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PREFACE

PREFACE

The Draft Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (SMND) for the Warren E&P, Inc. WTU
Central Facility, New Equipment Project, was circulated for a 30-day public review and comment
period from April 26, 2011 to May 25, 2011. Two public comment letter were received and
responses to the comments are included in Appendix G of the Final SMND. No modifications
were made to the Draft SMND based on comments received on the proposed project and the Draft
SMND, so it is now a Final SMND. Deletions and additions to the text of the SMND are denoted
using strikethrough and underline, respectively. Thus, any conclusions made in the Draft SMND
have not changed and any environmental impacts analyzed in the Draft SMND are not
substantially worsened. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, recirculation is not
necessary since no new information had been provided that constitutes significant new information
that will result in new avoidable significant effects or make existing significant impacts worse.
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Warren E&P New Equipment Project

CHAPTER 1 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In 2006 the City of Los Angeles certified a Mitigated Negative Declaration (2006 MND) and
approved a Zoning Determination for the Warren E&P, Inc. (Warren) Wilmington Townlot Unit
(WTU) oil and gas extraction, production and separation facilities located at 625 E. Anaheim St.
in Wilmington, California (WTU Central Facility). The project analyzed in the 2006 MND
consisted primarily of constructing five multiple well drilling cellars that would allow drilling of
up to 540 wells and would allow the WTU Central Facility to extract up to 5,000 barrels of oil
per day (bpd) that would be transferred offsite via pipeline. Other components of the project
included increasing the area of paved surfaces from 173,900 to 429,683 square feet, removing
the chain link fence around the perimeter of the facility, and building an eight-foot concrete
block wall. The WTU Central Facility currently operates under a 2008 Zoning Determination
(2008 zD), issued by the City of Los Angeles, which is a revision of the ongoing 2006 Zoning
Determination (2006 ZD).

Warren is now proposing a modification to the WTU project analyzed in the 2006 MND. The
proposed modifications to the previously approved WTU project include: replacing older,
previously permitted combustion equipment (e.g., flare) with newer, more efficient equipment
(e.g., clean enclosed Bekaert burner), installation of a new heater treater and up to nine (9)
microturbines all of which must meet best available control technology (BACT) requirements
(South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1303); and installing new
equipment to allow gas re-injection and/or off-site gas sales (proposed project). The proposed
modifications to the project would also include bringing the WTU Central Facility into
compliance with other existing applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations in accordance with
the settlement agreement between Warren and the SCAQMD concerning six existing
microturbines.

The 2006 MND estimated that drilling 540 wells could result in the production of up to 5,000
bpd of crude oil, but no condition was placed on the project to limit production to the level
analyzed in the 2006 MND. In addition, the 2006 project enabled increased production of oil
field gas and anticipated the gas would be sold. However, the circumstances at the site changed
whereby the gas sales did not occur. Accordingly, the gas needed to be handled by flaring the
excess gas in the Flare King flare, which had been analyzed as a standby flare. The currently
proposed project is a modification of the previous 2006 project because it would impose the
monthly average oil production rate of 5,000 bpd and include new and modified equipment to
handle oil field gas until such time as sale of this gas is economically viable. Calculations
indicate that the proposed project will result in reducing criteria pollutants emitted per unit of
crude oil produced.

Because the SCAQMD has primary approval authority over the currently proposed project, it has
been designated the lead agency responsible for preparing the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) analysis for the proposed project. As the lead agency for the modifications to the
WTU project, the SCAQMD has prepared this Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration
(Subsequent MND) to the 2006 MND.
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Chapter 1: Project Description

1.2 AGENCY AUTHORITY

CEQA, Public Resources Code 821000 et seq., requires that the environmental impacts of
proposed “projects” be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce, avoid, or eliminate
significant adverse impacts be identified and implemented. Warren’s proposed modifications
constitute a “project”, as defined by CEQA. To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the
SCAQMD, the “lead agency” for the proposed project, has prepared this Subsequent MND to
address the potential environmental impacts associated with Warren’s proposed project at the
WTU Central Facility.

The lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or
approving a project that may have a significant adverse effect upon the environment (Public
Resources Code §21067). Because the proposed project requires discretionary approval from the
SCAQMD for modifications to existing stationary source equipment and for installation of new
stationary source equipment, the SCAQMD has the greatest responsibility for supervising or
approving the project as a whole. Therefore, the SCAQMD is the most appropriate public
agency to act as the lead agency (CEQA Guidelines §15051(b)).

A Subsequent MND is the appropriate CEQA document for the proposed project because
changes are proposed to the project which will require revisions to the previous 2006 MND.
(CEQA Guidelines §15162(a)). Further, a Subsequent MND is appropriate because potentially
significant adverse impacts have been identified and determined to be less than significant as a
result of the imposition of mitigation measures and the incorporation of modifications to the
proposed project before release of the analysis for public review (CEQA Guidelines
§15070(b)(1)).

1.3 BACKGROUND

The Wilmington area has a long history of oil and gas production that began with the discovery
of the Wilmington Oil Field in 1932 (Figure 1). This oil field is the largest in California and the
fourth largest in the United States. Through the years, the oil field was developed
simultaneously with residential, commercial, and industrial uses in and around Wilmington, with
most of the older exploration and production wells, separation facilities, storage tanks, and other
equipment located within residential areas on small residential lots. According to Figure 1, the
Wilmington Oil Field covers an area of approximately 33 square miles under the Cities of Los
Angeles and Long Beach and the Pacific Ocean. Between 1937 and 1970, approximately 100
different oil companies drilled over 600 wells into the Wilmington Oil Field from residential,
commercial, and industrial zoned areas. According to the California Department of Qil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) website, there are currently eleven active oil producers in the
Wilmington Oil Field. Website records for oil production from the field go back as far as 1977,
and reflect that the field-wide peak production date was in 1977. The majority of current oil
production is achieved using secondary recovery methods which involve injection of “produced
water” (water which has been separated from produced oil liquids) to assist moving the oil to the
surface. This is the method used by Warren at the WTU Facility.

Page 1-2



Warren E&P New Equipment Project

Warren WTU Central Facility

In 1972, the oil separation facilities, storage tanks, and other equipment on the individual
residential lots were removed and new replacement facilities were constructed at the WTU
Central Facility by the then owner, Exxon Corporation.

