated our beach and local waters.  

Monarch butterflies are “not in project” but are in area. They are severely threatened. They were given 
no ranking or special notation. 

Grunions are not noted. The Hermosa Beach shoreline is a well-known and important spawning 
ground. They are not an abundant species. 

Please add Gray Whales to Endangered Species chart. Also, compared to their overall number, it is a 
significant number (not low percentage of total population) of whales that visit our coast.  

Observed many loons in local waters. Overall, Biological Resource section needs enhancing 
regarding impacts. 

   
   

    

    

    
    

   

�
�
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WHAT�IS�A�Light�Manufacturing�Zone?��
�

In�the�Draft�EIR,�where�suggested�“threshold�levels”�are�categorized�(I�believe�regarding�sound�
levels),�thresholds�are�not�noted�for�an�M1�zone.�Therefore�the�M1�is�swept�into�a�broader�“M”�
zone�which�would�include�heavy�industrial.�Why?�In�order�to�offer�clarification,�here�are�
descriptions�or�distinctins�between�types�of�manufacturing�zones.�PLEASE�INCLUDE�
CLARIFICATION�AND�INCLUDE�THE�FOLLOWING�or�EQUIVALENT�DESCRIPTIONS:�

"light" industry (M1):

The industries locating in this district are characterized as lower in intensity, cleaner, and generally more 
compatible when located adjacent to commercial areas than are heavy manufacturing uses. Restricted 
industrial districts are intended to permit only those light industrial and other uses that will not generate 
excessive noise, particulate matter, vibration, smoke, dust, gas, fumes, odors, radiation and other 
nuisance characteristics. Restricted industry is capable of operation in such a manner as to control the 
external effects of the manufacturing process, such as odors, vibrations, emissions, or other nuisance 
characteristics through prevention or mitigation devices and conduct of operations within the confines of 
buildings.

And here's a purpose and intent statement for a heavy industrial district:

Heavy industrial districts are intended to provide suitable areas for manufacturing, assembling, fabrication 
and processing, bulk handling, storage, warehousing and trucking. The uses associated with this district 
are likely to generate significant levels of truck traffic, noise, pollution, vibration, dust, fumes, odors, 
radiation, radioactivity, poisons, pesticides, herbicides, or other hazardous materials, fire or explosion 
hazards, or other undesirable conditions. Conditional uses permitted in this district are primarily those 
known to create a safety hazard or produce particulate matter, thus being subject to various state and/or 
federal environmental laws. Heavy industrial districts are highly unsuitable adjacent to residential districts 
and are generally unfit for the sustained activity of humans and animals. Therefore, uses involving human 
activity such as dwellings, care centers, and certain commercial uses are not permitted. Conditional uses 
require impact statements to determine their compatibility with adjacent and nearby uses. Activity at 
heavy industrial sites consists predominantly of trucks, rather than passenger vehicles, and the road 
system is built to support truck traffic. Provisions for pedestrians are not required.  

This property is adjacent to creative businesses, to a sidewalk where children walk to school or bicycle to 
the park. It is close to and surrounded by recreation areas and residences. Re-zoning for heavy 
manufacturing of this type in this area is incompatible with existing conditions and is an unavoidable 
safety impact. 

SAFETY:

DEIR should note that this project fails to meet the recommended safety measures suggested by the 
American Petroleum Association, on their website. There is not enough spacing between the 40’ wide 
processing tanks and the other production equipment nor the flare which will be burning off byproducts 
nor the driveway for the trucks to load and unload crude oil. The flare is too close to the street, to the 
sidewalk, to other structures. How close are the running engines to 1,000 of gallons of this unstable mix 
of liquids, gasses, drilling mud, hydrogen sulfide, and more. Does the applicant plan to park cars on the 
site as well? Where? Adjacent to the tanks, wells, drilling and processing equipment? As it is there is no 
room for safety equipment-or it has not been adequately included in the planning or any schematics.  
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Safety planning along with specific traffic plans are items that will not be addressed until after the election. 
I would like them to be addressed in more specifics now. There are a number of other deferred items that 
need addressing before vote. 

LAYDOWN AREA:

Laydown area and parking structure that E&B may use on Cypress 

What is the size-square footage- of the actual useable laydown area in the underground parking structure 
on the corner of Cypress and 6th? It is much smaller than what one would expect for a proposed project of 
this size. How does this compare to other laydown areas for other oil production and drilling projects?  It 
is a narrow strip of space with some rafter areas which are currently storing the owner’s construction 
materials-wood boards, cement, etc.  

Where will the large trucks carrying the miles upon miles of pipes and the other large equipment unload? 
On Cypress? How often will Cypress Avenue be closed due to unloading and due to then finding ways to 
transport materials to the drilling site? I would anticipate that the number of truck trips is underestimated 
as storage capacity is limited. More trips could be needed to deliver materials.  

So will we be looking at closures on Valley, 6th street and Cypress Avenue, in addition to Bard Street near 
City Hall?  

PARKING:

The DEIR and the applicant have miscounted the number of spaces currently available for public use on 
evenings and weekends. The need to revise to include the missing parking space.  

The parking plan is non-specific. 

The applicant has entered a tentative agreement to purchase a site on Cypress for employee parking. Is 
this for passenger vehicles or for trucks or for a combination of the two. The proposal calls for trash 
containers and other items which will take up space for parking. They are indicating that 20 spaces can 
be created? How? How many buildings would they need to demolish to construct. Another adjacent 
building overlaps the property line. Will that building and business go away as well? Have the number of 
truck trips per day been recalculated to include hauling away materials from these buildings as well as the 
construction materials that would need to be cleared out from the proposed laydown area? 

To be determined after the election, according to the DEIR, is whether E&B will find another location in 
the city for other workers or if those workers will be shuttled from a “remote” site. I’d like this to be better 
thought out. 

Where are the trucks going to park? Where are they going to unload?   

DISPLACED CITY YARD WORKERS and HB City EMPLOYEES:

Would like a specific plan addressing the exact number of public spaces on Valley Drive near 
Clark Stadium and in the Community Center Parking lot that the city would plan to transfer from 
public use to city/city yard worker spaces.  The city has already converted public spaces along Valley 
(9), along Bard, and in the Community Center since the last General/Coastal Plan. 
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TRAFFIC/DAILY TRUCK TRIPS AND OTHER VEHICLES

Finding it difficult to understand how the project would be limited to a maximum of 18 truck 
trips per day for a project that is proposing to drill and construct 34 wells (some very long), 
demolish and remove buildings, excavate a very uneven hilly site, construct a pipeline and more.  

I compared the number of TRUCK trips that E&B told the Department of Conservation that they 
anticipated for their McDonald AntiCline Project in Kern County. This project has a third of the 
wells – just 10 wells – is 2.27 miles from the nearest residence, flat, without buildings to 
demolish and clear, etc.  
Table 28 
Maximum Daily Vehicle Trip Generation during the Drilling Phase for
EACH WELL:
Vehicle Type 
One Way Trips Per 
Well
Crane 2 
Water Truck 2 
Worker Transport – Light Truck/Passenger 
Cars 16 
Heavy Duty Trucks/Semi - Mobilization and 
Demobilization of Equipment 30 
Heavy Duty Trucks Semi – Normal 
Operations 8 
Total Trips 58 
(E&B did offer to paint the rigs with “camouflage” colored paints so that they “blend into” 
scenery.)

#2) The DEIR should note the max. weight allowed on Valley now (3 tons) and 
compare the weight of

the trucks this proposed project would generate and how much they would be 
loaded with equipment (cranes, pipes, etc) and with crude oil. How much over 
current limit? 

3#) Max width for trucks could be up to 10’ (per consultant). Valley Drive is 24’ wide 
from CURB to CURB. It is currently a Safe Route to School Street. Please clarify 
in report if Valley (and Ardmore) will be turned into one way streets to provide a 
safer distance from the large trucks. Will Valley and Ardmore remain two lanes or 
one? Will parking be removed from Ardmore? Or parts of Valley? Will we need to 
scrap plans for a Sharrow or bike lane per the South Bay Bicycle Plan? The 
Pedestrian Safety Assessment Study, another study that our city invested in, 
suggested widened sidewalks and landscaping. It looks like we will be narrowing 
sidewalk and making it less safe. What is the plan? 

Sharing Valley with crude oil trucks and rigs with children walking, children and 
other skateboarding and bicyling is a recipe for disaster. 
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CLARIFICATION / CORRECTION REGARDING THE NUMBER OF PLANNED 
WELLS:

� The community has been told that they plan to drill a maximum of 34 wells – 30 
for oil extraction and four (4) for waste and water injection.

� Page 4.1-27 describes 30 wells and five (5) injection wells. Please correct or 
revise throughout, including any maps and drawings to reflect that the applicant 
is seeking to drill an additional well. 
(REFERENCE: AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, SECTION 4.1, 
PAGE 27) 

CLARIFY LIKELIHOOD OF BUILDING 3.5 MILES of PIPELINE:

� Language should clearly note that this may not happen. Also, include original 
language from city not revised (vague language) from E&B: 

o FROM CITY (USE THIS): The offsite underground pipeline for the 
transport of oil to an area refinery via a connection to a valve location in 
the City of Torrance would be constructed for a distance of approximately 
3.5 miles in one of three potential pipeline scenarios that would transverse 
through the Cities of Hermosa Beach AND Redondo Beach and 
Torrance. The selection of the pipeline route would depend on the 
ROW negotiations between the Applicant and the various cities that 
have yet to be conducted as well as the results of this EIR analysis. 

o E&B edits (FYI): The selection of the pipeline route would occur after the 
Project approval. 

� That two other municipalities must study and approve. Much negotiation is 
involved. 

� That this is a very costly option. For a project like this, it may be unlikely for this 
option to seriously move forward.

� It takes time to build and 3.5 miles is not that far away for E&B to truck the crude. 
They won’t have to pay for expensive pipeline, won’t have to share percentages 
with cities (easements/royalties?) and pipeline operators. 

� The DEIR should readjust truck emission, truck transportation, truck trip figures 
to reflect this option. 
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Change language: Removal of landscaping, removal of trees, removing of curbs, narrowing 
of sidewalks are not improvements. Change to ‘PROJECT ACCOMMODATIONS”:

“The Proposed Oil Project would include the construction of improvements to the intersection of 6th 
Street/Valley Drive to provide the necessary turning radius for the Project-related trucks turning 
southbound on Valley Drive from 6th Street. These improvements would result in: the removal of a 
portion of the landscaped area and entry driveway to the Beach City Self-Storage Facility; redesign 
of the sidewalk on the southwest corner of the intersection; relocation of the stop sign and striping for
the northbound lanes on Valley Drive to address the redesign of the southwest corner; removal of a 
utility pole and underground the utilities on the southwest corner of the intersection is not an 
improvement but a safety requirement to remove obvious fire hazard next to oil production
facility; removal of a utility pole and underground the utilities on 6th Street; and the removal of two 
on-street parking spaces on 6th Street which are part of the City’s coastal Preferential Parking 
Program. As a part of the intersection improvements, the stop sign and striping for the southbound 
lanes on Valley Drive would be relocated to allow for adequate line of sight with the addition of the 
perimeter fencing on the Project Site. Also, removal of four large trees along Valley Drive, is not an 
improvement.” 

ADDITION TO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Other residents have suggested a briefer version of DEIR be produced. I would note that the executive 
summary provides this. However, perhaps an addition to this would be a list noting all the items that will 
still be unclear and undetermined at the time of the vote to decide if we overturn our city’s longstanding 
ban on oil drilling. Included would be Safety Plan, Whether or not a pipeline to Torrance would actually 
happen-and language noting that both the Cities of Redondo Beach and Torrance would have to approve 
it. E&B requested replacement language that is much less clear. I ask that this be clarified. 

Winds:

Wind are described as moderate. Recent winds demonstrated strength of winds. Although contaminants 
do dissipate the farther they are from a source, H2S can impact people in extremely minute amounts. 
Chemical explosions have a large footprint. Note that residents in the Inglewood Oil Field are impacted 
1,000 or more feet from the drilling site; the neighborhood in the Allenco Oil Field project  was severly 
symptomatic and that the area of interest to investigate neighborhood contamination from the Excide 
plant (although heavy manufacturing of a different material) was as far as 4,000 or more feet away. 
Notably, contamination is not restrained by a wall. 

[LAUREN�PIZER�MAINS/LAST�PAGE�OF�PUBLIC�COMMENTS]�
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:45 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: Health Impact Assessment - Proposed E & B Oil Project

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:41 AM 
To: Luis Perez; Greg Chittick; 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'
Subject: FW: Health Impact Assessment - Proposed E & B Oil Project 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Jd Preletz [mailto:jdpreletz@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 10:00 AM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Health Impact Assessment - Proposed E & B Oil Project 

Attn Mr Ken Robertson: 

Ref. Appendix A: Summary of LA Urban Oil Drilling Sites 

For each location listed, in the past 20 (or 10) years, how many hospitalizations and deaths were 
attributed to site operations? 

JD Preletz 
(310)372-8888
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 10:05 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: Oil DEIR Comments
Attachments: Hermosa Oil DEIR 4-3-14 Comments Rick Pruetz.doc; ATT00001.htm

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Edward Almanza <superpark@igc.org>
Date: April 7, 2014 at 9:13:02 AM PDT 
To: Luis Perez <luis.perez@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: Oil DEIR Comments

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ken Robertson [mailto:krobertson@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 7:22 AM 
To: Oil Project; 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)' 
Subject: FW: Oil DEIR Comments 

Ken Robertson 
Director, Community Development Department City of Hermosa Beach 
(310) 318-0242 

From: Richard Pruetz [mailto:Rickpruetz@outlook.com]
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 7:07 AM 
To: Ken Robertson 
Subject: Oil DEIR Comments 

Hello Ken: Attached are my comments on the Oil DEIR. Ed Almanza contacted me 
for a copy of my draft comments but I decided to just finalize this and send 
it to you. I would appreciate it if you would forward a copy to Ed. 

Thanks a million, Rick 

Rick Pruetz, FAICP 
(310) 749-5535 
www.SmartPreservation.net<http://www.SmartPreservation.net>
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Rick Pruetz 
522 The Strand

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
310-749 5535 

rickpruetz@outlook.com

April 3, 2014 

Mr. Ken Robertson 
Community Development Director 
City of Hermosa Beach 
1315 Valley Drive 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 

RE: Comments on DEIR – E&B Oil Development Project 

1) The Project Description is inadequate because the applicant has submitted a 
project plan that cannot be adequately analyzed. Per CEQA, the description of 
the project shall contain information “…needed for evaluation and review of the 
environmental impact” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124). As one example, the 
applicant has submitted a site plan for the 1.3-acre site that does not meet safety 
codes and guidelines and is 

“…challenged to provide sufficient spacing between equipment and 
between equipment and areas offsite due to the small size of the site. For 
example, the current design of the facility has the compressors, the low 
pressure separation equipment, the VRU and the flare all located within 
the containment areas for the crude oil tanks. If a crude oil spill were to 
occur, crude oil would impact this equipment and substantially increase 
the ignition probabilities, leading to an almost certain crude oil fire in the 
event of a spill” (4.6-20).

The DEIR attempts to deal with this apparently representative site plan with 
Mitigation Measures SR-1a and FP-2a, the later quoted as follows:

“The applicant shall ensure that design and construction comply with 
applicable codes and standards for equipment spacing, particularly those 
related to flare location and distances to public areas and distances from 
well drilling equipment to buildings. If this cannot be achieved, additional 
requirements shall include the construction of thermal radiation barriers or 
insulation on the crude oil tanks, installation of thermal barriers/walls 
around the flare stack, increasing the height of the flare stack during 
drilling, relocation of the flare stack, providing thermal radiation modeling 
to estimate the impacts of equipment on the crude oil tanks and process 
piping and pubic areas. Fire rated barriers shall be established, as per 
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LACFD requirements, to ensure that all buildings within 100 feet of well 
drilling would be protected from thermal radiation. The design and 
construction compliance status shall be verified by third party audits under 
the direction of the City” (8-22).      

Deferring site design until after project approval, denies the decision makers, 
Hermosa Beach voters, of the information they need to make their decision. If in 
fact, the applicant is allowed alternatives to strict compliance with codes and 
standards, as the DEIR strongly suggests will be necessary, are the safety risks 
higher or lower? We won’t know until after the vote. What are the aesthetic and 
noise as well as safety impacts of the alternatives mentioned in Mitigation 
Measure FP-2a: “…thermal radiation barriers or insulation on the crude oil tanks, 
installation of thermal barriers/walls around the flare stack, increasing the height 
of the flare stack during drilling, relocation of the flare stack…”? The DEIR does 
not discuss the impacts of these alternatives because the applicant has declined 
to submit a design that can be fully analyzed. According to the CEQA Guidelines:  

“If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in 
addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the 
effects of the mitigation measure shall be discussed but in less detail than 
the significant effects of the project as proposed” (CEQA Guidelines 
15126.4(a)(1)(D).

In this case, we don’t know what effects the mitigation measures might have 
because the redesign will occur after the EIR is completed and the vote is taken.

Possibly this problematic Project Description could be fixed without a new project 
application, but Mitigation Measures SR-1a and FP-2a postpone the creation of 
mitigations measures rather than establish them. According to the CEQA 
Guidelines section on Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize Significant 
Effects:

“Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some 
future time” (15126.4(a)(B)).

The studies and actual project design referenced in Mitigation Measures SR-1a 
and FP-2a should be performed now and included in the EIR so that the decision 
makers can read whether or not the equipment spacing codes and standards can 
be met, whether workarounds will be needed, whether these workarounds 
increase or decrease safety and whether these workarounds themselves have 
significant impacts that must be mitigated or, if mitigation is not possible, added 
to the list of significant unavoidable adverse impacts. 

This problem is not limited to the 1.3-acre drilling/processing site. The applicant 
has also declined to submit designs for the oil field infrastructure (boreholes, 
wells and downhole pumps) needed to extract the oil/gas and dispose of the 
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project wastes. As detailed later in these comments, the DEIR contains a 
“representative figure not-to-scale” cross section of a hypothetical well (Figure 
2.8). Rather than estimate the scale of the oil field infrastructure, the DEIR forces 
readers create their own estimate by saying that the wells: “…would have a 
measured depth of approximately 9,000 feet” (2-22). An aerial photograph, 
Figure 2.7 Proposed Project Oil Lease Areas (Figure 2.7), has four test wells 
drawn on it but Appendix A: Project Description Design Data has this graphic 
labeled as “Anticipated Location of Test Wells” (A-33). (Apparently, even the 
location of the first well will not be finalized until after the vote.) I could not find 
any graphic showing the location (anticipated, potential or hypothetical) of all 34 
wells, forcing DEIR readers to use their imaginations to understand the scale and 
impact of 58 miles of oil field infrastructure beneath the City and its tidelands. (58 
miles is my estimate: 9,000 feet per well times 34 wells.)  

Perhaps it is common in the oil industry to prepare an actual project design after 
approval. But the citizens of Hermosa Beach deserve to know the full scope and 
impact of this project before being asked to vote on it not after.  

2) By my calculation, the DEIR partially responds to only four of the ten 
comments that I submitted at the Scoping stage. Perhaps other residents are 
also disappointed by the amount of attention paid to the concerns that they 
expressed last July. This level of responsiveness may result because the City is 
deferring to the consultants to determine which comments will be addressed in 
the EIR rather than directing them to respond to all pertinent citizen questions 
and concerns. To begin with, CEQA clearly makes the Lead Agency, in this case 
the City of Hermosa Beach, responsible for the document:

“Before using a draft [EIR] prepared by another person, the Lead Agency 
shall subject the draft to the agency’s own review and analysis. The draft 
EIR which is sent out for public review must reflect the independent 
judgment of the Lead Agency. The Lead Agency is responsible for the 
adequacy and objectivity of the draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15034).

I think the peculiarities of this project require heightened attention to citizen 
comments. Specifically, the voters will have to give a thumbs up or down to the 
project but the voters will not be able to decide whether or not the EIR is 
adequate. The City Council in its capacity as the Lead Agency will certify the EIR. 
Consequently the EIR preparers should defer to the voters and give them all the 
information that they ask for in order to make their decision.

I do not expect City staff to substitute their opinions for the expertise of the 
consultants. But someone should ensure that the EIR responds to questions 
posed by citizens last July during scoping. For example, I asked last July for the 
DEIR to reference independent studies of the effectiveness of the borehole 
sealing process as a way of preventing contamination of groundwater aquifers. 
The DEIR responds by saying DOGGR rules and oversight assure protection and 
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that DOGGR has been given a stamp of approval by way of a peer review by the 
Ground Water Protection Council. This peer review is not easy to find since the 
DEIR does not offer a title or date. More problematic is the fact that the DEIR 
does not mention a 2011 report conducted by EPA that leads me to question why 
the DEIR places so much faith in DOGGR rules and performance (as discussed 
below). The DEIR is probably right in stating that we have to rely on DOGGR. But 
that does not mean that the DEIR should suggest that this reliance means our 
groundwater will be safe. After all, the voters have the opportunity to reject this 
project if they ultimately decide that the risks outweigh the benefits. The decision 
makers have a right to know about the risks of injecting acids, chemicals and 
wastes below the groundwater aquifers and hoping that they will go where we 
want them to go and stay there. Again, it may be industry standard to say that 
groundwater protection is DOGGR’s responsibility, but the EIR is a City 
document and the City should ensure that its document fully discloses what it 
means to rely on DOGGR.

For the reasons stated above, I also believe this particular EIR also has a higher 
burden to meet CEQA’s standards for Evaluation of and Response to Comments: 

“In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead 
Agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections 
raised in the comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons why 
specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be 
good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements 
unsupported by factual information will not suffice” (15099(c).

When the time comes to certify the Final EIR, the City Council will be asked to 
certify that: “3) The final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment 
and analysis” (CEQA Guidelines 15090). It may be easy to technically comply 
with this certification requirement. But certification of the EIR should not become 
a mere technicality. Good mitigation measures provide real protections in the 
event that the project is approved. And an analysis that supports its conclusions 
will give the voters a better understanding of whether or not to approve the 
project. For example, I think Table ES.2 should show 13 rather than 10 
categories as significant unavoidable adverse impacts in 
Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling and 12 categories rather than 5 as significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts in Operations. The EIR preparers may disagree but 
they should fully explain and support their conclusions so that the voters can 
make up their own minds. 

3) On page 4.0.3, the DEIR states:
“Measures that have been incorporated as part of an Applicant’s Project 
design are considered design features and are not considered as 
mitigation measures under CEQA. If they eliminate or reduce a potentially 
significant impact to a level below the significance criteria, they eliminate 
the potential for that significant impact since the ‘measure’ is a component 
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of the action. However, if the Project is approved, the Applicant-proposed 
measures would be part of the conditions of approval” (4.0.3).

Some of the design features listed in the sections of Chapter 4 seem like they 
could be reworded as conditions of approval without too much ambiguity. 
However, others are too vague to be actionable and would strike the decision 
makers, meaning the voters, as unenforceable. In short, the decision makers 
should see them worded as conditions of approval so that they can decide for 
themselves whether or not they really provide the protections that the EIR 
assumes they will provide once they are actually written as conditions of 
approval. For example, as stated in Safety, Risk of Upset and Hazards: 

“The Applicant has proposed additional design features which would 
further reduce the risk levels of the facility. These include the following: 

� Rather than using a shutdown system utilizing cascading 
shutdowns, if a problem occurs, the entire facility would shut 
down…(4.8-56).

What is a “problem”? Is a problem a catastrophic accident? If so, the impact has 
already occurred. So, to be a meaningful protection, meaning something that 
prevents a problem before it happens, the word “problem” should be defined in a 
condition of approval that specifically states that the whole facility shall be shut 
down when indicators x, y or z occur. Admittedly this could be a long list of 
indicators given the number and type of gauges etc in the project. But without 
these details, we don’t know if the design feature is actually “reducing the risk 
levels of the facility” or merely noting the logical fact that it would be in the best 
interest of the operator to shut the facility down as fast as possible after an 
accident. If such indicators of an impending problem have already been 
articulated, they should be stated in that condition of approval or cited so that 
readers can easily find them. If these details have not yet been put in writing, 
now is the best time to iron out any possible differences of opinion about what 
the triggers should be. This process of actually writing design features as 
actionable conditions of approval could result in conditions of approval that some 
might not find as comforting as the DEIR suggests. In contrast, if these 
conditions of approval are written at some point in the future, after the EIR is 
completed, EIR readers will not have all the information needed to arrive at their 
own conclusions about the extent to which these design features provide 
meaningful protections. To be meaningful, proposed design features should be 
written as conditions of approval and placed in the EIR now, not written at some 
future time after the voters have already formed their opinions about the risks of 
this project.

Perhaps the issue of fracking is another good example. I could not find the issue 
of fracking in the Proposed Project Design Features section of Water Resources 
section, but I did find the following later on: 
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“The Applicant has stated in the Proposed Project Application that no high 
volume/high pressure fracking would occur during oil and gas productions 
activities; therefor, fracking is not proposed and cannot be undertaken 
under this Proposed Project application and the impact need not be 
evaluated in the EIR” (4.14-13). 

Despite the fact that this does not appear in the Design feature section, it will 
hopefully still become a condition of approval at some point. Furthermore, I would 
have greater faith in the assurance of a “no impact” conclusion with a condition of 
approval drafted with enforceable langauage. Possibly something like: the 
applicant shall not use any form of fracking, defined as pressures exceeding X 
psi, etc. The benefit of putting a detailed condition of approval in the EIR is that it 
would resolve possible disagreements about what exactly the applicant is 
prohibited from doing.   

The Water Resources section states:

“The [produced] water can contain minor amounts of chemicals added 
downhole during production” (4.14-11).

Is this a reference to acids and other oil field stimulation techniques? If so, this 
should not be necessary since the applicant has characterized this as a free-
flowing oil field, which should not need stimulation. Yet I did not find any 1993 
conditions of approval, mitigation measures or proposed project design features 
prohibiting the use of acid or other forms of oil field stimulation. Perhaps the 
applicant has agreed to such a limitation but the Water Resources section does 
not include it because it assumes is that there will be no holes or leaks in the 58 
miles of bore holes and wells and therefore it makes no difference what is put 
down these wells. It would relieve voter concerns to see an actionable condition 
of approval in the EIR that prohibits all forms of oil field stimulation including 
acids. If the EIR doesn’t include a mitigation measure or condition of approval 
with this prohibition, the EIR should discuss the possible impacts of acids and 
other stimulation treatments on groundwater in the event that the 58 miles of 
pipes and boreholes leak. As the CEQA quote above states, conclusory 
statements will not suffice. The EIR cannot conclude that it is safe to put acids 
and wastes down these holes just because DOGGR is responsible for 
groundwater safety.   

4) DEIR Cover – The three graphics on the DEIR cover, (aerial of 6th & Valley, 
aerial of City Yard relocation site and image of drill rig shroud) do not adequately 
illustrate that this project includes 34 oil/reinjection wells with miles (58+ miles?) 
of boreholes/pipes with downhole pumps slant-drilled under most of the city and 
its tidelands. This omission could cause citizens to think that the project will not 
affect them when in fact the project will impact the entire city. I don’t think the 
aerial of the four test well locations (Figure 2.7) or the cross section of a single 
slant-drilled well (Figure 2.8) tell the whole story either, although adding either or 
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both of these graphics to the cover would be an improvement. Ideally, a graphic 
should be prepared for the cover showing the potential locations of all 34 wells. 
This graphic could be in plan view or an oblique view conveying the fact that 34 
wells will be drilled under most of the city and its tidelands. If the EIR preparers 
report that such a graphic cannot be prepared because the applicant has not 
provided the necessary information, a note on the cover and every other graphic 
of “the project” should say in bold letters something like: “The project also 
includes 34 boreholes/wells slant drilled beneath most of the city and its tidelands 
but the applicant has not submitted plans or drawings for this oil field 
infrastructure.”  

5) ES-3 Figure ES-1, Proposed Project Location, shows the project sites as the 
current and relocated city yards when in fact the project location also includes the 
miles (58+ miles?) of boreholes/pipes and other oil field infrastructure to be 
drilled and operated beneath most of the city and its tidelands. As I stated in my 
comment on the DEIR cover, a graphic should be prepared for Figure ES1 and 
every other graphic of the Project Location depicting the proposed or potential 
locations of all 34 wells. This graphic could be in plan view or an oblique view 
conveying the fact that 34 wells will be drilled under most of the city and its 
tidelands. If the EIR preparers report that such a graphic cannot be prepared 
because the applicant has not provided the necessary information, a note on 
Figure ES-1 and every other graphic of Project Location” should say in bold 
letters something like: “The project location also includes 34 boreholes/wells 
slant drilled beneath most of the city and its tidelands but the applicant has not 
submitted plans or drawings for this oil field infrastructure.”  

6) ES-7: In Table ES.2, Safety and Risk of Upset receives a significant 
unavoidable impact score in the Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling column but is not 
listed as a significant unavoidable adverse impact for Operations. The accident 
scenarios for Operations can be just as deadly as those for 
Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling (See Figure 4.8-5). However, the DEIR deems 
Safety to be a less than significant impact in Operations because the accident 
scenarios in Operations are not expected to occur as often as the accident 
scenarios in Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling and the significance threshold, which 
is borrowed from Santa Barbara County, considers the frequency of a scenario 
as well as the number of people killed or injured by a scenario.

This would be a good opportunity for the City to use its own independent 
judgment and analysis as suggested by CEQA Guidelines Section 15034 quoted 
above. Does the City believe that the operation of a facility capable of killing 
people within 260 feet (which would include the greenbelt, streets and sidewalks) 
is not a significant unavoidable adverse impact? The fatality/injury consequences 
of 10 accident scenarios are shown on Figures 4.8-5, page 4.8-70. Seven of the 
nine fatal accident scenarios occur during Operations rather than 
Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling: gas plant ruptures, Scenarios 3, 4 and 5, 
pipeline ruptures and leaks, Scenarios 6 and 6b, crude oil fires, Scenario 8 and 
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refrigerant rupture, Scenario 10a, all occur during Operations rather than during 
Construction, Drilling/Re-drilling (4.8-64 and 65). Consequently, I ask the City to 
consider changing Safety and Risk of Upset to a significant unavoidable adverse 
impact for Operations either by modifying the threshold of significance as 
proposed below in my Comment 30 or by rerunning the Quantitative Risk 
Analysis (as detailed in my Comment 33) using inputs that recognize the fact that 
the applicant has submitted a non-code-compliant site plan that includes 
“…equipment arrangements that place spark-producing equipment within the 
containment, which could possibly be mitigated, but as the site is very small, 
these impacts may not be able to be completely mitigated’ (4.8-78).

7) ES-7: In Table ES.2, the DEIR indicates that Fire Protection and Emergency 
Response is not a significant unavoidable adverse impact in either 
Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling or Operations. As detailed in my Comments 19, 
20 and 21 below, DEIR section 4.6, Fire Protection and Emergency Response, 
states that a project “,,,would be considered to have a significant impact in fire 
protection and emergency response if…the Project equipment layout and access 
structure do not meet the API, NFPA, IFC and IRI or CAL FIRE 
recommendations for equipment spacing and clearances;” (4.6-14).  The DEIR 
then says the project is 

“…challenged to provide sufficient spacing between equipment and 
between equipment and areas offsite due to the small size of the site. For 
example, the current design of the facility has the compressors, the low 
pressure separation equipment, the VRU and the flare all located within 
the containment areas for the crude oil tanks. If a crude oil spill were to 
occur, crude oil would impact this equipment and substantially increase 
the ignition probabilities, leading to an almost certain crude oil fire in the 
event of a spill” (4.6-20).

Despite these code violations, the DEIR concludes that Fire Protection and 
Emergency Response is not a significant unavoidable adverse impact because of 
Mitigation Measure FP2a which requires a redesign of the facility to meet these 
codes (4.6-21). This redesign would occur after the November vote has been 
taken (8-22). The DEIR provides only examples of these code violations rather 
than discussing all of them. The DEIR strongly suggests that the project will not 
be able to comply with spacing requirements due to the small size of the site and 
will likely seek alternative solutions and Mitigation Measure FP2a provides some 
workaround examples such as thermal radiation barriers and increased flare 
stack height. In short, the DEIR does not provide the decision makers with the full 
extent of code violations, a full explanation of the workaround remedies that the 
applicant might seek for each violation, the extent to which these “remedies” 
might provide less protection than full compliance with the code or the extent to 
which some of these “remedies” might exacerbate impacts in other areas. As 
stated elsewhere, the design of this facility should occur now and the results 
included in the EIR.  
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However, even in the unlikely event that the project design concludes that all 
spacing requirements can be met, I believe that the Fire Protection and 
Emergency Response category should nevertheless be checked as significant 
and unavoidably adverse in both Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling and Operations. 
The events that could occur at this 1.3-acre site in the middle of a densely-
developed city would definitely impact fire protection and emergency response 
regardless of the probability of these events occurring. As a reminder, the 
potential mishaps include flame jets, fires, vapor clouds, flammable and toxic 
clouds, explosions and/or boiling liquid expanding vapor explosions (4.8-3). Yet 
the DEIR concludes that the impact on fire fighters and emergency response 
would be less than significant. Again, this is an opportunity for the City as the 
Lead Agency to use its independent judgment per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15034.  In the independent judgment of the City, does it make sense to conclude 
that a project capable of killing people within 260 feet (which would include the 
greenbelt, streets and sidewalks) does not present an impact on fire protection 
and emergency response that is not significant and unavoidably adverse? 

8) ES-7: In Table ES.2, the DEIR indicates that Geology does not pose a 
significant unavoidable adverse impact in the either Construction/Drilling/Re-
drilling or Operations. As detailed in my Comment 22 below, the DEIR states that 
the proposed project would be significant if it exposes people or structures to 
loss, injury or death caused by earthquakes (4.7-18). The NMG geotechnical 
report does not address the possibility of loss, injury or death if an earthquake 
topples the 87-foot high drill rig or the 110-foot high workover rig. Given the small 
size of the 1.3-acre site, toppled drill/workover rigs could easily land on oil tanks 
gas processors and other oil/gas equipment.  

Furthermore, the DEIR acknowledges that some oil extraction has induced 
earthquakes (4.7-21) but states that the DOGGR would require a step test so 
that: “Maximum allowable surface injection pressure would be less than the 
fracture pressure, thereby minimizing the potential for earthquakes and surface 
ground cracking” (4.7-21) “In the event that motoring indicates that Proposed Oil 
Project-induced seismicity is occurring, water flood operations shall be adjusted 
to alleviate such seismicity” (4.7-22). Subsidence is also identified as a 
potentially significant impact but the DEIR claims that it is reduced to less than 
significance by Mitigation Measure GEO4b: “In the event that the Global Position 
System monitoring indicates that subsidence is occurring in and/or around the 
Proposed Project area, wastewater or water reinjection operations shall be 
increased to alleviate such subsidence” (4.7-26). Despite the fact that Mitigation 
Measure GEO4b says that reinjection “shall be increased”, these increases may 
not be possible if it is determined that more pressure could cause induced 
seismicity (or potential contamination of the aquifers overlying the oil-bearing 
formation). I urge the City and its consultants to change Table ES.2 (as well as 
the determination in the Geology section of the DEIR) to indicate that the 
Geology impacts are significant and unavoidably adverse in 
Construction/Drilling/R-drilling and Operations unless and until the EIR 
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convincingly answers questions about how reinjection can resolve conflicting 
subsidence/induced seismicity goals and how well the drill rig and workover rig 
can withstand earthquakes.

9) ES-7: Table ES.2, does not include impacts for the Water Resources section 
of the DEIR, Section 4.14, possibly because the determinations of impact 
significance resulting from DEIR sections 4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality and 
4.14 Water Resources have been combined in Table ES.2 (even though Table 
ES.2 includes only a title of “Hydrology” for this row). The City and its consultants 
should give Water Resources its own row in Table ES.2 and indicate that the 
impacts to Water Resources are significantly and unavoidably adverse due to 
groundwater threats that differ from the significant and unavoidably adverse 
impacts to surface waters (oil spills into the marine environment) acknowledged 
under “Hydrology” in Table ES.2.

As detailed in my Comment 41 below, the DEIR Section 4.14 discusses 
potentially significant threats to groundwater quality: 

“The injection wells would pass through these freshwater deposits creating 
water quality impacts as a result of well leakage and/or inadvertent 
migration of wastewater from the point of injection upward through the 
formation as a result of frak-outs, which are uncontrolled releases of 
produced water from the formation” (4.14-12).

The water separated from oil and gas in production, called produced water, will 
be forced down the injection wells and produced water “,,,can contain minor 
amounts of chemicals added downhole during production” (4.14-11).

“Produced water can also contain high concentrations of salts, metals, 
hydrocarbons and organic compounds, sulfur, treatment and workover 
chemicals, dissolved gases (particularly carbon dioxide), bacteria and 
other living organisms, dispersed solid particles, scales, and other 
pollutants” (4.14-11.)

The DEIR states that these wastes will be disposed using Class II injection wells 
consistent with a program developed and overseen by DOGGR. The DEIR 
mentions that DOGGR’s injection program was favorably peer reviewed in 2002 
but does not mention a 2011 study for EPA that, in my opinion, seems critical of 
DOGGR’s quality control (see my Comment 44 below). In short, the DEIR does 
not reveal what chemicals and wastes E&B will be allowed to inject into the well 
or the potential hazards associated with these chemicals and wastes. It places 
great faith in DOGGR diligence and the bottom-injected-cement sealing process 
designed to ensure that the chemicals and wastes go all the way down to the oil-
bearing formation and stay there rather than migrating up the 34 boreholes that 
E&B proposes to drill through the aquifers underlying the City. The DEIR does 
not cite an independent study of the effectiveness of the sealing procedures 
other than to say that, after the cement hardens, a devise is lowered into the well 
designed to detect flaws in the cement jacket on the other side of the well pipe. 
The DEIR does not discuss what happens if this device detects flaws or gaps 
that might allow chemicals and wastes to access the aquifers via the boreholes. 
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Since the proposed mitigations do not assure protection of groundwater aquifers, 
the City and its consultants should add the Water Resources category to Table 
ES.2 and indicating that the project poses a significant unavoidable adverse 
impact to Water Resources during Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling as well as 
Operations.

10) ES-7: Table ES.2 lists noise as a significant unavoidable adverse impact 
during Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling but not during Operations. However, the 
DEIR does not discuss whether or not residents above any of the downhole 
pumps (possibly 30) will hear any noise or feel any vibration. The following two 
sentences might apply to drilling and downhole pumps which could occur 
anywhere beneath the City rather than at or near 6th and Valley. 

“The way that vibration is transmitted through the ground depends on the 
soil type, the presence of rock formations or man-made features and the 
topography between the vibration source and the receptor location. These 
factors vary considerably from site to site and make accurate prediction of 
vibration levels at receptors distant from the source extremely difficult 
(often impossible) in practice” (4.11-5 and 6).

