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South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 
(909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov 

 
 
Emailed: April 17, 2014       April 17, 2014 
oilproject@hermosabch.org 
 
Mr. Ken Robertson 
Community Development Director 
City of Hermosa Beach 
1315 Valley Drive 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
 
 

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the  
E&B Oil Drilling and Production Project 

 
 
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for this project as a commenting and 
responsible agency.  We also appreciate your willingness to accept these late comments.  
The comments below are intended as guidance and should be incorporated into the Final 
EIR as appropriate. 
 
The project includes the relocation of an existing city maintenance yard, and the 
subsequent placement of an oil drilling and production facility.  The nearest residents are 
approximately 160 feet away and the nearest businesses are 100 feet away.  This facility 
would include 30 production wells and 4 water injection wells, with a maximum capacity 
of 8,000 barrels per day of crude oil and 2.5 million standard cubic feet per day of natural 
gas.  Among various facility appurtenances, the project would also include an oil 
treatment system, a gas treatment system, a vapor recovery system, a flare, five natural 
gas micro-turbines with a total capacity of 1,000 kW, two oil storage tanks, and offsite 
pipeline construction.  The project will not perform hydraulic fracturing. 
 
SCAQMD staff has three primary concerns with the potential air quality impacts and 
analysis of the proposed project.  These include: 1) potential for significant impacts to 
neighbors during drilling and operation of the facility, 2) apparent inaccuracies in the 
dispersion modeling analysis that may underestimate impacts, and 3) inadequate 
mitigation to reduce significant impacts. Details regarding these comments are attached.  
In order to most effectively address these concerns, the project applicant should contact 
SCAQMD staff to ensure that the air quality analysis accurately discloses potential 
impacts to the community and is adequate for any permits needed from our agency. 
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Community Development Director�
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Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21092.5, SCAQMD staff requests that the lead 
agency provide the SCAQMD with written responses to these comments prior to 
adoption of the Final EIR.  Staff is available to work with the lead agency to address 
these and any other air quality concerns that may arise.  Should you have any questions 
regarding these comments, please contact me at (909) 396-3244. 
 
     Sincerely, 

      
     Ian MacMillan 
     Program Supervisor 
     Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
 
Attachment 
 
LAC140213-01 
Control Number 
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1. Potential for Significant Impacts to Community 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project may have significant odor impacts 
due to its close proximity to existing homes in the neighborhood.  SCAQMD staff has 
found that other petroleum operations in our jurisdiction have also caused air quality 
problems, in part due to their close proximity to residents.  Although many of the 
mitigation measures put forward in the Draft EIR should have some effectiveness at 
reducing odor impacts, the ultimate conclusion that odor impacts will remain significant 
due to the proximity to residents is concerning.  The Draft EIR indicates that the lead 
agency appears willing to lock in a long-term problem for local residents that may also 
affect our agency’s resources if we are required to address persistent air quality 
complaints.  We therefore recommend that the proposed Odor Minimization Plan contain 
contingency measures that are enforceable by the lead agency to ensure that any nuisance 
odors from the facility are eliminated. 
 

2. Dispersion Modeling for Localized Impacts and HRA 
SCAQMD appreciates that the lead agency conducted a detailed quantitative analysis of 
potential air quality impacts.  The Draft EIR indicates that dispersion modeling shows 
that all operational criteria pollutant and health risk impacts would be less than 
significant after incorporating mitigation.  SCAQMD staff notes that we were not able to 
completely review this analysis because some of the input files were not provided for 
review.  However, based on the files provided it appears that localized particulate matter 
and health risk impacts may be significant if the modeling analysis is corrected to be 
consistent with procedures required for permitting.  In particular, the following 
corrections should be made in the Final EIR: 

• The most recent version of AERMOD should be used.  Version 09292 was used, 
however at the time of the model was run the current version of the software was 
Version 13350.  This update may yield substantial differences to predicted 
concentrations.  The most recent version of AERMOD would also be required for 
air quality permitting purposes. 

• Annual particulate matter impacts should be based on calendar year impacts, 
consistent with SCAQMD recommended methodology. 

• All sources modeled in AERMOD for HARP need to use unitized emission rates 
(e.g., 1 g/s).  It appears that some of the area sources did not correctly do this.  
Non-unitized emission rates may present inaccuracies in reported risks. 

 
Without making these adjustments, it appears that there may be undisclosed and 
unmitigated significant impacts for carcinogenic health risks, and exceedances of the 24-
hour and annual PM10 standards.  In addition, all electronic modeling files should be 
provided to SCAQMD staff, with sufficient time for our review prior to adoption of the 
Final EIR.  Missing files from the Draft EIR analysis include the BPIP input files, a 
complete set of HARP input and output files, and complete input and output files of 
mitigated scenarios. 
 
  

SCAQMD-1

SCAQMD-2
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3. Mitigation  
Mitigation measure AQ-4 requires the applicant to “limit the microturbine PM emissions 
to 0.0035 lbs/mmbtu, or an equivalent reduction in the number and/or size of the micro-
turbines, in order to reduce emissions to below the localized thresholds.”  Although the 
goal of this measure appears to be targeted at keeping project impacts below SCAQMD 
CEQA significance thresholds, it is unclear how it can be enforced.  For example, this 
limit would presumably be imposed during the air quality permitting process.  However 
air quality permits are applied to each permit unit, not to the facility as a whole.  Because 
the mitigation measure and the CEQA thresholds apply to the entire facility, there is no 
method defined to ensure that this measure would be enforced at the time of permitting.  
The project applicant has not yet applied for permits with our agency and it is not clear 
when this may occur.  The mitigation measure should therefore include a provision that 
the lead agency will be responsible for ensuring that the applicant will take permit 
conditions that apply to the entire facility, not just individual permit units. 