In 2005, Warren acquired full ownership and operation of the WTU and the WTU Central
Facility in order to further develop the Wilmington Oil Field. A plan was developed to construct
new well cellars and drill new wells in order to increase oil production, which became the project
that was evaluated in the 2006 MND.
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Map of Wilmington Oil Field

2006 Warren WTU Central Facility Project and MND
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Chapter 1: Project Description

In late 2005, Warren filed an application with the City of Los Angeles (the City) to modify the
then existing zoning determination and obtain approval from the City for further field
development of the WTU from the WTU Central Facility. The City reviewed this new project
(2006 Project) under CEQA, which resulted in the approval of the 2006 MND and the 2006 ZD.
As a result, the WTU Central Facility has been paved to eliminate fugitive dust emissions and a
pipeline has been installed to eliminate truck trips previously necessary to transport the oil to
market. The 2006 MND was certified by the City Planning Department in May 2006 for the
2006 Project. The 2006 Project involved the construction of five multiple well drilling cellars at
the WTU Central Facility, thereby enabling the drilling of up to 540 wells whose surface
equipment would be located below ground level in concrete cellars that also reduce potential
noise and visual impacts, as well as facilitate the efficient movement of drilling rigs. As a
condition of drilling the additional wells from the centralized well cellars at the WTU Central
Facility, Warren was required to remove existing above-ground pumping equipment and wells
from the surrounding residential areas. The pace of drilling wells at the WTU Central Facility
was dependent on the removal and remediation of wells in the surrounding residential area
pursuant to the 2006 ZD and 2008 ZD, as follows:

e Phase | would last one to three years in which 180 new wells could be drilled so long as
15 older wells were abandoned in residential areas;

e Phase Il would last another three years in which 180 more new wells could be drilled so
long as 15 additional older wells were abandoned in residential areas; and

e Phase Ill would last another six years in which 180 more new wells could be drilled so
long as the remaining older wells were abandoned in industrial areas.

As of the end of 2010, 17 wells located in the community have been abandoned and remediated
in accordance with State regulations and two additional wells are expected to be abandoned and
remediated by the end of the first quarter of 2011. Gas sales were specified in the application,
although the necessary equipment for gas sales was not described in the project description of the
2006 MND. Following project approval, it became apparent that the quantity of gas produced
was not sufficient to economically justify installation of the gas sales system. As a result, excess
gas was sent to the Flare King, which was analyzed as a back-up flare to the proposed gas sales
system in the 2006 MND.

The 2006 Project anticipated a daily oil production rate rising from the then current 600 bpd up
to approximately 5,000 bpd and the 2006 MND assumed that level of production in the
environmental analyses. Because Warren needed discretionary approval from the City, the City
served as the lead agency for the 2006 Project. Current oil production at the WTU Central
Facility is in the approximate range of 2600 bpd to 3000 bpd.

Since the California energy crisis of 2000, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and
SCAQMD have encouraged the installation of clean distributed generation, such as
microturbines, as a means to generate electricity, often by utilizing stranded, non-marketable gas.
Microturbines have gained wide usage at landfills, sewage treatment plants, hospitals, and in oil
fields. In October 2006, Warren sought guidance from SCAQMD to determine if six Ingersoll
Rand microturbines, each with a heat input rating of less than 2,975,000 BTU per hour, would
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Warren E&P New Equipment Project

require SCAQMD permits. Warren was advised that such microturbines are in general exempt
from SCAQMD permit requirements pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 219. Relying on SCAQMD’s
Rule 219, Warren purchased the six microturbines later that month. The six microturbines were
shipped to the WTU Central Facility in December 2006, then installed and connected to the
source of oil field gas. Prior to Warren’s planned initiation of operation of the turbines, the
SCAQMD informed Warren that, according to Health and Safety Code § 41514.9 and 17 Cal.
Code Regs 8§ 94201, the microturbines were required either to be certified by CARB or to obtain
a permit to operate from the SCAQMD because the exemption did not apply to microturbines
using oil field gas. In light of the Health and Safety Code requirements, Warren concluded that
it would obtain permits to operate from the SCAQMD. Warren submitted permit applications as
required by Regulation 1l. Because combusting the oil field gas in the microturbines was a
beneficial use of the gas, Warren and the SCAQMD entered into a Settlement Agreement
(Settlement Agreement) and commenced proceedings for a stipulated Order for Abatement
(Order for Abatement) governing operation of the six microturbines prior to receiving permits to
operate.  Following execution of the Settlement Agreement in October 2007, Warren
commenced operating the microturbines.

2006 and 2008 City Zoning Determinations

As previously noted, in July 2006, Warren received approval from the City Zoning
Administrator to drill up to 540 wells from subsurface well cellars at the WTU Central Facility
subject to 28 conditions contained in the 2006 ZD. Examples of the 2006 ZD conditions include:

e limitations or requirements on treatment of drill cuttings,

e removal of older wells located in neighborhoods,

e annual progress reports on drilling,

e hours of operation and construction,

e Dest practices for drilling and operation to avoid nuisance,

e sound mitigation,

e dust mitigation, and

visual impacts mitigation.

In response to some public concerns, the City Zoning Administrator conducted a public hearing
in May 2008 to review compliance with and the adequacy of the conditions in its July 2006 ZD.
Community members, employees, contractors, royalty owners, and representatives of an
environmental organization attended and testified at the hearing. Based on the testimony and
results of the May 2008 hearing, in October 2008, the Zoning Administrator made minor
modifications to the existing 2006 ZD and issued the 2008 ZD. The 2008 ZD included the
following modifications to the existing conditions: (1) a clarification on the types of processing
of oil, water and gas allowed at the site (Condition 6), and (2) the allowable delivery hours were
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modified for heavy truck delivery by limiting the hours between 7 a.m. and 9:30 p.m., unless
otherwise allowed by a regulatory agency, and the maximum allowable number of deliveries per
day was limited to 20 loads for moving drilling rigs and 10 loads per day for other deliveries
(Condition 9). The Zoning Administrator’s approval and issuance of the 2008 ZD was appealed
to the Harbor Area Planning Commission, and the Commission unanimously rejected the appeal
and upheld and affirmed the 2008 ZD on December 16, 2008.

Notice of Violation and Settlement Agreement

On September 28, 2007, Warren received Notice of Violation P50039 (“Flare Allegation”) from
the SCAQMD alleging that Warren operated the Flare King flare in violation of the permit
conditions contained in Permit No. F77109. Although Permit No. F77109 does not include a
specific gas throughput condition, the equipment is described as a “4,000,000 Btu/hr” flare,
which the SCAQMD determined limited flare throughput to no more than 94,285 scf of gas per
day. This flare allegation was resolved in the Settlement Agreement described above.

On August 14, 2008, the SCAQMD Hearing Board approved and issued an Order for Abatement
covering operations of the microturbines and Flare King flare. The Order limited flaring of
natural gas in the Flare King flare to 94,285 scf per day until a new Bekaert Clean Enclosed
burner is installed, and required that Warren maximize use of the microturbines for combustion
of oil field gas. It also required Warren to install a gas re-injection system for use in lieu of
flaring of oil field gas (except when necessary due to breakdowns of or maintenance on the gas
re-injection system). That Order for Abatement was modified on June 17, 2009, to extend its
provisions to July 1, 2010. On September 21, 2010, a revised Order for Abatement was issued.
In addition to the conditions set forth above, it extends the provisions of the Order to October 1,
2011, unless otherwise extended or previously terminated through a demonstration of
compliance as identified in the Order, and also requires Warren to install the gas re-injection
system within 180 days following the issuance of any SCAQMD required permit(s) for that
system.