The lack of certainty in those two sentences leads me to question whether or not 
we will hear/feel downhole pumps. In addition, I could find no discussion of the 
noise impacts from workovers, which could occur up to 90 days per year for the 
25 year life of the project albeit during daylight hours. As detailed in my 
Comments 36 and 37 below, due to these continuing unknowns, the City and its 
consultants should change Table ES.2 to indicate noise/vibration as a significant 
unavoidable adverse impact in Operations as well as Construction/Drilling/Re-
drilling. 

11) ES-7: Table ES.2 lists aesthetics as a significant unavoidable adverse impact 
during Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling but not during Operations. However, a 
footnote that says the workover rig does pose a significant unavoidable adverse 
impact. To avoid confusion, the first box for Aesthetic impacts in the Operations 
phase should say that the impacts are significantly and unavoidably adverse.

12) ES-7: With the changes proposed in my comments 6 through 11, Water 
Resources would be added to Table ES-2 and 13 rather than 10 categories 
should be checked as significant unavoidable adverse impacts in 
Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling: Aesthetics (2), Air Quality, Biology, Fire 
Protection/Emergency Response, Geology, Hydrology, Land Use, Noise (2) 
Recreation, Safety/Risk of Upset and Water Resources. Also, rather than 5 
categories, 12 categories would be checked as significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts for Operations: Aesthetics (workover rig), Air Quality, Biology, Fire 
Protection/Emergency Response, Geology, Hydrology, Land Use, Noise (2) 
Recreation, Safety/Risk of Upset and Water Resources. 

13) Page 2-22: The Project Description states:
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“The wells for the Proposed Oil Project would be at a true vertical depth of 
approximately 3,000 feet and a measured depth of approximately 9,000 
feet. The actual well depth would vary depending on the area targeted” (2-
22).

The DEIR does not provide an estimate of the total length of the oil field 
infrastructure or explain why it has not been provided. Presumably this lack of 
information stems from the uncertainty of oil drilling. But it should not prevent the 
City and its consultant from preparing an EIR that estimates a worst case 
scenario in terms of total potential project scale. If this information is not 
available, the DEIR should add a statement whenever the project is described 
indicating that the total length of the oil field infrastructure is not included 
because the applicant has not provided it. Again, it may be oil industry practice to 
fully plan and describe a project after approval but the City and its consultants 
should disclose to the decision makers that they have not yet seen the full extent 
of this proposed oil facility.   

14) Page 2-25: This page adds in a bullet point: “Completion of the well, including 
installation of down-hole pumps and tubing” (2-25). The term “down-hole pump” 
appears in several places in the DEIR but I could not find any explanation in the 
DEIR or Appendix A of what is being proposed. I learned at the March 8 open 
house that these are electric pumps located at the bottom of each production 
well. The FEIR should add this description and discuss the potential impacts of 
this component of the oil field infrastructure.

15) Page 2-31: Again discussing the borehole encasement, the DEIR states: 
“Once the cement has been allowed to fully harden, another electric logging tool, 
called a cement bond log, is lowered to the bottom of the well to evaluate the 
completeness and effectiveness of the cement on the outside of the production 
casing” (2-31). The DEIR does not explain what happens if the cement bond log 
determines that the cement job is ineffective. An article about the BP Deepwater 
Horizon disaster explains that if the cement job is defective, the liner (the 
casing?) can be perforated so that more cement can be squeezed into the 
borehole gaps. Would that be the remedy for this facility? If so, what is the life 
expectancy of a perforated casing? At the March 8 open house I learned that 
another remedy for a defective cement seal is removal of the pipe and redrilling 
the borehole. Are the noise/vibration impacts of drilling a new borehole through 
the defective cement encasement more or less severe than drilling the original 
hole? Please explain all this in the EIR.

16) 4.1-91: On this page, the DEIR declines to clearly identify the workover rig as 
a significant unavoidable adverse aesthetic impact. However Table ES.2 clearly 
says: “During Workovers significant unavoidable impacts would occur for 
aesthetics” (ES-7). The City and it consultants should change the text of section 
4.1 to clarify that the workover rig, a 110-foot tall structure that could be on site 
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as much as 90 days a year for the 35-year life of the project, poses a significant 
unavoidable adverse aesthetic impact in the Operations category.

17) 4.2-52: Here the DEIR concludes that because sensitive receptors are close 
to the facility (100 feet from businesses, 160 feet from residences, 55 feet from 
green belt and 20 feet of public sidewalk) it would be difficult to reduce the 
“…number of odor events to less than six per year (which is the SCAQMD 
definition of a “nuisance”)…”(4.2-52 and 53). Is there any way for the EIR to 
make a more meaningful estimate of odor events than “six or more per year”? If 
the consultants actually predict odor events to occur 60 or 600 times per year, 
that estimate should be included in the EIR.

18) 4.2-66: Figure 4.2-8, Cancer Impacts Cancer Cases: Mitigated, shows an 
area that I estimate as being larger than five acres in size exposed to a one in a 
million cancer risk, which is judged to be less than significant. Even though the 
AES project in Redondo Beach was listed as a cumulative project on page 3-2 of 
the DEIR, cumulative impacts are not analyzed according to the DEIR because:  

“Localized air quality impacts are generally restricted to an area within a 
few blocks from a project site” (4.2-68).

“The AES project in the City of Redondo Beach, approximately 0.5 miles 
south of the Project Site, and the Proposed Project would not overlap 
localized criteria pollutant impacts since they are too far from one another 
to produce cumulative impacts” (4.2-68). 

First of all, AES seems less than 0.5 miles from 6th and Valley. Second, is the 
DEIR relying on an established criterion of “a few blocks” or has the DEIR 
concluded that the impact areas would not overlap without actually analyzing the 
impact area from the AES site? If the latter, the EIR should model the cancer 
risks from the AES site to see if these one in a million cancer risk impact areas 
overlap.

19) 4.6-20: This page of the DEIR states:
“The Proposed Project is particularly challenged to provide sufficient 
spacing between equipment and between equipment and areas offsite 
due to the small size of the site. For example, the current design of the 
facility has the compressors, the low temperature separation equipment, 
the VRU and the flare all located within the containment area for the crude 
oil tanks. If a crude oil spill were to occur, crude oil would impact this 
equipment and substantially increase the ignition probabilities, leading to 
an almost certain crude oil fire in the event of a spill” (4.6-20). 

Instead of giving one or two examples of code deviations, the EIR should identify 
and explain each and every irregularly. If the EIR consultants doubt that the 
applicant can meet these codes, the EIR should say so, particularly when the 
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applicant has had ample time to design a site plan and yet has submitted a 
project that fails to meet applicable code and standards. 

20) 4.6-21: The DEIR states that a project “,,,would be considered to have a 
significant impact in fire protection and emergency response if…the Project 
equipment layout and access structure do not meet the API, NFPA, IFC and IRI 
or CAL FIRE recommendations for equipment spacing and clearances;” (4.6-14).
However the DEIR mitigates this potentially significant impact to less than 
significance with Mitigation Measure FP2a, which allows deviation from 
“applicable codes and standards” if the applicant cannot meet them by using 
various remedies like thermal shields and insulation on crude oil tanks. The DEIR 
has not fully described these alternatives to code/standard compliance or 
evaluated whether or not these remedies would in fact reduce potential impacts 
to less than significance. As stated in my Comment 7 above, the facility should 
be designed now and the results reported in the EIR. Even in the unlikely event 
that the redesign meets all spacing requirements, the EIR should show Fire 
Protection and Emergency Response as a significant and unavoidably adverse 
impact in Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling as well as Operations for the reasons 
stated in my Comment 7.

21) 4.6-20-21: The alternatives to code/standard compliance contained in 
Mitigation Measure FP-2a may create or exacerbate impacts in other issue 
categories. Would the “construction of thermal radiation barriers/walls around the 
flare stack create new aesthetic impacts? Would “increasing the height of the 
flare stack” create new noise as well as aesthetic impacts? After the actual 
project design is completed, the EIR should analyze and discuss these issues.   

22) 4.7-20: The DEIR here concludes that the GEO1 impact of exposing people 
and property to earthquake-generated harm is not significantly adverse because 
of three mitigation measures, two of which pertain to the 1.3-acre 
drilling/production facility site. Mitigation Measure Geo1a requires the operator to 
do certain things after an earthquake has occurred and therefore does nothing to 
mitigate damage from the initial earthquake itself. GEO1b requires the applicant 
to adhere to the recommendations of the NMG 2012 geotechnical report. 
However, the NMG report is primarily a study of how to make the old landfill at 
the city yard suitable for an oil facility. The NMG report does not specifically 
include either the 87-foot high drill rig or the 110-foot high reworking rig in its brief 
project description perhaps because these structures were not classified as 
“construction” (NMG p6-7). Has the ability of the drill rig and the reworking rig to 
withstand ground motion been studied? This is not a trivial question considering 
what these structures could hit if they fell over in an earthquake. From the 
locations of the 34 well heads, a 110-foot rig that falls completely over could land 
on oil tanks, gas processing units and numerous other gas/oil equipment as well 
as on adjacent privately-owned buildings outside the 1.3-acre site and public 
right of way (Fig 2.17, 2-62).  Apparently the DEIR assumes the applicant will 
evaluate the ability of the drill rig and workover rig to withstand earthquakes 
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when the final project plans are prepared. Unfortunately, these final plans will not 
be prepared until after the project is approved. Consequently, the decision 
makers, the voters of Hermosa Beach, are being asked to make their decisions 
with an inadequate analysis of the project’s earthquake-related safety. The City 
and its consultants should change the Geology impact to significantly and 
unavoidably adverse on page 4.7-20 and in Table ES.2 unless and until 
assurances of earthquake safety can be supported. 

23) 4.7-17: The DEIR acknowledges that oil wells can cause subsidence and at 
times this subsidence can be severe, as in the Willington Oil Fields where oil 
extraction caused the ground to sink 29 feet (4.7-9). The DEIR offers a program 
of monitoring and reinjection as the answer:

“The program would ensure that subsidence would not occur to the 
degree that it could endanger the facility, surrounding property/structures, 
shoreline areas, and offshore areas” (4.7-17).

The verb “ensure” is initially reassuring until the reader questions what the word 
“endanger” means in this context? Hopefully, at a minimum it means that homes 
won’t be swallowed by sinkholes. But is the DEIR also “ensuring” that 
homeowners won’t be plagued by misaligned doors and windows as well as 
cracks in floors, walls and pavement? The FEIR should clarify this point. I would 
argue that even minor wall, door and floor damage amounts to a significant 
impact if it occurs within even a portion of the thousands of homes and other 
structures that lie above the oil field that E&B wants to drain.

24) 4.7-25: Mitigation Measure GEO4a requires a sophisticated subsidence 
monitoring program. However, the DEIR fails to quantify what constitutes 
actionable subsidence, in other words, how much sinking must occur before 
E&B/DOGGR acknowledges that subsidence is occurring? Mitigation measure 
GEO4b is hazy on this point:

“In the event that the Global Position System monitoring indicates that 
subsidence is occurring on and/or around the Proposed Project area, 
wastewater of water reinjection operations shall be increased to alleviate 
such subsidence” (8-26).

Why does the DEIR not use the detailed subsidence mitigation action plan 
proposed in the appendices, which include specific responses at identified 
subsidence levels including the reduction or halting of production from wells in 
the subsidence zones at the direction of the overseeing agencies (Geosyntec 
2012 Appendix A). The FEIR should explain why these details have been omitted 
because the lack of defined criteria for the term “subsidence” provides no clear 
point at which corrective action will be attempted.

25) Secondly, even when everyone agrees that subsidence is occurring, there 
are reasons to question how soon subsidence can be corrected once it is 
detected and acknowledged. The DEIR points to the 29-foot subsidence problem 
in the Wilmington Oil Field:  
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“Subsidence stopped when water injection into the pumped oil field 
occurred, thereby filling the voids from the oil extraction” (4.7-9).

However, in the appendices, the Geosyntec report adds a significant detail:
“It took approximately ten years for the subsidence to completely stop 
after the re-pressurization program was initiated in 1958” (Geosyntec 
2012, p32).

The pressure used in the reinjection process is constrained because reinjection 
itself can trigger induced seismicity and according to Appendix I may be the main 
cause of induced seismicity: 

“Significant increases and decreases in reservoir pressure may cause 
induced seismicity, but most often induced seismicity is associated with 
large increases in reservoir pressures that may result from injecting fluids 
back into the reservoir” (Geosyntec 2012, p45).

The DEIR acknowledges that excessive injection pressure can induce seismicity 
and states that DOGGR will reduce the potential for induced seismicity by 
monitoring the pressure of the reinjection process:

“Maximum allowable surface injection pressure would be less than the 
fracture pressure, thereby minimizing the potential for earthquakes and 
surface ground cracking” (4.7-21).

The EIR should fully explain how it can make assurances that injection pressure 
can reduce both subsidence and induced seismicity impacts to less than 
significance given the conflicting goals of the reinjection process: too little 
injection pressure and the reduction/elimination of subsidence could take more 
time (causing more cracks etc) but too much pressure could induce earthquakes.  

26) 4.6-22: Mitigation Measure GEO2c states that if induced seismicity is 
occurring, water flood operations shall be adjusted to alleviate such seismicity. 
The EIR should discuss whether this GEO2c would be enacted even if 
subsidence monitoring indicates that a reduction in injection pressure would be 
detrimental to the effort to reduce subsidence.

27) The EIR should justify concluding that induced seismicity from the project will 
not create a significant unavoidable impact considering the weak assurances 
provided by the supporting text such as: “…should not experience an increase in 
seismicity” and “…water-induced seismicity along this fault is not expected” (4.7-
21).

28) 4.7-23: The DEIR here states that the project would cause a potentially 
significant adverse impact if it results in subsidence. Curiously, the DEIR does 
not use measurements of the amount of ground deflection that qualifies to be 
called subsidence. Since it is undefined, this significance threshold could 
reasonably be interpreted to mean that any subsidence is a significant impact. 
The DEIR then says subsidence “is not expected” (4.7-24). Furthermore it says: 

“Although reinjection of produced water in proposed injection wells would 
substantially reduce the potential for subsidence, such reinjection does not 
ensure avoidance of subsidence. Therefore, impacts would be potentially
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significant in the absence of subsidence monitoring to verify that 
subsidence is not occurring” (4.7-24). 

In other words, the DEIR offers as a mitigation measure a monitoring program 
that will tell us when a significant impact has already occurred (again, since the 
lack of a definition for subsidence can reasonably interpreted to mean than any 
detectable subsidence is a significant adverse unavoidable impact.) The EIR 
could add definitions for the amount of subsidence deemed significant, as 
proposed in the Geosyntec appendix. But as pointed out above in my comments 
above, DOGGR has to worry about excessive as well as deficient oil field 
pressure, which may explain why the DEIR promises weak results from the 
injection program: 

“Consequently, oil field operations will be conducted under the oversight of 
DOGGR and will be designed to reduce the potential subsidence as much 
as possible.”

A goal of reducing subsidence “as much as possible” should alarm every owner 
of property in Hermosa Beach. With this amount of uncertainty, the City and its 
consultants should change GEO Impact 4 to a significant unavoidable adverse 
impact on page 4.7-25 as well as Table ES.2.

29) 4.8-78: On this page, the Safety, Risk of Upset and Hazards section of the 
DEIR states that the project would cause significant and unavoidable impacts in 
Operations as well as Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling apparently before 
mitigation. On page 4.8-79, the DEIR concludes that after mitigation, the project 
would still cause significant adverse impacts because “…the blowout scenario 
cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance…” (4.8-79).

The DEIR uses phrases like “…minimize the ability of the flare to ignite a spill of 
crude oil”, “…minimize the chances of igniting a crude oil spill”, and “…reduce the 
ignition probability given a crude oil spill” before suggesting (it doesn’t actually 
state this opinion but forces the reader to infer) that mitigation measures SR-1a 
though SR-1g mitigate impacts in operations to a less than significant level. (I 
believe a reader has to use Table ES.2 to figure out that the DEIR considers 
operational impacts to be less than significant after mitigation, assuming Table 
ES.2 is correct.) The City should ask its consultants if the discussion of residual 
impacts on page 4.8-79 does not actually say “impacts to operations will be 
mitigated to less than significance” because residual operational impact was 
determined by the Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) and it might be difficult 
to demonstrate how mitigation measures have actually been incorporated in the 
QRA, particularly when the equipment failure rates come from all-inclusive 
databases. If so, the City should consider replacing the QRA results as a 
significance threshold (as proposed in my Comment 30) or alternatively use 
inputs to the QRA that more closely represent the potential hazards of the 1.3-
acre project proposed by the applicant (see my Comment 33).
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30) 4.8-62: The DEIR describes certain accidents associated with the Operations 
phase that produce release scenarios that rival the consequences of potential 
release scenarios during drilling. For example, Scenario 2, Wellhead Release 
During Operations, would occur after drilling and “…include wellhead or piping 
failures, valve failures, loss of well control (blowout) or releases during well 
workovers or re-drills” (4.8-62). Similarly, Scenarios 2, 3 and 4 occur in the 
Operations phase and involve gas plant ruptures such as “…piping failures, 
vessel failures, valve failures, heat exchanger failures or compressor failures” 
(4.8-64). These scenarios can cause flame jets, fires, vapor clouds, flammable 
and toxic clouds, explosions and/or boiling liquid expanding vapor explosions 
(4.8-3).  The distance at which fatalities can occur range from about 220 feet for 
Scenario 2 to 260 feet for Scenario 4 (4.8-70). These distances expose people 
and property outside the 1.3-acre site to these Operational hazards yet the 
Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) concludes that the potential impact is 
insignificant apparently based on the Santa Barbara County criteria in which the 
number of people within the death/injury range of an accident scenario is 
multiplied by the assumed frequency of that scenario to yield a frequency/number 
risk factor that is either more than 1 death per million hours (significant) or less 
(insignificant). So the assumed inputs (persons exposed, type of mishap and 
mishap frequency rates) are critical to determining whether these impacts are 
significant or not. Perhaps in Santa Barbara County the consequences of being 
wrong about these inputs is not as important as it is here. A map of oil/gas 
facilities in Santa Barbara County primarily shows off-shore platforms linked to 
processing facilities in mostly remote locations 
(http://www.sbccountyplanning.org/energy/who/oil_gasMap.asp). So perhaps it 
makes sense for Santa Barbara County to rely on fixed input assumptions since 
the risk there appears to be primarily to oil/gas workers. That is not the case in 
Hermosa Beach. A Scenario 4 gas plant rupture could cause fatalities at roughly 
260 feet, far beyond the property lines of the 1.3-acre city yard site and include: 
businesses, residences, streets, sidewalks and the recreational greenbelt. In 
short, the City should use its independent judgment and consider adoption of its 
own significance threshold, one that is more appropriate for a facility located in a 
fully developed city as opposed to a facility located in a largely unpopulated rural 
area under county jurisdiction. I would suggest a very simple significance 
threshold: if an oil/gas facility has the potential to kill people beyond the project 
site, it is a significant unavoidable impact for safety in Operations regardless of 
the assumed likelihood of such an event.

31) I prefer a simple threshold like the one proposed in my comment above 
because an average reader can actually understand it. In contrast, the 
Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) which the DEIR uses to arrive at a 
conclusion of insignificance in Operations cannot be understood by the average 
reader. The Appendix C calculations that convert several incident probabilities 
into a single frequency estimate for each accident scenario involve fault trees, 
meaning the series of events necessary for the scenario to be realized. Only a 
petrochemical engineer would be able to tell whether or not these fault trees 
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create a conservative (meaning worst case) analysis as the DEIR asserts. Page 
4.8-6 says that each accident scenario assumes at least one rupture and one 
leak. Is that assumption conservative? Most average readers might think that a 
truly worst case analysis would assume that all possible ruptures and leaks occur 
simultaneously.

32) In addition to the mysteriousness of the fault trees, the DEIR reports that the 
QRA calculations assume failure rates that may or may not accurately reflect the 
failure rates of the equipment proposed by the applicant:

“Failure rate databases quantify how often each of these events has 
occurred industry-wide historically” (4.8-7).  

Pages 4.8-7 through 4.8-14 then explain why these databases are in fact a poor 
predictor of failure rates:

“These industry-wide failure rate databases incorporate a range of 
equipment, differing in design standards and equipment age” (4.8-7).  
“Industry data on the correlation between equipment age and failure rates 
is sparse; in fact, several studies indicate that there is no correlation” (4.8-
8).
“It should be emphasized that the approach taken to estimate the 
equipment failure rates in this study is an approximation. The large 
number of variables involved and relatively sparse information, particularly 
related to age influences on equipment failure rates, necessitates a best 
estimate approach” (4.8-14). 
“Unfortunately, failure data is not gathered specifically enough to obtain 
statistically significant numbers for the exact variable that match the 
facility” (4.8-14).

The EIR should at a minimum explain why the conclusion that the project is not 
significantly adverse in Operations is based on a statistical calculation when the 
DEIR itself admits that the inputs to that calculation are not statistically 
significant. 

33) If the City and its consultants choose to maintain their reliance on the QRA 
model, the QRA should be rerun based on the project plan submitted by the 
applicant, meaning a project plan that violates an unknown number of safety 
codes and standards. As argued throughout these comments, we don’t have a 
final project plan to evaluate. We don’t know whether the facility will be able to 
meet these codes/standards, whether the applicant will resort to alternative fixes 
or whether these fixes will be safer or less safe than the project submitted by the 
applicant. In the absence of this information, the QRA inputs should be adjusted 
to reflect the truly worst case scenario presented by the site design submitted by 
the applicant rather than on assumptions about the future project plans (to be 
submitted sometime after the vote): 

“For example, the current design of the facility has the compressors, the 
low temperature separation equipment, the VRU and the flare all located 
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within the containment area for the crude oil tanks. If a crude oil spill were 
to occur, crude oil would impact this equipment and substantially increase 
the ignition probabilities, leading to an almost certain crude oil fire in the 
event of a spill” (4.6-20).

The DEIR acknowledges that:  
“Ideally, the most accurate data would be obtained from several facilities 
exactly like the Proposed Project, using the same methods to gather data, 
the same type of equipment, and the same services over many years. 
Unfortunately, failure data is not gathered specifically enough to obtain 
statistically significant numbers for the exact variable that match the 
facility” (4.8-14).

However, the QRA inputs could still be modified to reflect the fact that the plans 
submitted by the applicant contain an unknown number of code/standard 
violations. The DEIR has demonstrated the prudence of making adjustments to 
the failure rates gathered from the data bases, (for example, adding a factor of 
2.0 to represent the failure rate of older equipment when the project is more than 
20 years old on Page 4.8-9.) In a similar fashion, the QRA could add factors to 
the data base failure rates to account for code/standard violations of the 
equipment spacing in the applicant’s submitted plans. For example, the Gas 
Plant Rupture scenario might have the failure rate estimated in Appendix C when 
using pipe, valve and vessel failure rates developed from the data base. But it 
seems prudent to add a factor to this failure rate in recognition of the fact that: 

“…current design of the facility has the compressors, the low temperature 
separation equipment, the VRU and the flare all located within the 
containment area for the crude oil tanks” (4.6-20).

Similarly, it seems prudent to ensure that the fault trees reflect the increased 
likelihood of an accident scenario when equipment spacing violates applicable 
codes/standards as illustrated in the DEIR:

“If a crude oil spill were to occur, crude oil would impact this equipment 
and substantially increase the ignition probabilities, leading to an almost 
certain crude oil fire in the event of a spill” (4.6-20).

Rerunning the QRA using inputs that reflect the facility plan submitted by the 
applicant will likely result in the logical conclusion that operating an oil/gas 
production facility with 30 production wells on a 1.3-acre site in the heart of a fully 
developed city is a significant unavoidable adverse safety impact in Operations 
as well as Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling.

34) 4.9-18: Mitigation Measure HWQ-2h requires the Applicant to install and 
maintain an oil/grit or oil/water separator in Herondo Street downstream from 
Valley Drive capable of capturing small to medium sized spills before they reach 
the ocean. Why isn’t the Applicant required to install and maintain a device 
capable of capturing a worst case spill?  
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35) 4.10-18: The DEIR concludes that land use impacts are significantly and 
unavoidably adverse in Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling as well as Operations 
because of the incompatibility of the facility with adjacent open space and 
residential land uses. However, on pages 4.10-28 and 29, the DEIR adds two 
paragraphs about the fact that the project might also be inconsistent with Land 
Use Element Policy 1 to maintain a small town beach community atmosphere 
and Policy 3 to encourage land uses which enhance and promote the City’s 
Coastal environment. This section of the DEIR adds that it is unusual for an oil 
facility to be located in the center of a small beach city:

“Again, although the coast of California is linked with oil drilling and 
development, the City of Hermosa Beach is exceptionally dense and of 
limited geographic area and is not currently associated with this type of 
industrial development” (4.10-29).

However, the DEIR goes on to claim that:
“…the people of Hermosa Beach will have a direct means to make the 
determination as to whether the Proposed Project is consistent with Goals 
1 and 3 of the Land Use Element” (4.10-29).  

Even with prompting, it seems unlikely that the average voter will appreciate that, 
by voting for the project, he/she is also voting to find that the project is consistent 
with Land Use Element Policies 1 and 3. By punting this decision to the voters, 
the EIR is also failing to discuss and generate discussion about the importance of 
protecting the city’s small beach town community atmosphere and coastal 
resources. The City should consider adding a more comprehensive discussion 
and analysis here of the impact of the proposed project on the small beach 
community atmosphere and the coastal environment using examples of 
comparable cities in which 34 wells have been slant-drilled beneath a fully-
developed city and an oil/gas processing facility has been located on a site that is 
so small that spillover effects are inevitable.  

36) The DEIR shows noise as a significant unavoidable adverse impact during 
Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling but less than significant during Operations (4.11-
89). However, Table 4.11-29 on page 4.11-78 does not list downhole pump as a 
potential noise generator during Operations (unless one of the other pumps on 
this list is a downhole pump). I learned at the open house that a downhole pump 
is electric and sits at the bottom of a production well, which means there would 
be 30 of them operating for the 35-year life of the project. Will we hear or feel 
these pumps even though they will be operating three thousand feet below the 
surface? Perhaps these two sentences are intended to answer that question: 

“The way that vibration is transmitted through the ground depends on the 
soil type, the presence of rock formations or man-made features and the 
topography between the vibration source and the receptor location. These 
factors vary considerably from site to site and make accurate prediction of 
vibration levels at receptors distant from the source extremely difficult 
(often impossible) in practice” (4.11-5 and 6).
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The lack of certainty in those two sentences leads me to question whether or not 
we will hear/feel downhole pumps. Ideally, an acoustical engineer will response 
more clearly to the question of whether or not we will hear/feel downhole pumps.  
If not, the City should consider including a review of how many complaints or lack 
of complaints oil companies have received when they have operated downhole 
pumps under cities that are comparable to Hermosa Beach. Unless the EIR 
conclusively states that downhole pumps won’t be heard or felt during the 35 
year life of the project, the City and its consultants should change the residual 
effects determination on page 4.11-89 and Table ES-2 to indicate that 
noise/vibration is a significant unavoidable adverse impact in Operations as well 
as Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling.  

37) Workover rigs and other equipment associated with workovers are not listed 
on Table 4.11-29, the list of noise generating project equipment.  Workovers are 
part of the Operations phase and could occur as much as 90 days per year for 
the 35-year life of the project. During workovers, a 110-foot high rig is moved to 
the site and transferred from well to well to hoist/replace/repair oil field 
infrastructure including pipes and downhole pumps. The DEIR does not discuss 
the noise/vibration of workovers. Workover noise could pose a problem since 
workover rigs may be too tall to acoustically screen (110 feet). Unless and until 
acoustical analysis rules out the possibility, the City and its consultants should 
change page 4.11-89 as well as Table ES-2 to indicate that project Operations as 
well as Construction/Drilling/Re-drilling pose a significant unavoidable adverse 
noise impact.

38) 4.14.2 The DEIR explains how West Basin historically imported water from 
the Metropolitan Water District.

“However, given recent concerns over future reliability of these imported 
supplies, West Basin has been increasing its development of local 
supplies. Groundwater production from the West Basin service area 
includes the West Coast Groundwater Basin and pumping from the 
Central Groundwater Basin into the West Basin service area” (4.14-2).  

This paragraph is hard to follow in regard to the importance of protecting the 
safety of groundwater aquifers overlying the proposed oil field infrastructure. Do 
we currently use this water or might we some day have to use these aquifers for 
our drinking water? The City should direct its consultants to include this 
information and discuss the current and future importance of these aquifers.

39) 4.14-3 “There are no domestic water supply wells located in the vicinity of the 
Project Site” (4.14-3). Why is the DEIR so vague? Does “vicinity” mean 100 feet 
or three miles? And in this context, what is the Project Site? The DEIR likes to 
use 6th and Valley as the Project Site. But for Water Resources, the more 
meaningful Project Site would be the 34 wells that constitute the project’s oil field 
infrastructure since these wells penetrate the aquifer and since the applicant 
proposes to use four injection wells to pump wastes into the formation underlying 
the aquifer. I have also learned that under-producing wells are sometimes 
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converted to injection wells; therefore any of the 34 wells could potentially 
threaten water wells. The City should direct its consultants to identify and map all 
wells using the aquifer overlying the oil field infrastructure.

40) The DEIR states that this produced water injection could adversely affect 
groundwater but that the impacts are less than significant because 1) the 
injection process meets DOGGR rules, 2) the formation currently trapping the oil 
will also trap the wastewater and 3) the wastes are injected below the freshwater 
aquifer (4.14-13).

Reasons 2 and 3 sound like different wording of the same rationale and both 
reach conclusions with inadequate support. The DEIR does not discuss the fact 
that this project is essentially drilling 34 holes through the rock formation, or cap, 
that separates the oil/gas and wastes injected from this project from the 
freshwater aquifer. The DEIR concludes that wastes will not migrate through 
poorly sealed boreholes apparently by assuming that the boreholes will not be 
poorly sealed. The City should consider including in the DEIR any reports or 
studies of incidents in which oil facility wastes have in fact contaminated the 
overlying freshwater aquifers as well as independent studies, if they exist, of the 
effectiveness of cement injected from the bottom of a well to seal boreholes and 
prevent contaminants from reaching the aquifers. 

41) In support of its reason number 1 from page 4.14-13, the DEIR concludes 
that the wastewater injection program does not pose a significantly adverse 
impact because of adherence to DOGGR rules and monitoring. However, the 
DEIR does not fully discuss or evaluate the impacts of various wastes and 
chemicals that it mentions might be put down these wells. To emphasize my 
concerns from my comment 8 above, produced water, will be forced down the 
reinjection wells and produced water “,,,can contain minor amounts of chemicals 
added downhole during production.” What are these chemicals? Is this a 
reference to an “acid job” using hydrofluoric acid to induce oil flow? Is there a 
mitigation measure, 1993 condition of approval or application design feature 
prohibiting these downhole chemicals? If so, the EIR should highlight this 
prohibition. If not, the EIR should describe the chemicals alluded to here, their 
potential impacts and whether these impacts are significant after mitigation. If the 
City intends to mitigate potentially significant impacts by citing DOGGR rules and 
oversight, the EIR it should explain the basis for that reliance in light of the 2011 
EPA report reviewing DOGGR performance discussed below.  

42) Page 4.14-11 mentions that produced water can also contain “treatment and 
workover chemicals”. Will E&B be using “treatment and workover chemicals”? 
What are they? Is there a mitigation measure, 1993 condition of approval or 
application design feature prohibiting these treatment and workover chemicals? If 
so, the EIR should highlight this prohibition. If not, the EIR should describe the 
chemicals alluded to here, their potential impacts and whether these impacts are 
significant after mitigation. If the City intends to mitigate potentially significant 
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impacts by citing DOGGR rules and oversight, the EIR should explain the basis 
for that reliance in light of the 2011 EPA report reviewing DOGGR performance 
discussed below.

43) What are the potential impacts of the other wastes that accompany produced 
water: “high concentrations of salts, metals, hydrocarbons and organic 
compounds, sulfur … dissolved gases (particularly carbon dioxide), bacteria and 
other living organisms, dispersed solid particles, scales, and other pollutants” 
(4.14-11)? Why are some solid wastes from the drilling process trucked to Clean 
Harbors Buttonwillow Landfill (2-31) while these liquid wastes are disposed of by 
flushing them down the injection wells? What are the potential impacts posed by 
these liquid wastes on the drinking water aquifer overlying the oil field? Does the 
EIR propose that the City rely entirely on DOGGR rules and oversight to ensure 
drinking water safety? Considering the 2011 EPA review of DOGGR rules and 
oversight, why should the City be convinced that wastewater injection does not 
pose a safety risk for aquifers? For example, as cited below in my comment, 
DOGGR pressure monitoring is intended (in addition to reducing subsidence and 
induced seismicity) to keep the disposed wastes in the oil-bearing formation 
rather than migrating up into the drinking water aquifer. But the 2011 EPA report 
found that District 1 DOGGR traditionally assumed a fracture gradient that turned 
out to be considerably higher than the actual gradient determined once DOGGR 
began requiring well operators to perform something called a step test (EPA, 35). 

44) The DEIR states that these wastes will be disposed using Class II injection 
wells consistent with a program developed and overseen by DOGGR.

“A peer review conducted by a national organization, the Ground Water 
Protection Council, determined that the DOGGR has a program that 
effectively protects underground sources of drinking water” (4.14-13).

Although the DEIR does not provide a copy, date or title for this peer review, I 
believe it is a reference to a 2002 report entitled State Review of Oil and Natural 
Gas Environmental Regulations prepared by California State Agencies which in 
fact seems to be positive about DOGGR’s Underground Injection Control 
program.

However, I also found a 2011 Report, California Class II Underground Injection 
Control Program Review, conducted by Horsley Witten Group for EPA which at 
the very least raises questions about the DEIR’s assertion that the DOGGR 
program effectively protects underground sources of drinking water. For 
example, in District 1 (which includes Hermosa Beach) “Currently, annual 
meetings are held for only 1 % of the active injection projects due to lack of 
resources” (EPA, 32). District 1 DOGGR traditionally assumed a fracture gradient 
that turned out to be considerably higher than the actual gradient determined 
once DOGGR began requiring well operators to perform something called a step 
test (EPA, 35). “In the past pressure fall-off tests were rarely performed in the 
district” (EPA, 36). “Many problem wells have been found since the recent District 
implementation of the requirement to review ZEI/AORs and require corrective 
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action as a condition for issuing permits for new drills, re-drills, conversions and 
return to injection operations” (EPA, 38) “Average on-the-job experience for 
District 1 field engineers/inspectors is about one year” (EPA, 39). “The operator 
is usually given advance notice of an inspection” (EPA, 41). The City should 
explain why Hermosa Beach residents should have complete confidence in 
DOGGR despite less than stellar evaluations like the 2011 EPA study. If the 
DEIR is claiming that DOGGR is the best defense against aquifer contamination, 
the voters should be given enough information about DOGGR performance to 
evaluate the effectiveness of that defense before making their decisions about 
whether to approve or reject the project. 

45) The 30 production wells are expected to generate up to 16,000 barrels of 
produced water per day (4.14-14). I could find no explanation of what happens to 
that produced water if the reinjection process cannot accommodate all of it. 

46) What I have read of the 2011 EPA report increases my concerns about the 
ability of the injection wells to accomplish three important goals with a single 
reinjection pressure. Specifically, the pressure must be kept low enough to avoid 
inducing earthquakes and also low enough to prevent contaminants from being 
forced up into the overlying groundwater aquifers. The City and its consultants 
should discuss this issue and evaluate whether significant induced seismicity and 
subsidence impacts as well as groundwater aquifer contamination can all be 
accomplished with reinjection considering that these goals may be in conflict with 
one another.

47) The discussion of significance of Impact WR.3 begins by saying that: 
“Wastewater impacts would be deemed significant if the Proposed Project would: 
Substantially degrade the quality of surface water or groundwater” (4.14-10). The 
next two pages then attempt to support the conclusion that “,,,the impacts of 
injection on groundwater quality would be considered adverse but less than 
significant” (4.14-13). Some of this discussion needs clarification. For example, 
the DEIR states that “wastewater would be processed, as described in WR 
Impact 2…” prior to reinjection (4.14-11). “Processing” sounds like a good idea 
considering the following description of this wastewater:

“In addition, produced waters exist under high pressures and 
temperatures and usually contain oil and metals; therefore the water must 
be treated prior to being discharged. Produced waters can also contain 
high concentrations of salts, metals, hydrocarbon and organic compounds, 
sulfur, treatment and workover chemicals, dissolved gasses (particularly 
carbon dioxide) bacteria and other living organisms, dispersed solid 
particles, scales and other pollutants” (4.14-11). 

However, the description of the processing of produced water promised in WR 
Impact 2 refers to the following: a three-phase separator to separate water from 
oil and gas; a treatment system consisting of a gas flotation and filter unit to 
remove excess oil and solids (such as sand); and a test to determine whether the 
remaining waste stream has SRB and, if so, treatment for the SRB; (4.14.10). I 
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could not find any discussion here or elsewhere about why the waste stream is 
only tested for SRB rather than for all the potentially hazardous substances also 
in the wastewater, meaning “…high concentrations of salts, metals, hydrocarbon 
and organic compounds, sulfur, treatment and workover chemicals, dissolved 
gasses (particularly carbon dioxide) bacteria and other living organisms, 
dispersed solid particles, scales and other pollutants” (4.14-11).  The City should 
direct its consultants to support the conclusion that the impacts of injection on 
groundwater quality would be adverse but less than significant when the 
proposed treatment system appears to remove only oil and solids but does not 
apparently test or treat for any chemicals or other pollutants other than SRB. 

48) The DEIR also seems to support its conclusion that the impacts of injection 
on groundwater quality would be adverse but less than significant with an 
explanation of how the stratigraphic and/or structural trap that creates a cap on 
the oil/gas formation also would trap the injected liquid wastes below that cap 
and therefore protect the overlying aquifers. The City should direct its consultants 
to describe how the drilling of 24 boreholes though that cap could compromise 
the current separation of the oil/gas bearing formation from the aquifers. If the 
response is that the boreholes are ultimately sealed with cement, the consultants 
should cite independent studies of the effectiveness of these cement seals in 
preventing the migration of wastes into the aquifers. As stated above, 
unsupported reliance on DOGGR oversight is insufficient. The City and its 
consultants should include a discussion of any independent studies of the 
effectiveness of borehole sealing practices as well as reports of groundwater 
contamination caused by drilling oil/gas boreholes through aquifers and the caps 
that separate aquifers from oil/gas bearing formations. Again, it is not enough to 
simply say that this is common practice, When the voters are asked whether the 
benefits of this project outweigh the risks, the City and it consultants should offer 
an EIR that discusses those risks. Unless and until that is done, the City and its 
consultants should change the Water Resource impacts to significantly and 
unavoidably adverse for groundwater contamination in Construction/Drilling/Re-
drilling and Operations in section 4.14 and in Table ES.2 by adding a Water 
Resources row to Table ES.2.