SCAQMD-3
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E&B Oil Drilling & Production Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

Public Draft Comments 
Government Agencies  

 
 

California Coastal Commission 
 

Comment # Response 

CCC-1 The Project Description, Figures 2.1, 2.5, 2.6, 2.9, 2.12 and 2.14, shows the 
various Project components, including the site locations, the site plot plans, well 
bore locations (for the test wells), traffic routes, and other Project features 
(temporary and permanent).. 

CCC-2 Detailed mapping of utilities would be performed as part of the detailed permit 
stage that would occur during project implementation.   

CCC-3 Section 2.4.7 discusses decommissioning and abandoning.  Project life end 
decommissioning and abandonment would occur under a separate permit and 
CEQA process. 

CCC-4 The RAP was developed by the Applicant and is not necessarily a regulatory 
document but a plan by the Applicant to clean up the site as part of implementing 
the Project.  Specific levels of lead contamination that would be acceptable might 
change based on more detailed review and approval by various agencies, such as 
the RWQCB, but that the levels defined by regulatory authorities would be 
required under law to be applied.  The RWQCB Environmental Screening Level 
Look-up table value is a guidance document developed by the RWQCB for the 
protection of groundwater quality.  The proposed site specific soil remediation 
target for lead established by the applicant’s consultant is based on human health 
protection; and the soil remediation target for total petroleum hydrocarbons 
(TPH) has been established by the RWQCB for the protection of groundwater 
quality based on the depth to groundwater at TPH-contaminated sites.  The RAP 
was developed with the goal of physically removing both lead- and TPH-
containing soil where feasible.  Due to the physical limitations of the depth of 
soil that can be safely excavated at the site due to slope stability (some 
contamination is 40 feet deep on a small site, which would require extensive 
shoring), only the upper approximately 15 feet of impacted soil will be excavated 
and transported off-site for disposal.  The Applicant will be required to document 
the source of the applicable U.S. EPA and RWQCB standards as part of the 
cleanup efforts. 
 
For the air quality and traffic analysis, the DEIR assumes that all material is 
removed during the RAP process, thereby ensuring that the maximum number of 
truck trips and excavation activities would occur in order to assess potential 
impacts to air quality and traffic.   

CCC-5 The RAP concludes that lead left in place under a "cap" would not impact public 
health.  This is a common approach to addressing soil contamination in areas 
where further excavation is not anticipated.  Due to the physical limitations of 
the depth of soil that can be safely excavated at the site due to slope stability 
(some contamination is 40 feet deep on a small site, which would require 
extensive shoring/etc), only the upper approximately 15 feet of impacted soil will 
be excavated and transported off-site for disposal.  The removal of lead-
containing soil and backfilling the excavation area with imported clean fill 
material will eliminate potential exposure from lead-containing soil  

CCC-6 Due to the physical limitations of the depth of soil that can be safely excavated at 
the site, only the upper approximately 15 feet of impacted soil will be excavated 
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and transported off-site for disposal.  Deeper soil excavation activities would 
require provisions for shoring and/or sheet piles, which would be difficult on the 
small site.  .  The 15 foot depth level is the depth at which excavation would be 
required to install the permanent facilities and place a cap.  Impacts to public 
health of the lead contaminated soils below the facility pads were determined in 
the EIR to not impact public health. 

CCC-7 The feasibility issues on the site are primarily related to the confined area of the 
site and the close proximity of neighboring buildings and businesses.  Excavation 
to a substantial depth would increase the possibility of impacting these 
neighboring buildings.  Feasibility pertaining to this is associated with the 
physical limitations of the depth of soil that can be safely excavated at the site 
(refer to Comment No. 5 and Comment No. 6).  Deeper soil excavation activities 
would require provisions for shoring and/or sheet piles.  Therefore, if substantial 
contamination is found but excavation of these areas would endanger neighbors, 
methods to limit impacts might be preferred, such as capping, which would be 
determined in coordination with the applicable agencies under whose regulatory 
requirements implement the RAP.  The RAP will be defined and modified in 
more detail when the detailed permit period commences (when building permits 
and permits from the RWQCB are pursued).  The City, the County, DTSC and 
the RWQCB would be involved in these reviews and revisions. 

CCC-8 The lead containing soil that will be left in-place exists at depths that are 
approximately 25 feet from first groundwater, as per previous environmental 
assessments.  Generally, lead is not mobile in soil, and therefore it is unlikely 
that the lead-containing soil will “migrate” to first groundwater.  Due to the 
physical limitations of the depth of soil that can be safely excavated at the site, 
only the upper approximately 15 feet of impacted soil will be excavated and 
transported off-site for disposal.  Leaving the lead-containing soil in-place as 
proposed at depths would not result in impacts.  Details of impacts to 
groundwater would be developed as part of the finalization of the RAP measures 
with the RWQCB. 