2009 Warren WTU Central Facility Project and Draft Negative Declaration

On April 15, 2009, the SCAQMD prepared a draft Negative Declaration for the Warren E&P,
Inc. WTU Central Facility New Equipment Project (2009 Draft ND) to analyze environmental
impacts from modifications at the WTU Central Facility that are required to comply with
conditions of the Order of Abatement and other associated modifications. The proposed project
analyzed in the 2009 Draft ND consisted of: (1) removing the existing permitted Flare King flare
and replacing it with an ultralow NOx Bekaert Clean Enclosed Burner® (Bekaert CEB®); (2)
refurbishing existing Heater-Treater No. 1 (HT#1); (3) adding an additional heater-treater
(HT#2) with ultra-low NOx burners to meet oil-water separation needs; (4) adding up to nine
Ingersoll-Rand MT-70 microturbines to generate electrical power for use on site and (5)
removing a previously-operated water heater. In addition, Warren proposed installing gas re-
injection equipment to reduce the need to combust excess oil field gas production and, if
warranted, installing gas sales equipment. The Bekaert CEB® and HT#2 meet the SCAQMD’s
best available control technology (BACT) requirements.
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The 2009 Draft ND was circulated for a 30-day public review period. The SCAQMD received a
number of form letters from groups opposed to or in favor of the proposed project. Seven
comment letters with comments specific to the analysis of environmental impacts from the
proposed project analyzed in the 2009 Draft ND were also received. A number of comments
raised concerns with respect to alleged impacts associated with the 2006 Project analyzed in the
2006 MND and permitted by the City of Los Angeles, as well as impacts from the proposed
project analyzed in the 2009 Draft ND and permitted by the SCAQMD. For this reason, the
SCAQMD concluded that it would be appropriate to revise and recirculate the 2009 Draft ND as
a Draft Subsequent MND so that impacts from the 2006 Project analyzed in the 2006 MND
could be clearly distinguished from potential impacts from the proposed project. This Final
Braft Subsequent MND clearly defines the 2006 Project analyzed in the 2006 MND, and shows
that the currently proposed project is a modification to the 2006 Project.

1.4 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project will be located within Warren’s WTU Central Facility located at 625 East
Anaheim Street in the Wilmington district of Los Angeles, California. As shown in Figure 2a,
the WTU Central Facility is located on the eastern side of the Wilmington area of the South
Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is a sub-area of the SCAQMD’s area of jurisdiction. The WTU
Central Facility provides oil, water, and natural gas separation; storage; and injection services for
this area of the Wilmington Oil Field (Figure 1). A zoning map of the area is shown in Figure
2b.

The WTU Central Facility is located at the northeast corner of Anaheim Street and Banning
Boulevard in the Wilmington district of the City of Los Angeles (Figure 3). The Wilmington
district encompasses and covers an area of mixed land uses, with industrial, recreation,
residential, and commercial zoned areas nearby. The northern portion of the WTU Central
Facility borders John Mendez Baseball Park, which has been in existence since the 1970s and
was recently purchased by Warren, and Opp Street, with a multi-family residence, a vacant
parcel, and the remnants of the Civil War era powder magazine for Camp Drum nearby. The
eastern portion of the WTU Central Facility borders Eubank Avenue, with industrial trucking
and salvage yards nearby. The southern portion borders Anaheim Street, with the Wilmington
Industrial Park and industrial and commercial uses (e.g., restaurant) nearby. The western portion
borders Banning Boulevard, including the above-mentioned baseball diamond; a corner strip
commercial development, a row of small one-story apartments, and two vacant parcels are
nearby. The WTU Central Facility covers 11 parcels of land with an area of 437,723 square feet
(10.05 acres). Zoning designations include M2-1 VL-O (Light Industrial Zone) and RD3-1XL-O
(Restricted Multiple Dwelling Zone), with some parcels sharing the two designations. The “O”
at the end of each zoning designation indicates that the parcels are located in an Qil Drilling
District and that oil drilling activities are permitted in these zoning designations.
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Site Location Map - Wilmington Townlot Unit, 625 E. Anaheim Street,
Wilmington, California
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Site Zoning Map - Wilmington Townlot Unit, 625 E. Anaheim Street,
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1.5 OVERVIEW OF CURRENT OPERATIONS

Crude oil, or petroleum, is a natural resource comprised of a mixture of hydrocarbons, related
compounds, and small amounts of other materials such as oxygen, nitrogen, sulfur, salt, and
saltwater. Before crude oil can be shipped to refineries where it is manufactured and refined into
a variety of petroleum products (such as lube oil, plastics, gasoline, diesel, jet fuel, asphalt and
other products), the oil must be separated from the saltwater and natural gas produced
concurrently with the oil. The primary function of the WTU Central Facility in this process is to
extract oil and gas bearing fluids from underground formations; separate the crude oil, natural
gas, and water; store, meter, and ship the crude oil for sale by pipeline (or trucks in the event of
pipeline maintenance); and, after treatment to remove solids, pump the clarified produced water
back into dedicated wells (i.e., water injection wells) to the underground oil production
formation in order to avoid land subsidence and to enhance the further production of oil. The
facility’s function is unchanged since the 2006 MND.

Oil field gas is naturally associated with oil production. The oil field gas cannot be simply
vented to the atmosphere because doing so is a violation of various regulatory requirements
including SCAQMD rules 1173 and 1148.1, DOGGR rules and regulations, and various City fire
code provisions and is generally unsafe. There are a number of methods to handle the oil field
gas, including its use as fuel for on-site equipment (e.g., heater treater, microturbines), or its re-
injection back into the reservoir from where the oil was extracted. If sufficient volumes of gas
are available, the oil field gas could be treated and sold to the gas company. However, the
volume of excess oil field gas is currently not sufficiently large enough to meet the economic
criteria of the gas company and the operator. No matter how the gas is handled, there must be a
method for gas disposal should there be a service interruption such as maintenance, repairs, or an
emergency. Because of the potential for interruption of current onsite uses for the excess oil
field gas, the use of a flare or burner as a backup is necessary.

As will be discussed in Section 1.6, the proposed project will include an additional on-site
beneficial use of the oil field gas (i.e., microturbines to produce energy for the facility). Any oil
field gas that cannot be used beneficially on-site will be re-injected deep underground. In
addition, the existing Flare King flare will be replaced with a Bekaert CEB ®, which will
typically burn only enough oil field gas to be in a ready standby mode (about nine percent of its
capacity), but will be capable of burning more oil field gas if the gas re-injection equipment is
not operating. As in the 2006 Project, this ensures that no oil field gas is vented to the
atmosphere.