49) The EIR should discuss the practicality of the alternatives section, beginning 
on page 5-1, in the context of this project. Don’t the voters have to vote on the 
project proposed by the applicant according to the settlement agreement?
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:08 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: dEIR Comments: Hermosa Beach Oil Project
Attachments: dEIR comments.docx; ATT00001.htm

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Oil Project <oilproject@hermosabch.org>
Date: April 14, 2014 at 6:02:31 PM PDT 
To: "'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>
Subject: FW: dEIR Comments: Hermosa Beach Oil Project

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner
City of Hermosa Beach
Community Development Department
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/
�
From: Allison Reynolds [mailto:allie.skye27@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 1:41 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: dEIR Comments: Hermosa Beach Oil Project

Dear Oil Project, 
I have attached my comments concerning the dEIR to this email as well as copy and pasted into 
the body. 

Thank you for your time in considering these comments. 

Sincerely,
Allison Reynolds 

Allison Reynolds 

April 14, 2014 

E&B Hermosa Beach Oil Project  
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dEIR Comments 

Disclaimer: I read through much, but not all of the dEIR. So I sincerely apologize if my 
comments are redundant with existing information in the dEIR that I may have missed. 

1. I spoke with my friend who works as a contractor in the oil fields to get his expert opinion on 
what I do not understand about this project as far as technology and engineering. His feedback 
was that most accidents and hazards do not occur from flaws in proposals or designs. Rather, 
most harmful accidents occur as a result of human error and inadequate training. Therefore, I 
would suggest that the dEIR include descriptions about how all of the employees are going to be 
trained to avoid accidents. Moreover, I suggest that it include how the employees are going to me 
taken care of so that their focus and attention can go towards making sure there is no failure 
leading to a spill. My suggestion here is that the dEIR outline how the employees will be treated. 
It should include the quality of amenities that are accessible to the workers, benefits, work hours, 
rest, and pay to ensure that the employees are happy with their work, take pride in their work, 
and are in fit condition to do the job properly. In addition, truckers transporting oil need to be 
included in this analysis because there is a big risk of accident with transport. This may not seem 
like it should be included in an environmental impact report, but I think it could be one of the 
most crucial pieces to ensuring environmental and community protection.  

2. A big concern about this project is the impact of greenhouse gasses on climate change. This 
affects the local area with threats to our water supply, warming temperatures, sea level rise, and 
loss of species and ecosystems, especially in the oceans. Another concerns is ocean acidification 
due to more pollutants. The dEIR touched on climate change and the regulatory climate, but I did 
not see any calculations on the estimated percentage that drilling activities could have on global 
climate change. While it is probably small, as is stated in the report, I would like to see more 
concrete estimations rather than statements that the impact the small. Also, I did not see any 
information about ocean acidification and the effects of this on marine life. 

3. I would love to see more details of the spill emergency response plan. Is there technology or 
ways to mitigate oil running down storm drains into the ocean in the case of a spill?  

4. The facility has to be built with the best and latest technology to withstand strong 
earthquakes. This technology should be outlined in the dEIR 

5. The water used in the injection wells should not in any way take away from our precious and 
dwindling water supply. The report states that the water supply is efficient enough and does not 
require mitigation efforts, but I’ve also heard figures that LA’s water supply will be at 50% 
capacity within 7 years which is an incredibly short time to lose 50% of our water. This is a great 
concern to me and I want to see more specifics in the dEIR about how the water needed in this 
project, which sounds like a lot, will not take away from the dwindling water supply for 
Angelinos.
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2014 10:24 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: Comment on Oil Docs

�
�
From: Oil Project [mailto:oilproject@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2014 10:53 AM 
To: Luis Perez; 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Greg Chittick; Kathleen Souweine <ksouweine@intrinsik.com>
(ksouweine@intrinsik.com); Wil Soholt (wsoholt@kosmont.com)
Cc: Ken Robertson; Tom Bakaly; 'Michael Jenkins (MJenkins@localgovlaw.com)'; Katie Casey (katieanncasey@gmail.com)
Subject: Comment on Oil Docs 

All��
�
Weekly�I�will�send�along�letters�and�comments�we�receive�on�the�documents�to�consultant�teams�as�applicable.��Toward�
the�end�of�the�comment�period�we�can�talk�about�turnaround�time�and�what�format�responses�to�the�HIA�and�CBA�
might�take,�what�issues�would�require�more�study�and�$$,�and�whether�Tom�wants�to�authorize�it.���
�
To�achieve�our�timeframes�the�Final�EIR�should�to�be�noticed�in�the�paper�preferably�on��March�22�but�no�later�than�
March�29�and�available�that�day�electronically�and�in�print.��The�same�goes�for�the�other�documents.��
�
Then�the�earliest�the�PC�could�hold�a�hearing�is�June�9.���
�
Pam�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Barbara Sabo [mailto:bsabo@jsaboassoc.com]
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2014 10:53 AM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: Public Review: Comments on oil project 

Dear Ken, 
I am the acting HOA Secretary for Beachside Condominiums in Hermosa Beach. Our HOA project is located at the corner 
of Valley & Herondo Streets. Our association is comprised of 30 single family homes, many with children who attend our 
local Hermosa Valley School. Our HOA sits across from the Moorings, another large condominium project, as well as the 
Play Pacifica and Gallery Apartments. These are but a few of the large housing projects that sit at our end of the City...all 
populated with families with children. 

Our predominant concern with the oil project is the fact that it is located near such a large concentration of families whose 
children use Valley as their Safe Route to Hermosa Valley School, not to mention as a route to our local South Park and 
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Clark Field/Community Center. The thought of large trucks congesting our narrow stretch of Valley, not to mention the 
diesel pollution & noise from the trucks, makes the thought of this oil project all the more ominous and unacceptable. 

I have shared and filed the mailers that have been sent by the oil project coordinators. They distinctly show an incredibly 
long shaft for the oil rig. This is our second concern. While drilling for wells in an open area is acceptable, drilling in a 
densely populated area is not. We well-remember the oil field located on Prospect & Del Amo across from Redondo Union 
High School, which is thankfully gone now. However, it took years to remove the oil & chemical residue from this property 
after it was gone. If memory serves, it was the City of Redondo Beach that ended up picking up the tab for that clean-up. 
Who will pick up the tab for our clean-up when E & B depart? 

An additional concern is: who is going to pick up the tab for vibration damage to the surrounding homes and 
businesses? Our HOA has been the subject of such vibration damage. Whenever a deep hole is dug in our sandy soil, 
there is always significant vibration. This vibration travels and leads to serious cosmetic damage, not to mention that it 
may also undermine structures within close proximity.  

Finally, we would like to be assured that any and all property damage, foreseen and unforeseen, is covered by E & B or 
the City.  

Thank you for sharing these concerns with your existing and future action committees.  

Best regards, 
Barbara Sabo, HOA Secretary FY 2014-15 
447 Herondo Street #305 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
(310) 379-8455 
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 6:28 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: Fwd: COMMENT - EIR - April 14, 2014
Attachments: EIR REVIEW_2014-4-14.docx; ATT00001.htm

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

����� Oil Project <oilproject@hermosabch.org> 
��	
� April 14, 2014 at 6:20:48 PM PDT 
��� "Mary McDaniel (mmcdaniel@intrinsik.com)" <mmcdaniel@intrinsik.com>, Luis Perez 
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>, Greg Chittick <greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>, "'Edward Almanza 
(superpark@igc.org)'" <superpark@igc.org> 
���
�	� ��������������������������� !�"#�  

� 
� 
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org 
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m. 
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org 
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/ 
� 
From: Lisa Santora [mailto:lisasantora@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 5:08 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: COMMENT - EIR - April 14, 2014 
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Ken�Robertson�
Community�Development�Department�
1315�Valley�Drive�
Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
oilproject@hermosabch.org�
�
�
“(T)he�people�of�the�State�of�California�have�a�primary�interest�in�the�quality�of�the�physical�
environment�in�which�they�live,�and�that�this�physical�environment�is�being�degraded�by�the�waste�
and�refuse�of�civilization�polluting�the�atmosphere,�thereby�creating�a�situation�which�is�detrimental�
to�the�health,�safety,�and�welfare,�and�sense�of�well�being�of�the�people�of�California.”�

Section�39000�of�the�Health�and�Safety�Code�as�quoted�by�Alston&�Bird�LLP�(legal�counsel�for�E&B)�in�a�
letter�to�the�City�of�Hermosa�Beach�demanding�that�the�City�“retract�and�disavow”�the�HIA�due�to�the�
harm�it�has�caused�E&B�(February�16,�2014)�

“That�it�is�the�public�policy�of�the�state�that�emissions�of�toxic�air�contaminants�should�be�controlled�
to�levels�which�prevent�harm�to�the�public�health.”�

Section�39650�of�the�Health�and�Safety�Code�as�quoted�by�Alston&�Bird�LLP�(legal�counsel�for�E&B)�in�a�
letter�to�the�City�of�Hermosa�Beach�falsely�asserting�that�the�HIA�“dismisses�in�its�entirety�all�of�the�State�
standards�for�the�protection�of�the�environment�and�public�health”(February�16,�2014).��

In�December�2013,�the�City�Council�of�the�City�of�Dallas�approved�the�minimum�spacing�between�drilling�
and�protected�uses.��“The�heart�of�this�policy�is�the�idea�that�residents�should�be�able�to�enjoy�their�
private�property�and�quality�of�life�without�being�subjected�to�the�negative�impacts�of�a�nearby�
industrial�operation.”��Two�major�changes�in�the�industry�that�have�occurred�since�2007�that�may�
warrant�additional�separation�requirements,�particularly�in�relation�to�residential�uses�and�institutional�
uses,�are�the�increased�number�of�wells�on�a�pad�site�and�the�increased�length�of�lateral�lines�(the�
distance�the�well�bore�travels�horizontally).�Except�as�provided�in�this�provision,�a�gas�drilling�and�
production�use�must�be�spaced�at�least�1,500�feet�from�a�protected�use��

Limitations�of�the�EIR�

The�Environmental�Impact�Report�(EIR)�provides�a�systematic,�reproducible,�and�interdisciplinary�
evaluation�of�the�potential�physical,�biological,�cultural,�and�socioeconomic�effects�of�a�proposed�action�
and�its�practical�alternatives.��However,�by�design,�it�does�not�systematically�assess�the�multiple�
influences�on�health�that�can�occur�as�a�result�of�social,�economic,�and�environmental�changes.�
Furthermore,�an�EIR�uses�a�narrow�definition�of�health�that�includes�physical�and�psychological�health�
and�general�well�being.�The�EIR�is�also�generally�limited�to�regulatory�thresholds�rather�than�
incorporating�a�broad�review�of�public�health�evidence.���

�“The�consideration�of�human�health�impacts�is�a�required�component�of�the�EIS,�but�this�
component�has�been�largely�discounted�in�the�past,�prompting�the�need�for�a�more�dedicated�
and�comprehensive�processes�to�address�human�health�–�the�HIA.”�–�PJ�Anderson�(2013)�
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Review�of�the�Preparer�of�the�EIR��

Marine�Research�Specialists�is�an�“environmental�consulting�firm”.�Notably,�none�of�the�listed�preparers�
of�the�EIR�have�a�background�in�Public�Health�or�Medicine.��The�limited�focus�on�health�and�well�being�is�
objectively�demonstrated�by�the�references�to�health�and�well�being.�In�1096�pages�of�narrative,�there�
are�only�153�instances�“health,”�which�includes�multiple�references�to�“long�term�health�and�growth�of�
the�landscape”�and�multiple�references�to�onsite�signs�for�compliance�public�health�and�safety�codes;�1�
reference�to�“well�being”;�2�references�to�“quality�of�life”;�3�references�to�“vulnerable”�(fish�x�2;�storage�
facilities�x�1);�2�references�to�children’s�health;�and�1�reference�to�elderly.��

Hermosa�Beach�–�Air�Quality�

Hermosa�Beach�is�an�urban�setting�with�high�exposures�to�ambient�air�pollution�–�from�stationary�and�
mobile�sources.��There�are�established�putative�exposures�to�industrial�pollutants�(AES,�Chevron,�LAX;�
major�traffic�corridors).��The�EIR�assumes�that�the�SCAQMD�Air�Quality�Significance�Thresholds�
accurately�estimate�health�impacts.��SCAQMD�daily�threshold�(pounds�per�day)�for�particulate�matter�
(PM)�10�and�2.5�are�150�and�55�pounds�per�day.��Notably,�in�2010,�BAAQMD�proposed�daily�thresholds�
of�PM�10�and�2.5�at�82�and�54�pounds�per�day,�respectively.�Threshold�models�are�now�being�
reevaluated�because�(1)�a�theoretical�assumption�of�wide�ranging�human�sensitivity,�and�(2)�inability�to�
detect�thresholds�in�epidemiologic�models.��Furthermore,�Threshold�models�do�not�consider�vulnerable�
populations.���

The�EIR�inaccurately�estimates�existing�air�quality�in�Hermosa�Beach.��Baseline�air�quality�measurements�
in�EIR�from�SCAQMD,�monitoring�station�–�LAX�Hastings�(6.8�miles�to�the�north�of�the�Project�Site).��This�
is�the�oldest�active�air�quality�monitoring�station.�SCAQMD�reports�need�for�replacement�of�
instrumentation�and�sub�systems;��additionally,�the�system�does�not�support�continuous�monitoring�of�
PM10/2.5�

Monitoring�station�location�in�reference�to�Project�Site�may�underestimate�current�local�pollutant�
levels�in�Hermosa�Beach�(e.g.,�location�in�reference�to�putative�sources)�

Regulations�and�Pollution�

“The�warm�upper�layer�forms�a�cap,�or�inversion,�over�the�cool�marine�layer�and�inhibits�pollutants�
released�into�the�marine�layer�from�dispersing�upward.”�(EIR,�4.2.1.1).�This�meteorological�phenomenon�
has�contributed�to�our�community’s�current�classification�as�Extreme�and�Serious�Nonattainment�for�
certain�Air�Contaminants.���Furthermore,�it�demonstrates�that�regulations�do�not�protect�humans�from�
harm.��The�EIR�is�a�technical�document�that�does�not�provide�stakeholders�with�a�comprehensible�
narrative�to�consider�the�health�impacts�of�the�project.���

The�EIR�identifies�PM�10�exposures�as�not�significant�(Table�4.2�29).��The�cut�off�for�significance�for�
annual�PM�10�is�20�micrograms�per�meter�cubed�(�g/m3).��But,�emissions�from�the�microturbines�or�
from�the�flare�would�cause�the�localized�thresholds�from�the�SCAQMD�lookup�tables�to�be�exceeded�for�
the�PM10�and�PM2.5�emissions�even�after�the�mitigation�for�the�regional�thresholds�(EIR,�4.2�47).��
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Mitigated�Phase�2�Flaring�and�Phase�4�Microturbines�are�estimated�at�20.14�and�20.44,�respectively.��
This�is�significant�because�there�is�good�evidence�of�the�effects�of�short�term�exposure�to�PM10�on�
respiratory�health,�but�for�mortality,�and�especially�as�a�consequence�of�long�term�exposure,�PM2.5�is�a�
stronger�risk�factor�than�the�coarse�part�of�PM10�(particles�in�the�2.5–10�μm�range).��All�cause�daily�
mortality�is�estimated�to�increase�by�0.2–0.6%�per�10�μg/m3�of�PM10.�Long�term�exposure�to�PM2.5�is�
associated�with�an�increase�in�the�long�term�risk�of�cardiopulmonary�mortality�by�6–13%�per�10�μg/m3�
of�PM2.5.���

Current�State�of�Health�in�Hermosa�Beach�

The�EIR�does�not�clearly�present�a�picture�of�the�current�state�of�health�and�the�burden�of�disease�in�
Hermosa�Beach.��Furthermore,�it�does�not�clearly�or�adequately�describe�the�current�levels�of�air�
pollution�and�its�impact�on�the�health�and�well�being�of�Hermosa�Beach�residents,�especially�our�
vulnerable�populations.���

� Asthma�Hospitalization�Rate�for�Children�<�18�Years�=�10.7�per�10,000�children�
� Heart�disease�and�Cancer�were�the�top�two�leading�causes�of�death�in�SPA�8,�accounting�for�51.9�

percent�of�all�deaths;�followed�by�stroke�(5.9%)�and�chronic�respiratory�disease�(5.7%)�
� Hermosa�Beach�has�two�vulnerable�populations�that�can�be�significantly�impacted�by�air�

pollution:��children�(15.9%�of�total�population)�and�older�adults�(9%)�
�
Sources:���

Los�Angeles�County�Health�Survey�(LACHS)��

Community�Health�Needs�Assessments�(CHNA)�–�Torrance�Memorial�Medical�Center�(TMMC),�
Providence�Little�Company�of�Mary�(PLCM),�and�Kaiser�–�Harbor�City�(KP)�

Frailty,�Susceptibility�and/or�Vulnerability�

Despite�the�lowest�levels�of�economic�hardship�in�Los�Angeles�County(1�out�of�201),�the�life�expectancy�
in�Hermosa�Beach�falls�in�the�3rd�quartile�(61�out�of�101)�[80.4�years�vs.�80.3�years,�LAC].��Study�reports�
strong�evidence�in�association�between�reductions�in�fine�particulate�air�pollution�and�improvement�in�
life�expectancy.��

Current�research�demonstrates�a�significant�relationship�between�particulate�matter�and�cardiovascular�
Disease.��As�stated�above,�cardiovascular�disease�is�the�leading�cause�of�premature�death�in�Los�Angeles�
County.��A�14�day�lagged�cumulative�moving�average�of�10�microg/m(3)�PM(2.5)�was�associated�with�a�
13.1%�increase�in�Heart�Failure�admissions�(2008).�PM(2.5)�elevated�by�10�microg/m3�was�associated�
with�increased�risk�of�acute�ischemic�coronary�events�(unstable�angina�and�myocardial�infarction)�equal�
to�4.5%�(2006)�

�“Epidemiological�studies�have�demonstrated�a�consistent�increased�risk�for�cardiovascular�events�in�
relation�to�both�short��and�long�term�exposure�to�present�day�concentrations�of�ambient�particulate�
matter.”�–�American�Heart�Association�(2004)�
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Childhood�exposure�to�indoor�air�pollution,�much�of�which�penetrated�readily�from�outdoor�sources,�
may�contribute�to�the�development�of�wheeze�symptoms�among�children�ages�5�to�7�years.��Positive�
associations�between�Asthma�Control�Questionnaire�(ACQ)�scores�and�respirable�particulate�matter�
(PM10),�coarse�particulate�matter�(PM10�2.5),�fine�particulate�matter�(PM2.5),�nitrogen�dioxide�(NO2),�
and�ozone�(O3).��In�multivariate�regression�analysis�of�risk�factors,�residence�in�the�west�Buffalo�
neighborhood�was�an�independent�risk�factor�for�asthma�diagnosis�(Lwebuga�Mukasa�et�al.�2004).�
Furthermore,�this�area�was�shown�to�be�downwind�of�putative�sources�of�traffic�related�pollution�
emanating�from�truck�traffic�(Lwebuga�Mukasa�et�al.�2005).�

In�most�cases,�the�probability�of�disease�or�death�is�influenced�not�by�one�single�factor,�e.g.,�air�
pollution,�but�rather�by�a�function�of�a�whole�set�of�underlying�conditions�or�risk�factors.�For�example,�
preexisting�diseases,�genetic�factors,�age,�socioeconomic�status,�nutrition,�and�other�environmental�
stressors�may�contribute�to�a�person's�frailty�level�(susceptibility�or�vulnerability).�

Exposure�leading�to�disease�or�death�

1. A�single�exposure�occurring�once�in�the�past�over�a�short�period�of�time�(e.g.,�an�accidental�
spill);��

2. Repeated�exposures�of�short�duration�(e.g.,�daily�exposure�to�diesel�emissions�during�
construction);��

3. Continuous�exposure�over�a�longer�period�of�time;��

4. A�pattern�of�short�term�exposure�just�before�disease�onset�or�death;�or,�

5. A�combination�of�all�of�the�above.�

Categories�of�disease�and�death�

1. Air�pollution�increases�both�the�risk�of�underlying�diseases�leading�to�frailty/susceptibility�and�
the�short�term�risk�of�disease�and/or�death�among�the�frail;�

2. Air�pollution�increases�the�risk�of�chronic�diseases�leading�to�frailty/susceptibility�but�is�
unrelated�to�timing�of�death;��

3. Air�pollution�is�unrelated�to�risk�of�chronic�diseases�but�short�term�exposure�increases�mortality�
among�persons�who�are�frail;�

4. Neither�underlying�chronic�disease�nor�the�event�of�death�is�related�to�air�pollution�exposure.�

MATES�III�–�EIR�Tool�for�Public�Health�Risk�Assessment�

MATES�III�provides�a�regional�model�for�estimating�risks�–�cancer�and�non�cancer.�It�uses�established�
doses�at�or�below�which�adverse�health�effects�are�not�likely�to�occur.��Its�Central�assumption�is�that�a�
population�threshold�exists�below�which�adverse�effects�will�not�occur�in�a�population;�however,�such�a�
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threshold�is�not�observable�and�can�only�be�estimated.�Furthermore,�protection�against�
carcinogenicity�and�against�adverse�health�effects�of�short�term�exposures�are�not�considered�

EIR�Findings�

Hermosa�Beach�is�in�a�region�with�an�estimated�1200�excess�cancer�deaths�per�1�million�persons�per�
lifetime.�There�are�already�24�excess�cancer�deaths�in�HB�(population�19,506),�94%�due�to�mobile�source�
emissions.��This�is�significant�since�the�Construction�Phase�of�Proposed�Project�is�estimated�at�5�years.���
Traffic�from�construction�and�operations�marginal�when�compared�to�total�mobile�source�emissions�in�
Hermosa�Beach.�But,�increases�in�pollutant�levels�could�have�a�significant�local�impact.��However,�MATES�
III�only�considers�the�regional�significance.�SCAQMD�threshold�for�regional�significance�is�10�additional�
cancer�deaths�–�or�0.2�HB�resident�who�will�die�from�cancer�attributable�to�toxic�air�contaminants�

Unmitigated�Risk�

Sources�that�would�make�the�greatest�contribution�to�the�increased�health�risk�levels�were�emissions�
from�the�diesel�equipment�used�throughout�the�life�of�the�Project,�including�the�diesel�forklift�during�
drilling�and�redrilling�and�the�diesel�equipment�used�for�workovers,�as�well�as�emissions�from�the�crude�
oil�tanks.�Due�to�the�close�proximity�of�the�facility�boundary�to�industrial�receptors/workers�and�
residences,�risks�would�be�above�the�thresholds�for�the�unmitigated�scenario�(EIR,�4.2�60).��

REFERENCES�AVAILABLE�UPON�REQUEST��

�

�
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Brittney

From: Luis Perez [luis.perez@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 1:28 PM
To: Brittney Stephens; Greg Chittick
Subject: Fwd: written comments on draft EIR, HIA and CBA

�
�
Sent�from�my�iPhone�
�
Begin�forwarded�message:�

From:�Pamela�Townsend�<ptownsend@hermosabch.org>�
Date:�March�7,�2014�at�1:16:17�PM�PST�
To:�"Wil�Soholt�(wsoholt@kosmont.com)"�<wsoholt@kosmont.com>,�"Kathleen�Souweine�
<ksouweine@intrinsik.com>�(ksouweine@intrinsik.com)"�<ksouweine@intrinsik.com>,�Luis�Perez�
<luis.perez@mrsenv.com>,�Greg�Chittick�<greg.chittick@mrsenv.com>�
Cc:�"'Edward�Almanza�(superpark@igc.org)'"�<superpark@igc.org>,�Ken�Robertson�
<krobertson@hermosabch.org>�
Subject:�FW:�written�comments�on�draft�EIR,�HIA�and�CBA�

Comments�
��
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner�
City of Hermosa Beach�
Community Development Department�
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254�
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235�
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org�
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.�
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
��
From: Howard [mailto:howard17@mindspring.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2014 4:35 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: written comments on draft EIR, HIA and CBA�
��
March�5,�2014,�VIA�E�MAIL�

Ken�Robertson,��

Director,�Community�Development�Department,�City�of�Hermosa�Beach�

RE:�Draft�Environmental�Impact�Report,�HIA�and�CBA���E�&�B�Oil�Drilling,�Pipeline,�and�Production�
Project�

Dear�Ken,�

The�following�is�my�input�for�oil�drilling�public�written�comments�to�be�considered�for�inclusion�in�final�
reports�by�the�consultants�and�any�further�presentation�material�provided�to�voters.��I�am�a�long�term�
homeowner�living�in�North�HB.���

After�seeing�the�“2�–�Direct�City�Costs�(If�Measure�Approved)”�slide�from�the�Monday�February�24�
presentation,�it�seems�that�significant�costs�are�omitted.� SIMH-1
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I�haven't�finished�reading�the�3�reports,�but�I�wonder�if�the�streets�will�upgrade�and�repair�themselves�
for�commercial�truck�use;�the�heavy�industrial�fire�department�will�be�strictly�volunteer�and�firefighters�
will�find�free�oil�well�firefighting�and�containment�equipment�and�a�place�to�store�and�train�with�it,�or�
the�city�will�have�to�condemn�and�purchase�adjacent�property�as�a�buffer�zone�due�to�future�safety�
regulations�or�for�emergency�access.��Has�someone�guaranteed�that�no�one�will�sue�the�city?���We�see�
that�there�is�a�projected�average�additional�0�1.6�deaths�per�year,�up�to�6�additional�childhood�asthma�
cases�per�year,�anticipated�property�value�reduction�due�to�proximity�and�in�case�of�a�catastrophe,�and�
lots�more�identified�potential�liabilities.����

I�think�one�additional�8�hour�shift�in�the�fire�department�is�wholly�inadequate�to�protect�the�city�from�oil�
drilling�and�pipeline�caused�catastrophe.��However,�one�shift�plus�training�was�estimated�to�cost�
$250,000�per�year�or�$16.5�million�over�35�years.��This�minimal�staffing�cost�is�far�greater�than�most�of�
the�items�included�in�the�Direct�City�Costs�summary�and�should�be�included�in�that�summary.���

When�the�city's�HIA�projection�is�that�up�to�56�people�will�die�(up�to�1.6/year�x�35�years)�and�up�to�180�
children�(up�to�6/year�x�30�years�during�phase�4)�will�suffer�asthma�as�a�direct�result�of�oil�drilling�
activities,�shouldn't�the�potential�liability�be�quantified�and�either�the�city�purchase�insurance�or�allocate�
money�for�a�new�defense�and�settlement�fund?��This�could�mean�up�to�56�wrongful�death�lawsuits�
against�the�city�and�up�to�180�lawsuits�for�children’s�lifetime�health�damages,�assuming�only�valid�claims�
are�filed.��And�that�is�without�any�catastrophic�incidents�over�the�next�35�years.��Without�major�
insurance�coverage,�will�HB�be�the�biggest,�brokest�lawsuit�target�around,�likely�depressing�property�
values�for�all�HB�home�and�business�owners?�

The�HIA�reminds�me�of�the�Ford�Pinto�debacle.��Ford�identified�the�dangers�of�exploding�gas�tanks,�then�
performed�a�financial�analysis�and�chose�to�sell�the�car�in�spite�of�the�projected�deaths�and�injuries.��The�
largest�individual�award�was�$126�million�by�a�California�jury�36�years�ago�in�1978,�later�reduced�on�
appeal�to�$3.5�million.��One�lesson�from�Ford�is�when�the�city�plans�on�people�being�injured�and�dying�
from�profit�motivated�activities,�we�should�not�underestimate�the�fury�of�California�juries�and�the�size�of�
damage�awards.��This�is�not�the�same�as�a�single�oil�company�suing�for�their�illusive�lost�profits,�but�
possibly�hundreds�of�families�suing�for�loss�of�their�mothers,�fathers,�grandparents�and�children,�or�their�
health,�so�the�city�can�have�some�extra�money.���

While�we�can�argue�all�day�what�a�wrongful�death�lawsuit�or�a�child’s�asthma�is�worth,�doesn’t�the�spirit�
or�obligation�of�full�disclosure�suggest�that�significant�projected�damages�and�liabilities�be�included�in�
the�financial�analysis?��I�would�guess�that�the�whole�oil�drilling�fiasco�will�have�direct�costs�which�exceed�
what�the�city�and�schools�will�receive�in�oil�revenues.��I�haven’t�seen�a�discussion�of�this�issue,�but�we�
need�to�ascertain�if�the�city�can�charge�these�defense�liabilities�against�all�the�restricted�oil�revenues?�
And�that�assumes�that�they�are�not�already�committed�or�spent�by�the�time�lawsuits�are�filed.���

While�insurance�does�not�reduce�the�projected�costs�of�death�and�damages,�it�limits�the�unplanned�
costs�so�long�as�the�coverage�is�large�enough.��So�if�it�is�reasonable�to�estimate�the�settlement�cost�of�a�
wrongful�death�at�$2�million�and�defense�costs�of�$500K,�then�up�to�$140�million�should�be�planned�
based�on�the�HIA�estimate�of�up�to�56�of�these�cases.��I’m�sure�there�are�factors�to�use�to�plan�for�
defense�and�settlement�for�actual�and�punitive�damages�for�intentionally�causing�children’s�asthma.��If�
that�totals�$1�million�per�case,�then�there�should�be�provisions�in�the�budget�for�another�$180�million�
for�these�damages,�and�possibly�a�contingency�if�the�planning�estimates�turn�out�to�be�low�or�an�
incident�occurs.���

The�EIR�identifies�lots�of�unmitigated�risks�that�need�to�be�included�in�the�financial�projections.��Some�of�
these�risks�only�insurance�can�protect�against,�such�as�lawsuits�resulting�from�increased�risk�of�
earthquake�damage,�catastrophic�explosions,�leaks,�fires,�discharges,�toxic�clouds,�and�more.��Any�
earthquake�in�the�next�35�years�will�likely�raise�the�question�of�contributory�effects�of�oil�drilling�and�
waste�water�discharge.���

Under�the�auspices�of�risk�assessment,�mitigation�of�financial�concerns,�and�full�disclosure,�how�about�if�
the�city�or�a�private�group�submit�the�EIR�and�other�analysis�to�an�insurance�company�for�a�quote?��An�
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insurance�quote�would�provide�an�independent�assessment�of�the�costs�of�the�risks�and�exposures�of�
the�oil�drilling�project�from�someone�(the�insurance�company)�who�actually�has�skin�in�the�game�–�i.e.:�
they�are�at�risk�for�payout�of�claims�against�all�the�risks.���

The�city�could�look�for�a�full�value�policy,�like�insurance�companies�suggest�for�homeowners�insurance�–�
6,000�residences�(4,000�owner�occupied�and�maybe�2,000�rental�buildings)�at�$1�million�each�totals�$6�
billion,�plus�personal�injury,�liability,�city�lawsuit�defense,�and�other�disaster�coverage�for�35�years�or�the�
life�of�the�oil�well�and�pipeline�project.��The�policy�could�cover�reduction�in�property�values�in�case�of�an�
incident.��But�what�if�damages�occurred�to�the�Santa�Monica�bay�or�property�outside�HB�as�a�result�of�
the�drilling�and�transportation�of�oil�and�gas?���

We�could�even�ensure�against�a�dry�well,�so�the�city�is�not�out�big�$�for�moving�the�maintenance�yard,�
creating�an�industrial�strength�fire�department,�strengthening�roads�if�the�pipeline�isn’t�completed,�etc.��
It�is�also�important�to�establish�the�future�cost�of�anything�buried�in�the�contracts�that�the�city�may�be�
indemnifying�the�oil,�pipeline�company,�or�neighboring�cities�for�or�for�which�there�is�no�responsible�
party�other�than�the�city�with�sufficient�resources�to�pay�for�the�damages.��As�established�above,�the�
property�owners�in�HB�own�real�estate�assets�valued�at�$6�billion�or�so,�at�least�before�a�catastrophe.�

I�can’t�guess�what�the�insurance�cost�would�be,�but�I�doubt�it�would�be�trivial�for�35+�years�and�lots�of�
identified�risks.��I�think�the�HIA�was�weak�or�remiss�in�exploring�and�identifying�or�ruling�out�the�risk�of�
cancer�clusters�surrounding�oil�and�gas�production�facilities.��Of�course,�insurance�can’t�keep�people�
from�dying�or�being�hospitalized�or�diagnosed�with�cancer,�but�they�can�assign�values�and�risks�to�these�
potential�outcomes.��Then�the�insurance�cost�can�be�held�up�as�a�real�cost�to�compare�against�profit�
projections.��If�we�were�surprised�and�the�insurance�cost�is�actually�trivial,�then�I’d�say�buy�it!�

Thank�you�for�your�consideration.��Please�confirm�receipt�of�this�email.��

Sincerely,�

Howard�Simon�
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 9:52 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 9:44 AM 
To: 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Brad Sorensen [mailto:sorensen.design@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 8:32 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Cc: Brad Sorensen 
Subject: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

To: Ken Robertson 

4 April 2014 

I believe that images speak louder than words. 

I wish to submit this collection of images of my opinions on the oil project in Hermosa Beach. 

Since the oil company refused to do a simulation of the impact of this project on the community of Hermosa 
Beach, I have created a simulation by illustrating my opinion under the protection of freedom of speech and 
freedom of the press. 

Please add these images to the collection of public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

SORB-1
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Thank you, 

Brad Sorensen 
803 Bard Street 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
310-802-8082
BradSorensen.com
sorensen.design@gte.net
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 9:52 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project
Attachments: Pros and Cons extended list More.tiff; ATT00001.htm

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 9:44 AM 
To: 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Brad Sorensen [mailto:sorensen.design@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 8:58 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Cc: Brad Sorensen 
Subject: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

To: Ken Robertson 

4 April 2014 

Sometimes the number of words make the point I wish to communicate. 

I wish to submit this image of my opinion on the oil project in Hermosa Beach. 

I am illustrating my opinion under the protection of freedom of speech and freedom of the press. 

Please add this image to the public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
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Thank you, 

Brad Sorensen 
803 Bard Street 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
310-802-8082
BradSorensen.com
sorensen.design@gte.net
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 9:53 AM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 9:44 AM 
To: 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Brad Sorensen [mailto:sorensen.design@verizon.net]
Sent: Saturday, April 05, 2014 3:16 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

To: Ken Robertson 

5 April 2014 

I believe that images speak louder than words. 

I wish to submit this collection of images of my opinions on the oil project in Hermosa Beach. 

Since the oil company refused to do a simulation of the impact of this project on the community of Hermosa 
Beach, I have created a simulation by illustrating my opinion under the protection of freedom of speech and 
freedom of the press. 

Please add these images to the collection of public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
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Thank you, 

Brad Sorensen 
803 Bard Street 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
310-802-8082
BradSorensen.com
sorensen.design@gte.net
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 6:44 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:06 PM 
To: Edward Almanza; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

�
�
�
Pamela�Townsend�
Senior�Planner,�Community�Development�Dept.�
City�of�Hermosa�Beach�
1315�Valley�Drive�
Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
(310)�318�0242�
Hours:�Mon�Thu,�7:00�a.m.�to�6:00�p.m.�
www.hermosabch.org�

From:�Oil�Project�
Sent:�Friday,�April�11,�2014�4:04�PM�
To:�Pamela�Townsend�
Subject:�FW:�To�Ken�Robertson�for�public�comment�on�the�oil�project��
��
�

From:�Brad�Sorensen�<sorensen.design@verizon.net>�
Sent:�Thursday,�April�10,�2014�7:03:59�AM�
To:�Oil�Project�
Subject:�To�Ken�Robertson�for�public�comment�on�the�oil�project��
��
To:�Ken�Robertson��
�
5�April�2014�
�

Appendix Q

Q-Individuals-342 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project



2

I�wish�to�submit�this�image�of�the�oil�company's�plan�for�the�30�oil�and�gas�drilling�wells�and�the�4�water�
injection�wells�overlaid�on�the�Google�Earth�image�of�the�City�of�Hermosa�Beach.�
�
In�my�opinion,�it�is�very�disturbing�that�no�fire�suppression�system�detailed�in�the�oil�company's�plans.��With�
the�people�of�Hermosa�Beach�working,�walking�or�living�as�close�as�1�yard�from�the�oil�drilling�site,�a�robust�fire�
suppression�system�covering�all�34�wells,�all�perimeter�fences,�the�oil�tanker�loading�docks,�the�gas�
compressors,�the�mud�pumps,�the�the�hydrogen�sulfide�separator,�the�heated�diethanolamine�CO2�removal�
equipment,�the�crude�oil�drain�sumps,�the�crude�oil�storage�tanks,�the�crude�oil�clarifier,�the�oil�water�
separation�area,�the�waste�gas�combustor�and�the�oil�drilling�rigs�themselves�should�be�added�with�automatic�
activation�devices�in�case�all�of�the�personnel�on�the�site�are�killed�or�injured�by�the�initial�explosion�and�fire.�
�
There�are�hundreds�of�documented�fires,�blowouts�and�explosions�that�we�have�collected�because�of�the�
threat�to�the�people�of�Hermosa�Beach.�
�
The�lack�of�a�plan�for�a�robust�fire�suppression�system�shows�negligence�and�disregard�for�the�safety�of�the�
people�of�Hermosa�Beach�in�my�opinion.�
�
Since�the�oil�company�refused�to�do�a�simulation�of�the�impact�of�this�project�on�the�community�of�Hermosa�
Beach,�I�have�created�a�simulation�by�illustrating�my�opinion�under�the�protection�of�freedom�of�speech�and�
freedom�of�the�press.�
�
Please�add�these�images�to�the�collection�of�public�comment�on�the�Draft�Environmental�Impact�Report.�
�
Thank�you,�
�
Brad�Sorensen�
803�Bard�Street�
Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
310�802�8082�
BradSorensen.com�
sorensen.design@gte.net�
�
�
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Brittney

From: Greg Chittick [greg.chittick@mrsenv.com]
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 6:44 PM
To: Brittney Stephens
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project

�
�
Greg�Chittick�
Senior�Engineer�and�Scientist�
3140�Telegraph�Rd�Suite�2A�
Ventura,�CA��93105�
805�289�3924�
greg.chittick@mrsenv.com�
�
From: Pamela Townsend [mailto:ptownsend@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:06 PM 
To: Edward Almanza; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick 
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson for public comment on the oil project 

�
�
�
Pamela�Townsend�
Senior�Planner,�Community�Development�Dept.�
City�of�Hermosa�Beach�
1315�Valley�Drive�
Hermosa�Beach,�CA�90254�
(310)�318�0242�
Hours:�Mon�Thu,�7:00�a.m.�to�6:00�p.m.�
www.hermosabch.org�

From:�Oil�Project�
Sent:�Friday,�April�11,�2014�4:03�PM�
To:�Pamela�Townsend�
Subject:�FW:�To�Ken�Robertson�for�public�comment�on�the�oil�project��
��
�

From:�Brad�Sorensen�<sorensen.design@verizon.net>�
Sent:�Friday,�April�11,�2014�9:27�AM�
To:�Oil�Project�
Subject:�To�Ken�Robertson�for�public�comment�on�the�oil�project��
��
�

To: Ken Robertson
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5 April 2014 

Protected by the right of free speech and the right of freedom of the press, this illustration is my opinion based on published
geological data showing the oil patch below Hermosa Beach, Manhattan Beach, Redondo Beach and Torrance overlaid over a 
satellite image of the location of the proposed directional drilling site. Since the Bakersfield oil company has not provided 
detailed maps of the directions, distances and depths of the proposed wells, it is my opinion that in order to make the most profit,
the oil company would consider the shape of the available oil patch under the cities of Hermosa Beach, Manhattan Beach, 
Redondo Beach and Torrance as their target drilling zones in order to make the highest profit possible, a portion of which goes
to the Hermosa Beach schools and Hermosa Beach Tidelands and Hermosa Beach Uplands stakeholders. In my opinion, in 
order to make the most profit for the people of the City of Hermosa Beach, would the Bakersfield oil company plan to drill into
the entire extent of the available oil patch under the cities of Hermosa Beach, Manhattan Beach, Redondo Beach and Torrance?
�
Please add these images to the collection of public comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. 