CCC-9 Soil remediation truck trips are included in the estimates of truck trips.  The 
Applicant, through the CUP, has a maximum truck trip limit of 18 trucks per day.  
During soil remediation, this limit would most likely be reached, thereby 
requiring that the remediation phase extend for a period long enough to allow for 
all of the excavated soils to be removed while not exceeding the daily truck trip 
limit.  In order to assess the worst case air and soil impacts, the DEIR analysis is 
based on the conservative assumption that all contaminated soils would be 
removed, regardless of the feasibility issues discussed above, to ensure that the 
maximum impacts associated with truck movements and air quality are 
addressed.  Appendix A details the truck traffic calculations. 

CCC-10 Information about the soil extraction activities is provided in section 7 of the 
RAP (located in Appendix A of the EIR).  Soil vapor extraction consisting of 
borings and piping would be permanently installed beneath the site and vapors 
would be treated, which might involve routing of the vapors through carbon 
filtration systems or into the processing system or flare at the site.  The SVE 
system will be designed based on the results of a pilot test that will be completed 
at the site.  Additionally, it is possible that the SVE system will include a bio-
venting component given the characteristics of the TPH-containing soil that will 
be targeted (heavy chain hydrocarbons).  Air emissions associated with the SVE 
system will be permitted through the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD).  For carbon or other systems, it was assumed that the 
emissions would be nominal as high levels of VOC are not present in the soils.   

CCC-11 The primary environmental impacts associated with the RAP activities are the 
transportation of soils offsite and the potential air emissions associated with the 
excavation of contaminated soils.  Both of these issues are addressed in the Air 
Quality section of the EIR, under impact AQ.1 and AQ.2. 
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CCC-12 The Applicant has proposed clean-up levels suitable for a future land use 
consistent with the zoning and current use of the site.  The proposed Project is a 
crude oil production facility, and does not include any commercial and/or 
residential land uses.   

CCC-13 It is possible that any earth moving or grading activities conducted at the site 
could disturb shallow soil contamination at the site.  Some assessments have 
been conducted (Brycon and Padre) and mitigation measures require that areas 
planned to be disturbed be assessed and mitigated prior to Phase I grading 
activities based on potential exposure to lead-containing fugitive dust (mitigation 
measure SR-2), and that a Contaminated Soil Management Plan be developed for 
the site to assist in the proper handling and disposal of contaminated soil.  
Disturbance of shallow contaminated soils may introduce airborne dust 
contaminated with lead.  Modeling and assessments were provided in the EIR to 
estimate the levels of lead in soil dust that could exceed allowable exposure 
levels.  Mitigation is included in the EIR that requires testing and removal of lead 
if soil concentrations exceed those that could cause offsite impacts. 

CCC-14 The EIR does examine the impacts of implementing the RAP, including 
excavation of soils, truck hauling and potential vapors.  These are addressed 
under Phase 3 but would be applicable to any activities undertaken after Phase 2 
if those are determined to be required.  Remediation of the site if the Project does 
not move forward into Phase 3 would not occur under the Proposed Project and 
the site would remain as it is today.  The Site does not currently present any 
public health and safety risk due to the contamination. 

CCC-15 As indicated in Table 2.10 of the EIR, the remediation is anticipated to take from 
week 6 to week 13 of Phase 3 (8 weeks). 

CCC-16 As it would not be determined if the Project would move forward until after 
Phase 2, and Phase 3 involves construction and extensive site re-arrangement, 
installation of permanent landscaping is not anticipated until Phase 3-4.  
Landscaping would not have an opportunity to provide much growth or 
mitigation over the 12 months of Phase 2 drilling and testing, and would 
therefore provide minimal mitigation. 

CCC-17 Drilling would be conducted 24 hours per day.  Workers will need to be able to 
see all areas of the drilling rig both during the day and night to ensure proper 
operation and for safety reasons.  Nighttime operations would be limited through 
the quiet mode drilling requirements, but lighting would still be needed.  All 
lights would be shielded to limit glare, but some spillover and "glow" would 
remain.  A simulated image of the drilling rig at night has been added to the 
FEIR (see figure 4.1-45). 

CCC-18 This comment requests description of habitats that overlay the well trajectory 
from the surface facility to the offshore reservoir.  Additional language has been 
added to the baseline, Section 4.3.1.1 to state: “The Project’s subsurface 
trajectory would extend from the Urban/Landscaped communities at the drilling 
location and then under Sandy Beach and Open Water habitats located in the 
Pacific Ocean.”   These habitats are described in the text section 4.3.  Subsurface 
well trajectories are not areas where biological impacts would occur due to depth 
(2,000 feet), lack of biological resources and the limited nature of the area 
affected by drilling.  

CCC-19 A discussion on eel grass bed habitat has been added to Section 4.3.1.2, page 4.3-
6. 

CCC-20 Section 4.3.1.4 now contains Figure 4.3-1 that shows the distance between 
sensitive biological resources and the Project Site. 

CCC-21 Section 4.3.1.4 now contains Figure 4.3-1 that shows the distance between 
sensitive biological resources, including Marine Protected Areas, and the Project 
Site. 

CCC-22 Additional information (underlined) has been added to the discussion of dolphins 
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and porpoises to include patterns of usage: “Common, Pacific white-sided, and 
bottlenose dolphin are common, year round residents.  The northern right-whale 
dolphin is common in the winter and spring, and Risso’s dolphin is common year 
round with peak population in summer and autumn.  Dall’s and harbor porpoises 
(Phocoena phocoena) are boreal species, which are species found in cooler 
waters of the North Pacific, and only occasionally travel as far south as the 
SCB.“ 

CCC-23 The following (underlined) text has been added to the impact analysis on page 
4.3- 21:  
“Due to the industrial and residential setting in which the Project is located, there 
is not significant avifauna habitat in the Project vicinity, the site (with its 
proposed rig lit at night, crane and workover rig) is not located in a significant 
migratory flight path, and is too minimal to result in a significant obstruction to 
movement, nesting or foraging behavior.  Those species inhabiting the marginal 
habitat surrounding the Project area would already be accustomed to noise and 
lighting which is currently produced by houses, major road ways, and industrial 
activities in the area.” 