As in the 2006 Project, the fluid from the production wells is typically comprised of 90 to 95
percent saltwater, five to 10 percent crude oil, a small volume of oil field gas, and trace amounts
of sand and clay. The produced fluids are first routed to one of two Free Water Knock-Out
(FWKO) separation vessels, where the bulk of the water and some oil field gas and solids are
separated from the crude oil. The separated crude oil then flows to a heater-treater separation
vessel where any remaining water emulsified in the oil is separated by heating the oil. A small
amount of oil field gas also evolves from solution within the crude oil in the heater-treater. This
oil field gas is combined with the oil field gas separated in the FWKO and is used as described in
the previous paragraph. Water from the FWKO and heater-treater is routed to the produced water
system where solids and remaining traces of oil are removed prior to subsurface re-injection of
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the produced water. The separated oil from the heater-treater is directed to shipping tanks where
it is stored and pumped intermittently for sale by a pipeline. At the time of this Subsequent
MND, the WTU Central Facility pumps oil through an existing Lease Automatic Custody
Transfer (LACT) meter into the Cardinal Pipeline which travels underground to the nearby
Conoco Philips refinery. Since the opening of the Cardinal Pipeline on March 17, 2008, the
transfer of crude oil from the WTU Central Facility through the pipeline has averaged about
3,000 bpd, thereby eliminating an average of 40 diesel truck trips per day into and out of the
WTU Central Facility. However, if a pipeline disruption occurs, the oil may be transported by
vapor-controlled oil trucks. An existing SCAQMD permit limits truck shipping to 144,788
barrels of oil per month.

The 2006 Project, which was evaluated and approved in the 2006 MND, allows the drilling of up
to 540 wells and the construction of five well cellars in the WTU Central Facility. The well
cellars are 12 feet wide, eight feet deep, and approximately 440 feet long. Of the 540 wells,
approximately 372 are expected to produce oil and 168 wells are expected to be used as water re-
injection wells. The oil wells operate via electric submersible pumps where the pump and motor
are located near the bottom of the well and push the fluid to the surface. This configuration is
more efficient and eliminates potential visual, noise, and vibration impacts compared to the
alternative of using above-ground pumping units.

A total of approximately 101 oil wells and approximately 32 water injection wells have been
drilled within the newly constructed drilling cellars at the WTU Central Facility. Of these wells,
approximately 75 oil wells and 31 water injection wells are currently active. The construction
and operation of the well cellars, which were analyzed in the 2006 MND as part of the 2006
Project, consolidate the drilling of wells into a central location at the WTU Central Facility. The
2006 MND also requires abandoning and remediating wells located in the community in
accordance with State regulations and the 2006 ZD. According to the 2006 MND, when drilling
is completed, the WTU Central facility is expected to be able to produce approximately 5,000
bpd of oil. It should be noted that due to the variations of geological conditions, the number of
wells drilled does not linearly correlate to the amount of oil produced because one well could
result in more production than another, and the rate of production varies depending on the
pressure of the reservoir, placement of the well within the reservoir and remaining reserves.
Similarly, the amount of natural gas extracted from a well is not proportional to the amount of oil
produced.

The 2006 MND and 2006 Project also included a gas sales component. However, due to the
small amount of produced oil field gas, no sales outlet currently exists to sell the oil field gas,
and the installation of gas sales equipment is not economically viable at this time.

The current SCAQMD-permitted equipment used to process the crude oil includes: (A) an oil
and water separation system (Permit #F86179); (B) a water processing system (Permit #F77108);
(C) a Flare King flare (Permit #F77109); (D) a heater-treater (HT #1; Permit #F81666); and (E) a
vapor recovery system (Permit #F77107). Produced water is pumped from the oil zones along
with crude oil and is treated within the water management yard for injection back into the oil
zones. Thirty-one wells within the WTU Central Facility are currently being used for water
injection purposes. The oil storage yard accommodates two primary and two emergency oil
storage tanks. The water management yard accommodates a filter flush pit, a clarifier pit, three
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water clarifier tanks, three water tanks, a 600 square-foot switchgear building, and a 2,300
square-foot electrical substation.

The combustion equipment at the site is fueled by oil field gas, along with natural gas purchased
from a utility if needed as a back-up fuel. The combustion equipment currently operating at the
site includes HT #1, the Flare King flare and six microturbines. As discussed previously, the
purpose of a heater treater is to heat oil and water to enhance separation; the purpose of the
microturbines is to produce electricity for on-site use; and the flare is used to combust the
remaining oil field gas to prevent its direct release to the atmosphere. Since the proposed project
modifies the gas use and handling equipment at the WTU Central Facility, the next subsections
describe the existing equipment in more detail.

Heater Treater

The existing heater treater (HT#1) was permitted and in use prior to the 2006 MND. Thus, the
2006 MND did not consider construction of HT#1 to be part of the project description, but did
analyze an increase in its usage up to 100 percent of its rated capacity of 2.5 million btu per hour.
However, the capacity does not accommodate the oil production level analyzed and approved in
the 2006 MND. HT#1 treats an oil-water emulsion by heating the stream of fluids in order to
separate the oil and water. HT#1 is fueled by the oil field gas produced on site, but may
occasionally be supplemented with natural gas purchased from the local gas utility.

Flare King Flare

A Flare King flare is currently permitted for use at the WTU Central Facility and the previously
mentioned Order of Abatement limits the amount of oil field gas that may be combusted in this
flare to 94,285 scf per day. This flare still operates since current oil field gas volumes do not
support the installation and operation of gas sales equipment. The stack of the flare is
approximately 16 feet in height and often produces a visible flame. The flare is used to combust
excess oil field gas produced in association with oil production that is not used to fuel the heater
treater (2006 Project HT#1) or the microturbines (not in the 2006 Project: currently six are
operating). Oil field gas not currently used beneficially on-site in HT#1 or in the microturbines
must be combusted because it cannot be vented to the atmosphere, as previously discussed. In
the 2006 Project, the 2006 MND calculated the average daily usage of the flare at two percent of
its capacity based on the assumption that gas sales equipment would be installed. The 2006
MND expected the flare would only be used at 100 percent capacity when gas sales were
interrupted.

Microturbines

Because the gas sales equipment used for gas handling from the 2006 Project was never
installed, the Flare King flare had to be operated to handle the excess gas. Thus, the currently
proposed project includes, as a modification to the 2006 Project, gas handling equipment
comprised of microturbines and gas reinjection rather than continued use of the flare to handle
gas. Six CARB-certified Ingersoll-Rand MT-70 microturbines are currently operating in the gas
and solids management yard at the WTU Central Facility under an Order for Abatement and
Settlement Agreement with the SCAQMD. The microturbines burn oil field gas to generate
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approximately 420 kW of electrical power for use at the WTU Central Facility. Warren applied
for a SCAQMD permit to operate the microturbines in October 2007.