Thank you, 

Brad Sorensen 
803 Bard Street 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
310-802-8082 
BradSorensen.com
sorensen.design@gte.net

�
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Brittney

From: Oil Project [oilproject@hermosabch.org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 11:34 AM
To: 'Edward Almanza (superpark@igc.org)'; Luis Perez; Greg Chittick
Subject: FW: To Ken Robertson, please add these images to the public comment on the oil project

�
�
Pamela Townsend, Senior Planner 
City of Hermosa Beach 
Community Development Department 
1315 Valley Drive, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
Phone: (310) 318-0242  Fax:  (310) 937-6235 
Email: ptownsend@hermosabch.org
Hours: Monday-Thursday, 7:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
Website: http://www.hermosabch.org�
Municipal Code:http://www.hermosabch.org/departments/cityclerk/code/�
�
From: Brad Sorensen [mailto:sorensen.design@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 8:36 PM 
To: Oil Project 
Subject: To Ken Robertson, please add these images to the public comment on the oil project 

To: Ken Robertson 

14 April 2014 

There are hundreds of documented fires, blowouts and explosions that we have collected because of the threat 
to the people of Hermosa Beach. 

The lack of a plan for a robust fire suppression system shows negligence and disregard for the safety of the 
people of Hermosa Beach in my opinion. 

Since the oil company refused to do a simulation of the impact of this project on the community of Hermosa 
Beach, I have created a simulation by illustrating my opinion under the protection of freedom of speech and 
freedom of the press. 

Please add these images to the collection of public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

Thank you, 

Brad Sorensen 
803 Bard Street 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
310-802-8082
BradSorensen.com
sorensen.design@gte.net
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1540 2nd street 
Manhattan Beach , CA 90266
March 17, 2014

Mayor Michael DiVirgilio 
Council Members Peter Tucker, Nanette Barragan, Carolyn Petty, Hany Fangary,
City Manager Tim Bakaly
City of Hermosa Beach
1315 Valley Drive
Hermosa Beach, California 90254

Dear Mayor DiVirgilio, Council Members Tucker, Barragan, Petty, and Fangary, and City 
Manager Bakaly:
 Hello my name is Elisabeth Spielvogel and I am a resident of Manhattan Beach, 
California. I have heard a lot about the oil drilling that may occur in Hermosa Beach. I live very 
close to Hermosa, so the drilling would also most likely have an effect on my family and I. I am 
a Junior at Mira Costa High School, in Manhattan Beach. I am in Mrs. Nielson’s chemistry class. 
I do not think that drilling off the coast of Hermosa Beach is a smart or ethical idea. I believe that 
you should opt out of the idea of drilling. 
 Even though you may take many safety precautions before beginning; drilling can have 
very serious consequences if even the slightest error is made. Oil spills, fires, leaks, and 
explosions are only a few of the consequences that can come along with drilling. Hermosa 
Beach, California is such a beautiful place to live; why would you want to put all of that beauty 
at risk? Almost 50% of Hermosa residents live within 0.5 miles of the drilling site. Air pollution 
will increase, releasing harmful toxins into the air. Would you rather breathe clean air or air 
filled with toxins and harmful gases? I think we both know the answer to that one. The chemicals 
in the air highly increase the risk of asthma attacks, bronchitis, heart attacks, heart failure, and 
headaches. Do you really want to people of Hermosa Beach to suffer from these illnesses?
 When you are looking out your window in the morning at the beautiful city of Hermosa, 
do you really want to be staring at a 110 feet tall oil rig? Absolutely no part of a 110 feet tall oil 
rig sounds appealing to the eye. The traffic will also heavily increase. This will cause chaos and 
frustration for everyone. It will also put teen drivers more at risk for accidents. There will be 
constant noise and light from the construction. When mothers are trying to put their children to 
bed, they do not usually want to hear the continuous sound of drilling from their windows. The 
drilling would go on 24/7. Drilling also increases the risk of earthquakes. California is already at 
a high risk for earthquakes, but the drilling would put us at an even higher risk. Why cause 
environmental harm and risk to our beautiful city?  Let’s keep Hermosa the peaceful community 
that it is, and avoid drilling.
 The oil drilling is expected to go on for 35 years, if put into production. 35 years is a very 
long time. When children grow up in Hermosa, their parents want them to feel like they love 
where they live, and remember the memories that they make here for the rest of their lives. Do 
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you really want your future children’s memories to include air pollution, oil spills, and staring at 
a 110 feet long oil rig every day? No. You want your children to remember Hermosa Beach as 
the beautiful beach town that you got to experience. It is not fair to them. SAY NO TO 
DRILLING. Not to mention that the company that would be doing the drilling, E&B Natural 
Resources, has spilled almost 16,000 gallons of toxic fluid over the past six months in California. 
That fact proves itself that drilling will most likely result in either an oil spill or the pollution of 
our beautiful ocean. 
 You may say that Hermosa Beach will profit off of this drilling. The money that could 
possibly be made comes no where close to being worth the damage that could be done to our 
community. By saying yes to drilling, this means that you are putting the beauty and safety of 
our community into the hands of E&B Natural Resources. Yes, some may claim to say that they 
know what they are doing, and can bring our community great wealth. But at the same time, they 
are losing more than gaining in the end. Drilling will ruin our great community’s beauty. Many 
people come from all over the world to experience California. Many people come to Hermosa. 
When they hear about the drilling, people will be less inclined to come visit. Tourists highly 
inhabit the area in the summer time. The community would take a change for the worse. Say no 
to drilling, there is no positive outcome that is worth the environmental impact that it could have!
 I have been researching the possible drilling in Hermosa Beach all week. The facts line 
up in opposition to the drilling. No amount of money that E&B Natural Resources could generate 
off of the drilling in Hermosa could add up to make all of the environmental problems worth it. 
Earthquakes, oil spills, fires, and explosions are only a few of the environmental problems that 
come along with drilling. Not to mention the many health risks that can be caused by breathing 
in the harsh chemicals that drilling releases; including: asthma attacks, bronchitis, heart attacks, 
heart failure, and headaches. Keep Hermosa, Hermosa. The people of this wonderful community 
love it just the way it is. They would appreciate it if you said no to drilling. Thank you very 
much for reading this letter, and I hope that you take some of what I said to heart. Have a nice 
day.

Yours sincerely,

Elisabeth Spielvogel
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From: Lael [mailto:lael.stabler@verizon.net] 
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 8:28 PM
To: Oil Project
Cc: Ken Robertson
Subject: Re: Comments for DEIR - Traffic Studies 
  
The DEIR includes a review of two traffic studies prepared by the Applicant for the Proposed Oil 
Project, as well as an additional traffic study prepared by Stantec Consulting Services Inc. in 
January 2014. The latter was limited to an evaluation of baseline traffic conditions and potential 
traffic impacts as a result of relocating the City’s Public Works maintenance yard. Based upon 
the dates these studies were conducted, they do not take into account actual traffic flow during 
peak summer days (Friday) and when school is in session. Accordingly, they do not establish 
an accurate assessment of existing baseline traffic conditions for purposes of determining how 
our streets and roadways will be impacted by increased oil project vehicle usage. 
 
The DEIR notes school hours (8:15 AM to 2:48 PM) and states that there would be heavy truck 
traffic (including 3+ axle heavy trucks and large trucks with trailers) during these peak hours but 
does not find that this creates a significant impact. The DEIR does not evaluate the overall 
impact the total additional traffic (trucks, employees and construction workers) would have at 
key congestion areas (Pier and Valley/Ardmore; Gould Ave. and Valley/Ardmore) during peak 
traffic hours. 
 
The DEIR notes that outbound trucks would be prohibited from using 190th Street and therefore 
would be rerouted onto PCH and Artesia Blvd. To analyze this new route, 13 intersections 
(designated as 45 – 57) were added to the study area, none of which appear to be located in 
Hermosa Beach. More importantly, the Addendum Study does not take into consideration the 
impact of trucks and trailer trucks turning left from 190th onto PCH. 
 
One of the mitigating recommendations in the DEIR is that trucks be limited to 65 feet in 
length. However, this is obviously not feasible for all site deliveries. Significantly, the 
intersection at Pier Ave. and Ardmore/Valley has several stop signs and cannot accommodate a 
large truck with trailer. Therefore, the DEIR should include the number and frequency of large 
trucks with trailers that will be accessing the City’s streets throughout the entire project and 
evaluate how this will impact traffic during peak and non-peak hours. 
 
Lael Stabler 
66 – 18th Street 
Hermosa Beach 
310 379-3300 
Lael.stabler@verizon.net 
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E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Public Draft Comments 
Individuals  

 
Cameron Alexander 

 
Comment # Response 

ALEC-1 Comment noted as not in favor of the Proposed Project. 
ALEC-2 Comment noted Proposed Project would have air pollution, marine life, and 

traffic impacts.  The DEIR addresses potential impacts to air quality, biological 
resources, and traffic in Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.13, respectively. 

ALEC-3 The drilling component is not proposed to occur offshore, the drill rig and 
associated equipment would be located onshore at the Proposed Project site at 
555 6th Street.  Section 4.2 of the DEIR, Air Quality and GHGs, presents the air 
quality impacts of the Proposed Project including emissions from trucking.  
Sections 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.8 Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards and 
4.10 Land Use and Recreation discuss the potential for, and the impacts from an 
oil spill to biological resources and the community of Hermosa Beach. 

ALEC-4 The Proposed Project does not involve the use of an offshore oil platform, the 
drill rig and associated equipment would be located onshore at the Proposed 
Project site at 555 6th Street.  Potential impacts to marine life are discussed in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the DEIR.  Potential impacts to water 
quality and the ocean are presented in Section 4.14, Water Resources. 

ALEC-5 Impacts to traffic are discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic. 
ALEC-6 Section 4.5 Energy and Mineral Resources, discusses energy conservation and 

alternative energy sources.  The Cost Benefit Analysis provides additional 
information on the potential economic impacts of the Proposed Project. 

 
Rubie Amaya 

 
Comment # Response 

AMAR-1 

The potential for, and the impacts from an oil spill from a damaged pipeline are 
presented in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards of the DEIR.  
Impacts to animals and biological resources are included in Section 4.3 and to 
hydrology in Section 4.6.  The EIR preparers agree that impacts to wildlife are 
important.  Impact BIO-2 states: “A rupture or leak from oil Pipelines has the 
potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on native species and habitats, 
sensitive species, and biologically important habitats associated with the Pacific 
Ocean,” and has classified this impact as Class I, significant and unavoidable 

AMAR-2 The Proposed Project requires specific amendments to the City’s General Plan, 
Municipal Code, and Local Coastal Plan as outlined in Section 4.10 of the DEIR.  
These amendments are specific to the E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project 
only and would not allow for additional factories or other industrial facilities to 
be built in Hermosa Beach.  The Proposed Project would not displace any 
residential land uses. 

AMAR-3 Comment that the commenter believes that the Proposed Project would not be 
beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is acknowledged.  Section 4.5 of the 
DEIR includes a discussion of alternative energy sources.  Section 4.2 provides 
an analysis of the Proposed Project air quality impacts including GHG emissions. 

AMAR-4 Comment that the commenter believes that the Proposed Project would not be 
beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is acknowledged.  Information on the 
financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is included in the Cost 
Benefit Analysis. 
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Chris Aniello 
 

Comment # Response 

ANIC-1 

Comment in favor of the Proposed Project is noted.  The DEIR, prepared 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is intended to 
inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities, identify the ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced and prevent 
significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in 
projects through the use of feasible alternatives or mitigation measures.  
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
included in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Jeff Arey 

 
Comment # Response 

AREJ-1 

The Proposed Project would not be a source of urine or feces to the landscape of 
the City of Hermosa Beach.  Sanitary waste generated by the Proposed Project 
personnel would be handled by portable toilets, a construction trailer restroom, 
and an office restroom facility during Phases 1, 2, and 3, respectively and would 
be connected to the sanitary sewer system during Phase 4.  Current pollution 
levels are considered a part of the baseline conditions.  Oil spill impacts are 
discussed in section 4.8, Hydrology and 4.3, Biological Resources. 

AREJ-2 
The Proposed Project would not have any impact on the number of dogs or the 
environmental impact of dogs in Hermosa Beach. 

AREJ-3 

As part of the DEIR baseline studies, noise data was collected from two 
locations at the corner of Herondo Street and Valley Drive.  These noise 
monitoring locations are shown as T2 and T18 in Figure 4.11-4; measured noise 
levels are presented in Table 4.11-8.  The DEIR assesses the impact of Project-
related traffic noise in the context of the existing noise climate; see section 
4.11.4.2. 

 
Kian Arnold 

 
Comment # Response 

ARNK-1 

Comment that the commenter feels that the Proposed Project would not be 
beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is acknowledged.  The evaluation of 
aesthetics and visual resources is subjective and dependent on many variables 
including the distance of the object from the viewer.  Section 4.1 of the DEIR 
presents a view shed analysis of the Proposed Project with 20 Key Observation 
Points (KOPs) in the City.  Section 4.1 also provides an analysis of the impacts 
of the Proposed Project to the character and quality of the existing site and its 
surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed 
Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the 
small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism. 

ARNK-2 The Proposed Project does not propose offshore oil rigs or tankers.  Air quality 
impacts are presented in Section 4.2 of the DEIR. 

ARNK-3 The DEIR reflects the concern about the noise produced by the Project and 
section 4.11 includes a detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various 
Project phases. 

ARNK-4 The Proposed Project Applicant is E&B Natural Resources Management 
Corporation or E&B.  DEIR Sections 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.8 Safety, Risk 
of Upset, and Hazards and 4.10 Land Use and Recreation discuss the potential 
for, and the impacts from, an oil spill to biological resources and the community 
of Hermosa Beach.  Historical oil spills are also discussed in section 4.8. 
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ARNK-5 
Section 4.11 of the DEIR specifically addresses the noise impact of the 
construction phases of the Project (Phases 1 and 3). 

ARNK-6 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, discusses potential traffic impacts to the 
City of Hermosa Beach from the Proposed Project. 

ARNK-7 Comment noted; additional information on the financial issues associated with 
the Proposed Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

ARNK-8 Comment that the commenter believes that the Proposed Project would not be 
beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is noted.   

 
Katrina Bacallao 

 
Comment # Response 

BACK-1 

This comment suggests that the EIR lacks sufficient information concerning 
biological resources potentially affected by the Proposed Project.  Additional 
information from the 2011 Los Angeles/Long Beach Area Oil Spill Contingency 
Plan on sensitive areas, MPAs, western snowy plover and least tern habitats have 
been included in text and in Figure 4.3-1. 

This comment also states that the risk of an oil spill is 34%. The risk of an oil 
spill, as described in Section 4.8, Safety Risk of Upset and Hazards, in the 
Herondo area, which is closer to the ocean and sensitive biological resources, is 
estimated to be 14%.  In order for flows to reach the marine habitats a spill 
would have to occur during a substantial rain event.  The probability of a spill 
occurring during a 0.50 inch storm event in the Herondo area would be 0.4%.    
The EIR states that spills reaching the ocean wouldn’t be disastrous, but “A 
rupture or leak from oil pipelines has the potential to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on native species and habitats, sensitive species, and biologically 
important habitats associated with the Pacific Ocean,” and has classified this 
impact as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

BACK-2 

This comment requests that additional information be added to the EIR 
concerning the western snowy plover.  Western snowy plover was discussed in 
the Draft EIR under Section 4.3.1.3, Rare, Endangered, and Special Status 
Species.  Additional information has been added to the list of potential shorebirds 
in the Sandy Beach community description in Section 4.3.1.1 and information on 
this species has been included in Figure 4.3-1 which includes major roosting and 
nesting habitat for this species. 

BACK-3 

This comment suggests providing additional, recent data on nesting and foraging 
bird species in the SMB.  Additional information from the 2011 Los 
Angeles/Long Beach Area Oil Spill Contingency Plan on specific sensitive sites 
which support bird nesting, foraging habitat, roosting sites, and sensitive species 
habitats has been added to text in Section 4.3.2 and has been included in text and 
in Figure 4.3-1.  Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires the preparation and agency-
approval of an Emergency Response Plan would include requirements to 
prioritize these sensitive resources in oil spill responses. 

BACK-4 

This comment suggests providing additional, recent data on cetaceans use of the 
Bay.  The existing information within the EIR on these extremely mobile species 
is sufficient to reasonably document their presence and potential for impact from 
an extremely unlikely release into the marine environment.  Additional 
information on the seasonal occurrences of some of the dolphin species has been 
added to the EIR.   
 
The text in Table 4.3-1 concerning blue whale occurrences has been changed to 
read: “Present in low numbers, but increasing in recent years.” 

BACK-5 The comment suggests gathering additional information to derive a more 
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complete list of avian species potentially inhabiting or foraging in the Greenbelt 
portion of Project Area.  Although the description of potential bird species would 
certainly increase with all of the historic bird sightings in the area, the EIR is 
required to take a reasonable approach in determining the level of effort 
identifying which species are present with any regularity to be affected by the 
Project.  The important point the EIR analysis makes is that the Project area is 
surrounded by busy roads, industrial and urban settings, and so therefore, this 
particular area does not support, on any regular basis, a natural diversity or 
abundant wildlife population.  Those species that are present are very flexible 
and can accommodate for sudden changes to their environment.  That is how 
they are able to survive in the unnatural, heavily impacted, conditions in the first 
place.  Therefore, the populations of species inhabiting the disturbed, marginal 
habitat surrounding the Project area are not expected to be affected by the Project 
including the increased noise resulting from the Proposed Project.     

BACK-6 

The following text has been added to the impact analysis concerning lighting and 
noise impacts to wildlife species on page 4.3- 25:  

“Due to the industrial and residential setting in which the Project is located, it is 
unlikely that there would be any increase in impact level to any sensitive wildlife 
species, including native bird species, resulting from lighting or noise generated 
from the development or operational phases of the Project.  Those species 
inhabiting the marginal habitat surrounding the Project area would already be 
accustomed to the baseline level of noise and lighting which is already 
abundantly generated from houses, major road ways, and industrial activities in 
the area.  In addition, any permanent lighting for the Project would be designed 
to be directed downward and shielded in order to avoid obtrusive light spillage 
beyond the Project Site, reflective glare, and illumination of the nighttime sky.” 

BACK-7 
No response required; comment states that Hermosa Beach has a history of 
protecting the natural diversity and abundance of marine life in the SMB.  

 
 

Nanette Barragan 
 

Comment # Response 

BARN-1 

The primary objective of the Proposed Project is to develop oil reserves located 
within the Torrance Oil Field with 30 oil wells and 4 water injection wells.  Gas 
and water are both components of any oil development Project and the DEIR 
acknowledges and analyzes all three (oil, gas, and water) components of the 
Proposed Project.  The terminology decided upon with City staff is a "Proposed 
Oil Drilling and Production Project".   

BARN-2 The description of the Proposed Project states that it would involve "...the 
development of an oil and gas facility on the current City Maintenance Yard 
site." and that it would "…utilize directional drilling of 34 wells (30 oil, 4 for 
water injection) to access the oil and gas reserves in the tidelands".  Hence, the 
Project development of gas is fully discussed, it is just not in the Project title. 
Please see response to comment BARN-1. 

BARN-3 The word oil was added to all situations where it means an oil spill.  Because the 
term “spills” can also refer to a produced water spill, it was not added in all 
situations.   

BARN-4 Text has been added to page ES-9 to better describe the open space areas.  For a 
more detailed analysis of land use and open space issues, see Section 4.10 of the 
document.  

BARN-5 Text discussing re-drills has been added to the EIR to ensure that the report 
discusses that the impacts of drilling would also occur during re-drills.  See 
Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration. 
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BARN-6 Text has been added to the executive summary and to section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, to clarify the geographic range of potential impacts of an oil spill to 
marine resources.   

BARN-7 Safety and Risk of Upset is the terminology used by CEQA for this issue area.  
See Section 4.8 Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards for a detailed analysis of the 
risk and hazards of the Proposed Project including information on a “blowout”.  
In addition, text has been changed in the FEIR to refer to blowouts.   

BARN-8 Text has been modified in the FEIR to clearly state that the environmentally 
superior Project is the no Project alternative under the executive summary 
Environmentally Superior Alternative sub heading.  As required by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR must include 
alternatives to the Proposed Project.  If the EIR selects the no Project alternative 
as the environmentally superior alternative, then CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(2) requires that the next best alternative shall be selected as the 
environmentally superior alternative.  

BARN-9 Text has been modified to include a yes in the aesthetics column for table ES.2 
(note this is also modified in section 6).  The re-drilling is included in the column 
of construction/drilling/re-drilling and includes a Yes for the significant and 
unavoidable impacts.  Re-drilling would occur for up to an average of one month 
per year, over 30+ years, which would be closer to 3 years. 

BARN-10 Workover rigs vary depending on the stage and activity ongoing.  If production 
tubing is being handled, the workover rig would be substantially thicker.  The 
simulations provided in the DEIR also utilized a white painted rig that did not 
sufficiently account for shading and light effects, thereby causing it to look very 
"light".  The visual simulations having the most "lightness" have been re-done in 
the FEIR to show a workover rig at its "thickest" arrangement.  Tanks would 
generally not be visible as, during Phase 2, they would be behind a 32 foot 
sound-wall, Phase 4 drilling they would be behind a 32-foot soundwall and Phase 
4 after drilling, they would be behind a 16 foot permanent (or, mitigated, 35 foot 
permanent) wall.  As the tanks would be 16' high, they generally would not be 
visible unless the observer is above the facility.  Some views from private 
residences would allow for a view like this, but these locations would be limited.  

BARN-11 Should the Proposed Project be approved, the Project would be limited by permit 
condition to a single workover rig at any given time.  There is insufficient area 
available at the Proposed Project site to locate two workover rigs.  Text has been 
added to the Project Description indicating that only one workover rig would be 
onsite at a time. 

BARN-12 Text has been modified to include the pollutant acronym in the text heading.  
The first column of Table 4.2-2 lists the air quality pollutant by name (ozone, 
nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, etc.). 

BARN-13 As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR 
must include information on the environmental setting of the Project Site.  Air 
quality impact analysis is a complex subject requiring a substantial amount of 
background information and data to adequately describe the environmental 
setting.  The EIR is organized so that each issue area has an environmental 
setting section followed by the impacts section.  The Executive Summary 
provides a summary of the impacts.  Air quality impacts of the Proposed Project 
are clearly stated and identified in the Project impact table boxes.   

BARN-14 Text has been added to the FEIR to include the threshold value that is exceeded 
within the text discussion. 

BARN-15 Air quality is inherently complex because there are so many different factors to 
include: 6 different pollutants, 5 different phases of the Project, onsite, offsite, 
regional thresholds and localized thresholds.  The tables summarize all of these 
factors and compare them to the SCAQMD thresholds.  The tables provide a 
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summary of the conclusions, in the bottom rows, about whether the emissions 
meet the thresholds or not. 

BARN-16 It is important to note that the emissions of PM and VOC would exceed the 
significance thresholds "before mitigation".  Text explaining this has been added 
to the FEIR.  After mitigation measures have been applied, the emissions would 
be less than the thresholds (i.e., a less-than-significant impact).  H2S levels could 
range up to 100ppm in the produced gas within the piping.  The ERPG-3 
planning guideline states that this level could produce fatalities if persons were 
exposed for 60 minutes.  However, 100 ppm within the piping does not equate to 
100 ppm in the atmosphere at a location where employees or the public could 
inhale it, and if it were released to the atmosphere it would disperse within a few 
feet to a level below the ERPG-2 or 3  and would not remain below that level due 
to dispersion in the air.  Text has been added to the FEIR to clarify these points.   

BARN-17 Text has been added to the FEIR indicating that odors would be limited to the 
immediate vicinity (500-1000 feet) of the Project Site except under an accident 
scenario.  The health risk assessment concluded that health risks would be less 
than significant for normal operations and that the OSHA permissible level for 
H2S (20 ppm for 8 hours) would not be exceeded.  However, accidental or 
unplanned minor releases could cause exceedances of the OEHHA REL 
(reference exposure levels) in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site.  Air 
quality impact AQ-5 acknowledges a Class I impact for the potential of odors 
and recommends six mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.   

BARN-18 Additional text has been added to section 4.2 about how the credits system 
works.  GHG emissions generated by the Project, including electricity, are 
quantified in the EIR.  The carbon-neutral program within the City would have to 
provide accounting for the credits to ensure that they are included in the 
calculations for carbon-neutrality.  Note that the GHG emissions generated from 
the exploration, production and refining of crude oil to produce gasoline would 
be produced whether the gasoline is produced from crude oil obtained within 
Hermosa Beach or from other locations.  The City's GHG neutrality calculations 
do not appear to take into account the emissions associated with crude oil 
production and refining to produce the gasoline used by the City's residents.  
Depending on the methodology the City uses to calculate GHG emissions, the 
City’s carbon-neutral calculations may need to be revised to incorporate these 
additional lifecycle complexities. In addition, all electricity produced within 
California is a part of the CARB Cap-and-trade system, which effectively 
ensures that there are no increases in GHG with increased electrical usage.  The 
City's carbon-neutral calculations would need to be revised to incorporate these 
additional lifecycle complexities.  Air quality impact AQ-6 and the associated 
mitigation measure describe the requirements for the GHG emissions above the 
10,000 MTCO2e per year threshold.  All GHG credits would be verified by the 
regulatory agencies listed in the mitigation measure. 

BARN-19 Text has been added in response to comment BARN-18 to the FEIR discussing 
how the production and refining of gasoline might be accounted for in  the 
calculation of carbon-neutrality.  The DEIR used the 10,000 MTCO2e per year 
threshold for GHG emissions as defined by the SCAQMD. 

BARN-20 The plot plans provided by the Applicant do not indicate that stacking equipment 
is proposed.  Some equipment may have to stand on elevated platforms in order 
to stay elevated above the crude oil containment berm.  Current codes and 
standards would require that these platforms, or any stacked equipment if 
proposed as part of the final design, would have to be seismically engineered to 
maintain integrity in an earthquake.  Mitigation measures in section 4.8 require 
audits by seismic engineers to ensure that the facility is as-built to codes and 
standards.  
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BARN-21 The DEIR GHG calculations have been updated to include the maximum 
number of re-drills discussed in the EIR (30 days per year average). This does 
not change the classification of any impacts.  

BARN-22 In environmental and health risk assessments, “receptors” are people or species 
that may be exposed to an environmental factor.  Text in the FEIR section 4.8 
has been modified to refer to humans instead of public receptors.  Employees and 
contractors of the Applicant are not included in the risk assessments. 

BARN-23 The crude oil pipeline would pass through Redondo and Torrance.  Spills of 
crude oil would be responded to by the respective fire departments with mutual 
aid from the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.  Text to this effect has 
been added to section 4.6, Fire Protection and Emergency Reponses.  Mitigation 
measure FP-1f has been modified to include Redondo Beach in the automatic 
mutual aide agreement for hazmat with Torrance.  Because the inspection 
requirements are low for the pipeline, there would not be significant impacts on 
agencies associated with the pipeline inspections. 

BARN-24 The City of Hermosa Beach mutual aid agreement with the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department, City of Torrance and City of El Segundo might be 
revised if the Proposed Project is approved.  Costs of the response are addressed 
in the mitigation measures which require additional hazmat capabilities, either 
through a revised mutual aide agreement with Torrance (including Redondo 
Beach) or the development of hazmat capabilities within Hermosa/Redondo. 

BARN-25 Section 4.6.1.1 indicates that "The City of Hermosa Beach also has mutual aide 
agreements with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department".  The City is not 
part of the Los Angeles County area, however, but could be called upon as part 
of the mutual aid agreements.  The City of Hermosa Beach is a party to a mutual 
aid agreement with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, City of 
Torrance and City of El Segundo.  As such, Hermosa Beach would have the 
potential for assistance from neighboring Fire Departments for a hazardous 
materials incident. 

BARN-26 Table 4.6-1 presents the existing baseline response times for the applicable 
neighboring Fire Departments.  The impacts are discussed under impact FP.1, 
which states that "For the capabilities of providing a response, the distance to an 
LACFD Hazmat team is relatively long at 24 minutes, the mutual aide agreement 
with Torrance does not include their HAZMAT unit and the HBFD and the 
Torrance Fire Department do not have an automatic aide agreement."  Therefore, 
this would be a significant impact and mitigation measure FP-1f required the 
development of a local hazmat unit, or establish mutual aid with Torrance (who 
has a hazmat unit).  If units are busy at the time of an incident, they would utilize 
LACFD hazmat unit. 

BARN-27 The EIR is structured so that the baseline conditions are described, then the 
impacts of the Project are discussed in the subsequent sections.  The baseline 
conditions are such that Hermosa Beach does not have ready access to a 
hazardous materials unit.  Under the impacts section under the discussion below 
the impact FP.1 box, impacts are clearly described.  This is determined to be a 
significant impact before mitigation.  The mitigation, FP-1f, would be to develop 
a hazmat unit or establish an automatic mutual aide agreement with Torrance.  In 
addition, section 4.9, Hydrology, mitigation HWQ-2, requires that the Applicant 
employees be trained in first response spill containment. 

BARN-28 Mitigation measure FP-1c requires the Applicant to fund one Full Time 
Equivalent (FTE) fire department position.  It does not require funding of new 
equipment or infrastructure.  This is because the Fire Departments in the area 
appear to satisfy the need for equipment associated with the LACFD matrix for 
responding to an oil field fire.  This is discussed under the response capabilities 
also under impact FP.1. 
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BARN-29 CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest 
meaningful stage, to serve its purposes of public participation and informed 
decision-making.  The detailed design of the facility has not been conducted at 
this time.  However, there is sufficient information available that the feasibility 
of achieving equipment spacing that satisfies the codes, through satisfaction of 
the intent of the codes and standards, can be determined.  The Project would be 
required to comply with the codes and standards.  Under CEQA, this is not 
deferral of mitigation as the performance criteria, the specific codes and 
standards, are well established.  Measures, such as fire walls and vessel 
insulation, are well established practices in industry and could be applied at the 
Project Site.  Unless the codes and standards can be satisfied, then the Project 
would not be allowed to move forward through the permit process.  This is like 
any building Project that comes forward, and is required to pass codes and 
standards in the detailed drawings and permit stage.  CEQA case law states:  “for 
the kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be feasible, but where 
practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the planning 
process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising [mitigation] 
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
Project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is 
a common and reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. 
City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906) 
 

BARN-30 The third bullet under the significance criteria section 4.6.3 discusses the 
equipment spacing standards that could produce significant impacts if not 
complied with.  Text has been added to section 4.6.2.3 to indicate why 
equipment spacing standards exist. 

BARN-31 The 1993 CUP is a subset of the requirements that the Proposed Project would 
be subject to.  Most of the requirements are general in nature, related to warning 
signs, water flows to meet fire department regulations, and not specific in nature.  
It is not intended to supplant any current code or standard and the facility would 
be required to comply with current codes and standards and comply with 
regulations, such as those promulgated by the SCAQMD, as well as all 
mitigation measures adopted by the City.  Hence, the 1993 CUP is not the 
Proposed Project, but is part of the Proposed Project..  

BARN-32 See Mr. Rick Pruetz comments and responses below. 
BARN-33 CEQA requires not that all plans be completed and finalized, but that the 

feasibility of the mitigation and the plan can be determined and that performance 
criteria be established.  Emergency response plans to oil and gas exploration 
projects are common in Los Angeles, other fire departments have hazmat units 
capable of responding to an oil well fire or an oil spill, and these capabilities can 
be brought to this Project through increased training or expanded mutual air 
agreements.  The feasibility of developing a detailed emergency response plan is 
not in doubt and it is therefore acceptable under CEQA to make these 
conclusions.  With regard to odor, it cannot be definitively determined that the 
facility would not produce nuisance odor events due to the very close proximity 
of the facility to residences and the public.  Therefore, the impact due to potential 
odors would be significant and unavoidable. 

BARN-34 See Mr. Rick Pruetz comments and responses below. 
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Brooke Bolin 
 

Comment # Response 

BOLB-1 
Comment that the commenter believes that the Proposed Project would not be 
beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is noted.  Section 4.5 of the DEIR 
includes discussion of alternative energy sources. 

BOLB-2 The DEIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project.  
Section 4.2 presents air quality issues, including emissions of toxic materials and 
GHG, and sections 4.9 and 4.14 discuss potential impacts to water resources and 
the ocean. 

BOLB-3 DEIR Sections 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.8 Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards 
and 4.10 Land Use and Recreation discuss the potential for, and the impacts 
from, an oil spill to biological resources and the community of Hermosa Beach.  
The EIR preparers agree that oil spills could impact wildlife.  Impact BIO-2 
states:  “A rupture or leak from oil Pipelines has the potential to result in a 
substantial adverse effect on native species and habitats, sensitive species, and 
biologically important habitats associated with the Pacific Ocean,” and has 
classified this impact as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

BOLB-4 Section 4.1 of the DEIR presents a view shed analysis of the Proposed Project 
with 20 Key Observation Points (KOPs) in the City.  Section 4.1 also provides an 
analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Project to the character and quality of the 
existing site and its surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an 
evaluation of the Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including 
City goals to preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism, as 
well as the impacts on recreational resources. 

BOLB-5 Additional information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed 
Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

BOLB-6 Comment that the commenter believes that the Proposed Project would not be 
beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is noted. 

 
 

Austin Bowkus 
 

Comment # Response 

BOWA-1 

Comment that the commenter believes that the Proposed Project would not be 
beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is noted.  The DEIR, prepared pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is intended to inform 
governmental decision makers and the public about the potential significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities, identify the ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced and prevent 
significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in 
projects through the use of feasible alternatives or mitigation measures.   

BOWA-2 Section 4.1 of the DEIR presents a view shed analysis of the Proposed Project 
with 20 Key Observation Points (KOPs) in the City.  Section 4.1 also provides an 
analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Project to the character and quality of the 
existing site and its surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an 
evaluation of the Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including 
City goals to preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism. 
 
Note that the Proposed Project does not include 30 drill rigs, a single drill rig 
would be used to drill up to 30 oil and 4 water injection disposal wells. 

BOWA-3 Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis includes discussion on the impact of 
the Proposed Project on the private property values in Hermosa Beach.  Section 
4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the City’s 
Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
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atmosphere and promote tourism. 
BOWA-4 Additional information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed 

Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
BOWA-5 Comment that the commenter believes that the Proposed Project would not be 

beneficial to the City of Hermosa Beach is noted.  Section 4.5 of the DEIR 
includes a discussion of alternative energy sources.   

BOWA-6 Additional information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed 
Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

BOWA-7 Thank you for the comments on the Project. 
 

Jeffrey Bronchick 
 

Comment # Response 

BROJ-1 
Additional information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed 
Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

BROJ-2 The Project is required to go before the voters of Hermosa Beach pursuant to the 
terms of the Settlement Agreement. 

BROJ-3 Additional information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed 
Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

BROJ-4 Additional information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed 
Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

BROJ-5 Additional information on the financial impact of revenue to Hermosa Beach 
associated with the Proposed Project is available in Sections 7.0 and 8.0 of the 
Cost Benefit Analysis, including information on the funds that would be directed 
towards the school district. 

BROJ-6 As described in the DEIR, due to the nature and size of an oil well drilling rig, 
the initial drilling phase would have significantly more environmental impacts 
than the operational phases of the Proposed Project. 

BROJ-7 The DEIR presents the potential impacts and mitigation measures to reduce the 
potential impacts from the Proposed Project.  Section 8.0, Summary of 
Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring Plan, details the environmental 
monitoring programs recommended for the Proposed Project. 

BROJ-8 Additional information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed 
Project is available in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Kate Brunskill 

 
Comment # Response 

BRUK-1 

Section 4.2 of the DEIR, Air Quality and GHGs, discusses potential health 
impacts from the emissions generated by the Proposed Project.  Section 4.8, 
Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, analyzes safety issues with the Proposed 
Project.  Issues relating to earthquakes are presented in Section 4.7, Geological 
Resources. 

BRUK-2 

Potential impacts from odors and the emissions of the Proposed Project are 
discussed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR, Air Quality and GHGs.  Note that air 
quality impact AQ.5 identifies potential odors as a Class I impact and requires 
mitigation measures including an Odor Minimization Plan to reduce the potential 
of odors. 

BRUK-3 See Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, for a discussion on the 
safety issues with the Proposed Project.  Potential impacts from an oil spill to 
biological resources and the community of Hermosa Beach are detailed in 
Sections 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.8 Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards and 
4.10 Land Use and Recreation. 

BRUK-4 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
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potential for earthquakes.  Water and oil extracted during the process would be 
replaced with the produced water and reclaimed water. 

BRUK-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

BRUK-6 Health hazards are discussed in section 4.2, Air Quality and section 4.8, Safety 
and Risk.  Section 4.1 addresses aesthetics and section 4.13 addresses traffic 
issues.   

 
Brittany Burger 

 
Comment # Response 

BURB-1 
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project are 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis.  Alternative energy is discussed in section 
4.5, Energy and Mineral Resources. 

BURB-2 The Applicant is not proposing to drill in multiple locations in Hermosa Beach; 
the Proposed Project site is a single location at 555 6th Street.  The Proposed 
Project would be subject to all applicable Federal laws.  The exemption in the 
Federal Energy Policy Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 2005, often known 
as the Halliburton Loophole, applies to the underground injection of natural gas 
for purposes of storage and the underground injection of fluids or propping 
agents (other than diesel fuels) pursuant to hydraulic fracturing operations related 
to oil, gas, or geothermal production activities.  The Proposed Project does not 
involve the underground storage of natural gas or hydraulic fracturing 
technology. 

BURB-3 Section 4.5 Energy and Mineral Resources, discusses energy conservation and 
alternative energy sources.  Note that most hydrogen currently produced comes 
from natural gas. 

BURB-4 Oil spills are addressed in section 4.8, Safety and Risk, as well as 4.2, Biological 
Resources.   

BURB-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. Thank you for your comments. 

 
 

Megan Chelliah 
 

Comment # Response 

CHEM-1 
Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes and section 4.13 addresses traffic issues. 