CCC-24 The following (underlined) text has been added to the impact analysis on page 
4.3- 21:  
Sensitive Habitats including Federal Wetlands: There are no sensitive wetland 
habitat, coastal scrub habitat, federally protected wetlands, or any other sensitive 
habitat in the general Project area, nor immediately downstream of the Project 
Site and therefore, the construction and operation phases of the Project, which 
includes potential impacts resulting from increased noise and lighting, are not 
expected to have adverse effects on any sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. 

CCC-25 Alarms would be audible and visual.  This change has been added to the FEIR in 
mitigation measure AQ-5d.  Notifications to the Hermosa Beach Fire Department 
have been modified to require notifications at 5 ppm. 

CCC-26 The Applicant has submitted information on nearby wells that indicate levels of 
up to 6 ppm H2S.  However, as can be seen on page 4.8-60, there is a potential 
range of H2S levels in wells throughout the area.  The Applicant has indicated, 
and mitigation measure SR-1g requires, that produced gas shall not exceed 
100ppm, with continuous monitoring of the gas streams and periodic monitoring 
of individual well streams.  Therefore, the analysis was conducted assuming that 
H2S would not exceed 100ppm. 

CCC-27 See response to comment CCC-26.  Wells would not be allowed to operate and 
produce oil/gas if they have H2S levels above 100 ppm.  In order for a release to 
occur that caused impacts associated with H2S exposure, two things would have 
to occur: 1) there would have to be a failure of the system in some manner to 
allow a release of produced gas at the same time that 2) high H2S levels were 
encountered and before the well is shut-down and abandoned as per the H2S 
limits.  This scenario was determined to be a low probability that would not 
affect the Fn curves as both failures would have to occur simultaneously, and 
was therefore not examined in more detail. 

CCC-28 As requested, additional language has been added to the discussion of the 
Lempert-Keene Seastrand Act discussion on Page 4.3-17 and OSPR was added 
to the list of reviewing agencies for the Emergency Response Plan. 

CCC-29 Mitigation measure BIO-2 has been changed to include all containment and 
cleanup measures and responsibilities (irrespective of distance from pipeline). 

CCC-30 Although the exact capacity of the berm system has not been determined at this 
point due to potential changes in equipment arrangement, based on the plot plans 
provided, the estimated capacity of the bermed area would be about 12,000 bbls.  
This volume exceeds by a large margin the tank capacities.  Assuming a 1.3 acre 
site, this could also accommodate about 12 inches of rain.  This does not include 
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the pumping rate associated with water disposal.  Using the County rainfall 
isohyets maps, this would be more than the anticipated 100 year rainfall.  So 
preliminary calculations indicate that the proposed design criteria are feasible 
and would be detailed in the final permit stages.  

CCC-31 Check valves are only effective in areas where the crude oil could drain back to 
the spill point.  Between the Project Site and Herondo St., the pipeline route 
travels downhill and check valves would be ineffective.  Downstream of 
Herondo St., along 190th St., check valves would be effective, but once the 
pipeline passes the peak elevation on Prospect Ave., the pipeline heads downhill 
again, farther from the sensitive marine environment, and check valves would be 
less effective.  The distance from the Project Site to Herondo St. or from 
Herondo St. to Prospect Ave. is less than 0.5 miles and the installation of 
multiple check valves starts to have diminishing returns.  The installation of 
check valves introduces flanges and valves and maintenance requirements, which 
actually increase spill frequency over a straight line pipe.  The decision to install 
valves should be done strategically to protect sensitive resources, such as rivers 
or ocean outfalls, etc, but should also be limited to ensure that the spill frequency 
is not compromised.  Installation of a valve at the Herondo St./Valley Drive 
intersection would be sufficient to help protect sensitive resources and additional 
valves are determined to not be warranted. 

CCC-32 The outfall at 6th Street would not be impacted from the Project or pipeline.  
Spills would follow the terrain and would impact the Herondo Street storm drain 
system only.  The exact dimensions and configuration of the collection system 
have not been determined at this time.  The City Public Works Department has 
indicated that they believe it is feasible and could be installed, possibly upstream 
of the ocean outfall within the street area to minimize outflow volumes.  
CalTrans provides information (Caltrans Treatment BMP Technology Report 
April 2008) of various technologies for oil/water and debris separators that could 
be effective, with maintenance, for small to medium sized spills.   

CCC-33 The Applicant has submitted information on the use of double walled pipelines 
and this information, along with additional analysis, has been added to the FEIR.  
Double walled pipes produce a number of advantages, but would be challenging 
to install with the various grades/terrain and pipeline alignment changes and, as 
per the CSFM, produces long-term problems.  More discussion has been added 
to the Risk and Hydrology Sections.  See response to comment EB-217. 