Additional Operations

The 2006 Project (and current WTU Central Facility) includes a 1,350 square-foot office
building and a 1,250 square-foot building with lockers and restrooms in the personnel yard. The
gas and solids management yard also accommodates a 430 square-foot pump storage shed and
550 square-foot maintenance building.

Routine oil production operations are conducted 24 hours per day. The 2006 Project assumed
that eight full-time employees would work at on-site oil production and related jobs. Currently,
fifteen full-time employees work in two shifts for Warren. Nine of these employees are assigned
to the WTU Central Facility, and the remaining six are assigned to surveillance, operation and
maintenance of wells located in outlying neighborhood areas. Between six and 12 vendors travel
to or from work at the WTU Central Facility on a daily basis. These vendors handle various
tasks, including welding, pipefitting, maintenance work and general labor. All motor vehicles
access the WTU Central Facility through the primary entrance located on Banning Boulevard. A
secondary access from Opp Street is used only in emergency or unusual situations. Pedestrian
traffic outside the WTU Central Facility is along paved sidewalks on each of the four
surrounding streets. Adequate parking spaces are provided within the WTU Central Facility to
accommodate all workers, vendors, and visitors.

The perimeter of the facility is landscaped and protected from public view or access by an eight-
foot block wall set back at least five feet from the sidewalk. Interior block walls separate the
various yards. Approximately 422,976 square feet (89 percent) of the WTU Central Facility is
currently covered with paved concrete or asphalt surfaces, and the remaining 52,279 square feet
(11 percent) is covered with gravel or permanent landscaping, such as grass, palm trees, shrubs
and flowers. Please see Figure 3 for a view of the WTU Central Facility.

1.6 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As already noted, in 2006, the City approved the 2006 Project and the 2006 MND that allowed
the construction of five well cellars and the drilling of up to 540 wells under a schedule that
requires 30 wells located in “residential areas” to be abandoned in the first six years after
approval of the 2006 ZD and the remaining 26 wells located in “industrial areas” to be
abandoned during the subsequent six years (see page 1-3). The 2006 MND anticipated and
analyzed a production level up to 5,000 barrels of oil per day. The 2006 Project further
anticipated that the oil field gas associated with oil production would be routed to sales rather
than the Flare King flare, which was expected to operate as a backup only at an average of
approximately two percent of its capacity. The 2006 Project also assumed that HT#1 would be
fired to its permitted capacity and that a pipeline system would be installed to remove crude oil
and replace the truck loading operation. The environmental impacts of the 2006 Project were
analyzed and the 2006 Project was approved by the City in the 2006 MND.

After approval of the 2006 MND, Warren proceeded to implement the various aspects of the
2006 Project, including the new wells, the new well cellars and the new oil transportation
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pipeline. However, certain aspects of the 2006 Project could not be implemented as planned.
Warren found that HT#1 was incapable of processing 5,000 bpd of oil production. Further,
Warren found that the volume of oil field gas produced was not sufficient for sales to either a
nearby business or the local gas company, even though the volume was somewhat higher than
the baseline case analyzed in the 2006 MND. Warren then proceeded to redesign these aspects
of the 2006 Project and concluded that an additional heater treater (HT#2) was necessary.
Furthermore, Warren concluded that a revised gas management system was necessary to handle
oil field gas from the oil production levels evaluated and analyzed in the 2006 MND.

The currently proposed modifications to the 2006 Project are being proposed because, to date,
there has been insufficient oil field gas produced to justify the installation of the equipment
necessary to treat the oil field gas so that it can be sold commercially, even though more oil field
gas is being produced than can be burned as fuel in the equipment currently on site. The
modifications analyzed in this Subsequent MND involve the installation of gas handling
equipment that will allow Warren to achieve the 5,000 barrels per day (average) level of oil
production that was the objective of the 2006 Project. To accomplish this objective, Warren
needs to increase the capability of its oil/water separation activities (i.e., adding HT#2 and
refurbishing HT#1) and ensure that oil field gas will not be vented to the atmosphere by adding
gas re-injection equipment. In addition, Warren desires to replace the old Flare King flare with a
clean enclosed burner (Bekaert CEB®) which is BACT equipment. Lastly, Warren desires to
obtain permits for its six existing microturbines, which beneficially use the oil field gas to
produce electricity for the facility, and are currently operating under a Settlement Agreement and
Order for Abatement with the SCAQMD. If oil field gas volumes are sufficient and installation
of gas sales equipment becomes economically viable, Warren plans to obtain permits for up to
three additional microturbines, which would produce electricity and be fueled with by-product
gas from the gas sales cleanup system. This by-product tail gas has fuel value but is not the same
as oil field gas.

Therefore, this proposed project involves the modification of the 2006 Project previously
approved by the City in the 2006 MND and 2006 ZD covering the WTU Central Facility.
Specifically, Warren proposes to agree to a permit condition on existing Permit F86179 which
would limit oil production at the WTU Central Facility to no more than 5,000 bpd of oil
production on a monthly average basis, and to modify the previously approved 2006 Project by
modifying existing equipment and adding new equipment, as described above. Thus, a
subsequent environmental analysis in the form of this Subsequent MND is appropriate. Figure 4
shows the location of the pieces of equipment that comprise the proposed project. The following
subsections describe the individual pieces of equipment that comprise the currently proposed
project.
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Existing Flare King Flare

The proposed project includes removing the existing Flare King flare that is currently operating
under an existing SCAQMD permit that allows the flare to operate at up to 94,285 standard cubic
feet of oil field gas per day. Operation of the Flare King flare at an average of two percent of its
rated capacity was evaluated in the 2006 MND, which assumed installation and operation of the
gas sales equipment. However, the 2006 Project allowed the Flare King flare to operate at up to
100 percent of its rated capacity when the gas sales equipment was not operating and no
condition of approval limited operation of the flare to 2% of its rated capacity.