CHEM-2 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts.  Impact TR-1 address potential impacts to 
pedestrians and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 

CHEM-3 The Proposed Project would have an oil rig operating 24 hours a day, seven days 
a week, for only the initial 2.5 years.  See Section 2.0 Project Description for the 
Project schedule. 

CHEM-4 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes.   

CHEM-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

CHEM-6 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Peggy Cohen 
 

Comment # Response 

COHP-1 The DEIR acknowledges and analyzes the impacts of the water use of the 
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Proposed Project; see Section 4.14, Water Resources.  Most of the water use by 
the Project would be reclaimed water, which would not affect potable water 
pressures or fire fighting capabilities. 

 
R. Douglas Collins 

 
Comment # Response 

COLD-1 
There is an extensive amount of information to review.  You comments are 
appreciated. 

COLD-2 The lack of setbacks is one of the principal reasons that the EIR identified a 
number of significant and unavoidable impacts, including risk and odor.  Note 
that the wells would be located as close as 33 feet from the closest business back 
wall. 

COLD-3 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, assesses the risks of the Proposed Project against 
specified thresholds. 

COLD-4 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, included the probability of an earthquake 
producing ground acceleration above 0.5g (for atmospheric tank damage) and 
above 1.5g (for damage to pipelines and equipment) in the risk assessment. 

COLD-5 Well fires are the principal drivers to the risk assessment presented in section 
4.8, Safety and Risk. 

COLD-6 Some human error failures are included in the risk assessment in section 4.8.  
Others are included qualitatively in the air quality section, as events that could 
lead to odors. 

COLD-7 Text has been added to the FEIR to clarify that the environmentally superior 
alternative is the no Project alternative.  CEQA requires the selection of an 
additional alternative if the no Project alternative is selected. 

COLD-8 Text has been added to the FEIR to clarify that the environmentally superior 
alternative is the no Project alternative.  CEQA requires the selection of an 
additional alternative if the no Project alternative is selected. 

COLD-9 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides a discussion of the land use regulations and 
policies for pipelines.  Pipelines are an allowed use in all zone districts and the 
Proposed Project pipelines would be routed through existing pipeline right of 
ways consistent with existing pipelines.  Pipeline construction is a short term and 
temporary impact and would not have a long term impact on Hermosa Beach 
owned parcels or the Greenbelt.  The Applicant has indicated that they would 
abide by the 1993 CUP, which prohibits the use of the Greenbelt.  The Applicant 
has not proposed activities on any other City property, and this is therefore not 
assessed in the EIR as per CEQA requirements to assess the Proposed Project. 

 
Michael Collins 

 
Comment # Response 

COLM-1 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15050, 15051 and 15367, the City is the 
lead agency for this EIR because it is the agency with general governmental 
powers over the Project and will have the principal responsibility for Project 
permitting if it is first approved by the voters . This is a standard practice that the 
jurisdiction that is likely to sustain the majority of the impacts, which is typically 
where the Project is located, also be the jurisdiction that acts as the lead agency 
under CEQA. In this particular case, there is less potential conflict because, 
rather than having elected officials make the final decision on the fate of the 
Project, the voters will be the ultimate decision-makers.   

COLM-2 The Project will be required to have a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for construction phases and the Project design is such that that no 
stormwater or water discharges from the site would enter the storm drain system 
during any phase of the Project.  Therefore, no lead would enter the storm drain 

Q-Individuals-389



 

system. 
COLM-3 If contamination is encountered at any Project construction location (street 

improvements, Phase 1 or Phase 3 earth moving, temporary or permanent City 
Maintenance Yard activities), it would be handled through the existing regulatory 
requirements that are applicable to any construction Project that involves earth 
moving and trenching.  Best Management Practices would be employed and 
required under the City's permit system.  Please note that utility poles will not be 
undergrounded.  The electric transmission cables will be undergrounded.  

COLM-4 The DEIR indicates that the water used for the Project would be reclaimed water.  
The water will not need to be cleaned and the Applicant has received a will serve 
letter from the purveyor stating that the water they need will be available.  Some 
potable water would be used for construction dust management, but water used 
for drilling would be reclaimed water.  Reclaimed water is a preferred source 
during drought conditions. 

COLM-5 Page 2-13 of the DEIR discusses the fact that some existing overhead power 
lines would be placed underground as part of the Proposed Project.  
Undergrounding of power cables generally decreases the impacts of EMF 
because the soil acts as resistance/barrier to the EMF fields.  There is no 
evidence to support adverse effects as a result of the operation of the onsite 
generator.   

COLM-6 The limit of 18 vehicles per day is applicable to heavy duty trucks only.  “Day” 
refers to a 24-hour period. Autos and pickup trucks and light duty trucks would 
be allowed a higher limit.  Therefore, the total of 43 per day is a combination of 
the heavy trucks, pickup trucks, light duty trucks and autos.  The traffic analysis 
was conducted according to industry guidelines to determine levels of service 
impacts of the Project.  Traffic safety, which is not addressed in the Caltrans 
guidelines, was also assessed in the DEIR and a number of mitigation measures 
were proposed to ensure the safety of pedestrians along Valley Drive.  In 
addition, an alternate route, using Valley Drive and Herondo Street only instead 
of Pier Avenue, was added. 

COLM-7 Emergencies are defined in the CUP as "a threat to the health and safety of 
persons in the surrounding area to the drill site" (section 14) including a) 
conditions which could lead to a potential spill or well blowout; b) injuries to 
personnel at the Drill Site; and c) conditions which could reduce the stability and 
safety of the rig and production equipment. 

COLM-8 The design of the Project would be required to comply with existing codes and 
standards.  The requirements for spacing of crude oil tanks would comply with 
State of California Safety Orders, which require a spacing distance of 
approximately 7 feet between the tank and the "Nearest Side of Any Public 
Way". 

COLM-9 Text has been added to section 4.6, Fire Protection and Emergency Response, to 
discuss the potential for overflow during a fire event.  The site would have 
500,000 gallons of onsite storage in the bermed area, which could support up to 3 
hours of fire fighting capacity.  Additional measures, such as the installation of 
flapper valves on area storm drains, have been added.  Please see mitigation 
measure FP-1d which addresses emergency response requirements. 

COLM-10 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, includes the scenario where the crude oil tanks fail 
and produce a fire.  Exact staging of emergency responders would be developed 
as part of the emergency response plan in coordination with the fire department 
during the detailed permitting phase. 

COLM-11 Section 4.2, Air Quality, addresses the health impacts of the ground flare.  
During Phase 4, the flare would only be used occasionally when the gas 
processing plant is not working.  It would be limited in its allowed use.  During 
Phase 2, the flare would operate continuously.  It would not combust crude oil, 
but would combust the gasses produced during oil production.  The flare could 
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generate some noise impacts, and this has been added to the Noise section 4.11 
in the FEIR. 

COLM-12 The use of a fully enclosed building was examined as part of the mitigation 
analysis.  However, using a fully enclosed building to house gas processing or a 
sunken pit would be infeasible because  a release of gas would be very harmful 
to the persons within the building/pit, and would substantially increase the 
likelihood that the released gas would explode, impacting nearby residences and 
businesses.  Generally, gas processing equipment is located outside to reduce the 
impacts of any accidents. 

 
Don Croley 

 
Comment # Response 

CROD-1 

The DEIR, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), is intended to inform governmental decision makers and the public 
about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities, 
identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced and prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by 
requiring changes in projects through the use of feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures.  The Executive Summary can be referred to for less-
detailed overview. 

CROD-2 The hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, well completion technique is not part of 
the Proposed Project.  Page 2-20 of the DEIR indicates that the Applicant has not 
proposed any "fracking". 

 
Sophie Dafesh 

 
Comment # Response 

DAFS-1 
Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts from the Proposed Project. 

DAFS-2 Section 4.2 addresses the air quality impacts from the Proposed Project. 
DAFS-3 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 

potential for earthquakes. 
DAFS-4 Sections 4.8, Safety, Upset and Risk of Hazards and 4.6, Fire Protection and 

Emergency Response, address the potential for fire risk from the Proposed 
Project. 

DAFS-5 The noise impact analysis presented in the DEIR emphasizes noise emissions 
from the Project Site at night.  For example, the significance thresholds 
established for the 24/7 drilling activity and operations during Phases 2 and 4 is 
based on the quietest nighttime hour recorded over a seven-day period. 

DAFS-6 Section 4.2 addresses the air quality impacts including greenhouse gas emissions 
from the Proposed Project. 

DAFS-7 Potential impacts from an oil spill to biological resources and the community of 
Hermosa Beach are detailed in Sections 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.8 Safety, 
Risk of Upset, and Hazards and 4.10 Land Use and Recreation.  The EIR 
preparers agree with the comment that oil spills pose a threat to the environment.  
Impact BIO-2 states: “A rupture or leak from oil Pipelines has the potential to 
result in a substantial adverse effect on native species and habitats, sensitive 
species, and biologically important habitats associated with the Pacific Ocean,” 
and has classified this impact as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

DAFS-8 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project 
consistency with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve 
the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism.  Both Sections 4.8 and 
4.10 of the DEIR acknowledge the fact that the potential of an oil spill is a Class 
I impact, significant and unavoidable. 
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DAFS-9 Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis provides a discussion of the potential 
impact of the Proposed Project to the property values of Hermosa Beach. 

DAFS-10 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes and other geotechnical issues.  Impact GEO-4 addresses 
the potential for subsidence from oil and gas withdrawal and mitigation measures 
GEO-4a and GEO-4b recommend measures to reduce the potential of subsidence 
to a less than significant level. 

DAFS-11 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Jamie Danis 

 
Comment # Response 

DANJ-1 Thank you for submitting comments. 
DANJ-2 The Project would be subject to all applicable local, County, State and Federal 

laws and regulations.  The exemption in the Federal Energy Policy Safe Drinking 
Water Act (SDWA) Act of 2005, often known as the Halliburton Loophole, 
applies to the underground injection of natural gas for purposes of storage and 
the underground injection of fluids or propping agents (other than diesel fuels) 
pursuant to hydraulic fracturing operations related to oil, gas, or geothermal 
production activities.  The Proposed Project does not involve the underground 
storage of natural gas or hydraulic fracturing technology. 

DANJ-3 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes. 

DANJ-4 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts.  Impact TR-1 address potential impacts to 
pedestrians and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 

DANJ-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

DANJ-6 Thank you for submitting comments. 
 

Joshua Darbee 
 

Comment # Response 

DARJ-1 
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

DARJ-2 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project, 
including section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses toxic emissions, and 
section 4.11, addresses Noise and noise thresholds and impacts. 

DARJ-3 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the 
City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism.  Section 4.3 addresses potential impacts to 
biological resources. 

DARJ-4 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

DARJ-5 Thank you for submitting comments. 
 

Susan Darcy 
 

Comment # Response 

DARS-1 
Numerous text modifications have been made throughout the EIR to ensure that 
re-drilling impacts are discussed along with drilling impacts.  The summary 
tables shown in the executive summary include re-drills along with drilling.   
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Chuck & Monica Decker 

 
Comment # Response 

DECC-1 

One of the general concepts of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) is to inform the public about the potential significant environmental 
effects of a Proposed Project.  No distinction is made during the response to 
comment on the location, place of residence or voting status of the commenters, 
although the mailing address is listed. 

 
Dominic Di Rado 

 
Comment # Response 

DIRD-1 Thank you for submitting comments. 
DIRD-2 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 

recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts from the Proposed Project, 
including oil spills (section 4.8) and biological impacts of an oil spill (section 
4.2). 

DIRD-3 Section 4.2 addresses the air quality impacts from the Proposed Project. 
DIRD-4 Aesthetic impacts are discussed in section 4.1.   
DIRD-5 The DEIR addresses the noise produced by the Project and section 4.11 includes 

a detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various Project phases. 
DIRD-6 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 

mitigation for traffic impacts.  Impact TR-1 address potential impacts to 
pedestrians and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 

DIRD-7 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
 

John Doe 
 

Comment # Response 

DOEJ-1 

Comment noted that the Proposed Project would have environmental impacts.  
Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts from the Proposed Project, 
including 4.11 Noise, section 4.8, Safety and Risk (and oil spills), section 4.3, 
Biological Resources and impacts of oil spills, section 4.13, Traffic. 

 
Zachary Dushenko 

 
Comment # Response 

DUSZ-1 Section 4.8 addresses Safety and Risk issues.     
DUSZ-2 Section 4.5 of the DEIR includes discussion of alternative energy sources. 
DUSZ-3 Potential impacts from an oil spill to biological resources and the community of 

Hermosa Beach are detailed in Sections 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.8 Safety, 
Risk of Upset, and Hazards and 4.10 Land Use and Recreation.  The EIR 
preparers agree with the comment that oil spills pose a threat to the marine 
environment.  Impact BIO-2 states: “A rupture or leak from oil Pipelines has the 
potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on native species and habitats, 
sensitive species, and biologically important habitats associated with the Pacific 
Ocean,” and has classified this impact as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

DUSZ-4 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes.  The Applicant is proposing injecting water to ensure 
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Comment # Response 

that the "hole" is filled up. 
DUSZ-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
DUSZ-6 Thank you for submitting comments. 

 
Layne Eichenlaub 

 
Comment # Response 

EICL-1 
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

EICL-2 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

EICL-3 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, and section 4.3, Biological resources, address the 
risks of oil spills.   

EICL-4 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

EICL-5 The drill rig is located on the surface not underground, but the wells are all 
consolidated in a single area as opposed to being spread out in a community, 
thereby reducing the overall risk and footprint of the Project. 

EICL-6 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the 
City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism.   

EICL-7 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
John Faulstich 

 
Comment # Response 

FAUJ-1 
Additional mitigation has been added to the pipeline, including specifications for 
pipe and pipe coatings, which would reduce the failure rate to the lowest 
achievable in industry.   

FAUJ-2 Double-walled pipe is not recommended by the California State Fire Marshal, 
who oversees crude oil pipelines, as it introduces long-term difficulties in 
maintenance and pipeline integrity.  Utilizing the latest technologies in pipe 
construction and coatings provides for a substantial reduction in failure rates. 

FAUJ-3 Signage is required by regulations.  The Applicant has proposed installing a 
cement barrier and warning tape above the pipeline to prevent third-party 
damage. 

FAUJ-4 Hydro testing is a regulatory requirement by the CSFM every 5 years, unless 
there have been spill issues.  Frequent hydro testing can actually increase failure 
rates as they produce stress in the pipeline.  Smart pigging is a less impactful 
method of testing pipeline integrity.  Smart pigging is required by USDOT 
regulations every 4 years also, unless spills have occurred.  More frequent smart 
pigging would be necessary if the pipeline were exhibiting corrosion issues. 

FAUJ-5 GHG emissions do not present a direct health impact, as criteria pollutants 
(producing ozone) or toxic emissions can be.  However, CEQA requires that 
GHG emissions be quantified and a significance level determined.  

FAUJ-6 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, addresses the impacts of blowouts and H2S 
releases. 

FAUJ-7 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, includes a discussion of databases of blowouts, for 
example, where the number of blowouts occurring industry-wide in an area is 
discussed.  The EIR has a number of impacts, such as blowouts and oil spills, 
that are predicted to occur at a low frequency. 
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Mike Flaherty 

Comment # Response 

FLAM-1 

The imposition of financial penalties would be determined during the final 
permit stages.  At this point in the Project, the financial, or other, penalties 
associated with not meeting the timeframes described in the CUP, for example, 
have not been determined. 

FLAM-2 Section 1(b) of the lease establishes a 35 year term.  The first two years of the 
term are referred to as the Primary Term.  Section 30 of the lease is a force 
majeure clause that tolls the running of the clock on the lease for any event 
outside the control of the lessee that delays or prevents implementation of the 
Project.   
  
The Settlement Agreement contains these references to the duration of the lease.  
  
Section 8.2(d) – The force majeure provisions in paragraph 30 of the lease apply 
and have applied during the pendency of the litigation. 
 
Section 12.3 – 345 days remain of the Primary Term, and 33 years remain on the 
balance of the term.  Hence, the amount of time remaining on the lease is 33 
years and roughly twelve and a half months.   
 
The “clock” remains suspended until the date that drilling permits are issued by 
the City (assuming the measure passes), at which time the clock will begin to run 
on the remaining time on the lease. 
 

FLAM-3 The Applicant is required to pay for all aspects of the Proposed Project and 
mitigation, including installation of fire hydrants and extension of the 8" water 
main.  The use of reclaimed water for firefighting is uncertain at this time and the 
DEIR authors are not aware of any situations where reclaimed water has been 
used for fire water.  The use of reclaimed water for injection into an oil reservoir 
would be approved by DOGGR and the RWQCB.  The DEIR authors are not 
aware of any specific approvals issued to date.  The DEIR is not aware of any 
other drilling projects where reclaimed water has been used, but production 
water has been used for injection. 

FLAM-4 The emergency response plans would be prepared during the permit stages that 
would occur after the conclusion of the vote.  Emergency response plans to oil 
and gas exploration projects are common in Los Angeles, other fire departments 
in the vicinity of the Project site have hazmat units capable of responding to an 
oil well fire or an oil spill, and these capabilities can be brought to this Project 
through increased training or expanded mutual air agreements.  The feasibility of 
developing a detailed emergency response plan is not in doubt.   

FLAM-5 Current drainage arrangements would be modified by the Proposed Project to 
retain all drainage onsite and direct drainage to the water injection wells.  

FLAM-6 A 100 year storm event is classified by the LA County Public Works Hydrology 
manual isohyetal maps as 5.72 inches in a 24 hour period (the 50 year event 
times 1.122). 

FLAM-7 Preliminary calculations of the capacity of the bermed area based on the plot 
plans provided by the Applicant indicate that the bermed area has a capacity (not 
including the crude tanks and the clarifiers) of 541,000 gallons.  This would be 
sufficient to handle a 2,900 bbl crude spill plus 12 inches of rain falling on the 
1.3 acre site.  The Applicant has not provided a profile view of the facility, but 
has provided a plot plan showing the elevations. 

FLAM-8 The Proposed Project requires specific amendments to the City’s General Plan, 
Municipal Code, and Local Coastal Plan, see Section 4.10 of the DEIR. 
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FLAM-9 The Applicant has not proposed crossing guards.  Mitigation measures in section 
4.13, Traffic, include a crossing guard, paid for by the Applicant, at the corner of 
6th and Valley in the afternoons.  Trucks would not be allowed to the site before 
9 a.m., after school has already begun.  According to Figure 4.13-4 (page 4.13-
12) and reviewing the area, there are crosswalks at Valley and 8th street, but no 
crossing guards. 

FLAM-10 One-way south of 8th would not satisfy the need to increase separation between 
trucks along Valley Drive and pedestrians along Clark Field and City Hall area.   

FLAM-11 Figures 2.21 and 2.22 show an entry/exit ramp from Valley Drive into the upper 
level of the proposed Maintenance Facility.  This could cause traffic safety 
concerns related to trucks entering/exiting Valley Drive because there could be 
visibility issues. 

FLAM-12 Please see response to comment FLAM-5 
FLAM-13 Portable toilets are regularly used for all construction projects and are not 

considered to be emitting objectionable odors.  In addition, the use of portable 
toilets will be temporary in nature  

FLAM-14 Comment and information provided noted. 
FLAM-15 The Applicant has provided plot plans showing elevations, so the capacity of the 

bermed areas can be estimated and the feasibility of retaining onsite water can be 
assessed.  Detailed plans would be submitted as part of the permit phase with 
building and safety and these would provide more specific details on the 
retention capacity.  Additional mitigation has been added to Fire Protection to 
address flapper valves and the scenario of fire fighting water overflow. 

FLAM-16 The Parking Plan submitted by the Applicant does not indicate that the private 
parking area to the southwest of the Project Site would be used for parking.  This 
is a mistake on Figure 2.6 and has been corrected in the FEIR. 

FLAM-17 The review of the Fire Department equipment indicates that the Fire Department, 
along with the mutual aid agreements, would have sufficient equipment to 
respond.  HAZMAT equipment may be required, however, if a HAZMAT unit is 
developed.  The details of the Fire Marshall/FTE position have not been 
developed at this time. 

FLAM-18 The site is 1.3 acres.  References to 1.6 acres have been corrected. 
FLAM-19 The Entrix 1995 studies conducted soil testing in the south western portion of the 

site.  The soil borings are identified as B1, B2, B6, B7, B8, B9 and ASE5 on the 
Entrix report included as an appendix.   

FLAM-20 This EIR provides environmental review for the temporary City Maintenance 
Yard as well as the permanent City Maintenance Yard, which are part of the 
Project Description. 

FLAM-21 Section 4.13, Traffic, includes a traffic analysis of the proposed City 
Maintenance Yard along with the Oil Project Phase 3 construction traffic in 
section 4.13.7.  The current Maintenance Yard generates 233 ADT.  The analysis 
examined Valley Drive and Pier Avenue, 11th Place, 8th and 6th. 

FLAM-22 This is a viable option that was added to mitigation measure TR-1d that could be 
used instead of the one-way option.  The disadvantages are that it would double 
the number of trips that southern residents would experience.  Either of the 
options (one-way of two-way south of 2nd) would substantially mitigate 
pedestrian risk levels around Pier Avenue and along Valley Drive. 

FLAM-23 Project cost is addressed in the Cost Benefit Analysis.  
FLAM-24 The Proposed Project requires specific amendments to the City’s General Plan, 

Municipal Code, and Local Coastal Plan, see Section 4.10 of the DEIR.  The text 
of the proposed ballot measure has not been finalized; however, the proposed 
changes to the City land use regulations would be required for the Project 
development agreement to be approved by the City. 

FLAM-25 The ballot language has not been developed at this time. 
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FLAM-26 If the Project is approved by the voters, the specifics of the design of the 
temporary yard would be developed by the Public Works Department during the 
detailed permitting stage after the vote and considered for approval by the 
Planning Commission as part of a Planned Development Permit.  

FLAM-27 The Police Department has indicated that closing off Bard would be preferable 
and that they have done trial periods without any concerns; therefore, the impacts 
associated with closing off Bard during the temporary construction are assumed 
to be less than significant.   

FLAM-28 Information on the activities associated with the old Stinnett well has been added 
to the FEIR in air quality in order to define potential odor issues.  Note that no 
wells will be "bled off" as was historically the case, but the information is used 
to indicate that the gas did have some odors. 

FLAM-29 The Public Works Department and City staff reviewed all potential areas, 
including areas within Redondo Beach and a cooperative agreement with 
Redondo Beach, in order to identify potential sites.  Most of the sites were too 
small or would require splitting up the functions of the maintenance yard.  This 
location was preferred by City staff as it is most likely to meet the City’s 
objectives for relocation of the City Maintenance Yard.  In addition, the EIR 
reviewed a number of different locations in section 5, Alternatives. 

FLAM-30 Additional mitigation has been added to section 4.6, Fire Protection and 
Emergency response, to ensure that flapper valves are installed on these drain 
locations and that the storage capacity of the site during Phase 2 and Phase 4 is 
sufficient.  The emergency response plans would be prepared during the permit 
stages that would occur after the conclusion of the vote.  Emergency response 
plans to oil and gas exploration projects are common in Los Angeles, other fire 
departments have hazmat units capable of responding to an oil well fire or an oil 
spill, and these capabilities can be brought to this Project through increased 
training or expanded mutual air agreements.  The feasibility of developing a 
detailed emergency response plan is not in doubt.  Please see response to 
comment FLAM-4. 

 
John Freiburghouse 

 
Comment # Response 

FREJ-1 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project are 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

FREJ-2 Section 14.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis provides a discussion on employment 
impacts to Hermosa Beach associated with the Proposed Project. 

FREJ-3 Section 4.5 of the DEIR includes discussion of alternative energy sources. 
FREJ-4 The Project would have aboveground components, including the drill rig and 

associated equipment and would be located onshore at the Proposed Project Site 
at 555 6th Street.   

FREJ-5 The DEIR analyzes the Proposed Project’s potential for an oil spill and 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce the potential in section 4.8, Safety 
and Risk, and section 4.3, Biological Resources. 

FREJ-6 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project are 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
 

Philip Freidl 
 

Comment # Response 

FRIP-1 Additional text has been added to the environmental setting, impacts evaluation, 
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and mitigation measures with regard to induced seismicity.  MRS has completed 
an independent peer review of the Geosyntec (2012) report. 

FRIP-2 Additional text has been added in response to the comment within Section 4.7, 
Geological Resources and Soils.  See page 4.7-9. 

FRIP-3 Text has been added from the National Academy of Sciences (2013) paper, 
referenced in the comment. Although it is acknowledged that a site specific 
hazard assessment, using methodologies described in the National Academy of 
Sciences paper would be useful, a more specific study is not necessary for the 
purposes of this environmental review under CEQA.  In addition, the existing 
Project-specific seismic study completed by Geosyntec Consultants (2012) has 
demonstrated that past seismic activity has not coincided with past oil field 
operations in the Torrance Oil Field.  Therefore, it is unlikely that additional 
wells would induce seismicity.  The lack of earthquakes induced by existing 
wells drilled in the field is demonstrative of existing in-situ conditions.   
 
Existing mitigation measures are not confined to seismic monitoring.  Measure 
GEO-2a requires that injection pressures not exceed reservoir fracture pressures, 
based on DOGGR mandated step-rate tests. In addition, Measure GEO-2c 
mandates adjustment of wastewater injection to alleviate any Project-induced 
seismicity.  This reactive protocol is supported in the National Academy of 
Sciences paper (bottom of page 149).  Measure GEO-2c also indicates that 
injection operations and step-rate tests would be coordinated with DOGGR; 
therefore, the operator would not be strictly self-monitoring, as indicated in the 
comment.   

FRIP-4 While it is acknowledged that unknown faults exist throughout southern 
California, it’s not reasonable or mandated to include unknown faults in site-
specific seismic analyses.  Conjecture of location, size, and type of any unknown 
fault would be highly speculative and misleading to the analysis. 

FRIP-5 The reference to “small” area of influence cannot be located in the text.  The text 
related to the distance from Offshore Fault 103 to the wastewater injection wells 
has been deleted.  Active faults are included in the analysis because they are the 
most likely to be affected.  All inactive or potentially active faults are not 
considered pertinent to the analysis. 

FRIP-6 Text has been added with respect to earthquake swarms.  See page 4.7-9. 
FRIP-7 The City is not qualified to second guess the reliability of DOGGR staff and the 

applicant’s adherence to established laws; therefore, the risks identified in the 
comment have not been addressed.  However, induced seismicity requirements 
are part of the mitigation measures and compliance will be ensured by the City if 
other agencies do not provide adequate oversight.  

FRIP-8 The EIR finds that significant impacts could occur as a result of the Project, as 
disclosed by the conclusions of significant and unavoidable water quality 
impacts in Section 4.9, Hydrology, as well as significant and unavoidable 
impacts associated with nine other resources (see Tables ES-2 and ES-3, 
Executive Summary). 

 
Hiro Fujii 

 
Comment # Response 

FUJH-1 The comment is not relevant to the DEIR.  SaveSorb absorbent material is a 
vendor supplied product for spill clean-up. 

 
Michelle Geller & Connor Axtell 

 
Comment # Response 

GELM-1 The City Council is responsible for certifying the EIR, but the people of the City 
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of Hermosa Beach will vote on the Project and are the decision-makers for this 
Project.   

GELM-2 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project, 
section 4.8 discusses the spill history and spill potential with the Project, section 
4.3 discusses the impacts of spills on Biological Resources.  Note that all of the 
E&B spills listed in the database were contained by onsite berms.  The EIR 
preparers agree with the statement that oil spills pose a threat to the environment 
including biodiversity, sensitive species, and plankton.  Impact BIO-2 states: “A 
rupture or leak from oil Pipelines has the potential to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on native species and habitats, sensitive species, and biologically 
important habitats associated with the Pacific Ocean,” and has classified this 
impact as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

 
Raquel Gerard 

 
Comment # Response 

GERR-1 Thank you for your comments.   
GERR-2 Section 4.5 of the DEIR includes discussion of alternative energy sources. 
GERR-3 The DEIR addresses the potential impacts of an oil spill and acknowledges the 

fact that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I impact, significant and 
unavoidable.  Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts to biological resources, 
Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR indicates that an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational 
resources.   

GERR-4 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, analyzes the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation 
of the Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to 
preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism.   

GERR-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Josh Gillam 

 
Comment # Response 

GILJ-1 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

GILJ-2 The EIR details many of the regulations that the Project would have to comply 
with in section 4.0, and each issue area has a regulatory background section.  
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

GILJ-3 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, details the safety issues associated with the Project. 
GILJ-4 Note that the Proposed Project does not involve permanent transportation of oil 

by truck, only during Phase 2. 
GILJ-5 Thank you for your comments.   

 
Jenessa Gonzalez 

 
Comment # Response 

GONJ-1 Thank you for your comments.   
GONJ-2 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 

mitigation for traffic impacts; Impact TR-1 address potential impacts to 
pedestrians and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 
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GONJ-3 The DEIR examines the noise produced by the Project and section 4.11 includes 
a detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various Project phases. 

GONJ-4 See Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, for a discussion on GHGs 
and the Proposed Project air emissions. 

GONJ-5 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the consistency of the 
Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to 
preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism.   

GONJ-6 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis.  Section 4.1, Aesthetics, provides 
information on the views of the Project components. 

 
Marilyn Gudmundssen 

 
Comment # Response 

GUDM-1 As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR 
must include alternatives to the Proposed Project.  The DEIR shall describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the Project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project, and 
evaluate the comparative merit of the alternatives.  As the Proposed Project is the 
development of oil resources, each alternative including the No Project 
Alternative was evaluated pursuant to that subject matter.  Regarding the 
selection of the lead agency for the Proposed Project, the City of Hermosa Beach 
followed the guidelines stipulated in Article 4, Sections 15050 and 15051 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to determine the appropriate lead 
agency for the Project.  CARB reports detail the relationship between imported 
crude oil and California production.  As crude oil consumption has been 
relatively steady over the last 10 years, and there are no crude oil pipelines into 
the State, a reduction in California crude oil production directly translates into 
increased importation. 

GUDM-2 Section 4.10 of the DEIR details the specific amendments to the City’s General 
Plan, Municipal Code, and Local Coastal Plan that would be required for Project 
approval. 

GUDM-3 The Proposed Project does not involve hydraulic fracturing technology.  Section 
4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, presents the potential impacts to groundwater 
and recommends mitigation measures to minimize the impacts.  The exemption 
in the Federal Energy Policy Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 2005, often 
known as the Halliburton Loophole, applies to the underground injection of 
natural gas for purposes of storage and the underground injection of fluids or 
propping agents (other than diesel fuels) pursuant to hydraulic fracturing 
operations related to oil, gas, or geothermal production activities.  The Proposed 
Project does not involve the underground storage of natural gas or hydraulic 
fracturing technology. 

GUDM-4 The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require that the EIR 
process be stopped if a Proposed Project is determined to have a potential Class I 
impact.  Class I impacts are defined as those impacts that cannot be mitigated to 
a level of less than significant, the DEIR evaluation of the Proposed Project 
presents impacts that were determined to be Class I, as required by CEQA.  
Many projects have significant and unavoidable impacts (the Hermosa Beach 
Hotel Project had 4 significant and unavoidable impacts) and still move forward. 

GUDM-5 The March 2013 National Geographic article referenced in the comment 
discussed oil development operations in North Dakota and is not relevant to the 
Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project does not involve hydraulic fracturing 
technology.  Regarding traffic, Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides 
the potential impacts and mitigation for traffic impacts 
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Shaun Gudmundssen 

 
Comment # Response 

GUDS-1 The comment expresses concern that the City of Hermosa Beach may approve 
the Proposed Project without the input of the voters of the City and that the 
objective of the City is to approve the Project.  The objective of the City was to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Report as lead agency for the Proposed 
Project.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA 
Guidelines to assess potential significant environmental impacts of a Proposed 
Oil Development Project in the City of Hermosa Beach. The City of Hermosa 
Beach is the public agency with principal responsibility for review of the 
Proposed Project and is therefore the lead agency for preparation of the DEIR.  
The decision to approve or deny E&B’s Project and the Amendments associated 
with Oil Development will be made by the voters in Hermosa Beach, in 
accordance with a Settlement Agreement entered into by the City, the Applicant 
and Macpherson Oil Company. 

GUDS-2 The Proposed Project is subject to approval of the voters of Hermosa Beach, see 
Section 1.0, Introduction, for background history, legal issues, and the Settlement 
Agreement information.  Certain types of correspondence between an Applicant 
and a regulatory agency are public documents and their disclosure is governed by 
the California Public Records Act; therefore, you may contact the City of 
Hermosa Beach for information on what documentation on the Proposed Project 
is available to the public and to request a copy of such documentation. 

GUDS-3 Comment that the Proposed Project would not be beneficial to the City of 
Hermosa Beach noted.  The DEIR, prepared pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), is intended to inform governmental 
decision makers and the public about the potential significant environmental 
effects of proposed activities, identify the ways that environmental damage can 
be avoided or significantly reduced and prevent significant, avoidable damage to 
the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures.  Information on the financial issues 
associated with the Proposed Project is included in the Cost Benefit Analysis.  
There is no substantial evidence to indicate that the City is not neutral, and the 
ultimate decision on whether to approve the Project will be made by the voters 

 
Julie A. Hamill, Esq. 

 
Comment # Response 

HAMJ-1 The Proposed Project does not involve the use of sonar or any other technology 
that would introduce sound into the marine environment.  The Project involves 
the use of directional drilling technology from an onshore based drilling rig to 
access oil reserves several thousand feet below the ocean floor.  The Proposed 
Project does not involve the use of boats, tankers, or any other type of marine 
vessel.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not involve potential noise or 
sound impacts to marine mammals.   

 
Breanna Harris 

 
Comment # Response 

HARB-1 Thank you for your comments. 
HARB-2 See the Cost Benefit Analysis for a discussion on the financial issues associated 

with the Proposed Project. 
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Comment # Response 

HARB-3 The DEIR evaluates the potential impacts and land use implications for the 
Proposed Project.  Specifically, Section 4.8 (Safety, Upset and Risk of Hazards) 
and Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG’s, discuss the potential safety and health 
impacts of the Proposed Project. 

HARB-4 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

HARB-5 See the Executive Summary of the DEIR for information on the history and 
background of the Proposed Project. 

HARB-6 The Proposed Project is not a shale mining Project nor does it involve the use or 
generation of coke or semi-coke. 

HARB-7 See Section 4.8 Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards for a discussion of the 
history and potential risk of spills of the potential Project. 

HARB-8 The Proposed Project is not a shale mining Project.  Water produced by the 
Project would be injected back into the reservoirs that it was taken out of. 

HARB-9 See section 4.2 for a discussion of the air quality impacts including GHG 
emissions. 

HARB-10 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Delaney Hawkes 
 

Comment # Response 

HAWD-1 Thank you for your comments. 
HAWD-2 The DEIR analyzes the noise produced by the Project and section 4.11 includes a 

detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various Project phases - including the 
construction at the Project Site in Phases 1 and 3 and the construction of the 
pipelines in Phase 3. 

HAWD-3 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the consistency of the 
Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to 
preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism.  Section 4.10 of 
the DEIR acknowledges the fact that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I 
impact, significant and unavoidable and would have the potential to impact 
recreational resources. 

HAWD-4 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, and 
identifies impacts from an oil spill into the marine environment as being a Class 
I, significant and unavoidable impact, Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts 
to water quality and groundwater, and Section 4.14 presents potential Project 
impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR notes an oil spill would have the 
potential to impact recreational resources.   

HAWD-5 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes. 

HAWD-6 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Hayley Hendrickson 

 
Comment # Response 

HENH-1 Thank you for your comments. 
HENH-2 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts of the 

Project. 
HENH-3 Section 4.1 of the DEIR provides an analysis of the impacts of the Proposed 

Project to the character and quality of the existing Project site and its 
surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed 
Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the 
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Comment # Response 

small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism.  Section 12.0 of the Cost 
Benefit Analysis provides a discussion of the potential impact of the Proposed 
Project to the property values of Hermosa Beach. 

HENH-4 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, 
Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  
The EIR preparers agree with the statement that oil spills in the marine 
environment pose a threat to the environment including sea mammals, and 
important habitats.  Impact BIO-2 states: “A rupture or leak from oil Pipelines 
has the potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on native species and 
habitats, sensitive species, and biologically important habitats associated with the 
Pacific Ocean,” and has classified this impact as Class I, significant and 
unavoidable.     

HENH-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

HENH-6 The EIR describes and estimates the extent of some of these potential impacts. 
 

Josh Hoffman 
 

Comment # Response 

HOFJ-1 Thank you for your comments. 
HOFJ-2 Section 4.8 Safety and Risk, quantifies the estimated frequency of a blowout or 

an oil spill.  Section 4.3, Biological Resources, discusses potential impacts of an 
oil spill to biological resources, and acknowledges the fact that the potential of 
an oil spill is a Class I impact, significant and unavoidable.  Section 4.9, 
Hydrology, provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  

HOFJ-3 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts of the 
Project, including NOx and vehicle emissions. 

HOFJ-4 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

HOFJ-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Cole Keefer 

 
Comment # Response 

KEEC-1 Thank you for your comments. 
KEEC-2 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, and 

acknowledges the fact that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I impact, 
significant and unavoidable.  Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water 
quality and groundwater, and Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to 
the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential 
to impact recreational resources.   

KEEC-3 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes. 

KEEC-4 Comment that the Proposed Project would not be beneficial to the City of 
Hermosa Beach noted.   

KEEC-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
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Kelli Killman 
 

Comment # Response 

KILK-1 Thank you for your comments. 
KILK-2 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
KILK-3 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
KILK-4 Some discussion on the use of foreign oil is included under the no Project 

discussions in section 5 and 6 of the DEIR. 
KILK-5 Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses the potential impacts of hydrogen 

sulfide. 
 

Carter Kimble 
 

Comment # Response 

KIMC-1 

Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis.  Section 4.0, Environmental Impact 
Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and recommends mitigation to reduce 
those impacts form the Proposed Project. 

 
Everett Kim 

 
Comment # Response 

KIME-1 Thank you for your comments. 
KIME-2 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, and section 4.2, Biological Resources, address the 

probabilities and impacts of an oil spill.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR notes an oil 
spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  The DEIR 
(Section 4.3) address the potential impacts of an oil spill on biological resources 
and acknowledges the fact that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I impact, 
significant and unavoidable.   

KIME-3 The role of the City Council is to certify the EIR.  The voters will be the decision 
makers and decide if the Project would move forward. 

KIME-4 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts of the 
Project. 

KIME-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

KIME-6 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts of the 
Project. 

 
Kirk (no last name given) 

 
Comment # Response 

KIRK-1 

The Project's proponent is E&B Natural Resources.  Multiple wells have been 
proposed at this site since at least the early 1990s. For a description of risks 
associated with proposed wells, see the Draft EIR's section on Safety, Risk of 
Upset & Hazards (section 4.8).  See the EIR's other corresponding sections on air 
quality and water quality for discussions of pollution impacts.  For a discussion 
on the relationship of the number of wells to impacts, see the Draft EIR at page 
5‐17 and the extensive discussion beginning on Page 6‐15. 