CCC-34 Many aspects of the Project are not developed by Phase 2 as the Applicant has 
indicated that this would be the testing phase for the Project.  This includes gas 
processing, pipeline transportation, and other activities. Construction of a 
pipeline before completing the exploratory phase of the Project would have 
environmental impacts and may be unnecessary if the Project proves 
uneconomical after the exploratory phase.  The Applicant may decide to 
undertake this substantial construction and cost burden earlier but it is not 
required to substantially lessen or avoid any significant environmental effects of 
the proposed Project.    

CCC-35 A trajectory analysis of a marine spill has been added to the FEIR based on 
trajectory analysis done for nearby Projects (i.e. Chevron El Segundo Marine 
Terminal).  However, the risk of a potential sub-surface failure is considered to 
be very rare and unlikely (as per communication with Mark LeClair , CSLC ), 
and has therefore not been addressed further.  

CCC-36 Section 4.3.1.4 now contains Figure 4.3-1 showing the sensitive biological 
resources, including Marine Protected Areas, and the Project Site and a 
description of these sensitive areas.  In addition, the following text has been 
added to BIO-2: Areas of Special Biological Significance: Those areas identified 
above as Sensitive Areas and Marine Protected Areas are recognized as 
biologically important and given a level of protection indicating that damage 
causing or contributing to a measurable change in function in these areas 
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represents a significant impact.  The level of impact to each of these areas would 
be determined by the amount of material spilled and the distance away from the 
source area and is described below under the Probability of Spill discussion.   

CCC-37 The discussion of mitigation measure BIO-2 has been clarified so that the 
Emergency Response Plan would be prepared in compliance with the OSPR 
Contingency Plan.  In addition, this plan would be reviewed and approved by 
OSPR.  The EIR text now reads: The Applicant shall submit for City approval 
and shall implement an Emergency Response Plan that would, in compliance 
with the California State Oil Spill Contingency Plan (CDFW, OSPR 2010), 
address protection of biological resources and possible restoration of any areas 
disturbed during an oil spill or cleanup activities. 

CCC-38 A discussion of the Oil Spill Response Organizations, such as the Marine Spill 
Response Corporation (MSRC), has been added to the FEIR. 

CCC-39 More details on the oil spill response trailer have been added to the FEIR in the 
Hydrology section under mitigation measure HWQ-2e. 

CCC-40 Requirements related to HAZMAT training requirements for onsite personnel 
also have been added to the mitigation measure SR-1c.  Requirements for drills 
are included in the EIR to allow for demonstrated effectiveness.   

CCC-41 

OSPR requires that the Applicant shall have the capabilities to pay and it is 
therefore a regulatory requirement and not specifically addressed under CEQA.  
The City may include specific measures in their development agreement with 
draw-down accounts and various bonding requirements to help ensure coverage. 

CCC-42 Mitigation measure TR-3c, Applicant shall supply private parking sufficient to 
meet all parking demands and shall direct all employees and contractors to park 
within Applicant’s private parking areas, or to utilize an alternative parking 
program approved by the City. 
 

CCC-43 As proposed in Section 2.4.6 of the DEIR, the two on street parking spaces 
eliminated on 6th Street due to the proposed Project would be replaced at the 
offsite parking lot at 636 Cypress Avenue or the Applicant would provide other 
suitable public parking spaces consistent with requirements of the City’s 
Preferential Parking Program and its Coastal Land Use Plan, or Local Coastal 
Program when certified.  Proposed Project employees or contractors would not 
be allowed to park on the street or in public spaces at any time; see mitigation 
measure TR-3c. 

CCC-44 The discussion has been amended to reflect the accurate number of parking 
spaces.  

CCC-45 The location for the Phase 3 vanpool location for additional construction 
personnel parking has not yet been identified, but would be at a remote location 
most likely inland where a long term parking arrangement could be secured.  The 
Applicant is proposing an additional parking area on Cypress and to utilize on-
site parking on the Project Site and to utilize vanpools and these are included in 
the application Parking Plan.  The location would be consistent with the 
requirements of the City’s Preferential Parking Program, the City’s General Plan, 
the Coastal Land Use Plan or Local Coastal Program when certified, and the 
California Coastal Act.  Therefore, significant impacts from the offsite Project 
parking for Phase 3 are not expected. 

CCC-46 Both the Parking option and/or the No Parking option of the City Maintenance 
Yard relocation component of the Proposed Project are addressed in the 
corresponding issue areas as applicable. Impacts are analyzed and mitigation 
measures were developed for this component of the Project.  

 

County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Comment # Response 

CLAFD-1 
Comment and information provided on the emergency response area of the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department noted.   

CLAFD-2 Comment and information provided on the jurisdiction of the Land Development 
Unit of the Los Angeles County Fire Department noted.   

CLAFD-3 Comment noted; the DEIR contains sufficient information to address the 
statutory responsibilities of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, Forestry 
Division.   

CLAFD-4 Comment noted; the Los Angeles County Fire Department, Hazardous Materials 
Division has no additional comments on the DEIR. 
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City of Manhattan Beach, Community Development Department 
 

Comment # Response 

COMB-1 

Impacts to surrounding cities are described throughout the document as 
appropriate.  Impacts are not generally delineated by municipal boundaries but 
that the EIR does identify the geographic extent of all impacts.  Air quality 
impacts, for example, are either very localized (as described below in response to 
COMB-2) or regional, the latter affecting the air basin in which adjacent cities 
such as Manhattan Beach are located.  Impacts to coastal and offshore resources 
also have the potential to be localized or regional in nature, as described in the 
Biological Resources section.  Traffic impacts and noise impacts examine the 
jurisdictions through which the traffic or construction occurs and examine the 
municipal codes and requirements of the respective jurisdictions.   