New Bekaert CEB®

The proposed project includes replacing the existing Flare King flare with a new state-of-the-art
Bekaert Clean Enclosed Burner (CEB®) that reflects Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) and emits less VOC, NOy, PM, and CO per unit of fuel than the existing flare.
According to the vendor, the Bekaert CEB® does not produce a visible flame that reaches above
its stack. The contrast between the Flare King flare (to be removed under the proposed project)
and the new Bekaert CEB® (to be installed under the proposed project) can be seen in Figure 5
and Figure 6. Once the gas reinjection equipment is operational, the new Bekaert CEB® would
normally operate in ready standby mode (approximately nine percent of its rated capacity). An
application for a SCAQMD permit was submitted in August 2007. Once the Bekaert CEB® is
operational, the Flare King flare will be shut down and removed from the WTU Central Facility.
During construction of the gas re-injection system, the gas flow to the Bekaert CEB® will be
limited to no more than 50 percent of its rated capacity, except in the following circumstances
(when its full capacity may be necessary):

e Emissions testing at greater gas rates, as required by SCAQMD;

e Power outages that require shutdown of the microturbines and/or electric compressor;

e Maintenance, breakdown or testing of the microturbines and/or heater treater(s) that require
gas flows to be routed to the Bekaert CEB® until the maintenance, repair or testing work is
completed;

e Once the gas re-injection system is installed and operating, the Bekaert CEB® will be
operated only in ready-standby mode (approximately nine percent of its rated capacity),
unless oil field gas must be routed to the Bekaert CEB® (which can be operated up to 100
percent of its rated capacity) during the circumstances described immediately above, as well
as during:

e Maintenance, breakdown or testing of the gas injection compressor that requires gas
flows to be routed to the Bekaert CEB® until the maintenance, repair or testing work
is completed; and

e Maintenance, repair, cleanout or testing of the gas injection well and/or system that
requires gas flows to be routed to the Bekaert CEB® until the maintenance, repair,
cleanout or testing work is completed.

In ready-standby mode, the amount of gas burned by the Bekaert CEB® will be controlled by a
built-in system that ensures proper combustion conditions at all times. If oil field gas must be
routed to the Bekaert CEB® due to any of the circumstances described above, the Bekaert
CEB® may be operated up to its rated capacity until gas re-injection can be resumed.
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Figure 5
Bekaert CEB

Figure 6
Flare King flare at the WTU Central Facility
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Existing Natco 2.5 MMBtu/Hour Heater Treater

As stated earlier on page 1-11, the 2006 MND assumed that HT#1 was operating at 100 percent
of its rated capacity. After the 2006 MND was approved, Warren re-evaluated HT#1 and found
that it was incapable of properly dewatering crude oil at rates exceeding about 3,600 bpd.
Therefore, the existing HT#1 will be reconditioned (i.e., update valves, add insulation, and
update its burner to comply with recent changes to Rule 1146.1 - Emissions of Oxides of
Nitrogen from Small Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and
Process Heaters) and retained and operated as a fully permitted unit available for use at any time
under its existing permit. The current allowable NOx emission from HT#1 is 30 ppm. Under the
new Rule 1146.1 the NOx emission will be reduced to no more than 9 ppm, or a reduction of
about 70 percent.

New 12 MMBtu/Hour Heater Treater

The 2006 MND included an analysis of crude extraction of 5,000 barrels per day. As discussed
above, the existing Natco 2.5 MMBtu/hour heater treater is unable to accommodate 5,000 barrels
per day. To accommodate production of 5,000 barrels per day analyzed and approved in the
2006 MND, it is necessary to modify the 2006 Project to include a new heater treater. Therefore,
the proposed project includes installing a new 12 MMBtu/hour heater treater (HT#2) that will
allow Warren to increase the efficiency and capability of its oil/water separation processes.
HT#2 will be newer oil/water separation equipment and, since it must meet BACT emission
limits, emits less NOx per unit of fuel than the burners in the existing HT#1. An application for a
SCAQMD permit for HT#2 was submitted in November 2007. Once permitted, HT#2 will be
available for use at any time. Regardless of whether or not one or two heater treaters operate at
the same time, oil production would still be limited to an average of 5,000 barrels per day.

Nine New Microturbines

No microturbines were included as part of the project description in the 2006 Project MND.
However, the 2006 Project included gas sales equipment, which was never installed.
Consequently, the 2006 Project is being modified to install microturbines as a means of utilizing
the gas extracted along with the produced crude oil. The currently proposed project, therefore,
includes an environmental analysis of nine Ingersoll Rand MT-70 microturbines, including six
that were installed without SCAQMD permits but are operating under the current Settlement
Agreement and Order for Abatement, and three more that would be required to use the tail gas
associated with future gas sales equipment. Each microturbine would generate electricity for
onsite use.

As previously discussed, Warren purchased and installed six CARB-certified Ingersoll-Rand
MT-70 microturbines without valid permits to operate from the SCAQMD (see page 1-2). The
microturbines burn the oil field gas to generate approximately 420 kW of electrical power for use
at the WTU Central Facility. Although six of the microturbines are currently operating under a
Settlement Agreement and Order for Abatement with the SCAQMD, they have not undergone
any type of CEQA evaluation. Warren applied for a SCAQMD permit to operate the
microturbines in October 2007. Although the six existing microturbines are included in the
proposed project, they are not included in the construction phases because they have already
been constructed.
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If excess oil field gas production ultimately reaches economic feasibility (generally estimated to
be approximately one million standard cubic feet per day), additional microturbines and gas
conditioning equipment may be required to be installed. Under this scenario, Warren may desire
to install up to three new microturbines in addition to the six already present at the WTU Central
Facility. Because of the possibility that Warren may install these additional microturbines to use
tail gas from gas sales equipment, a total of nine microturbines (i.e., six existing plus three
potential new) has been evaluated in the environmental analysis in Chapter 2.

New Oil Field Gas Reinjection Equipment

The proposed Project includes using a previously drilled well in the WTU Central Facility for re-
injection of excess oil field gas into an existing underground oil formation approximately %-mile
below industrial areas located southeast of the WTU Central Facility. Conversion of the existing
well for gas reinjection purposes will require a workover rig, a small crane, and several truck
trips. The workover rig will be smaller than, but similar in appearance to the drilling rigs
currently used on-site to drill oil wells. As oil production increases, additional oil field gas
dissolved in the crude oil within the subsurface reservoir will be produced along with the oil.
Once separated from the oil, most of the oil field gas will be beneficially used as fuel in the six
microturbines and HT #2. A small amount will be needed to maintain the Bekaert CEB® in
ready-standby mode, and any excess gas will be re-injected back into oil reservoirs
approximately 4,000 feet below the surface. The re-injected oil field gas may be returned to the
surface in the future through the same well and subsequently put to beneficial use or sale. The
gas re-injection system will involve the use of a four stage electric compressor, inter-stage
coolers and scrubbers, and will require minor re-piping of existing flowlines and the use of
temporary well servicing equipment to prepare the existing well for this use. The compressor
will be installed as part of the gas management system and would reduce combustion emissions
over the long-term. Warren is evaluating other longer-term options as explained in the following
subsection. If no other option becomes feasible, reinjection will remain the primary means of
managing excess produced oil field gas. The DOGGR is the agency with regulatory authority to
approve gas reinjection wells into underground oil fields.