KIRK-2 The Project (if approved) would be governed by conditions of the existing 
(1993) Conditional Use Permit, the lease held by E&B for use of the property, 
and the Development Agreement that would serve as the principal contract 
between the City and Applicant.  The Development Agreement would restrict the 
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Project to those uses identified in the EIR, along with mitigation measures 
prescribed by the EIR (as conditions of approval).  The Project does not propose 
use of public park lands or schools.  These uses are prohibited by the CUP. 

KIRK-3 The Draft EIR identifies the height of the proposed drilling rig and work‐over rig 
(84 and 110 feet, respectively) in the Project Description section.  The visual 
effects of the rig are described in the Aesthetics section of the EIR (Section 4.1). 

KIRK-4 The Draft EIR presents several measures for reducing impacts related to noise, 
air and water pollution and vibrations.  See sections 4.11, 4.2 and 4.14.  Well are 
proposed to have down-hole pumps, which would produce substantially less 
noise than surface pumps. 

KIRK-5 Potential hazards and release scenarios related to natural gas and the potential for 
explosions (and other hazards) are discussed in detail in Section 4.8, Safety and 
Risks, of the Draft EIR. 

KIRK-6 Please see section 4.8 for a discussion of potential scenarios that might result 
from the Proposed Project and their probability of occurrence.  

 
Tyler Knudson 

 
Comment # Response 

KNUT-1 

Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, 
Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  

KNUT-2 Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce air toxics and criteria pollutant impacts from 
the Proposed Project. 

KNUT-3 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. 

KNUT-4 While the life of the Project may be as long as 35 years, the construction work is 
limited to Phases 1 and 3, for a total duration of less than 3 years.  Section 4.11 
of the DEIR includes a detailed analysis of the noise during the construction 
phases of the Project. 

KNUT-5 See Section 2.0 of the DEIR for information on the infrastructure proposed for 
the Project and section 4.10 provides information on the land use impacts. 

KNUT-6 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

KNUT-7 Section 4.5 of the DEIR includes discussion of alternative energy sources. 
KNUT-8 Thank you for your comments. 

 
Jeff Krag 

 
Comment # Response 

KRAJ-1 Comment noted. 
KRAJ-2 Both the previous risk assessment by Macpherson, the current risk assessment by 

E&B and the risk assessment conducted in the EIR determine that releases could 
produce explosions that could impact nearby residences and businesses.  The 500 
gallon propane tank currently at the City Maintenance Yard could also impact 
nearby residences if it were to explode.  This is discussed in the EIR section 4.8, 
Safety and Risk. 

KRAJ-3 Risk assessments are complicated and a degree of explanation must be 
incorporated so that the general lay person has a chance of understanding the 
topic.  Table 4.8-10 provides detailed information on each release scenario 
examined, including pressure, temperature, line sizes, vessels and release 
volume.  The specifics of the modeling are included in the risk appendix. 
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KRAJ-4 API RP 752 provides requirements related to explosion overpressure in 
refineries, chemical facilities, and similar industrial operations,  and is intended 
to be used for control rooms and other occupied buildings located on a facility 
site.  The Applicant has not indicated that it would utilize API 752.  However, as 
part of the requirements to meet the fire codes related to separation distances 
from neighboring buildings, API 752 may be used to estimate the blast effects on 
nearby buildings that are not on the facility site and may utilize the approaches in 
API 752 to design blast walls to protect neighboring buildings.  The exact 
approach to assessing potential impacts and design criteria has not been 
developed at this point.  Reference to utilizing the design of blast walls using 
API 752 has been added to mitigation measure FP-2a in section 4.6, Fire 
Protection and Emergency Response, in the development of design measures and 
performance standards to meet the applicable fire codes. 

KRAJ-5 The primary concern with distances is related to power lines.  OSHA requires 
separation distances from power lines in order to prevent electrocution hazards, 
which is a leading cause of worker fatalities associated with cranes.  OSHA does 
not require separation or evacuation of areas equal to the boom radius.  This 
would be infeasible for most construction projects in urban areas. 

KRAJ-6 The cancer plume maps shown in section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, depict the 
cancer zones with and without mitigation.  The mitigation is primarily focused 
on the elimination of diesel particulate matter.  The toxic map shown in section 
4.8, Safety and Risk, is related to the toxicity associated with the odorant used to 
odorize the natural gas. 

KRAJ-7 Welding is included in the construction emissions under Phase 3 construction 
and is included in the emissions estimates.  See air quality appendix associated 
with construction emissions. 

KRAJ-8 The EIR examines the releases of a blowout at 800 psig.  The blowout scenario 
produces the majority of the onsite risk.  Distances of blowout impacts are shown 
in Figure 4.8-5 and in the risk appendix.  The overspray, meaning the spray of 
crude oil into the air causing primarily environmental impacts (i.e. a mess), 
would be less than the vapor cloud distances caused by the release of gas also 
associated with a blowout scenario.  Therefore, the gas distances are used. 

KRAJ-9 The yearly time limit, of 200 hours per year, is a requirement of the SCAQMD 
and would be applicable as part of the regulatory requirements on the Project.  
The EIR applies a daily limit in order to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants 
on the peak day.  If either limit is approached, the operator would be required to 
shut in wells. 

KRAJ-10 For a small facility, two operators at night is standard practice at many oil and 
gas production facilities in California.  If an operator goes "down", the approach 
would be to call the Fire Department for assistance in emergency response.  The 
Applicant indicates that the facility would operate under an Emergency Action 
Plan, meaning that the facility would rely on the Fire Department for responding 
to incidents and would not take on the full response capabilities, like the Chevron 
Refinery does, for example.  Mitigation measures require that the operators be 
trained in first response to spills, and be HAZWOPER trained to the technician 
level. 

KRAJ-11 
The amortization of construction emissions is only done for GHG emissions and 
is the required approach by the SCAQMD. 

KRAJ-12 The Applicant has designed the site with two 2,900 bbl crude oil tanks.  At 8,000 
bbl per day, this would total only about 17 hours of storage before the wells 
would need to be shut in.  This is one of the operating constraints of a small site.  

KRAJ-13 The shipping tanks would be vertical fixed roof tanks with vapor recovery.  
Emissions would be substantially reduced with the use of vapor recovery. 

KRAJ-14 Equipment spacing, and associated buffers, would be required to comply with 
applicable codes and standards for equipment spacing.  Flare locations would be 
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required to comply with acceptable thermal radiation requirements, which may 
require the installation of thermal barriers.  The EIR requires the installation of a 
35 foot wall during Phase 4, which would act as a thermal barrier.  During Phase 
2, the flare volumes would not be large, yet allowable thermal exposures would 
still need to be met.  Because the flares would be internal flares, they would act 
more like heaters, yet thermal radiation levels would need to be demonstrated to 
be acceptable.  API Standard 521 “Pressure-relieving and Depressuring Systems” 
contains recommended allowable thermal radiation limits for personnel and has 
been added to the mitigation measures to ensure performance standards are met. 

KRAJ-15 The detailed design of the facilities has not been conducted at this time.  The 
criteria would be based on multiple factors, including the Local Emergency 
Planning Committee Region 1 CalARP guidance, which is specified in 
mitigation measure SR-1a.   

KRAJ-16 The crane would be onsite for only a period of two weeks and is therefore 
temporary and would not constitute a visual impact.  However, a view of the 
crane has been added to the FEIR.  Processing equipment is required to be less 
than 16 feet high pursuant to the CUP.  Some would be visible over the top of the 
16 foot wall, but generally these views would show minimal equipment. 

KRAJ-17 Comment noted. 
KRAJ-18 The risk assessment conducted in the EIR did not assume that there would be 

automatic valves at all vessels and in numerous locations within the facility as 
the details of this design were not completed.  The EIR assumes that the 
inventory at the site of gas processing equipment would be released in the event 
of a break.  It was assumed that the vapor cloud would form based on the peak 
release rate.  Both of these are conservative assumptions about the extent of the 
vapor cloud sizing, but provides for estimating a worst case scenario.  Some 
limits were imposed, however, including that gas would not flow back through 
the compressors, as that would be physically challenging.  

KRAJ-19 Leaks were assumed to be 1 inch along with ruptures that were assumed to 
release through the maximum pipe size, which, in this case, ranged from 1 to 6 
inches.  The correlation of leak size is based on the frequency, where the failure 
rates of piping and valves, for example, are based on the release size.  A 2 inch 
hole in a 4 inch pipe would produce a substantial release, classifying it as a 
rupture not a release, and it would be assigned the corresponding rupture rate.  
Many "leaks" from valves are actually much less than 1inch, yet are still given 
the release rate of a 1inch hole along with the corresponding release frequency.   

KRAJ-20 The only material at the Proposed Project Site which could produce a BLEVE 
would be the propane refrigeration system.  The crude oil tanks are not capable 
of a BLEVE.  Some of the separators, for example, if full of crude oil and 
blocked in, with a pressure relief failure, and exposed to a fire for an extended 
period, could BLEVE.  Note that the current City Maintenance Yard has a 500 
gallon propane tank, which could also BLEVE.  The higher frequency scenario 
would be an explosion of released gas, which is confined by the bermed area 
and/or walls, leading to an overpressure scenario.  This scenario was addressed 
in the EIR and is shown in section 4.8, Safety and Risk, as an overpressure zone. 

KRAJ-21 

Both the previous risk assessment by Macpherson, the current risk assessment by 
E&B and the risk assessment conducted in the EIR determine that releases could 
produce explosions that could impact nearby residences and businesses.  This is 
discussed in the EIR section 4.8, Safety and Risk. Please see response to 
comment KRAJ-2. 

KRAJ-22 API RP 752 provides requirements related to explosion overpressure in 
refineries, chemical facilities, and similar industrial operations, and is intended to 
be used for control rooms and other occupied buildings located on a facility site.  
The Applicant has not indicated that it would utilize API 752.  However, as part 
of the requirements to meet the fire codes related to separation distances from 
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neighboring buildings, API 752 may be used to estimate the blast effects on 
nearby buildings that are not on the facility site and may utilize the approaches in 
API 752 to design blast walls to protect neighboring buildings.  The exact 
approach to assessing potential impacts and design criteria has not been 
developed at this point.  Reference to utilizing the design of blast walls using 
API 752 has been added to mitigation measure FP-2a in section 4.6, Fire 
Protection and Emergency Response, in the development of design measures and 
performance standards to meet the applicable fire codes.  In addition, mitigation 
has been added to eliminate the use of propane as a refrigerant.  Please see 
response to comment KRAJ-4. 

KRAJ-23 The primary concern with distances is related to power lines.  OSHA requires 
separation distances from power lines in order to prevent electrocution hazards, 
which is a leading cause of worker fatalities associated with cranes.  OSHA does 
not require separation or evacuation of areas equal to the boom radius.  This 
would be infeasible for most construction projects in urban areas. Please see 
response to comment KRAJ-5. 

KRAJ-24 The reductions in cancer risk are due to the mitigation measures proposed; 
primarily the limits on diesel particulate matter emissions, which comprise the 
majority of the cancer risk.  Additional text has been added to the FEIR to clarify 
this point. 

KRAJ-25 Welding is included in the construction emissions under Phase 3 construction 
and is included in the emissions estimates.  See air quality appendix associated 
with construction emissions. 

KRAJ-26 The EIR examines the releases of a blowout at 800 psig.  The blowout scenario 
produces the majority of the onsite risk.  Distances of blowout impacts are shown 
in Figure 4.8-5 and in the risk appendix.  The overspray, meaning the spray of 
crude oil into the air causing primarily environmental impacts (i.e. a mess) would 
be less than the vapor cloud distances caused by the release of gas also 
associated with a blowout scenario.  Therefore, the gas distances are used.  
Overspray issues would be primarily environmental and are therefore only 
discussed qualitatively.  No mitigation for overspray is proposed.  A fire from a 
well blowout could continue for days as the reservoir would continue to feed the 
release.  The EIR assumed that the thermal effects would produce impacts based 
on the peak release rate, thereby ensuring a conservative assessment of risk.  
Thermal impacts are assumed to be realized within the first minute or so of a 
release. Please see response to comment KRAJ-8. 

KRAJ-27 There would be two flares used; one that runs continuously during Phase 2 and 
one that is an emergency flare during Phase 4.  The Applicant provided 
information on the flares as part of the information request stage and these have 
been added to Appendix A in the FEIR.  The CUP requires that the flare be 
enclosed (section 11.13).   

KRAJ-28 The Applicant provided information on the flares as part of the information 
request stage and these have been added to Appendix A in the FEIR.  The design 
basis for the Phase 2 and Phase 4 flares are the maximum anticipated gas 
production levels.   

KRAJ-29 The yearly time limit, one of 200 hours per year, is a requirement of the 
SCAQMD and would be applicable as part of the regulatory requirements on the 
Project.  The EIR applies a daily limit in order to reduce emissions of criteria 
pollutants on the peak day.  If either limit is approached, the operator would be 
required to shut in wells. Please see response to comment KRAJ-9. 

KRAJ-30 For a small facility, two operators at night is standard practice at many oil and 
gas production facilities in California.  If an operator goes "down", the approach 
would be to call the Fire Department for assistance in emergency response.  The 
Applicant indicates that the facility would operate under an Emergency Action 
Plan, meaning that the facility would rely on the Fire Department for responding 
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to incidents and would not take on the full response capabilities, like the Chevron 
Refinery does, for example.  Mitigation measures require that the operators be 
trained in first response to spills, and be HAZWOPER trained to the technician 
level.  Please see response to comment KRAJ-10. 

KRAJ-31 

The Applicant has designed the site with two 2,900 bbl crude oil shipping tanks.  
At 8,000 bbl per day, this would total only about 17 hours of storage before the 
wells would need to be shut in.  This is one of the operating constraints of a 
small site.  The lack of residence time would limit the amount of dewatering that 
could occur. Please see response to comment KRAJ-12.   

KRAJ-32 The Applicant has proposed tank hatch vapor capture, with the tank hatch 
failures/lifting being directed to vapor recovery.  This would reduce the 
frequency of odor events. 

KRAJ-33 The tanks are vertical fixed roof design with vapor control.  This design would 
be acceptable to the SCAQMD due to the use of vapor recovery. Please see 
response to comment KRAJ-13. 

KRAJ-34 The site footprint causes a number of constraints for the operations of the 
facility, but the facility could operate under these constraints and the design is 
feasible and must be evaluated under CEQA. 

KRAJ-35 The Applicant indicates that it expects an H2S level of 6 ppm, but has designed 
the facility to process 100 ppm H2S.  Therefore, the EIR assumes a level of 100 
ppm in all the produced gas.   

KRAJ-36 Text has been modified in the EIR to address monitor placement and detection 
levels.  Detection levels of H2S below 1 ppm would require extensive 
equipment, including possibly refrigeration systems, trailer mounted, etc. 

KRAJ-37 Text has been modified in the mitigation measures to ensure that the highest H2S 
allowed within any portion of the facility is 100 ppm. 

KRAJ-38 Equipment spacing would be required to comply with applicable codes and 
standards for equipment spacing.  Flare locations would be required to comply 
with acceptable thermal radiation requirements, which may require the 
installation of thermal barriers.  The EIR requires the installation of a 35 foot 
wall during Phase 4, which would act as a thermal barrier.  During Phase 2, the 
flare volumes would not be large, yet allowable thermal exposures would still 
need to be met.  API Standard 521 “Pressure-relieving and Depressuring 
Systems” contains recommended allowable thermal radiation limits for 
personnel.  The requirements for spacing of crude oil tanks would comply with 
State of California Safety Orders, which require a spacing distance of about 7 
feet between the tank and the "Nearest Side of Any Public Way".  Please see 
response to comment KRAJ-14. 

KRAJ-39 The detailed design of the facilities has not been conducted at this time.  The 
criteria would be based on multiple factors, including the Local Emergency 
Planning Committee Region 1 CalARP guidance, which is specified in 
mitigation measure SR-1a. Please see response to comment KRAJ-15. 

KRAJ-40 The crane would be onsite for only a period of two weeks and is therefore 
temporary and would not constitute a visual impact.  However, a view of the 
crane has been added to the FEIR.  Processing equipment is required to be less 
than 16 feet high as per the CUP.  Some would be visible over the top of the 16 
foot wall, but generally these views would show minimal equipment. Please see 
response to comment KRAJ-16. 

KRAJ-41 Comment noted. 
 

Michael V. Leahy 
 

Comment # Response 

LEAM-1 
See Section 15.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis for a discussion on the potential 
hazards and financial protections of the Proposed Project.  The development 
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agreement would contain requirements for bonding and insurance. 
 

Andrea Lee 
 

Comment # Response 

LEEA-1 Thank you for your comments. 
LEEA-2 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, addresses the potential safety impacts and 

recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts from the Proposed Project. 
LEEA-3 Air quality and health are discussed in section 4.2 of the DEIR. 
LEEA-4 Section 4.5 of the DEIR includes discussion of alternative energy sources. Note 

that currently, hydrogen is produced from natural gas. 
LEEA-5 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 

recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project. 
 

Diego Marcucci 
 

Comment # Response 

MARD-1 Thank you for your comments. 
MARD-2 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts of the 

Project. 
MARD-3 Potential hazards and release scenarios related to natural gas and the potential for 

explosions (and other hazards) are discussed in detail in Section 4.8 of the Draft 
EIR. 

MARD-4 Section 4.1 of the DEIR provides an analysis of the impacts of the Proposed 
Project to the character and quality of the existing Project site and its 
surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed 
Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the 
small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism.  In addition, Section 13.2 of 
the Cost Benefit Analysis provides a discussion of the potential impact of the 
Proposed Project to tourism. 

MARD-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

MARD-6 Thank you again for your comments.   
 

Valentina Marmol 
 

Comment # Response 

MARV-1 Section 4.5 of the DEIR includes discussion of alternative energy sources. 
MARV-2 The DEIR reflects the concern about the noise produced by the Project and 

section 4.11 includes a detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various 
Project phases.  Sections 4.2, Air Quality, and section 4.8, Safety and Risk, 
address issues related pollution and safety. 

MARV-3 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of the Proposed Project to biological 
resources and acknowledges the fact that the potential of an oil spill into the 
marine environment is a Class I impact, significant and unavoidable. 

MARV-4 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts of the 
Project. 

MARV-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

MARV-6 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, 
Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  
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MARV-7 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Justin Massey 
 

Comment # Response 

MASJ-1 

The DEIR, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), is intended to inform governmental decision makers and the public 
about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities, 
identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced and prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by 
requiring changes in projects through the use of feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures.  An executive summary is provided. 

MASJ-2 Additional subject information from page 2-5 of the DEIR; Pursuant to the 
March 2, 2012 Settlement Agreement between the City of Hermosa Beach, E&B, 
and Macpherson Oil Co., the City’s primary objective is to comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act and place on the ballot a measure 
allowing the City of Hermosa Beach electorate to decide whether or not to 
approve the Applicant’s Proposed Oil Project and a Development Agreement to 
vest the Project so that, if approved, the Project cannot later be invalidated by a 
vote of the people. 

MASJ-3 The DEIR identifies impacts and recommends mitigation measures to reduce the 
level of those impacts.  Compliance and mitigation plans are common mitigation 
measures.  The DEIR recommends such plans and identifies the performance 
criteria for such plans.  Detailed plans are not required to be submitted or 
approved in the DEIR.  Compliance and mitigation plans would be required to be 
completed and approved by the applicable agency prior to final 
approval/issuance of Project permits. 

MASJ-4 The DEIR was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states: The EIR shall 
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Proposed Project.  A matrix 
displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each 
alternative was used to summarize the comparison.  Alternatives are discussed 
but in less detail than the significant effects of the Project as proposed. 

MASJ-5 The EIR provides an executive summary which clearly describes the significant 
impacts of the Project.  If the reader wishes a more in depth discussion, the main 
body of the EIR is available for detailed analysis. 

MASJ-6 The risk assessment in section 4.8 follows established practice for the 
preparation of risk assessments.  Specifics to the design are incorporated.  While 
E&B has had recorded spills, none of the spills were outside containment. 

MASJ-7 An oil leak from the equipment within the facility would not produce offsite 
impacts and was therefore not included. 

MASJ-8 The EIR does not conclude that GHG emissions would increase, only that the 
crude oil would need to come from somewhere.  The analysis is qualitative and is 
based on reports by the CARB about the sources of crude oil to California 
refineries. 

 
Barbara Mathieson 

 
Comment # Response 

MATB-1 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, and 
acknowledges the fact that the potential of an oil spill into the marine 
environment is a Class I impact, significant and unavoidable.  Section 4.9 
provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and Section 
4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR 
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notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  Note 
the Proposed Project involves the use of tanker trucks to transport oil on a short 
term, temporary basis. 

 
Carey McCormick 

 
Comment # Response 

MCCC-1 Section 4.8 of the DEIR includes a discussion and assessment on the risk 
associated with the use of oil and gas pipelines and the pipelines associated with 
the Proposed Project.  Historical data on other pipelines within California and the 
US is used to assess the risks from the proposed pipeline. 

 
Stephen McCall 

 
Comment # Response 

MCCS-1 Numerous other oil and gas facilities that include drilling and produce oil and 
gas are located in Los Angeles County, including in Whittier, Torrance, 
Wilmington, Huntington Beach, etc.  However, each Project has its own 
individual set of circumstances and need to be evaluated independently of each 
other.  Many projects operate successfully without incidents, while others have 
varied histories of incidents. 

MCCS-2 An analysis of the proposed production volumes of other facilities is beyond the 
scope of the EIR.   

MCCS-3 Section 4.2, Air Quality, describes potential health risks in comparison to 
established standards. 

MCCS-4 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the 
City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism.  In addition, Section 13.2 of the Cost Benefit 
Analysis provides a discussion of the potential impact of the Proposed Project to 
tourism.  Note that the potential impacts to tourism are subjective and difficult to 
quantify. 

MCCS-5 Current truck levels along Valley Drive were counted as part of the baseline 
assessment and are discussed in section 4.11, Traffic. 

MCCS-6 The Cost Benefit Analysis discusses the implications of a no vote. 
MCCS-7 The Cost Benefit Analysis discusses the implications of a yes vote. 
MCCS-8 Fracking would not be allowed as part of the Proposed Project. 
MCCS-9 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, discusses the recorded history of E&B spill history. 
MCCS-10 The Project would be limited by any lease arrangement. 
MCCS-11 The positions of the City Council members are not a part of the EIR. 

 
Kennedi McCarroll 

 
Comment # Response 

MCCK-1 Thank you for your comments. 
MCCK-2 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts of the 

Project. 
MCCK-3 Potential hazards and release scenarios related to natural gas and the potential for 

explosions (and other hazards) are discussed in detail in Section 4.8 of the Draft 
EIR. 

MCCK-4 Potential hazards and release scenarios related to natural gas and the potential for 
explosions (and other hazards) are discussed in detail in Section 4.8 of the Draft 
EIR and impacts to biology are discussed in section 4.3, Biological resources. 

MCCK-5 Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.11. 
MCCK-6 See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts including 
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odors of the Project. 
MCCK-7 Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis includes discussion on the impact of 

the Proposed Project on the private property values in Hermosa Beach.  Section 
4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the consistency of the Proposed 
Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the 
small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism. 

MCCK-8 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the 
City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism.  In addition, Section 13.2 of the Cost Benefit 
Analysis provides a discussion of the potential impact of the Proposed Project to 
tourism.  

MCCK-9 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. 

MCCK-10 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Morgan McCarroll 

 
Comment # Response 

MCCM-1 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project. 

MCCM-2 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project, 
including section 4.2, Air Quality. 

MCCM-3 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

MCCM-4 The evaluation of aesthetics and visual resources is subjective and dependent on 
many variables including the distance of the object from the viewer.  Section 4.1 
of the DEIR presents a view shed analysis of the Proposed Project with 20 Key 
Observation Points (KOPs) in the City.  Section 4.1 also provides an analysis of 
the impacts of the Proposed Project to the character and quality of the existing 
site and its surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the 
Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to 
preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism. 

MCCM-5 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discussed the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes and other geotechnical issues.  Impact GEO-4 addresses 
the potential for subsidence from oil and gas withdrawal and mitigation measures 
GEO-4a and GEO-4b recommend measures to reduce the potential of subsidence 
to a less than significant level. 

MCCM-6 The DEIR reflects the concern about the noise produced by the Project and 
section 4.11 includes a detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various 
Project phases.  Air quality and odors are addressed in section 4.2. 

 
 

Malik McDaniel 
 

Comment # Response 

MCDM-1 Thank you for your comments. 
MCDM-2 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
MCDM-3 A discussion on the use of foreign oil is included in section 5 under the No 

Project Alternative. 
MCDM-4 Section 4.5 of the DEIR includes discussion of alternative energy sources. 
MCDM-5 Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion on the air quality impacts including 
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odors of the Project. 
 

Chris Miller 
 

Comment # Response 

MILC-1 No indications of soil methane have been exhibited in the area.  Soil sampling 
has been conducted onsite and no methane has been detected.  Methane releases 
during the Project drilling and production could occur and are addressed in 
section 4.2, Air Quality, and section 4.8, Safety and Risk. 

MILC-2 Hydrogen sulfide monitoring would be conducted at site perimeters at levels 
substantially below those required for action by OSHA. 

MILC-3 The reinjection of produced water that is proposed as part of the Project would 
dispose of the same water, after it has been separated from the oil and gas, that is 
brought up from the reservoir during oil production.  The water will be reinjected 
back into the same reservoir it came from at volumes that could be the same or 
less than the volumes produced.  A comprehensive Induced Seismicity 
Monitoring Program would be implemented as a part of the Proposed Oil Project 
in order to monitor seismic activity in the area during oil extraction and water 
injection. 

MILC-4 The commenter’s views in opposition to the Project are acknowledged.  
 

Roberta Moore 
 

Comment # Response 

MOOR-1 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

MOOR-2 The details of the lease payment requirements are outside the scope of the EIR. 
MOOR-3 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
MOOR-4 Section 4.1 provides views of the drilling rig from a distance, where it is often 

barely discernible, and from close, where it is clearly dominant. 
MOOR-5 Oil on the beaches as tar does not necessarily mean that there is oil that can be 

economically recovered through the drilling process. 
MOOR-6 Wilmington has a number of similar oil and gas development facilities. 

 
Tom Morley 

 
Comment # Response 

MORT-1 The email string is in the public record. 

MORT-2 

The Applicant has indicated that they would comply with the provisions in the 
CUP and the EIR has made that assumption in its analysis.  The CUP conditions 
would be made a part of the development agreement and the operator would be 
held to the conditions therein. 

MORT-3 This issue is not related to the DEIR and no additional response is merited. 
MORT-4 This issue is not related to the DEIR and no additional response is merited. 

MORT-5 
Text has been added to section 4.6.  This discussion was already included in the 
DEIR under the International Fire Code and LAC Fire Code, but the reference to 
the California Fire Code section 5406.3 was added. 

MORT-6 Text has been added to section 4.6 to indicate the purpose of these separation 
distances.  The authors are not aware of any code changes being considered. 

MORT-7 The authors are not aware of the records of the deliberations on code preparation.  
The detailed plot plans are not available for the Project at this time.  The facility 
would comply with all of the setbacks except the 100 feet to buildings.  A 
redesign is not apparent that would allow for a 100 foot setback from buildings 
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while retaining the setbacks from other equipment.  Therefore, the approach to 
incorporate measures to allow a variance was also addressed.  A redesign might 
be preferred by the Applicant instead of these measures, but a redesign approach 
was not readily apparent. 

MORT-8 

Thermal and blast resistance are primary issues.  Setback distances are generally 
shorter than rig heights, so this is not as much a concern.  A variance would be 
issued by the Fire Department under a close consideration of the codes.  The EIR 
has determined that a variance would be feasible given the existing industry 
practice and technology. 

MORT-9 It is not possible to mitigate the classification of the wells as critical wells under 
the DOGGR definition due to the close proximity of residences and buildings.  
However, the DOGGR requirements for shutdown devices on critical wells have 
satisfied by the Applicant’s proposal.  The well spacing plan requirements of 
DOGGR are based on bottomhole spacings and are not related to the spacing 
requirements associated with wellhead locations. 

MORT-10 Mitigation measure FP-2a indicates that "The Applicant shall ensure that design 
and construction comply with applicable codes and standards for equipment 
spacing," and that, if these cannot be achieved, then additional requirements shall 
be applied.  It therefore requires redesign as the first approach. 

MORT-11 
The DOGGR codes are related to bottomhole spacings and are not applicable to 
consolidated directionally drilled wells. 

MORT-12 Well spacing plans are designed to protect reservoir dynamics and not for 
surface health and safety issues of directionally drilled wells.  Wells spacing 
objectives are "To achieve the ultimate economic recovery of oil and gas, it shall 
be the policy of the Supervisor to give the greatest consideration to the minimum 
spacing, in acres per well, that can be established based on the geologic geometry 
of the pool and the area that can be effectively and efficiently drained by a well 
without economic loss". 

MORT-13 The fire code would be codified through the LAC Fire Department Codes and 
the International Fire Code, which would be applied by the Fire Department.  
DOGGR would apply their wells spacing requirements to the Project as 
associated with their subsurface jurisdiction. 

MORT-14 
Mitigation measure FP-2a requires redesign before the application of additional 
measures to allow for a code variance. 

MORT-15 Critical wells requiring special equipment, which the applicant has proposed.  
The LAC Codes and fire code define the setbacks. 
 
The determination of compliance with DOGGR regulations would be made by 
the regulating authority (DOGGR) if the Project moves forward and permits are 
applied for from DOGGR.  Text related to the DOGGR requirements has been 
added to the FEIR.  The purpose of the EIR is to provide for public participation 
and informed decision-making. 

MORT-16 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Dency L. Nelson 
 

Comment # Response 

NELD-1 Thank you for your comments. 

NELD-2 
Issues regarding GHGs are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHGs, of 
the DEIR and the carbon neutral policy is discussed. 

 
Rollie Nichols 

 
Comment # Response 
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NICR-1 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, discusses the Project safety. 
NICR-2 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, 

Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources. 

NICR-3 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. 

NICR-4 Emissions from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality 
and GHGs, of the DEIR.  Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are presented 
in Section 4.11. 

NICR-5 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Matt Padilla 
 

Comment # Response 

PADM-1 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project.  
Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis includes discussion on the impact of 
the Proposed Project on the private property values in Hermosa Beach.  Section 
4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the City’s 
Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism. 

PADM-2 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Marci Palla 

 
Comment # Response 

PALM-1 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Robert E Payne 
 

Comment # Response 

PAYR-1 The Proposed Project does not involve the transportation of oil by train tank cars.  
Emissions from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality 
and GHGs, of the DEIR.  The Applicant has proposed a mostly closed loop 
system that would direct all vents to a flare to reduce emissions.  Some leakage 
would still occur from leaking valves and components. 

 
 

Lincoln Personius 
 

Comment # Response 

PERL-1 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

PERL-2 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

PERL-3 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

PERL-4 Most of these issues are not related to the EIR. 
PERL-5 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 

recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts from the Proposed Project. 
PERL-6 Thank you for your comments. 
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Sam Perrotti 
 

Comment # Response 

PERS-1 A pipe-within-a-pipe type system has advantages in the near term.  However, as 
per bulletins by the California State Fire Marshall, it is not recommended 
practice due to difficulties with cathodic protection, water intrusion into the 
annular space and maintenance issues.   

 
Lauren Pizer Mains 

 
Comment # Response 

PML-1 A spill at the Project Site or from the pipeline near to the Project Site could drain 
into these storm drains at 6th Street and Cypress.  This storm drain travels down 
Valley Drive to Herondo Street, then to the ocean.  Text has been added to the 
FEIR to add valves to these storm drains to help prevent oil from entering the 
storm drains in the event of a spill. 

PML-2 Text has been added to section 2 to describe these additional businesses.  The 
listing of business was not intended to be all inclusive. 

PML-3 The photos are referred to as photo simulations throughout section 4.1 in the 
DEIR.  The photos are simulations, depicting the size and relative spacing of 
equipment and walls.  The drilling rig and workover rigs are actual rigs from 
other drilling sites. 

PML-4 Odor masking chemicals are used throughout industry and are effective at 
reducing odors.  Odors levels for H2S are below those levels that would produce 
health effects. 

PML-5 Additional data on sensitive resources were added to the Biological Section, 
including the presence of important sites for shorebirds, waterfowl, roost sites, 
grunion, and avian foraging habitat.   
 
In 1994, following the recovery of the species’ population with the cessation of 
commercial whaling in the first half of the 20th century, the eastern population of 
gray whales in the North Pacific was removed from the list of endangered 
species under the FESA. 

PML-6 Chapter 17.28 of the Hermosa Beach Zoning Code details the M-1 Light 
Manufacturing zone.  The Hermosa Beach Zoning Code does not contain 
separate zone districts for “light” and “heavy” manufacturing; the M-1 Light 
Manufacturing zone designation is the only manufacturing zone in the City’s 
Zoning code.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed 
Project’s consistency with existing land uses and the City’s General Plan, 
Municipal Code, and Local Coastal Plan. 

PML-7 Spacing is a challenge on the site.  The Project would be required to comply with 
the intent of applicable codes and standards, and may require additional 
measures such as thermal barriers and blast walls.  The Applicant has submitted 
a Parking Plan that is included in Appendix A. 

PML-8 The laydown area would be in the large basement of the building located at 601 
Cypress, as described in the DEIR.  Truck unloading would occur onsite. 

PML-9 The Applicant has submitted a Parking Plan that is included in Appendix A.  
Parking requirements would be detailed as part of the final permitting stage. 

PML-10 The Applicant has submitted a Parking Plan that is included in Appendix A.  
Parking requirements would be detailed as part of the final permitting stage. 

PML-11 Weight limits for trucks are allowed to be exceeded for deliveries within the 
area.  Mitigation measures are proposed to minimize the safety impacts to 
pedestrians.   

PML-12 That section of Section 4.1 is quoting the CUP, which does state five wells. 
PML-13 Approval of pipeline ROW is generally granted through franchise agreements.  
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There has been no indication that agreements might not be reached between the 
jurisdictions and the Applicant.  Full transport of the production in Phase 4 by 
truck would not be allowed. 

PML-14 Undergrounding of utilities provides a visual improvement to the area. 
PML-15 The executive summary provides a relatively short version of the conclusions of 

the EIR. 
PML-16 Walls can actually increase contamination levels due to building downwash 

effects.  Building downwash was included in the air quality modeling in Section 
4.2. 

 
JD Preletz 

 
Comment # Response 

PREJ-1 

See Section 4.8 of the DEIR, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, for a discussion 
on the safety and risks of the Proposed Project.  The safety and risk of upset 
analysis addresses upset scenarios that could immediately and adversely affect 
public safety, such as explosions, fires and releases of flammable or toxic gas.  
The analysis assesses what upsets could occur, based on the Proposed Project 
facility design and operations, estimates the frequency of the upsets and assesses 
what the resulting consequences of the upsets could be.  These are then 
compared to the significance thresholds to determine the level of significance.  
Safety impacts related to worker safety and OSHA-related requirements are not 
addressed in this EIR as this EIR addresses only potential impacts to public 
receptors as per CEQA.  Effects are based on historical data, which has been 
used to define the reference exposure levels that were used in this EIR. 

 
Rick Pruetz 

 
Comment 

# 
Response 

PRUR-1 CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest meaningful stage, to 
serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-making.  The detailed design of 
the facility has not been conducted at this time.  However, there is sufficient information available 
that the feasibility of achieving equipment spacing that satisfies the intent of the codes and 
standards can be determined.  Under CEQA, this is not deferral of mitigation because the 
performance criteria, the specific codes and the standards that would be applied are well 
established.  Measures, such as fire walls and vessel insulation, are well established practices in 
industry and could be applied at the Project Site.  Unless the codes and standards can be satisfied, 
then the Project would not be allowed to move forward through the permit process.  This is like 
any building Project that comes forward, and is required to pass codes and standards in the 
detailed drawings and permit stage.  CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for which 
mitigation is known to be feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such 
measures early in the planning process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising 
[mitigation] measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
Project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a common and 
reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 
Cal.App.4th 884, 906). The Project description is adequate in that it provides sufficient 
information to determine the significance of impacts and to provide information to the public and 
the decision makers.  The EIR also addresses the impacts of mitigation measures in each section 
with a subsection title "Other Issue Area Mitigation Measure Impacts".  Drilling projects require a 
test phase, where information about the reservoir is determined before all wells are in final design.  
This is standard practice for an oil exploration Project. 

PRUR-2 This EIR acknowledges the requirements established by DOGGR to ensure that proper casing is 
used to prevent groundwater contamination. There are no groundwater aquifers that contain 
potable water near the Project Area.  Rather, the Project area is located to the west of the salt 
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water intrusion reinjection wells as detailed in the Hydrology Section of the EIR.  The EIR fully 
explains the methodology and assessment of impacts and identifies the reasons why each of the 
significant and unavoidable impacts has been identified.  Please see specific responses to each of 
the commenter’s more specific comments, below, as per the CEQA requirements and the City's' 
duty to respond to comments. 

PRUR-3 As stated above, CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest 
meaningful stage, to serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-making.  
The detailed design of the facility has not been conducted at this time.  However, there is 
sufficient information available that the feasibility of a facility shutdown system can be assessed 
without the detailed SAFE charts defining the interactions of each sensor and transducer inter-
relationship.  This level of detail will be defined if the Project moves to the final stages of 
permitting.  Numerous facilities utilize shut-down systems and they are considered feasible.  
Shut-down can be initiated for a number of reasons, including releases of materials, failure of 
pumps, compressors or other equipment, or incorrect gas specifications.  The Applicant is not 
proposing fracking.  Stimulation is different than measures, such as acid washing, to clean out the 
bottom hole and completion arrangements.  Please see responses to comments CBD-3 and CBD-
4.  The Project design features that are included in section 2 of the EIR are added as requirements 
to the permit when issued.  The Project’s conditions of approval will be included in the 
Development Agreement that will be presented to the voters on the ballot.  In addition to the 
mitigation measures of the Final EIR, conditions of approval will include actionable items that are 
administrative, many of which speak to how the Project is implemented.  The EIR cannot include 
a mitigation measure (or condition of approval) to address fracking, because the EIR’s measures 
can only address potential impacts of the Project as proposed.  As stated earlier (and in the EIR) 
this Project does not propose fracking.   

PRUR-4 The cover pictures were selected in cooperation with City staff and accurately depict the Project 
location and aesthetics.  The EIR addresses all aspects of the Project, including pipelines, even if 
the pipelines are not called out in the Project Location or depicted on the cover. 

PRUR-5 The locations of the boreholes associated with the Phase 4 drilling have not been determined at 
this time and therefore cannot be shown.  The Project location is defined as the location of surface 
facilities.  The well bores for the Phase 2 wells are described in the EIR. 