COMB-2 The Project would produce air emissions that would impact areas near the site 
and along traffic corridors.  Mitigation measures reduce the criteria and toxic 
pollutant impacts to less than significant as per the SCAQMD thresholds.  As the 
localized thresholds are based on the peak ground level concentrations very near 
to the Project Site, there would not be impacts in Manhattan Beach.  Truck traffic 
could produce impacts due to diesel exhaust, but the level of truck trips would be 
substantially below the level that could cause localized toxic impacts, and 
therefore, impacts to Manhattan Beach would be less than significant.  Impacts 
of truck traffic are discussed in the EIR under impact AQ.2. 

COMB-3 Transportation of hazardous materials would be limited to the transportation o 
crude oils.  The drill cuttings and muds would not be classified as hazardous.  
Impacts related to diesel particulate emissions are discussed in the air quality 
section.  Further discussion on the potential impacts of spills along the truck 
routes has been added to the Safety, Risk of Upset & Hazards section (Section 
4.8).  However, as the EIR indicates, "As the crude oil would be heavy and not 
volatile, it would be difficult to ignite and would not present a significant risk to 
the public."  This would apply along all the truck routes, including those that 
pass through Manhattan Beach.  

COMB-4 The comment requests information on the level of impact to the City of 
Manhattan Beach and how those impacts would be mitigated.  The probability of 
any release into the Pacific Ocean is low.  The probability of effect decreases 
with the distance away from any potential pipe failure, especially with the 
dilution factor of the Pacific Ocean.  Any release into the Pacific Ocean could 
result in potentially significant adverse effects on native species, sensitive 
species, sensitive marine mammal, and important coastal habitats.  Impacts on 
resident marine biota could be short- to long-term, depending on the amount of 
oil released, environmental conditions at the time, containment and cleanup 
measures taken, and length of time for containment.  This potential impact to 
biological resources has been identified as being a Class I, Significant and 
Unavoidable impact and would be partially mitigated with the implementation of 
MM BIO-2 which requires an Emergency Response Plan.   
 
As indicated in the fourth paragraph of the discussion for Impact HWQ.2, spills 
and associated contaminated stormwater runoff reaching the ocean could have 
significant and widespread impacts to water quality.  Mitigation measures HWQ-
2d and HWQ-2e would be implemented to clean up any spills, including those 
that potentially reach Manhattan Beach. 

COMB-5 Impacts to neighboring cities are identified in the various issue areas as 
appropriate.  As indicated in the first paragraph of the discussion for Impact 
GEO.4, differential settlement damage due to subsidence is typically only 
evident in long linear features, such as pipelines, roadways, or aqueducts.  
Generally, damage to structures and underground utilities occurs only where a 
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substantial amount of subsidence occurs. With implementation of Measure GEO-
4a, subsidence would be monitored such that substantial amounts of subsidence 
would be prevented, thus avoiding damage to structures and infrastructure.  In 
the event that minor amounts of subsidence occurs, Measure GEO-4b would be 
implemented, which consists of increasing water injections to buoy the land 
surface. 

COMB-6 Mitigation measures are included in the Fire and Emergency Response Section 
which detail requirements in training and personnel for emergency response.  In 
particular, see Mitigation Measure FP-1f on page 4.6-19. These were developed 
in cooperation with the City of Hermosa Beach Fire Department.  These include 
funding a fire inspector, upgrading the dispatch system, and developing a 
HAZMAT capabilities.  In general, the local fire departments would rely on the 
area HAZMAT unit capabilities.   

 

City of Redondo Beach, Community Development Department 
 

Comment # Response 

CORB-1 

Fire fighting resources are primarily related to the release of natural gas and 
subsequent flame jets or crude oil fires at the facility.  Spills along the pipeline 
route, due to the heavy nature of the crude oil, would present an environmental 
concern, but little or no health and safety concerns where community 
notification, evacuation and appropriate fire water capabilities would be needed.  
The development of response capabilities for spills, such as a HAZMAT unit in 
closer proximity than the current County unit, is also included and that would 
provide for response capabilities both at the Project Site and along the pipeline 
route in Redondo Beach.  The development of a HAZMAT unit could entail the 
training and equipment for the Redondo Beach Fire Department 

CORB-2 Response to an incident at the Project Site or along the pipeline route would 
require HAZMAT unit capabilities.  Mitigation measure FP-1f requires the 
development of a HAZMAT unit including the training of Hermosa, Redondo 
and Manhattan Beach Fire Department personnel.   

CORB-3 Text has been added to Measure GEO-4c mandating that the cities of Redondo 
Beach and Hermosa Beach receive a copy of subsidence monitoring reports. 
Baseline measurements will be completed within an area sufficient to measure 
potential areas of Project-related subsidence, as determined by the subsidence 
monitoring contractor. 

CORB-4 The Cities of Redondo Beach and Torrance have been added as responsible 
parties for compliance verification in the various mitigation measures. 

CORB-5  The Cities of Redondo Beach and Torrance have been added as responsible 
parties for compliance verification in the various mitigation measures. 

CORB-6  The Cities of Redondo Beach and Torrance have been added as responsible 
parties for compliance verification in the various mitigation measures. 

 

County Sanitary Districts of Los Angeles County 
 

Comment # Response 

CSDLA-1 
Comment noted; the Applicant will provide a detailed map of the proposed 
Project alignment to the Sewer Design Section of the County Sanitation Districts 
of Los Angeles County for review if the Project is approved. 