New Gas Sales Equipment

The 2006 Project included gas sales equipment as a means of handling and using gas extracted
along with the crude, however, the gas sales equipment proposed at that time was never installed.
If future oil drilling (up to the 540 wells analyzed and approved by the City in 2006) results in
wells that produce particularly high oil field gas volumes relative to oil volumes, it may become
economically feasible to condition, odorize (as required by the US Department of Transportation
[DOT]), and meter the oil field gas for sale to a third party, rather than re-inject the gas into
subsurface oil reservoirs. Gas sales will require sustained production of approximately one
million scf of oil field gas per day for a period of at least one year. The gas sales system will be
comprised of a re-staged electric compressor (which can also be used for gas re-injection), a
molecular sieve to remove inert components (water vapor, nitrogen gas [N], and carbon dioxide
[CO,]) and larger hydrocarbon molecules, up to three microturbines to combust tail gas from the
gas sales equipment to make electric power, and gas metering and odorizing equipment required
by Southern California Gas Co.(SoCal) and the US DOT. If agreeable to SoCal, sales will be
through an existing pipeline that traverses the WTU Central Facility.
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Based on current levels of gas production, it appears unlikely that this higher level of oil field gas
production will be reached. However, because treatment and sale of the oil field gas would
result in a beneficial use; gas sales is a desirable substitute for gas re-injection if economically
feasible and remains a possibility. Therefore, the proposed project description includes the gas
sales and treatment equipment, which would require permits from the SCAQMD. Gas sales was
evaluated in the 2006 MND based on approximately 5,000 barrels of oil per day. If oil field gas
is conditioned and sold, the Bekaert CEB® will continue to be operated in ready-standby mode
similar to the gas re-injection scenario described above.

Miscellaneous Modifications

The proposed project includes removal of a currently permitted (SCAQMD permit F86179)
water heater that has a rated capacity of 1.2 Mmbtu/hr. This removal results in a modest
reduction in emissions. The proposed project also includes a new spare, skid-mounted,
electrically driven vapor recovery compressor that will be added to the existing VVapor Recovery
System permit (SCAQMD permit F77107). This new spare equipment has the same horsepower
rating as the existing compressor, and will only be operated when the primary vapor recovery
compressor is out of service. The new spare compressor does not increase the vapor handling
capacity of the overall system, and it is not necessary to increase the oil production rate from the
WTU Central Facility. The permit application for this spare unit was submitted on November
23, 2010.

1.7 REQUIRED PERMITS

The proposed project will require Permits to Construct and Operate from the SCAQMD pursuant
to SCAQMD Regulation Il. Warren’s proposed project will also be required to comply with
SCAQMD Regulation XII1, which specifies requirements for modified facilities, including the
use of best available, lowest-emitting control technology, and with all applicable SCAQMD
Rules, including Rules 1146 (Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Industrial, Institutional, and
Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters), 1146.1 (Emissions of Oxides of
Nitrogen from Small Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and
Process Heaters), 1148.1 (Oil and Gas Production Wells), and 1401 (New Source Review of
Toxic Air Contaminants). Specifically, Warren’s proposed project will comply with the
amendments to SCAQMD Rule 1146.1, which limits the carbon monoxide (CO) and oxides of
nitrogen (NOy) emissions from small heaters and boilers. The proposed project will also comply
with SCAQMD Rule 1401 and will not increase the maximum individual cancer risk (MICR),
the cancer burden, or the acute and chronic hazard index (HI) above regulatory limits. The
proposed project does not emit actual or potential emissions above the significance threshold
values established by SCAQMD pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
and does not require the WTU Central Facility to be subject to any of the following programs or
rules; the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM), Regulation XX; Title V,
Regulation XXX; CARB’s GHG reporting program, or U.S. EPA’s Reporting or Tailoring Rule.
The proposed project (and related equipment) will comply with all applicable SCAQMD, state,
and federal air quality rules since air permits cannot be issued otherwise.

The proposed project will require one or more permits for subsurface gas re-injection from the
California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR). These permits are
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defined as Class Il Gas Injection Permits. Applications for these injection permits are required
under CCR, Title 14, 81724.7. The proposed project will require ministerial electrical system
and foundation building permits from the City of Los Angeles. No discretionary permits are
expected to be required by the City of Los Angeles. No other permits are expected to be
required by other agencies.

1.8 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

As shown in Table 2, the proposed project will be implemented in multiple interim stages prior
to achieving the final proposed project. These interim scenarios focus only on the equipment
operating during a given period.

The proposed project consists primarily of the installation of pre-fabricated equipment.
Construction in the WTU Central Facility will be limited to building equipment foundations (i.e.,
grading, paving), piping, wiring, and installing pre-fabricated skid-mounted equipment. The
Bekaert CEB® and HT#2 are already in various stages of off-site fabrication by third parties and
can be installed shortly after completion of the CEQA process when permits are issued. AS
shown in Table 1, the construction and installation schedules for the individual components of
the proposed project are not expected to overlap. Construction activities for most aspects of the
proposed project are expected to begin within weeks of the issuance of the SCAQMD permits
which would follow certification of this Subsequent MND.

Table 1
Project Operation Schedule
Project Activity' Operating Equipment
Project Baseline Operation of HT #1 (2006 MND)
Project Interim | Operation of HT #1, six existing microturbines, and Flare King flare
Project Interim Il | Operation of HT #1, six existing microturbines, and Bekaert CEB ®

Operation of HT #2, six existing microturbines, and Bekaert CEB ®, with

Project Interim 111 NN
gas reinjection

Operation of HT#1 and/or HT #2, nine microturbines, and Bekaert CEB ®,

Final with gas sales or reinjection (normal and worst-case to be analyzed)

@ As noted in the text, some of these phases may not be necessary (e.g., direct gas sales if production warrants this
approach; continuing re-injection, but not going to gas sales, if production is too low; not installing additional
microturbines if production does not warrant it).
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Table 2
Proposed Construction Schedule (Assuming Permits to Construct, Install, and Operate are
Issued No Later than 2nd Quarter 2011)

Approximate
Completion Date™

3" quarter — 2011

Construction Activity™

Construction I: Construction and installation of Bekaert CEB®
and removal of Flare King flare and hot water heater
Construction I1: Construction and installation of HT #2, re-
furbishment of HT #1, grading for compressor pad, construction | 2" quarter — 2012
and installation of the compressor, and conversion of well
Construction Il (Contingent): Construction and installation of
gas sales equipment, installation of three additional
microturbines, and installation of conditioning equipment.

4™ quarter — 2014
(contingent)®

W This is an estimate of the construction schedule. If this Subsequent Mitigated Negative declaration is
certified, regardless of the adoption date, the construction phases would not change and the calculation
results would not change.

@ If gas production rises quickly, Warren may go directly to gas sales. In this case, gas sales equipment would
be installed by the 4™ quarter of 2013.