PRUR-6 The code compliance of the site plan has been taken into account in the risk analysis primarily by 
assuming that all spills and releases would encounter an ignition source at the site.  Crude oil 
spills are assumed to ignite 100% of the time.  The community has numerous gas pipelines, 
including a gas main along Herondo Street and propane filling stations at gas stations along PCH, 
and these would fall into the unacceptable region of the risk analysis if more stringent criteria 
were established.  There are numerous risks already in the community and the classification of the 
operations risk levels as acceptable means only that the risks during operations would be similar 
to these existing, accepted risks in the community. 

PRUR-7 The Fire Department, through the variance system, will require that the intent and purpose of the 
code be met, or the facility will not receive a permit.  If the intent and purpose of the code can be 
met, and appropriate fire protection measures, training and personnel are provided, then the fire 
protection and emergency response is not a significant and unavoidable impact. 

PRUR-8 Impact GEO.1 concludes by indicating that seismic related impacts would be significant.  
However, these significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures GEO-1a through GEO-1c.  Geotechnical reports, such as the site-specific 
NMG Geotechnical report, do not typically address possibility of loss, injury, or death due to 
causes other than geotechnical conditions, but provide input to the design and placement of the 
Project structures, such as the drill rigs, in order to reduce these risks to a less-than-significant 
level.  Please see Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, and Hazards, with respect to those issues. 
 
As indicated in Impact GEO.2, impacts associated with potential Project induced seismicity are 
considered potentially significant and a Subsidence and Induced Seismicity Monitoring Program 
would be implemented to determine whether impacts are occurring.  Mitigation Measures GEO-
2a, -2b, and -2c provide additional measures to supplement the program.  In addition, an onshore 
subsidence and induced seismicity monitoring plan (Geosyntec 2012) and offshore subsidence 
monitoring plan (Coastal Environments (1998) have been added as an appendix to the EIR, in 
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order to provide full disclosure of the monitoring program. 
PRUR-9 The Hydrology section is included based on water quality impacts related to a major spill; 

however, the Water Resources section did not find any impacts to be significant and unavoidable.  
 
Text has been added to Impact WR.3 to include chemical wastes anticipated to be disposed in the 
injection well.  The City disagrees that water quality impacts associated with wastewater injection 
would be significant and unavoidable, for reasons outlined in Impact WR.3.  New text has been 
added from the 2011 EPA report referenced, as well as from a U.S. General Accounting Office 
report regarding groundwater contamination related to Class II wells.  It is acknowledged that the 
integrity of some Class II injection wells has been compromised historically, potentially resulting 
in leaks to the subsurface.  As a result, Impact WR.3 has been changed from less than significant 
to potentially significant and mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the impact to 
less-than-significant.  The added mitigation measures provide well known methods of monitoring 
and preventing ground water contamination from occurring as a result of reinjection.   

PRUR-10 The downhole pumps would be physically small (of necessity) and would operate at least 2,600 
feet (and as much as 6,000 feet) underground.  A conservative estimate of the vibration produced 
by these small pumps and application of a point (small) source propagation formula for ground-
borne vibration (which is used by the Federal Transit Administration and in EIR analysis 
generally) indicates that by the time the vibration from the downhole pumps reaches the earth’s 
surface it will be at a level of approximately 0.0001 in/sec.  This value is well below the threshold 
of perception and is 1/100th of the significance threshold of 0.01 in/sec for vibration. 
 
The language of section 4.11 will be revised so that the Final EIR better addresses well workover 
noise. 

PRUR-11 Text has been modified to indicate that aesthetics would be a significant impact during 
workovers.  However, as workovers would occupy up to 3 months per year, with 9 months 
generally being rig-free, the impact is shown as both less than significant and significant in the 
tables. 

PRUR-12 Please see responses to comments PRUR-3 through PRUC-11. 
PRUR-13 The information in the DEIR regarding well depth was provided by the Applicant for the test 

wells in its application to the City of Hermosa Beach.  As stated on page 2-22 of the DEIR, the 
wells for the Project have been estimated at 3,000 feet vertical depth and 9,000 horizontal feet 
length.  Detailed information regarding well depth and well paths is typically included in the 
Project drilling plan, which would be submitted to applicable regulatory agencies should the 
Project be approved. 

PRUR-14 The down-hole pump would be located at least 2,000 feet below ground and would not have 
impacts at the surface. 

PRUR-15 Text discussing the procedures for re-cementing have been added to the FEIR. 
PRUR-16 In the discussion of impact AE.1, the DEIR clearly states, under the subtitle “Operations with a 

Workover Rig,” that operations with the workover rig would be a significant impact.   
PRUR-17 The SCAQMD threshold for issuing a Notice of Violation for odor releases is receipt by the air 

district of six or more verified complaints in a year.  There is no substantial evidence that 
significantly more than six events per year would occur, although a specific number cannot be 
determined at this time.  However, even in the case of projects on larger sites, the DEIR preparers 
are not aware of more than 10-12 events per year. Oil and gas development projects that the DEIR 
preparers have worked with have generated up to 10-12 complaints per year, although they were 
on larger sites with more separation distance between facilities and neighbors.  However, 
propensity for odors is a strong function of the type of gas encountered and the manner in which 
the facility is operated and it is difficult to place an exact number on the nuisance events. 

PRUR-18 Mapping shows that the distance from the Project Site to the AES power plant stacks would be 
about 0.50 mile.  Localized impacts are discussed in section 4.2, and are shown to extend only a 
few blocks, similar to Figures 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 for acute and chronic impacts.  Modeling associated 
with the proposed RBEP indicates that PM localized impacts near the facility would be close to 
the thresholds.  At 0.5 miles, impacts would be less than cumulatively significant.  Note that the 
threshold for cancer is an increased risk of 10 in a million.  The one in one million contours are 
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shown for reference. 
PRUR-19 As indicated in mitigation measures in section 4.6, achieving the intent and purpose, even if the 

letter of the codes is not achieved, is feasible. 
PRUR-20 Methods such as heat shields, insulation and blast walls have been demonstrated in industry to be 

effective methods for protection from thermal radiation and blasts.  Their implementation is 
entirely feasible. In addition, the Applicant would have to demonstrate that the design and 
construction of the walls is appropriate to meet the intent of the codes and standards. Please see 
response to comment PRUR-7. 

PRUR-21 During drilling, there would be sound walls 32 feet high.  The flare stack would only be 16 feet 
high.  Increasing the height of the flare stack to less than 32 feet would not be visible because of 
the 32 foot walls.  Thermal shields would not be visible.  There would not be additional aesthetic 
impacts from insulating a tank.  Text to this effect has been added to section 4.1.   

PRUR-22 Measure GEO-1a indicates that the drilling operator shall not reinstitute operations at the Project 
Site and associated pipelines until it can be determined that all oil field infrastructure is 
structurally sound, which indicates that any damaged equipment would be repaired prior to start-
up of operations.  Measure GEO-1b includes seismic design criteria, which would include all 
equipment utilized on-site, including the drill rigs.  GEO-1b also includes measures related to 
stabilization of the ground surface, which would be required to adequately support the drill rig 
and other structures in the event of an earthquake. Please see Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset, 
and Hazards, with respect to equipment failure. 
 

PRUR-23 An onshore and offshore subsidence monitoring plan has been added as appendices to 
demonstrate the specifics of the monitoring plan. Mitigation GEO-4d outlines the steps that would 
be taken in the event that subsidence is detected. These plans describe the amount of subsidence 
that would be considered significant and that warrant corrective action. Following implementation 
of Mitigation Measure GEO-4d, impacts due to subsidence would be less-than-significant. 

PRUR-24 See responses to comments PRUR-23 and PRUR-25. 
PRUR-25 Both subsidence and induced seismicity would be simultaneously monitored during operations. 

Technology has advanced substantially since water injection began in the Wilmington Oil Field.  
Text has been added indicating that recent subsidence monitoring at the Inglewood Oil Field has 
demonstrated that subsidence has slowed since monitoring began in 2010, and has rebounded 
locally also, but not necessarily in proportion to areas of oil production and injection, 
respectively.  
(http://www.inglewoodoilfield.com/res/docs/2013%20Fugro_Annual%20Geotech%20Report.pdf) 

PRUR-26 Mitigation measure GEO-4e has been added, which states: In the event that subsidence related 
mitigation induces seismicity, corrective actions related to subsidence shall proceed until baseline 
surface elevations have been achieved, as subsidence related damage would likely be more 
pronounced in comparison to damage associated with Project related micro-seismicity.  Upon 
reestablishment of baseline elevations, drilling operations shall cease until a balance between 
subsidence avoidance and induced seismicity avoidance can be established, as agreed upon by the 
California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources and the City of Hermosa Beach.  The 
potential for water injection induced seismicity as a result of the Project is low. The mitigation 
seeks to appease a concern that is speculative, based on the history of the area.  A plausible 
solution to this speculative concern has been provided.  The speculative nature of the concern 
does not rise to the level of being significant and unavoidable, based on the plausible mitigation 
provided. 

PRUR-27 As indicated in Impact GEO.2, impacts associated with potential Project induced seismicity are 
considered potentially significant and a Subsidence and Induced Seismicity Monitoring Program 
would be implemented to determine whether impacts are occurring.  Mitigation Measures GEO-
2a, -2b, and -2c provide additional measures to supplement the program.  In addition, an onshore 
subsidence and induced seismicity monitoring plan (Geosyntec 2012) and offshore subsidence 
monitoring plan (Coastal Environments (1998) have been added as an appendix to the EIR, in 
order to provide full disclosure of the monitoring program. 

PRUR-28 Subsidence thresholds have been established in the subsidence monitoring plans referenced in 
comment response PRUR-27.  The text “as much as possible” has been removed, because it is not 
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applicable.  Specific subsidence thresholds are established in the onshore and offshore subsidence 
monitoring plans, which have been added as appendices.    

PRUR-29 Text has been added to impact SR.1 to clarify that impacts during operations without drilling 
would be less than significant. 

PRUR-30 These same significance thresholds for risk have been applied both to offshore facilities and to 
onshore facilities in urban areas within Santa Barbara County.  Carpinteria and Ellwood are two 
densely populated areas with oil and gas facilities that have utilized these thresholds, and they 
have been effective tools in understanding risk and acceptability as well as designing effective 
risk reduction measures.  The City of Hermosa Beach has numerous gas pipelines, including a gas 
main along Herondo Street, and gas pipelines in almost every street, propane filling stations at gas 
stations along PCH, gasoline in every car along the streets, electricity lines overhead and within 
homes, and a 500 gallon propane tank at the current City Maintenance Yard. These sources of risk  
would all fall into the unacceptable region of the risk analysis if the proposed criteria were used, 
and as a result every house remodel would then be assumed to have unacceptable risks associated 
with using electricity or propane BBQs or natural gas and impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable (which is not the case).  An assessment of risk must be based on the realistic 
understanding that we encounter risk in our everyday actions.  There are numerous risks already 
in the community and the classification of the operations (without drilling) risk levels as 
acceptable means only that the risks during operations would be similar to these existing, 
accepted risks in the community.   

PRUR-31 The operations of an oil and gas plant are complex and they require engineering to assess the 
risks associated with these facilities.  The report has been simplified to the extent possible, but the 
actual calculations and analysis presented in the Appendix cannot and should not be simplified.  
The probability that all scenarios occur simultaneously is far below any threshold that would be 
considered unacceptable, equivalent to being hit by lighting, a meteor and an aircraft at the same 
time.  An initiating event, such as a very large earthquake, could cause equipment damage and 
this has been included in the release scenario frequency.  See PRUR-30 for a discussion of the 
thresholds. 

PRUR-32 The calculations are not statistically significant and the EIR does not state otherwise.  There are 
uncertainties in all calculations and the risk estimates are just that: estimates.  The EIR clearly 
describes these uncertainties.   

PRUR-33 The constrained site configuration has been incorporated into the fault trees and the risk 
calculations through the increased probability of ignition.  

PRUR-34 A worst case spill would be too large to capture with a street based separator system and the 
recommendation is therefore not feasible.  A street based separator system could capture small to 
medium sized spills, and this mitigation is included in the DEIR.   

PRUR-35 The EIR does the job of full disclosure by pointing out the potential incompatibility; however, 
CEQA requires the EIR to confine its impact assessment to physical effects.  The discussion in 
the Land Use section does so, by citing physical effects related to air quality, noise and the visual 
environment.  However, it does not address highly subjective and abstract qualities such as 
community character, except for those aspects that are well-grounded in physical attributes 
affected by the Project.  While the EIR cannot address such subjective issues, the City has 
facilitated discussion about the importance of community atmosphere and coastal resources 
through the Community Dialogue process.  It should also be noted that there are many beach 
communities that have coexisted with oil and gas development in California such as Huntington 
Beach, Long Beach, Santa Barbara and Carpinteria, to name a few.  The ultimate decision on 
whether the Project moves forward will be left to the voters.  

PRUR-36 The downhole pumps would be physically small (of necessity) and would operate at least 2,600 
feet (and as much as 6,000 feet) underground.  A conservative estimate of the vibration produced 
by these small pumps and application of a point (small) source propagation formula for ground-
borne vibration (which is used by the Federal Transit Administration and in EIR analysis 
generally) indicates that by the time the vibration from the downhole pumps reaches the earth’s 
surface it will be at a level of approximately 0.0001 in/sec.  This value is well below the threshold 
of perception and is 1/100th of the significance threshold of 0.01 in/sec for vibration. 

PRUR-37 Well-workovers would have less noise impact than drilling because they do not require much of 
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the noisy equipment associated with drilling and would occur only during the daytime (as 
opposed to drilling which would occur at night).  The language of section 4.11 will be revised so 
that the final EIR better addresses this aspect of the Proposed Project. 

PRUR-38 The text in question is not discussing the groundwater with respect to water quality, but rather is 
establishing baseline conditions regarding water supply.  Beneficial uses of groundwater are 
discussed in Section 4.14.1.4, Groundwater, and Section 4.9, Hydrology.  The groundwater 
aquifers surrounding the Project Site are described in Section 4.9 and are not expected to be 
affected as a result of the Project.  

PRUR-39 The language identified in the comment has been deleted and additional text has been added to 
describe beneficial uses of groundwater in the Project area. 

PRUR-40 Impact WR.3 indicates that the Project Site is located along the westerly edge of the West Coast 
Basin.  Three major fresh water aquifers comprise the West Coast Basin: the 200-Foot Sand 
(Gage Aquifer), the Silverado Aquifer, and the Lower San Pedro/Pico Aquifer.  Groundwater 
depth in these predominantly confined aquifers reaches more than 1,500 feet in the West Coast 
Basin, although water production wells generally are not this deep.  

The injection wells would pass through these fresh water deposits, creating potential water quality 
impacts as a result of well leakage and/or inadvertent migration of wastewater from the point of 
injection upward through the formation, as a result of frac-outs, which are uncontrolled releases 
of produced water from the formation.   
 
New text has been added from the 2011 EPA report referenced in these comments, as well as 
from a U.S. General Accounting Office report regarding groundwater contamination related to 
Class II wells.   It is acknowledged that the integrity of some Class II injection wells has been 
compromised historically, potentially resulting in leaks to the subsurface.  As a result, Impact 
WR.3 has been changed from less than significant to potentially significant and mitigation 
measures have been imposed accordingly as follows: 
WR-3a The Applicant shall complete a site-specific Area of Review/Zone of Endangering 
Influence analysis, per Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources requirements, to 
determine if oil and gas wells are present that might serve as conduits for injected liquids to 
migrate upward to underground sources of drinking water.  In the event that such wells are 
present, those wells shall be plugged and abandoned such that underground sources of drinking 
water (i.e., less than 10,000 mg/L total dissolved solids) are protected.  Plugging and 
abandonment of those wells shall include zonal isolation plugs outside all casings and shall be 
completed per current Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources standards. 
WR-3b The Applicant shall confine injected fluids into the intended zone of injection in order to 
adequately protect underground sources of drinking water.  Injection well cement shall be placed 
at the base of all underground sources of drinking water, and not just at the base of fresh water, to 
protect water with total dissolved solids content ranging from 3,000 mg/L to 10,000 mg/L. 
WR-3c The Applicant shall complete step-rate tests, using bottom-hole and surface pressure 
gauges, such that maximum allowable surface injection pressures are set at a maximum of 95 
percent of the fracture pressure of the formation being injected.  
WR-3d The Applicant shall ensure that the hydrostatic pressure in overlying West Coast Basin 
aquifers is not exceeded during injection over the active life of the disposal wells. To ensure that 
this does not occur, the static reservoir pressure shall be monitored on a periodic basis, per 
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources requirements, and injection into the receiving 
zone shall cease if and when the hydrostatic pressure is exceeded.  
WR-3e The Applicant shall meet with Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources staff 
annually to review the status of the waste water injection wells. Any deficiencies identified by 
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources staff shall be immediately rectified by the 
Applicant. 

PRUR-41 Additional text has been added referencing Table 2-11, Phase 4 Drilling Chemicals, which would 
be disposed in the injection wells. 

PRUR-42 See response to comment PRUR-41. 
PRUR-43 Class II injection wells are designed to safely dispose of the accompanying wastes listed.  Text 

has been added from the 2011 EPA report in response to the comment.  Please see response to 
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comment PRUR-9 above.  
PRUR-44 Text has been added from the 2011 EPA report in response to the comment and how it may affect 

the issues brought up in the comment. 
PRUR-45 The produced water will be reinjected back into the reservoir it came from which should hold the 

volumes of water that will be produced as part of the Project.  This is a standard and common oil 
field practice. 

PRUR-46 Text has been added with respect to the 2011 EPA report and how it may affect the issues brought 
up in the comment. 

PRUR-47 The produced water would be put back into the same reservoir that it came from, with the only 
difference that it will have the oil removed.  The produced water is not potable water, nor does it 
come from an aquifer, but rather it is water entrained with the oil.  SRB is tested because the high 
incidence of Sulphate Reducing Bacteria could produce the highly toxic and potentially corrosive 
Hydrogen Sulfide.   

PRUR-48 New text has been added from the 2011 EPA report referenced in these comments, as well as 
from a U.S. General Accounting Office report regarding groundwater contamination related to 
Class II wells.  It is acknowledged that the integrity of some Class II injection wells has been 
compromised historically, potentially resulting in leaks to the subsurface.  As a result, Impact 
WR.3 has been changed from less than significant to potentially significant and mitigation 
measures have been imposed accordingly. 

PRUR-49 The EIR presents a number of alternatives to the Project as required by CEQA. However, the 
Project before the decision-makers (the voters) will be the E&B Proposed Project, as described in 
the EIR’s Project Description. See response to comment PRUR-40 above. 

 
Allison Reynolds 

 
Comment # Response 

REYA-1 The commenter is correct in that many accidents in the industrial work place are 
attributed to human error as opposed to design or equipment failure.  The DEIR 
recommends mitigation measures to help reduce human error and reinforce the 
environmental and safety requirements the Proposed Project would be subject to.  
These include mitigation measure EM-1, the implementation and administration 
of an environmental monitoring program, including an environmental monitor, to 
ensure compliance with each Agency’s environmental Conditions of Approval.  
One component of the environmental monitor is the confirmation of the 
employee training on the environmental mitigation measures.  The DEIR also 
requires that the truck drivers are trained in first response to a spill and have spill 
equipment on the truck. 

REYA-2 Emissions from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality 
and GHGs, of the DEIR.  Mitigation measure AQ-6 requires that Applicant 
provide credit for all GHG emissions above the 10,000 MTCO2e per year 
significant threshold.  Given that the Project mitigated GHG emissions would be 
below the significance level, the Project’s contribution to global climate change 
can also be considered less than significant.  Detailed emission calculations for 
the Proposed Project are included in Appendix B of the DEIR.   

REYA-3 Section 4.2 has a subsection on impacts of GHG emissions and text has been 
added to indicate that ocean acidification would also be a potential impact.   

REYA-4 Section 4.9, Hydrology, recommends mitigation measures to address the 
potential of the Proposed Project to impact the ocean from a water or oil spill.  
Mitigation measures HWQ-2a through HWQ-2g include equipment maintenance 
and secondary containment, the requirements of the California Stormwater 
Quality Association Best Management Practice Handbook, an Oil Spill 
Contingency Plan, and spill response training and equipment.  Mitigation 
measure HWQ-2h requires the Applicant to fund and install oil/grit separators or 
oil/water separator along Herondo Street and downstream of Valley Drive to 
capture small to medium sized spills before they reach the ocean.  In section 4.6, 
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Fire Protection and Emergency Response, a mitigation measure has been added 
to install valves on the storm drains so they can be closed, preventing a spill from 
entering the storm drains. 

REYA-5 The Proposed Project infrastructure would be subject to the building code and 
regulation requirements of the California Building Code, the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, the California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, the 
California Coastal Act, the California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 
Resources, and the Seismic Safety Element of the City of Hermosa Beach 
General Plan.  These codes and regulations would require the Proposed Project to 
be built with the latest in technology to withstand seismic events.  In addition, 
section 4.8, Safety and Risk, requires additional seismic review to the standards 
developed as part of the CalARP program. 

REYA-6 Section 4.14.4.3 of the DEIR includes an analysis of the water requirements of 
the Proposed Project and a discussion on the Water Supply Assessment process 
of Senate Bill (SB) 610.  The analysis concludes that based on annual water use 
requirements, the Proposed Project would not have significant impact on water 
resources.  Further, the annual water use for the Proposed Project is significantly 
less than the threshold whereby a Water Supply Assessment would be required.  
Note that the Project would utilize primarily reclaimed water. 

 
Barbara Sabo 

 
Comment # Response 

SABB-1 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. Impact TR-1 address potential impacts to 
pedestrians and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including 
additional crossing guards and converting Valley Drive to one-way to increase 
separation distances. 

SABB-2 The Proposed Project involves directional drilling technology which allows for 
drilling into a reservoir at an angle or where vertical access is not feasible.  Page 
2-22 of the DEIR estimates the drill path lengths at 3,000 feet vertical depth and 
9,000 horizontal feet length.  The drill rig would be tall and visible.  See section 
4.1 for view simulations. 

SABB-3 The Applicant would be responsible for cleanup of the Proposed Project site.  
Section 2.47 of the DEIR discusses the Project life and decommissioning.  At the 
end of the Proposed Oil Project a separate permit process and CEQA 
environmental review would be required to evaluate decommissioning of the 
entire Project Site.   

SABB-4 Section 4.11.4.3 of the DEIR is the Vibration Impact Analysis for the Proposed 
Project.  The analysis indicates for Phases 1 and 3 of the Project, vibration levels 
at the closest use (200 feet from the Project site) would be below the significance 
level.  Vibration levels for Phases 2 and 4 of the Project were estimated to be at 
lower levels than what was calculated for Phases 1 and 3.  The analysis further 
estimates that vibration levels along the property line may exceed the 
significance level occasionally due to pipe handling or other intermittent 
activities, however, vibration levels at residential uses near the Project site are 
not expected to exceed the significance level.  The development agreement that 
would be agreed to as part of the permit process would include specific 
insurance, bonding and indemnification requirements. 

SABB-5 The development agreement that would be agreed to as part of the permit 
process would include specific insurance, bonding and indemnification 
requirements.  This may also include a property damage permit condition.  

 
Lisa Santora 
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SANL-1 
The Health Impact Assessment was prepared under a separate arrangement than 
the EIR and by a separate consulting firm, and it not a part of the EIR and CEQA 
process. 

SANL-2 Standards related to toxic pollutant concentrations were used in the EIR.  See 
section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG. 

SANL-3 Oil and gas production in heavily urbanized areas requires additional measures 
to reduce potential impacts. 

SANL-4 An EIR is required to comply with the thresholds generally adopted by 
jurisdictions, such as noise standards and air quality standards. 

SANL-5 Health impacts were assessed in the EIR through the use of dispersion models 
and air quality guidelines and techniques well established by CARB, CAPCOA 
and the SCAQMD.  The application of these methodologies requires more of a 
computer science, engineering and meteorological understanding that a specific 
medical expertise. 

SANL-6 The SCAQMD publishes CEQA thresholds and those were used in this EIR. 

SANL-7 

The air quality along the coastal region between Palo Verdes and Santa Monica 
does not vary substantially as all areas are subject to the marine influence.  If 
anything, the area around LAX has lower air quality due to the close proximity to 
the airport and the Chevron Refinery. 

SANL-8 Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, show the areas where nonattainment occurs 
and it is primarily inland, not along the coastal areas. 

SANL-9 The lookup tables generated by the SCAQMD were produced using area sources 
and represent a worst case emissions source.  The microturbines and flare are 
point sources, where the exhaust has velocity and temperature (leading to 
buoyancy), which reduces ground level pollutant concentrations.  The SCAQMD 
recommends modeling of these types of sources to accurately predict localized 
impacts. 

SANL-10 The thresholds used in the EIR are based primarily on incremental increases, 
such as an allowed increase in cancer risk, etc.  The current number of asthma 
cases does not play directly in to the thresholds and was therefore not addressed.  
The current health of the communities in the South Coast was used to establish 
the thresholds used by the SCAQMD, which were used in this analysis. 

SANL-11 The thresholds used in the EIR are based primarily on incremental increases, 
such as an allowed increase in cancer risk, etc.  The current number of asthma 
cases does not play directly in to the thresholds and was therefore not addressed.  
The current health of the communities in the South Coast was used to establish 
the thresholds used by the SCAQMD, which were used in this analysis. 

SANL-12 The EIR, in section 4.2, discusses the current high levels of pollutants in the 
area, such as the MATES study demonstrating that current cancer risk is above 
680 per million.  The MATES III study also estimated that about 94% of the risk 
is attributed to emissions associated with mobile sources, and about 6% of the 
risk is attributed to toxics emitted from stationary sources.   

SANL-13 The EIR examined the impact of air emissions on public health through the use 
of the SCAQMD thresholds. 

SANL-14 The EIR examined the impact of air emissions on public health through the use 
of the SCAQMD thresholds. 

SANL-15 With mitigation, by limiting the diesel exhaust particulates, the Proposed Project 
would produce a less than significant impact.  The Project proposes the use of 
electric drilling equipment and, with mitigation, the use of an electric workover 
(or very low emission) rig.   

 
Nick Scandura 

 
Comment # Response 
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SCAN-1 Thank you for your comments. 
SCAN-2 Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses pollution and air quality impacts. 
SCAN-3 The noise impact of the construction phases of the Project (Phases 1 and 3) is 

discussed in section 4.13 and truck traffic associated with construction activity at 
the site is addressed in detail in section 4.11 of the DEIR.  The analysis 
concludes that construction noise impact from the site would be “significant and 
unavoidable”.  This classification (Class I) is the strongest description of adverse 
impact available to us under CEQA and certainly does not downplay or 
“overlook” the noise impact of construction. 

SCAN-4 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discusses the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes and other geotechnical issues.  Impact GEO-4 addresses 
the potential for subsidence from oil and gas withdrawal and mitigation measures 
GEO-4a and GEO-4b recommend measures to reduce the potential of subsidence 
to a less than significant level. 

SCAN-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Jason Schwartz 

 
Comment # Response 

SCHJ-1 
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

SCHJ-2 The Proposed Project does not proposed the use of hydraulic fracturing 
technology.  Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological 
resources, Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and 
groundwater, and Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  
Section 4.10 of the DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact 
recreational resources. 

SCHJ-3 Emissions from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality 
and GHGs, of the DEIR. 

SCHJ-4 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the 
City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR acknowledges the 
fact that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I impact, significant and 
unavoidable and would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  The 
Proposed Project does not involve the use of an offshore oil platform, the drill rig 
and associated equipment would be located onshore at the Proposed Project site 
at 555 6th Street.  

SCHJ-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis 

SCHJ-6 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

SCHJ-7 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Quin Severo 
 

Comment # Response 

SEVQ-1 
Air pollutant emissions from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, 
Air Quality and GHGs, of the DEIR. 

SEVQ-2 The Applicant proposes the development of an onshore drilling and production 
facility site that would utilize directional drilling of 34 wells (30 oil, 4 four water 
injection) to access the oil and gas reserves.  The wells would be installed with a 
single drilling rig. 
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SEVQ-3 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project.  
Section 4.2 addresses odors, section 4.11 addresses noise and section 4.1 address 
aesthetics. 

SEVQ-4 Construction activities and schedule are included in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, of the DEIR.  Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the 
potential impacts and mitigation for traffic impacts. 

SEVQ-5 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project.  
Section  

SEVQ-6 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis 

SEVQ-7 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Howard Simon 
 

Comment # Response 

SIMH-1 

The Applicant would be required to monitor streets and repair them if necessary, 
at their expense.  The Fire Department training and additional FTE would be 
paid for by the Applicant.  One additional FTE for a small facility would be 
sufficient to provide oversight of codes and audits, etc.  Implementation of all 
mitigation measures would most likely require additional resources, paid for by 
the Applicant, particularly during the first years of the Project.  The HIA was 
prepared under a different contract than the EIR and is not part of the CEQA 
process.  Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project 
is detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis.  The development agreement would 
include insurance, bonding and indemnification requirements.   

 
Katie Smythe 

 
Comment # Response 

SMYK-1 Thank you for your comments. 
SMYK-2 Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses pollution and air quality impacts 

including the impact of pollutants.  Sections 4.8, Safety and Risk, and section 
4.2, Biological resources, discuss the frequency and impacts of oil spills and gas 
releases.  Section 4.1 of the DEIR presents a view shed analysis of the Proposed 
Project with 20 Key Observation Points (KOPs) in the City.  Section 4.1 also 
provides an analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Project to the character and 
quality of the existing site and its surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR 
provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies 
including City goals to preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote 
tourism. 

SMYK-3 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the 
City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism. 

SMYK-4 The DEIR analyzes the noise produced by the Project and section 4.11 includes a 
detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various Project phases.  Information 
on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project are detailed in the 
Cost Benefit Analysis 

SMYK-5 
Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses pollution and air quality impacts.  
Sections 4.8, Safety and Risk, and section 4.2, Biological resources, discuss the 
frequency and impacts of oil spills and gas releases.   
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Kamilah Sonko 
 

Comment # Response 

SONK-1 

Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project.  
Section 4.3 of the DEIR addresses the potential impacts of an oil spill on 
biological resources and acknowledges the fact that the potential of an oil spill is 
a Class I impact, significant and unavoidable.   

SONK-2 Emissions and odors from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality and GHGs, of the DEIR. 

SONK-3 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the 
City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism and section 4.1 analyzes the effects of the 
Project on Aesthetics. 

SONK-4 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Brad Sorensen 
 

Comment # Response 

SORB-1 Thank you for your comments. 
SORB-2 Thank you for your comments. 
SORB-3 Thank you for your comments. 

SORB-4 

CEQA requires not that all plans be completed and finalized, but that the 
feasibility of the mitigation and the plan can be determined and that performance 
criteria be established.  Emergency response plans to oil and gas exploration 
projects are common in Los Angeles, other fire departments have hazmat units 
capable of responding to an oil well fire or an oil spill, and these capabilities can 
be brought to this Project through increased training or expanded mutual air 
agreements.  The feasibility of developing a detailed emergency response plan is 
not in doubt and it is therefore acceptable under CEQA to make these 
conclusions. 

SORB-5 The oil company would be limited by the extent of the mineral leases. 
SORB-6 Please refer to response to comment SORB-4 

 
Elisabeth Spielvogel 

 
Comment # Response 

SPIE-1 Thank you for your comments. 
SPIE-2 Thank you for your comments. 
SPIE-3 Sections 4.8, Safety and Risk, and section 4.2, Biological resources, discuss the 

frequency and impacts of oil spills and gas releases.   
SPIE-4 Thank you for your comments. 
SPIE-5 Emissions from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality 

and GHGs, of the DEIR. 
SPIE-6 The evaluation of aesthetics and visual resources is subjective and dependent on 

many variables including the distance of the object from the viewer.  Section 4.1 
of the DEIR presents a view shed analysis of the Proposed Project with 20 Key 
Observation Points (KOPs) in the City.  Section 4.1 also provides an analysis of 
the impacts of the Proposed Project to the character and quality of the existing 
site and its surroundings.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the 
consistency of the Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including 
City goals to preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism. 

SPIE-7 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. 
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SPIE-8 The DEIR analyzes noise produced by the Project and section 4.11 includes a 
detailed analysis of the noise impact of the various Project phases including 
construction (Phases 1 and 3) and drilling (Phases 2 and 4). 

SPIE-9 See Section 2.0, Project Description, for the Proposed Project schedule. 
SPIE-10 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discusses the Proposed Project and the 

potential for earthquakes and other geotechnical issues.  Impact GEO-4 addresses 
the potential for subsidence from oil and gas withdrawal and mitigation measures 
GEO-4a and GEO-4b recommend measures to reduce the potential of subsidence 
to a less than significant level. 

SPIE-11 Thank you for your comments. 
SPIE-12 See Section 2.0, Project Description, for the Proposed Project schedule.  Drilling 

would be completed within 30 months of Phase 4, and might occur up to 30 days 
per year thereafter.  Workovers, with a 110 foot rig, could occur up to 90 days 
per year. 

SPIE-13 Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, discusses historical spills. 
SPIE-14 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 
SPIE-15 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 

recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project. 
 

Lael Stabler 
 

Comment # Response 

STAL-1 The baseline traffic counts were taken along Valley Drive Tuesday through 
Thursday, July 9-11, 2013.  This includes the peak summer months and 
incorporates traffic mid-week, when the peak construction traffic associated with 
the Proposed Project would be occurring. 

STAL-2 The DEIR concludes that truck traffic outside of school hours would be a 
significant impact under impact TR.1.  Mitigation, including limiting truck 
hours, adding crossing guards and increasing separation between pedestrians and 
trucks would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

STAL-3 Impacts on PCH/Herondo Street are assessed in the report under intersection 
number 7. 

STAL-4 Pier and Ardmore Avenues can accommodate a truck of up to 65 feet in length.  
This is why the mitigation measure was set at those values, in addition to being a 
CalTrans limit. 

 
E.J. Stemig 

 
Comment # Response 

STEE-1 
The Proposed Project does not involve the use of hydraulic fracturing technology 
and it has not been addressed as part of the CEQA process.  If fracking becomes 
an issue, a new CEQA analysis and additional approvals would be required. 

STEE-2 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discusses the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes and other geotechnical issues.  Impact GEO-4 addresses 
the potential for subsidence from oil and gas withdrawal and mitigation measures 
GEO-4a and GEO-4b recommend measures to reduce the potential of subsidence 
to a less than significant level. 

STEE-3 The HIA was prepared under a different contract than the EIR and is not part of 
the CEQA process.  The close proximity of the Proposed Project to populated 
areas is discussed in section 4.8, Safety and Risk, and 4.2, Air Quality related to 
odors. 

STEE-4 The Health Impact Assessment was prepared under a different contract than the 
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EIR and is not part of the CEQA process.  Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, 
addresses pollution and air quality impacts. 

STEE-5 The Proposed Project involves the use of tanker trucks to transport oil on a short 
term, temporary basis during Phase 2 to transport oil from the test phase.  Should 
the Proposed Project go forward with production, oil would be required to be 
transported via pipeline and the pipeline would be constructed in Phase 3. 

STEE-6 The option to change the one-way status of south Valley Drive to two-way was 
added to the mitigation measures in Impact TR.1.   

STEE-7 Noise modeling and the proposed design of the new maintenance yard indicate 
that, during operations, the impacts would be less than significant.  The height of 
the new yard would be comparable to the existing storage facility 

STEE-8 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis 

STEE-9 The development agreement would include insurance, bonding and 
indemnification requirements.   

STEE-10 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Ella Swanberg 
 

Comment # Response 

SWAE-1 Thank you for your comments. 
SWAE-2 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, 

Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  
Emissions from the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.2, Air Quality 
and GHGs, of the DEIR. 

SWAE-3 The Project would be subject to all applicable local, County, State and Federal 
laws and regulations.  The development agreement would include insurance, 
bonding and indemnification requirements.   

SWAE-4 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. Impact TR-1 address potential impacts to 
pedestrians and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 

SWAE-5 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project.  
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
William Victor 

 
Comment # Response 

VICW-1 
Sections 4.8, Safety and Risk, and section 4.2, Biological resources, discuss the 
frequency and impacts of oil spills and gas releases.   

VICW-2 Sections 4.8, Safety and Risk, and section 4.2, Biological resources, discuss the 
frequency and impacts of oil spills and gas releases.   

VICW-3 Mitigation measures have been added to increase the capabilities of dispatch and 
inspection associated with fire response.  Please see section 4.6, Fire Protection 
and Emergency Response. 

VICW-4 E&B is the Applicant for the Project.  Section 4.8, Safety and Risk, describes the 
historical spills. 

VICW-5 Specific personnel names involved in the historical spills were not available. 
VICW-6 Specific personnel names involved in the historical spills were not available. 
VICW-7 The Project is still in the early stages and contractors would not have been 
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selected at this time. 
VICW-8 Mitigation measures require additional resources to address spills, including spill 

response by the Applicant and the local Fire Department. 
VICW-9 Construction activities, particularly the pipeline construction, would also affect 

Redondo Beach and Torrance and those jurisdictions have been included in the 
EIR. 

VICW-10 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis 
 

VICW-11 Text defining the No Project Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative has been added to the FEIR. 

VICW-12 Text defining the No Project Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative has been added to the FEIR. 

VICW-13 Public meetings have been held and are planned for the EIR process. 
 

Elliott Walters 
 

Comment # Response 

WALE-1 Thank you for your comments. 
WALE-2 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis 
WALE-3 Comment noted, Section 4.1 of the DEIR presents a view shed analysis of the 

Proposed Project with 20 Key Observation Points (KOPs) in the City.  Section 
4.1 also provides an analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Project to the 
character and quality of the existing site and its surroundings.   

WALE-4 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, 
Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.  

WALE-5 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Declan Wright 
 

Comment # Response 

WRID-1 Thank you for your comments. 
WRID-2 The DEIR address the potential impacts of an oil spill and acknowledges the fact 

that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I impact, significant and unavoidable.  
Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts to biological resources, Section 4.9 
provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and Section 
4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR 
notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.   

WRID-3 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, and 
acknowledges the fact that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I impact, 
significant and unavoidable.  Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water 
quality and groundwater, and Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to 
the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential 
to impact recreational resources.   

WRID-4 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the potential consistency of 
the Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to 
preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism.  In addition, 
Section 13.2 of the Cost Benefit Analysis provides a discussion of the potential 
impact of the Proposed Project to tourism.  Sections 4.3, 4.9, and 4.14 provide 
additional analysis on the potential impacts of an oil spill. 
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WRID-5 Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, addresses the potential impacts and 
recommends mitigation to reduce those impacts form the Proposed Project.  
Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

 
Cindy Zhou 

 
Comment # Response 

ZHOC-1 Thank you for your comments. 
ZHOC-2 Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis includes discussion on the impact of 

the Proposed Project on the private property values in Hermosa Beach.  Section 
4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project with the City’s 
Land Use Policies including City goals to preserve the small town beach 
atmosphere and promote tourism. 