CSDLA-2 Comment noted; the Applicant will contact the Industrial Waste Section of the 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County for a determination on permit 
requirements for an Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit if the Project is 
approved. 
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CSDLA-3 Comment and provided information on trunk sewer line capacities noted. 
CSDLA-4 Comment and provided information on the City of Carson Joint Water Pollution 

Control Plant noted. 
CSDLA-5 Comment and information provided on the County Sanitation Districts of Los 

Angeles County Wastewater & Sewer Systems Will Serve Program noted. 
CSDLA-6 Comment and information provided on the County Sanitation Districts of Los 

Angeles County Connection Fee application procedure noted. 
CSDLA-7 Comment and information provided on the County Sanitation Districts of Los 

Angeles County requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act and Southern 
California Association of Government policies regarding available capacity of 
the District’s treatment facilities noted. 

 

Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
 

Comment # Response 

DOGGR-1 Geological Resources text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-2 Geological Resources text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-3 Geological Resources text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-4 Geological Resources text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-5 Safety and Risk text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-6 Water Resources text has been edited in response to the comment. 

DOGGR-7 

The Project description has been modified in the FEIR to address water 
"disposal" and injection wells instead of water flood wells.  The purpose of the 
water disposal/injection is to dispose of the water and to maintain a neutral 
extraction.  Water flooding would be conducted to enhance recovery of crude oil 
and is managed differently under DOGGR requirements.   

DOGGR-8 Text has been modified to use "produced" water instead of just water 
DOGGR-9 Text has been added to section 2.4.2 describing DOGGRs process in issuing a 

drilling permit. 
DOGGR-10 Text has been modified to remove the schist formation from the Puente 

formation discussion.  

DOGGR-11 
Text has been modified to refer to the DOGGR requirements for blowout 
prevention. 

DOGGR-12 Text has been added to indicate that the produced water would be injected at 
below the formation fracture pressure. 

DOGGR-13 Text has been modified to indicate that DOGGR "may" review the EIR. 
DOGGR-14 Text has been modified to remove the Federal EPA from approval of the water 

injection plan. 
DOGGR-15 Text has been modified to include workover rigs in equipment allowed to be 

higher than 16 feet. 
DOGGR-16 The language referring to DOGGR is a part of the 1993 CUP and is therefore left 

in the description of that document. 

DOGGR-17 
All wells would be used for water disposal.  This change has been made 
throughout the document.  However, notes have been added to the EIR indicating 
DOGGR description of DOGGRs role. 

DOGGR-18 The corrected reference citation has been added to the text in section 4.2 as well 
as section 10 under references. 

DOGGR-19 Reference to DOGGR in the agency inspections section has been added. 
DOGGR-20 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-21 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-22 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-23 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
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DOGGR-24 Secondary recovery operations are not proposed as part of the Project. 
DOGGR-25 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-26 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-27 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-28 The Mitigation Monitoring Plan has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-29 The text and Mitigation Monitoring Plan have been edited in response to the 

comment. 
DOGGR-30 The Mitigation Monitoring Plan has been edited in response to the comment. 

DOGGR-31 
Text has been modified to indicate that H2S "may" be present in the produced 
gas 

DOGGR-32 Text has been modified to indicate that CCR section 1774 is related to pipeline 
construction and maintenance activities. 

DOGGR-33 Text has been modified to indicate that the operator is required to re-abandon 
problem wells and that DOGGR will contract to have wells be re-abandoned in a 
former operator cannot be identified. 

DOGGR-34 Text has been modified to indicate that DOGGR "may" require leak testing and 
re-abandonment of wells near structures.   

DOGGR-35 Table 4.8.9 has been updated to add DOGGR to compliance, responding and 
spills. 

DOGGR-36 The language referring to DOGGR is a part of the 1993 CUP and is therefore left 
in the description of that document.  However, a note was added indicating the 
role of DOGGR. 

DOGGR-37 
The language referring to DOGGR is a part of the 1993 CUP and is therefore left 
in the description of that document. However, a note was added indicating the 
role of DOGGR. 

DOGGR-38 The language referring to DOGGR is a part of the 1993 CUP and is therefore left 
in the description of that document. However, a note was added indicating the 
role of DOGGR. 

DOGGR-39 The language referring to DOGGR is a part of the 1993 CUP and is therefore left 
in the description of that document.  However, a note was added indicating the 
role of DOGGR. 

DOGGR-40 Use of the terminology BOPE was substituted throughout the EIR. 

DOGGR-41 

The BOEM data base is used in the document to indicate the range of potential 
blowout rates and to examine the blowout rates associated with drilling into 
pressurized reservoirs.  Many onshore databases include wells drilled into 
established, low pressure fields where blowouts could not occur.  These onshore 
databases do not present accurate information for a well drilled into a pressurized 
area.  The resulting blowout rate was reduced based on the anticipated fraction of 
wells that might be pressurized, thereby lowering the actual blowout rate. 

DOGGR-42 Page 4.8-66 does not address waterflooding.   
DOGGR-43 Language has been added to the discussion of the Redondo Beach wells 

indicating that the proposed Project wells would be drilled into a different area of 
the reservoir and that the use of the Redondo Beach wells is used to estimate the 
fraction of Hermosa wells that would have pressure. 

DOGGR-44 The reference for the DOGGR blowout rate is the DOGGR report from 1993, 
publication TR43, using blowouts during all activities. 

DOGGR-45 The mention of DOGGR in mitigation measure SR-1g is in relation to the 
abandonment procedures, not with regard to the H2S content.  This has been 
clarified in the text of SR-1g. 

DOGGR-46 DOGGR has been added to mitigation measure SR-1a as an agency that would 
have applicable requirements and verification. 
 
The mention of DOGGR in mitigation measure SR-1g is in relation to the 
abandonment procedures, not with regard to the H2S content.  This has been 
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clarified in the text of SR-1g. 
DOGGR-47 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-48 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-49 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-50 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-51 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-52 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-53 The sentence in question has been removed because the discussion is not related 

to subsidence. 
DOGGR-54 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-55 The text has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-56 The MMP has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-57 The MMP has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-58 The MMP has been edited in response to the comment. 
DOGGR-59 The mention of DOGGR in mitigation measure SR-1g is in relation to the 

abandonment procedures, not with regard to the H2S content.  This has been 
clarified in the text SR-1g. 

 

Department of Transportation 
 

Comment # Response 

DOT-1 

The Applicant has indicated in their Application materials, and as reiterated 
within the traffic section, 4.13.6.1, that construction truck traffic would be 
limited to non-peak hours and that crude oil trucks would operate between 9-3 
(which would be non-peak hours).  Equipment deliveries, however, could be 
made between the hours of 8-3 and these are not shown to produce significant 
traffic impacts.   

DOT-2 The EIR indicates that the Artesia/Hwy 1 intersection operates at an LOS of F 
during the am peak hour, and that the intersection of Artesia and Hwy 405 
operates at an LOS of E for the baseline conditions.  Truck traffic from the 
Project would peak at 18 trucks per day, during non-peak hours, which would be 
less than significant.  As the impacts are less than significant, the EIR does not 
have a nexus for application of mitigation. 

DOT-3 The Project would also produce a less than significant impact at Aviation and 
PCH, even without the improvements.  The EIR preparers are not aware of any 
mechanism locally for collecting cumulative traffic fees.  The city has not 
adopted any impact fee program or formed any assessment district to fund local 
or regional traffic improvements.  The city has adopted an optional in-lieu fee for 
street pavement improvements required as a consequence of new development 
per have Municipal Code Section 12.08.060.  The city receives funding for 
specified local improvements through various transportation improvement 
funding programs based on set allocation schedules.   

 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 

Comment # Response 

RWQCB-1 
Comment noted.  The discussion in the FEIR reflects the responsibilities of the 
various agencies. Text has been added to the regulatory setting section (Section 
4.14.2.2) in response to the comment. 

RWQCB-2 Comment noted.  The Applicant’s consultant will be requested to provide the 
requested written documentation from both DTSC and the RWQCB. 
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RWQCB-3 The Applicant would be required to obtain the various permits required as part of 
the Project and the RWQCB would be contacted before initiation of the Phase 1 
activities.  There is no requirement to implement the RAP now since there is no 
potential threat to health and the environment and the contamination levels are 
low by the various agencies’ standards.   

RWQCB-4 The Applicant will be required to comply with the RWQCB permitting 
requirements as stated in the comment.  Text has been added to the impact 
discussion for Impact HWQ.1 in response to the comment. 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 

Comment # Response 

SCAQMD-1 

Contingency measures that are enforceable by the lead agency for odor issues 
have been added to the odor minimization plan mitigation measure.  These 
include providing the City with the authority to require changes to operations 
related to air quality, training of City staff in identifying odors, and review and 
approval of the Air Monitoring Plan by teh City as well as the SCAQMD. 

SCAQMD-2 An examination of the model change bulletins since the 2009 AERMOD version 
indicate that only nominal model bug fixes and changes have been made.  The 
newest model was downloaded and run with the same input files.  The newer 
model actually produced lower results by about 1%.  However, none of the 
newer model changes altered the results of the analysis. 
 
Annual particulate matter modeling uses the annual timeframe period in the 
AERMOD modeling run. 
 
Only point and volume sources are required to be set up as unit emission rates in 
HARP onramp using AERMOD.  Area sources are handled differently and an 
area source has to be set up to be a unit emission rate over the entire area.  This 
means dividing a unit emission rate of 1.0 g/s by the area of the area source.  The 
HARP documentation (under the Onramp help screen "important note about 
emissions") specifically states the following "Please note that area source 
emissions in model runs are normally entered as g/s-m2.  You are required to 
adjust your g/s-m2 to an overall equivalent of 1 g/s for the area source (e.g., q = 
0.01 g/s-m2 for an area source 10m x 10m)."  The area sources in the Project 
modeling runs use a 1 g/s total source rate divided by the area of the area source.  
Note that this is not the case under a normal, ISC HARP run, where emissions 
are entered into the dispersion portion of HARP model as a unit rate, but are then 
generated by the HARP model when as an ISC input file as a unit rate divided by 
the source area (for area sources only). 
 
The electronic modeling files were included on the CD which came with the 
DEIR binder submitted to the SCAQMD. 
 

SCAQMD-3 Text requiring the City to ensure that the emissions levels for the entire facility 
are below thresholds defined in the EIR has been added to mitigation measure 
AQ-4. 

 

State Clearinghouse 
 

Comment # Response 

SCH-1 
The comment from the State Clearinghouse stating that no comments were 
received on the Draft EIR is acknowledged.  
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