ZHOC-3 Section 4.10 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the consistency of the 
Proposed Project with the City’s Land Use Policies including City goals to 
preserve the small town beach atmosphere and promote tourism. 

ZHOC-4 The DEIR address the potential impacts of an oil spill and acknowledges the fact 
that the potential of an oil spill is a Class I impact, significant and unavoidable.  
Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts to biological resources, Section 4.9 
provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and Section 
4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the DEIR 
notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources.   

ZHOC-5 Section 4.7, Geological Resources-Soils discusses the Proposed Project and the 
potential for earthquakes and other geotechnical issues.  Impact GEO-4 addresses 
the potential for subsidence from oil and gas withdrawal and mitigation measures 
GEO-4a and GEO-4b recommend measures to reduce the potential of subsidence 
to a less than significant level. 

ZHOC-6 Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses pollution, air quality impacts and 
public health. 

ZHOC-7 The Project would be subject to all applicable local, County, State and Federal 
laws and regulations.  The exemption in the Federal Energy Policy Safe Drinking 
Water Act (SDWA) Act of 2005, often known as the Halliburton Loophole, 
applies to the underground injection of natural gas for purposes of storage and 
the underground injection of fluids or propping agents (other than diesel fuels) 
pursuant to hydraulic fracturing operations related to oil, gas, or geothermal 
production activities.  The Proposed Project does not involve the underground 
storage of natural gas or hydraulic fracturing technology. 

ZHOC-8 Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, provides the potential impacts and 
mitigation for traffic impacts. Impact TR-1 addresses potential impacts to 
pedestrians and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. 

ZHOC-9 Thank you for your comments. 
 

Mason Zisette 
 

Comment # Response 

ZISM-1 The Proposed Project does not involve the use of oil tankers or other offshore 
vessels.  Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological 
resources, Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and 
groundwater, and Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  
Section 4.10 of the DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact 
recreational resources. 

ZISM-2 Section 4.3 discusses potential impacts of an oil spill to biological resources, 
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Section 4.9 provides the potential impacts to water quality and groundwater, and 
Section 4.14 presents potential Project impacts to the ocean.  Section 4.10 of the 
DEIR notes an oil spill would have the potential to impact recreational resources. 

ZISM-3 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 
detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. 

ZISM-4 Section 4.2, Air Quality and GHG, addresses pollution and air quality impacts. 
ZISM-5 Information on the financial issues associated with the Proposed Project is 

detailed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. Thank you for your comments. 
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Q-Public Meetings-2 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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Q-Public Meetings-3 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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Q-Public Meetings-4 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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Q-Public Meetings-5 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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Q-Public Meetings-6 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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Q-Public Meetings-7 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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Q-Public Meetings-9 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-1
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Q-Public Meetings-10 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-1
continued
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Q-Public Meetings-11 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-1
continued

PUBM-2
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Q-Public Meetings-12 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-2
continued
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Q-Public Meetings-13 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-2
continued
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Q-Public Meetings-14 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-3
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Q-Public Meetings-15 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-3
continued
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Q-Public Meetings-16 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-3
continued
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Q-Public Meetings-17 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-4
continued
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Q-Public Meetings-18 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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continued
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Q-Public Meetings-19 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-6
continued
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Q-Public Meetings-20 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project

PUBM-6
continued
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PUBM-6
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Q-Public Meetings-22 E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project
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E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Public Draft Comments 
Public Meeting Comments 

 

Comment # Response 
PUBM-1 The EIR preparers acknowledge your views against the Proposed Project.  Text has 

been added to the FEIR to clarify that the environmentally superior alternative is the 
no Project alternative.  CEQA requires the selection of an additional alternative if the 
no Project alternative is selected. 

PUBM-2 The EIR preparers acknowledge your concern regarding comment response and will 
address your comments on the DEIR as best as possible.  Additional comments 
provided by Mr. Pruetz are responded to under responses to individuals under PRUR.  

PUBM-3 CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest 
meaningful stage, to serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-
making.  The detailed design of the facility has not been conducted at this time.   
However, there is sufficient information available that the feasibility of achieving 
equipment spacing that satisfies the intent of the codes and standards can be 
determined.  Under CEQA, this is not deferral of mitigation because the performance 
criteria, the specific codes and the standards that would be applied are well 
established.  Measures, such as fire walls and vessel insulation, are well established 
practices in industry and could be applied at the Project Site.  Unless the codes and 
standards can be satisfied, then the Project would not be allowed to move forward 
through the permit process.  This is like any building Project that comes forward, and 
is required to pass codes and standards in the detailed drawings and permit stage.  
CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in 
the planning process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising [mitigation] 
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
Project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906). 

PUBM-4 The Project’s conditions of approval will be included in the Development Agreement 
that will be presented to the voters on the ballot.  In addition to the mitigation 
measures of the Final EIR, conditions of approval will include actionable items that 
are administrative, many of which speak to how the Project is implemented.  The EIR 
cannot include a mitigation measure (or condition of approval) to address fracking, 
because the EIR’s measures can only address potential impacts of the Project as 
proposed.  As stated earlier (and in the EIR) this Project does not propose fracking.   

PUBM-5 Your views in support of the Proposed Project are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 
PUBM-6 The Fire Department training and additional FTE would be paid for by the Applicant.  

One additional FTE for a small facility would be sufficient to provide oversight of 
codes and audits, etc. 

PUBM-7 The commenter  requests to reassess field pressures from Scenario 1, Appendix C. 
Commenter believes these pressures are grossly overestimated for the area, as 
Torrance has never experienced such high pressures, even given the statement that the 
EIR must take a conservative approach.  Additional detail on pressures has been 
provided in the Final EIR under Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset and Hazards.   

PUBM-8 Your views regarding the CEO of another corporation are acknowledged by the EIR 
preparers; however, this comment does not relate to the analysis of this EIR. Ground 
movement impacts and oil spill impacts are extensively discussed in the Final EIR.  
Respond to statement that oil is toxic and poisonous. The EIR does identify noise 
impacts, as you’ve stated. The hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, well completion 
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Comment # Response 
technique is not part of the Proposed Project.  Page 2-20 of the DEIR indicates that the 
Applicant has not proposed any "fracking". If fracking becomes an issue, a new CEQA 
analysis and additional approvals would be required. Your disapproval of the Proposed 
Project is acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-9 Section 4.8 states, “Utilizing the Poisson equation, the probability that there would be 
any sized spill along any point of the pipeline over the 35 year life of the Project 
would be 34%.”  A large portion of these spills would be small spills or spills along 
areas of the pipeline where the spill would not flow into the ocean.  This comment 
requests that additional information be added to the EIR concerning the western snowy 
plover.  Western snowy plover was discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 4.3.1.3, 
Rare, Endangered, and Special Status Species.  Additional information has been added 
to the list of potential shorebirds in the Sandy Beach community description in Section 
4.3.1.1 and information on this species has been included in Figure 4.3-1 which 
includes major roosting and nesting habitat for this species. This comment suggests 
providing additional, recent data on nesting and foraging bird species in the SMB.  
Additional information from the 2011 Los Angeles/Long Beach Area Oil Spill 
Contingency Plan on specific sensitive sites which support bird nesting, foraging 
habitat, roosting sites, and sensitive species habitats has been added to text in Section 
4.3.2 and has been included in text and in Figure 4.3-1.  Mitigation Measure BIO-2 
requires the preparation and agency-approval of an Emergency Response Plan would 
include requirements to prioritize these sensitive resources in oil spill responses. The 
text in Table 4.3-1 concerning blue whale occurrences has been changed to read: 
“Present in low numbers, but increasing in recent years.” The comment suggests 
gathering additional information to derive a more complete list of avian species 
potentially inhabiting or foraging in the Greenbelt portion of Project Area.  Although 
the description of potential bird species would certainly increase with all of the 
historic bird sightings in the area, the EIR is required to take a reasonable approach in 
determining the level of effort identifying which species are present with any 
regularity to be affected by the Project.  The important point the EIR analysis makes is 
that the Project area is surrounded by busy roads, industrial and urban settings, and so 
therefore, this particular area does not support, on any regular basis, a natural diversity 
or abundant wildlife population.  Those species that are present are very flexible and 
can accommodate for sudden changes to their environment.  That is how they are able 
to survive in the unnatural, heavily impacted, conditions in the first place.  Therefore, 
the populations of species inhabiting the disturbed, marginal habitat surrounding the 
Project area are not expected to be affected by the Project including the increased 
noise resulting from the Proposed Project.  Please refer to Section 10.0, References for 
a comprehensive list of references on migratory and resident birds used for this EIR.  
The following text has been added to the impact analysis concerning lighting and 
noise impacts to wildlife species on page 4.3- 21:  

“Due to the industrial and residential setting in which the Project is located, it is 
unlikely that there would be any increase in impact level to any sensitive wildlife 
species, including native bird species, resulting from lighting or noise generated from 
the development or operational phases of the Project.  Those species inhabiting the 
marginal habitat surrounding the Project area would already be accustomed to the 
baseline level of noise and lighting which is already abundantly generated from 
houses, major road ways, and industrial activities in the area.  In addition, any 
permanent lighting for the Project would be designed to be directed downward and 
shielded in order to avoid obtrusive light spillage beyond the Project Site, reflective 
glare, and illumination of the nighttime sky.” 

PUBM-10 The SCAQMD has established regional thresholds that allow for growth and 
additional emissions but prevents substantial additional health related impacts.  These 
thresholds were used in the development of the EIR.  Construction emissions for a 
strip mall would most likely be significant and unavoidable as the construction 
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thresholds are easily exceeded by a medium sized construction project. 

PUBM-11 Your views in support of the Proposed Project are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 
PUBM-12 Your views in support of the Proposed Project are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 
PUBM-13 Your views in support of full disclosure within the EIR are acknowledged by the EIR 

preparers. 
PUBM-14 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.  Please see response to comment PUBM-7. Your views on the 
complexity of the EIR are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. As required by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR must thoroughly analyze 
numerous complex subjects, requiring a substantial amount of background information 
and data to adequately describe the environmental setting. Best efforts have been made 
to simplify the content analyzed. The Executive Summary can be referred to for less-
detailed overview. 

PUBM-15 Your views in support of the Proposed Project’s financial benefits to firefighting and 
policing are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-16 Table 4.11.1, Common Environmental Noise Levels, gives common examples of 
decibel levels. 

PUBM-17 Your views in support of the economic benefits from the Proposed Project are 
acknowledged by the EIR preparers.  Third party damage is one of the causes 
identified by the State Fire Marshall and the Federal DOT for pipeline spills.  Recent 
DOT data shows that "outside force" damage accounts for 25% of the oil spills from 
crude oil pipelines.  Spilling 30 barrels, or 1,260 gallons, if the spill enters storm 
drains during a rain event, could impact the marine environment.  30 barrels spilled 
could also be contained if detected rapidly.  Some oil spills in the Los Angeles area are 
discussed in section 4.8, Safety and Risk.  Redondo beach could experience the effects 
of an oil spill that reaches the marine environment as Redondo Beach is located 
immediately to the south of Hermosa Beach.   

PUBM-18 Implementation of mitigation measures FP-2a and FP-2b would reduce impacts 
associated with equipment spacing. Ensuring that equipment spacing complies with 
codes and standards before construction would ensure that impacts associated with 
equipment spacing would be less than significant.  Ensuring that firefighting methods, 
including fire foam, would automatically be detected and effectively discharged in the 
event of a crude oil spill would help to reduce the impacts of a crude oil fire.  Impacts 
would be less than significant with mitigation (Class II). 

PUBM-19 Both the drill rig and workover rig are depicted in several enhanced photos in Section 
4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources. 

PUBM-20 Your views in support of the Proposed Project, against the aesthetics of the current 
City Maintenance Yard, and regarding the duration of the approval process are 
acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-21 This EIR does not include a discussion on insurance requirements, as it is outside the 

Q-Public Meetings-191



Comment # Response 
scope of this EIR. The development agreement that would be agreed to as part of the 
permit process would include specific insurance, bonding and indemnification 
requirements. This EIR does not include a discussion on issues you brought up 
regarding “WorldCom,” as it is outside the scope of this EIR. During periods of Phase 
4, the 110-foot workover rig could be present on site for up to 90 days per year, as you 
stated. 

PUBM-22 Your disapproval of the Proposed Project is acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 
PUBM-23 Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis includes discussion on the impact of the 

Proposed Project on the private property values in Hermosa Beach.   
PUBM-24 Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis includes discussion on the impact of the 

Proposed Project on the private property values in Hermosa Beach.  The rest of the 
comment is not specific the tohe DEIR and no additional response is merited.  

PUBM-25 Your views regarding existing pipelines and potential hazards are acknowledged by 
the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-26 Your views regarding potential hazards and biological resources are acknowledged by 
the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-27 Your views in support of the Proposed Project are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 
Naturally occurring seeps are discussed in Section 4.7, Geological Resources and 
Soils.  

PUBM-28 The EIR preparers acknowledge your concern regarding comment response and will 
address your comments on the DEIR as best as possible.  The EIR preparers also 
acknowledge your disapproval of the Proposed Project.  Naturally occurring seeps are 
discussed in Section 4.7, Geological Resources and Soils. 

PUBM-29 Your views regarding the No Project Alternative as a common selection for the 
environmentally superior alternative amongst development projects are acknowledged 
by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-30 Significant and unavoidable impacts from odor could result from the Proposed Project. 
See impact AQ.5. There are, however, mitigation measures that would reduce the 
severity of odor impacts; however, the impacts are not fully mitigable and would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

PUBM-31 Project cost is addressed in the Cost Benefit Analysis. Additional information on the 
financial impact of revenue to Hermosa Beach associated with the Proposed Project is 
available in Sections 7.0 and 8.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis, including information 
on the funds that would be directed towards the school district. The development 
agreement that would be agreed to as part of the permit process would include specific 
insurance, bonding and indemnification requirements.  Earthquake impacts are 
discussed in Section 4.7, Geological Resources and Soils.  Discussion of street impacts 
due to construction at the Chevron El Segundo Refinery is not relevant to this Project 
or the EIR.  Your views against children being introduced to discussion over the 
Proposed Project are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. Your comment regarding 
the CEO’s purchase of property is outside the scope of this EIR. Council member 
attendance at public meetings is outside the scope of this EIR. There is not enough 
information in your comment regarding a “25-foot whatever it’s going to be” to 
determine what it is that you are requesting. 

PUBM-32 The EIR preparers acknowledge your concerns regarding the proximity of 
recreationalists, your home, and your family to the Proposed Project Site and 
acknowledge your desire to give a face to those in the vicinity of the Proposed Project 
Site. 

PUBM-33 Your disapproval of odor impacts and wells in residential areas is acknowledged by 
the EIR preparers. Your concerns regarding increased traffic and potential danger to 
children are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality and Section 4.14, Water Resources discuss wastewater. 

PUBM-34 The EIR acknowledges and analyzes the impacts of the Proposed Project’s water use; 
see Section 4.14, Water Resources.  Most of the water used by the Proposed Project 
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would be reclaimed water. The discussion in Section 4.14, Water Resources under 
impact WR.4 under the subsection Water Demand details water usage for the 
Proposed Project. At peak production, facilities related to the Proposed Oil Project 
would require approximately 7 megawatts (MW) of power during drilling and 3 MW 
during operations. Electricity consumption is further detailed in Section 4.5, Energy 
and Mineral Resources. The City is the agency responsible for putting measures on a 
ballot. 

PUBM-35 The EIR preparers acknowledge your views regarding the analysis of costs versus 
benefits for the Proposed Project. 

PUBM-36 The EIR preparers acknowledge your views that the City of Hermosa Beach would 
benefit from the financial aspect of the Proposed Project. 

PUBM-37 Your concerns regarding the perception of the City as it relates to the Proposed Project 
and your concerns regarding public health are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-38 CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest 
meaningful stage, to serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-
making.  The detailed design of the facility has not been conducted at this time.  
However, there is sufficient information available that the feasibility of achieving 
equipment spacing that satisfies the intent of the codes and standards can be 
determined.  Under CEQA, this is not deferral of mitigation because the performance 
criteria, the specific codes and the standards that would be applied are well 
established.  Measures, such as fire walls and vessel insulation, are well established 
practices in industry and could be applied at the Project Site.  Unless the codes and 
standards can be satisfied, then the Project would not be allowed to move forward 
through the permit process.  This is like any building Project that comes forward, and 
is required to pass codes and standards in the detailed drawings and permit stage.  
CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in 
the planning process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising [mitigation] 
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
Project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906). Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset and 
Hazards details the impacts of potential accidents. Refer to the Cost Benefit Analysis 
for economic analysis of the Proposed Project. Your concerns about the Proposed 
Project are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-39 The EIR preparers acknowledge your wishes to not be put at risk by others.  The EIR 
includes discussion of the types of incidents that can occur in drilling projects.  

PUBM-40 The EIR includes the frequency of releases in section 4.8, Safety and Risk, table 4.8-
12.  The thresholds used in this report are the same as have been used in the past, 
specifically, the use of FN curves.  No specific odds of releases or fatalities are used to 
define the significance.  Numerous scenarios generate a range of impacts that can 
produce 1 or multiple injuries and fatalities and the FN curves are a methods to 
summarize those impacts.  The Proposed Projects combined scenarios and resulting 
impacts are plotted on FN curves, they were with the City's Bercha report and the 
McMasters reports, to define the significance. 

PUBM-41 Your views regarding the risk of a spill or seepage from oil wells running from 
onshore to offshore as opposed to the risk of a spill or seepage from oil tankers is 
acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-42 Your optimism regarding potential revenues from the Proposed Project is 
acknowledged by the EIR preparers. The way in which revenues are spent is outside 
the scope of this EIR. 

PUBM-43 Comments from the Natural Resources Defense Council have been received. 
Significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified in this EIR, as you noted. 
Your view that the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative 
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is supported by the findings in this EIR. Your concerns regarding the Proposed Project 
are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-44 Your views regarding economic issues within the City of Hermosa Beach are 
acknowledged by the EIR preparers. The Cost Benefit Analysis addresses economic 
impacts of the Proposed Project, while this EIR addresses environmental impacts of 
the Proposed Project. Therefore, these economic issues are outside the scope of this 
EIR. 

PUBM-45 The hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, well completion technique is not part of the 
Proposed Project.  Page 2-20 of the DEIR indicates that the Applicant has not 
proposed any "fracking". If fracking or redrilling becomes an issue, a new CEQA 
analysis and additional approvals would be required.  Past wells and their 
abandonment practices are monitor and regulated by DOGGR and are abandoned to 
prevent migration of reservoir fluids to the surface or into aquifers.  Information on 
Herondo Street storm drains is located in Section 4.8, Safety and Risk (where there is 
a map and explanations) as well as in Section 4.9, Hydrology.   

PUBM-46 Your concerns about air toxins and emissions are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 
PUBM-47 Your views on the complexity of the EIR are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. As 

required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR must 
thoroughly analyze numerous complex subjects, requiring a substantial amount of 
background information and data to adequately describe the environmental setting. 
Best efforts have been made to simplify the content analyzed. The Executive Summary 
can be referred to for less-detailed overview. 
 
Fracking is not proposed as part of the E&B proposed Project.  Directional drilling is 
drilling wells at multiple angles to better reach and produce oil and gas reserves.  
Directional drilling allows for multiple wells from the same drilling location. 

PUBM-48 The ground flare does have a stack that vents the hot gases upward, acting more like a 
heater that an open flame flare.  Heater stacks can be located quite close to tanks as 
long as thermal radiation modeling is conducted to confirm whether the tanks need to 
be insulated.  An open flame flare would be more hazardous and was not considered. 
 
Your concerns regarding the proximity of your home and your neighbors’ homes to 
the Proposed Project Site as it relates to potential hazards are acknowledged by the 
EIR preparers. 

PUBM-49 Your disapproval of the aesthetics of the current City Maintenance Yard is 
acknowledged by the EIR preparers. For a detailed discussion of the soil remediation 
that would occur prior to final grading of the Project Site, refer to the Remedial Action 
Plan provided in Appendix A. Your support for the Proposed Project is acknowledged 
by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-50 Section 4.8 states, “Utilizing the Poisson equation, the probability that there would be 
any sized spill along any point of the pipeline over the 35 year life of the Project 
would be 34%.” A large portion of these spills would be small spills or spills along 
areas of the pipeline where the spill would not flow into the ocean.  This comment 
recommends that the EIR provides more detail on cleanup procedures and the effects 
of dispersals and other chemicals used in oil-spill cleanup efforts.  The analysis, as 
written in Impact BIO-2, does include the potential for impacts to wildlife from 
cleanup efforts.  In addition, the Emergency Response Plan, which will be reviewed by 
both the City and experts in OSPR and other resource agencies, will include additional 
details on specific cleanup requirements for specific resources. Your concerns 
regarding liquefaction are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. Please see Section 4.7, 
Geological Resources/Soils for a discussion on liquefaction. 

PUBM-51 Table 2-11, Phase 4 Drilling Chemicals, lists chemicals which would be disposed in 
the injection wells. Your concerns regarding water resources are acknowledged by the 
EIR preparers.  Water quality impacts are extensively discussed in Section 4. 14, 
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Water Resources.  

PUBM-52 This EIR does identify significant and unavoidable impacts for the Proposed Project. 
Concerns regarding proximity of residents to the Proposed Project Site, emissions, 
transportation, hazards, public health, and impacts on tourism are acknowledged by 
the EIR preparers.  Information on historic oil spills is included in Section 4.8 Safety, 
Risk of Upset and Hazards.  

PUBM-53 Tank design is regulated by codes and standards, such as API 620. 650, and 653, 
which help to ensure that tanks can sustain earthquakes.  Some tanks do fail, however, 
and secondary containment is provided for the proposed project.  Multiple tank 
failures producing complete failure of both tanks is extremely unlikely and has not 
been addressed as the risks would be below the acceptability thresholds.  The EIR 
acknowledges that an oil spill that reaches the ocean would be considered a significant 
and unavoidable impact.  However, it should also be noted that the probability of an 
oil spill occurring from the pipeline during a significant rain event is extremely low.  
In addition, while the impact would be significant if it reached the beach, the spill 
volumes reaching the ocean are unlikely to be substantial enough, given the volumes 
projected to be spilled and the distance to the ocean, to be considered catastrophic.  
 
Additional text has been added to the Environmental Setting and impact evaluation 
regarding wastewater injection induced seismicity.  Detailed maps of all proposed 
wells have not been provided by the Applicant for inclusion in the EIR.  Each well 
location would be based on the outcome (i.e., geology, oil/gas/water content) of the 
initial test wells and (if drilled) any successive wells drilling during Phase 4.  There is 
no state or federal methodology to determine what sufficient distance is required 
between injection wells and faults.  
 
Impact WR.3 indicates that the Project Site is located along the westerly edge of the 
West Coast Basin.  Three major fresh water aquifers comprise the West Coast Basin: 
the 200-Foot Sand (Gage Aquifer), the Silverado Aquifer, and the Lower San 
Pedro/Pico Aquifer.  Groundwater depth in these predominantly confined aquifers 
reaches more than 1,500 feet in the West Coast Basin, although water production wells 
generally are not this deep.  

The injection wells would pass through these fresh water deposits, creating potential 
water quality impacts as a result of well leakage and/or inadvertent migration of 
wastewater from the point of injection upward through the formation, as a result of 
frac-outs, which are uncontrolled releases of produced water from the formation.   
 
New text has been added from the 2011 EPA report referenced in these comments, as 
well as from a U.S. General Accounting Office report regarding groundwater 
contamination related to Class II wells.   It is acknowledged that the integrity of some 
Class II injection wells has been compromised historically, potentially resulting in 
leaks to the subsurface.  As a result, Impact WR.3 has been changed from less than 
significant to potentially significant and mitigation measures have been imposed 
accordingly as follows: 
WR-3a The Applicant shall complete a site-specific Area of Review/Zone of 
Endangering Influence analysis, per Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
requirements, to determine if oil and gas wells are present that might serve as conduits 
for injected liquids to migrate upward to underground sources of drinking water.  In 
the event that such wells are present, those wells shall be plugged and abandoned such 
that underground sources of drinking water (i.e., less than 10,000 mg/L total dissolved 
solids) are protected.  Plugging and abandonment of those wells shall include zonal 
isolation plugs outside all casings and shall be completed per current Division of Oil, 
Gas, and Geothermal Resources standards. 
WR-3b The Applicant shall confine injected fluids into the intended zone of injection 
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in order to adequately protect underground sources of drinking water.  Injection well 
cement shall be placed at the base of all underground sources of drinking water, and 
not just at the base of fresh water, to protect water with total dissolved solids content 
ranging from 3,000 mg/L to 10,000 mg/L. 
WR-3c The Applicant shall complete step-rate tests, using bottom-hole and surface 
pressure gauges, such that maximum allowable surface injection pressures are set at a 
maximum of 95 percent of the fracture pressure of the formation being injected.  
WR-3d The Applicant shall ensure that the hydrostatic pressure in overlying West 
Coast Basin aquifers is not exceeded during injection over the active life of the 
disposal wells. To ensure that this does not occur, the static reservoir pressure shall be 
monitored on a periodic basis, per Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
requirements, and injection into the receiving zone shall cease if and when the 
hydrostatic pressure is exceeded.  
WR-3e The Applicant shall meet with Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 
Resources staff annually to review the status of the waste water injection wells. Any 
deficiencies identified by Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources staff shall 
be immediately rectified by the Applicant. 

PUBM-54 See discussion on Pipelines in Section 4.8, Safety, Risk of Upset and Hazards for a 
discussion on risks associated with oil transportation via pipeline. Your views on the 
potential increase in truck traffic are acknowledged by the EIR preparers.  

PUBM-55 Your views on the complexity of the EIR are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. As 
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR must 
thoroughly analyze numerous complex subjects, requiring a substantial amount of 
background information and data to adequately describe the environmental setting. 
Best efforts have been made to simplify the content analyzed. Risk mitigation is 
limited in regards to drilling because regulatory requirements, such as the use of 
BOPE, are already in place.  Risk mitigation related to gas pipeline safety and 
reducing the probability of oil spills is also included.  The Executive Summary can be 
referred to for less-detailed overview. Your views regarding compatibility of land use 
and spacing of the Proposed Project are acknowledged by the EIR preparers.   

PUBM-56 Your views on the complexity of the EIR are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. As 
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR must 
thoroughly analyze numerous complex subjects, requiring a substantial amount of 
background information and data to adequately describe the environmental setting. 
Best efforts have been made to simplify the content analyzed. The Executive Summary 
can be referred to for less-detailed overview. For a detailed discussion of the soil 
remediation that would occur prior to final grading of the Project Site, refer to the 
Remedial Action Plan provided in Appendix A. 
 
The proposed hotel project that was constructed in Hermosa Beach in the early 2000s 
had an EIR prepared and 4 significant and unavoidable impacts were identified (noise, 
air quality and aesthetics).  Raw sewage is not anticipated to flow to the ocean. 

PUBM-57 Your concerns about the immitigability of potential impacts are acknowledged by the 
EIR preparers. Your disapproval of financial benefits to the City from the Proposed 
Project as an incentive to approve the Proposed Project is acknowledged by the EIR 
preparers. The Applicant would be required to develop detailed response plans, 
including cleanup methods, that would be approved by the City and authorizing 
agencies. 

PUBM-58 Section 4.8 states, “Utilizing the Poisson equation, the probability that there would be 
any sized spill along any point of the pipeline over the 35 year life of the Project 
would be 34%.”  A large portion of these spills would be small spills or spills along 
areas of the pipeline where the spill would not flow into the ocean.  A large spill, 
spilling in an area that could flow into the ocean (along Herondo or Valley) is a 0.4% 
chance before mitigation. 
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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.   
 
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 
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 
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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. 
 

PUBM-59 Impacts to Manhattan Beach and other cities in the Santa Monica Bay are evaluated in 
the EIR.  Your concerns regarding potential offshore subsidence are acknowledged by 
the EIR preparers.  As detailed in Section 4.7, Geological Resources/Soils, offshore 
subsidence could result from Proposed Project operations, as oil would be extracted 
beneath offshore waters. Offshore subsidence could damage offshore pipelines, 
outfalls, jetties, and piers, as well as change the dynamics of coastal depositional and 
erosional processes due to lowering of beach levels.  The Applicant has proposed a 
comprehensive Subsidence Monitoring Program as a part of the Proposed Oil Project 
in order to monitor subsidence in the area during oil extraction and water injection.  
The Program would ensure that subsidence would not occur to the degree that it could 
endanger the facility, surrounding properties/structures, shoreline areas, and offshore 
areas. Potential impacts would be reduced to a level that is less than significant with 
mitigation with the implementation of mitigation measures GEO-4a and GEO-4b. 
Detailed maps of all proposed wells have not been provided by the Applicant for 
inclusion in the EIR.  Each well location would be based on the outcome (i.e., 
geology, oil/gas/water content) of the initial test wells and (if drilled) any successive 
wells drilling during Phase 4.  Geological impacts are discussed under Section 4.7, 
Geological resources and Soils.   

PUBM-60 Your comments regarding the Chevron facility in El Segundo are outside the scope of 
this EIR; however, your comments are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. No 
indications of soil methane have been exhibited in the area.  Soil sampling has been 
conducted onsite and no methane has been detected.  Methane releases during the 
Project drilling and production could occur and are addressed in section 4.2, Air 
Quality, and Section 4.8, Safety and Risk. H2S levels could range up to 100ppm in the 
produced gas within the piping.  The ERPG-3 planning guideline states that this level 
could produce fatalities if persons were exposed for 60 minutes.  However, 100 ppm 
within the piping does not equate to 100 ppm in the atmosphere at a location where 
employees or the public could inhale it, and if it were released to the atmosphere it 
would disperse within a few feet to a level below the ERPG-2 or 3 and would not 
remain below that level due to dispersion in the air.  Text has been added to the FEIR 
to clarify these points.  Your view that the Project Site is too close to sensitive 
receptors is acknowledged by the EIR preparers.  As indicated in Impact GEO.2, 
impacts associated with potential Project induced seismicity are considered potentially 
significant and a Subsidence and Induced Seismicity Monitoring Program would be 
implemented to determine whether impacts are occurring.  Mitigation Measures GEO-
2a, -2b, and -2c provide additional measures to supplement the program.  In addition, 
the Subsidence and Induced Seismicity Monitoring Plan has been added as an 
appendix to the EIR.  Your disapproval of the Proposed Project is acknowledged by 
the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-61 The hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, well completion technique is not part of the 
Proposed Project.  Page 2-20 of the DEIR indicates that the Applicant has not 
proposed any "fracking". If fracking, or any other unconventional extraction 
technique, becomes an issue, a new CEQA analysis and additional approvals would be 
required. CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest 
meaningful stage, to serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-
making.  The detailed design of the facility has not been conducted at this time.  
However, there is sufficient information available that the feasibility of achieving 
equipment spacing that satisfies the intent of the codes and standards can be 
determined.  Under CEQA, this is not deferral of mitigation because the performance 
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criteria, the specific codes and the standards that would be applied are well 
established.  Measures, such as fire walls and vessel insulation, are well established 
practices in industry and could be applied at the Project Site.  Unless the codes and 
standards can be satisfied, then the Project would not be allowed to move forward 
through the permit process.  This is like any building Project that comes forward, and 
is required to pass codes and standards in the detailed drawings and permit stage.  
CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in 
the planning process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising [mitigation] 
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
Project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906). The City is the agency responsible for 
planning City voting agendas and ballot measures proposed therein. 

PUBM-62 Respond to comment that building the Proposed Project on sandy soil is not a danger, 
as it has not historically affected infrastructure or buildings in the event of an 
earthquake. Your views that minor inconveniences potentially encountered from the 
Proposed Project should not be grounds for rejection are acknowledged by the EIR 
preparers.  

PUBM-63 Proposed mitigation are additional ideas generated by the EIR consultant.  Some of the 
mitigation measures were actually proposed by the Applicant, but lack specificity, so 
they have been added into the EIR with performance criteria.  Releases that could 
impact the beach are quantified and section 4.3, Biology, describe the potential impact 
to beaches.  Information on truck spills is included in section 4.8, Safety and Risk. 
 
Section 12.0 of the Cost Benefit Analysis includes discussion on the impact of the 
Proposed Project on the private property values in Hermosa Beach.   

PUBM-64 Odor impacts are considered significant and unavoidable in the EIR, which is the 
highest classification of impact under CEQA.  Impacts are not underestimated as 
suggested in the comment.  The EIR preparers acknowledge your concern regarding 
comment response and will address your comments on the DEIR as best as possible. 

PUBM-65 CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest 
meaningful stage, to serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-
making.  The detailed design of the facility has not been conducted at this time.  
However, there is sufficient information available that the feasibility of achieving 
equipment spacing that satisfies the intent of the codes and standards can be 
determined.  Under CEQA, this is not deferral of mitigation because the performance 
criteria, the specific codes and the standards that would be applied are well 
established.  Measures, such as fire walls and vessel insulation, are well established 
practices in industry and could be applied at the Project Site.  Unless the codes and 
standards can be satisfied, then the Project would not be allowed to move forward 
through the permit process.  This is like any building Project that comes forward, and 
is required to pass codes and standards in the detailed drawings and permit stage.  
CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in 
the planning process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising [mitigation] 
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
Project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906). Significant and unavoidable impacts from 
odor could result from the Proposed Project. See impact AQ.5. There are, however, 
mitigation measures that would reduce the severity of odor impacts; however, the 
impacts are not fully mitigable and would remain significant and unavoidable. Table 
4.11-1, Common Environmental Noise Levels, compares 30 decibels to the noise level 
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of a quiet bedroom at night or a wilderness area. Several significant and unavoidable 
impacts from noise and vibration of the Proposed Project have been indicated in the 
impact summary table at the end of the Executive Summary and also in the impact 
analysis in Section 4.11, Noise and Vibration. 

PUBM-66 Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases discusses global climate change. 
PUBM-67 The Proposed Project Applicant is E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation 

or E&B.  EIR Sections 4.3 Biological Resources, 4.8 Safety, Risk of Upset, and 
Hazards and 4.10 Land Use and Recreation discuss the potential for, and the impacts 
from, an oil spill to biological resources and the community of Hermosa Beach and 
provides an evaluation of the Proposed Project within the City’s Land Use Policies.  
Historical oil spills are also discussed in section 4.8. Section 4.2, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gases discusses impacts to air quality.  Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources discusses the visual impacts of the Proposed Project and includes photo 
simulations. Your views of the Proposed Project are acknowledged by the EIR 
preparers. 

PUBM-68 Your comments regarding the story you heard on the radio are acknowledged by the 
EIR preparers. 

PUBM-69 The CUP addresses this under Section 1, subsection 4, that a workover rig "or any 
other rig" shall be 90 days per year.  If taken in isolation, this would limit the use of 
the full drilling rig to 90 days per year and daytime only.  However, this section is 
only addressing the use of workover rigs, or any other type of rig that is used for 
workovers, and not a full drilling rig.  This becomes clear when other sections of the 
CUP are examined which clearly state the assumption that drilling would occur for 24 
hours per day, including: 
 
Section 3.2 "Security personnel shall be employed at all times during the drilling stage 
(24 hours)" 
Section 8.9c "During the drilling phase. Noise monitoring shall occur during a six-
hour period between the hours from 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. at least once each month 
during the drilling phase of the Project." 
Section 1.12 "All wells must be drilled and completed within 55 months from the start 
of drilling of the first exploratory well" 
 
Therefore, when taken in context, Section 1.4 of teh CUP is referring to workover 
activities only. 
 
The 3-4 months of drilling and 7-9 months of test wold not be allowed to exceed 12 
months, as per the CUP.  However, the exact spilt is flexible. 

PUBM-70 See Section 1.0, Introduction, for background history, legal issues, and the Settlement 
Agreement information. 

PUBM-71 Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources discusses the visual impacts of the 
Proposed Project and includes photo simulations. Your comments are acknowledged 
by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-72 Significant and unavoidable impacts from odor could result from the Proposed Project. 
See impact AQ.5. There are, however, mitigation measures that would reduce the 
severity of odor impacts; however, the impacts are not fully mitigable and would 
remain significant and unavoidable. Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
discusses the visual impacts of the Proposed Project. Your comments on the Cost 
Benefit Analysis are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. CEQA calls for 
environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest meaningful stage, to 
serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-making.  The detailed 
design of the facility has not been conducted at this time.  However, there is sufficient 
information available that the feasibility of achieving equipment spacing that satisfies 
the intent of the codes and standards can be determined.  Under CEQA, this is not 
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deferral of mitigation because the performance criteria, the specific codes and the 
standards that would be applied are well established.  Measures, such as fire walls and 
vessel insulation, are well established practices in industry and could be applied at the 
Project Site.  Unless the codes and standards can be satisfied, then the Project would 
not be allowed to move forward through the permit process.  This is like any building 
Project that comes forward, and is required to pass codes and standards in the detailed 
drawings and permit stage.  CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for 
which mitigation is known to be feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit 
devising such measures early in the planning process, the agency can commit itself to 
eventually devising [mitigation] measures that will satisfy specific performance 
criteria articulated at the time of Project approval," and that " a condition requiring 
compliance with regulations is a common and reasonable mitigation measure" 
(Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906). 

PUBM-73 Your comments encouraging residents to read the Executive Summary are 
acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 

PUBM-74 CEQA calls for environmental review of discretionary projects at the earliest 
meaningful stage, to serve its purposes of public participation and informed decision-
making.  The detailed design of the facility has not been conducted at this time.  
However, there is sufficient information available that the feasibility of achieving 
equipment spacing that satisfies the intent of the codes and standards can be 
determined.  Under CEQA, this is not deferral of mitigation because the performance 
criteria, the specific codes and the standards that would be applied are well 
established.  Measures, such as fire walls and vessel insulation, are well established 
practices in industry and could be applied at the Project Site.  Unless the codes and 
standards can be satisfied, then the Project would not be allowed to move forward 
through the permit process.  This is like any building Project that comes forward, and 
is required to pass codes and standards in the detailed drawings and permit stage.  
CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in 
the planning process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising [mitigation] 
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
Project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906). 

PUBM-75 Your comments are acknowledged by the EIR preparers. 
PUBM-76 The EIR addresses traffic impacts from the moving of the City Maintenance Yard in 

section 4.13, Transportation, sub section 4.13.7 along with a supplemental traffic 
analysis located in the appendix.  
CEQA case law states:  “for the kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be 
feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in 
the planning process, the agency can commit itself to eventually devising [mitigation] 
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of 
project approval," and that " a condition requiring compliance with regulations is a 
common and reasonable mitigation measure" (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of 
Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 906).  The Emergency Response Plan and Oil 
Spill Contingency Plans would be developed as part of the regulatory requirements 
and would adhere to these performance standards.   

PUBM-77 The drilling vibrations are discussed in section 4.11, Noise and Vibrations.  The 
pipeline maps are shown in section 2.0, Project Description.  Detailed facility plot 
plans are shown in Section 2.0, Project Description, which include the location of the 
flare, oil tanks, drilling area and a range of other equipment onsite. Liquefaction is 
discussed in Section 4.7, Geological Resources/Soils. 
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