1.9 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

Typically, construction occurs prior to project operation. However, because of the various
interim operating stages in the proposed project, construction activities overlap with the
operation of new equipment. As a result, proposed project phases incorporate both operating
equipment and construction activities, and are based on the Interim operating scenarios and
Construction Activities described in Table 1 and Table 2. Potential environmental impacts of
both operation and construction will thus be analyzed together. The proposed project
implementation schedule is found in Table 3.

Table 3
Proposed Project Implementation

Phase Description

Baseline 2006 Project

Phase | Interim I, Construction |
Phase 11 Interim 11, Construction Il
Phase |11 Interim 111, Construction 111
Phase IV Final proposed Project
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CHAPTER 2

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse
environmental impacts. This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental
impacts that may be created by the proposed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title: Warren E&P, Inc. Wilmington Townlot Unit (WTU) Central
Facility, New Equipment Project

Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address: 21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Contact Person: Michael Krause

Contact Phone Number: (909) 396-2706

Project Sponsor's Name: Warren E&P, Inc.

Project Sponsor's Address: 625 East Anaheim Street
Wilmington, CA 90744

General Plan Designation: Light Industrial

Zoning: M2-1VL-O (Light Industrial Zone); RD3-1XL-O (Restricted
Multiple Dwelling Zone).

Description of Project: The proposed project is a modification to a previously approved

project that was evaluated in a 2006 mitigated negative declaration
(MND) prepared and certified by the City of Los Angeles. The
2006 project allowed Warren E&P to drill up to 540 wells to be
located in five new well drilling cellars; it assumed oil field gas
would be conditioned and sold into a nearby pipeline with the
existing flare used only during gas sales equipment maintenance
of other shutdowns. The currently proposed project is associated
primarily with modifications and improvements to the gas
handling system and consists of installing and operating a new
heater treater, refurbishing the existing heater treater, installing a
burner to replace an existing flare, installing a spare vapor
recovery compressor, the permitting of six microturbines which
are already constructed, and the installation of a gas re-injection
system, including conversion of an existing well for gas
reinjection, at Warren’s WTU Central Facility. The existing flare
will be dismantled and removed. The proposed project includes a
monthly average 5,000 barrels per day cap on crude production.
Gas sales equipment (including three additional microturbines) to
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Surrounding Land Uses and
Setting:

Other Public Agencies
Whose Approval is
Required:

combust gas conditioning equipment tail gas may also be installed
and operated if it becomes economically feasible. Additionally, an
old hot water heater will be shut down.

Zoning designations at the site include M2-1 VL-O (Light
Industrial Zone) and RD3-1XL-0 (Restricted Multiple Dwelling
Zone), with some parcels sharing the two designations. The WTU
Central Facility is bordered on the north by Opp Street, the John
Mendez Baseball Park, and a multi-family residence. Eubank
Avenue borders the WTU Central Facility on the east. To the
south, there is Anaheim Street, the Wilmington Industrial Park,
and industrial and commercial uses. The western side is bordered
by Banning Boulevard, with a commercial development, a row of
small, one-story apartments, and two vacant parcels nearby.

City of Los Angeles
California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS

The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to determine their potential to be
affected by the project. As indicated by the checklist on the following pages, environmental
topics marked with an "v™" may be significantly adversely affected by the project. An
explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each

area.
0 Aesthetics 0 Geology and Soils 0 Population and
Housing
0 Agriculture and 0 Hazards and LI Public Services
Forestry Resources Hazardous Materials

M Air Quality and

0 Hydrology and Water [0  Recreation

Greenhouse Gas Quality
Emissions
[0 Biological Resources L Land Use and O Solid/Hazardous
Planning Waste
L0 Cultural Resources O  Mineral Resources O  Transportation/
Traffic
0 Energy O Noise L Mandatory
Findings
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DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

(]

Date:

| find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” on the environment,
but at least one effect: (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based
on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

| find that although the project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects: (a) have been analyzed adequately in an
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
project, nothing further is required.

April 22, 2011 Signature: jw S/m.d}\

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant  Significant

Impact With Impact
Mitigation
l. AESTHETICS
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on O O O 4|
a scenic vista?
b) Substantially = damage  scenic O O O M

resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing O O O M
visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial O O M O
light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

1.1  Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics will be considered significant if:

e The project will block views from a scenic highway or corridor.
e The project will adversely affect the visual continuity of the surrounding area.

e The impacts on light and glare will be considered significant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areas or sensitive receptors.

1.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The 2006 MND analyzed the impact of: (1) drilling up to 540 new oil wells; (2) construction of
up to five concrete, below-grade, well cellars; (3) facilities operation at the WTU Central
Facility; and (4) oil production up to 5,000 barrels per day (BPD). The 2006 Project did not
include the six microturbines currently operating pursuant to an order for abatement. The 2006
MND did not identify any potentially significant adverse impacts for the following subtopics
under aesthetics: I. a) scenic vistas and 1. b) scenic resources. Potentially significant adverse
impacts were identified for the following subtopics under aesthetics: I. ¢) potential to degrade the
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existing visual character and 1. d) potential to create glare impacts. However, by implementing
the 2006 MND Mitigation Measures: | b4 Aesthetics (Graffiti), 1 b5 Aesthetics (Signage), and |
cl Aesthetics (Light) to reduce visual character and light and glare impacts, the lead agency
concluded that impacts to both aesthetics subtopics would be reduced to less than significant.
The above mitigation measures were incorporated into the 2006 Zoning Determination (ZD)
(Appendix A for more detail on the conditions applicable to the WTU Central Facility).
Additional conditions that reduce impacts from the WTU Central Facility are included in the
2008 ZD (Appendix B). As applicable, all mitigation measures in the 2006 MND; 2006 ZD;
2008ZD; and including any other terms, conditions, and requirements imposed by the City of
Los Angeles will remain in effect during construction and operation of the currently proposed
project.

1.a), b) and c). The existing visual character of the surrounding locale is highly industrial and
commercial, with some residential and recreational land uses located nearby. The proposed
project is not located within or along a designated scenic corridor. The facility does not contain
any scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, etc. The proposed Bekaert Clean
Enclosed Burner® (CEB®) is 20 feet tall and approximately four feet higher than the existing
flare. Additionally, the Bekaert CEB® does not produce a luminous flame that is visible above
its stack, unlike the existing flare. Further, the active portion of the Bekaert CEB® system,
which is approximately six to eight feet tall, will be shielded by an existing eight foot high
interior wall. There are six 24-foot tall tanks nearby, two 40-foot tall oxygen stripper towers
near the center of the facility, and drilling rigs and workover rigs on-site that are over 100 feet
and 70 feet tall, respectively. Although the Bekaert CEB® is four feet taller than the existing
flare, visual character impacts are considered to be equivalent to or less than under existing
conditions because the flame will no longer be visible. Therefore, the overall impact of the
Bekaert CEB® is equivalent to, or less than that of, the existing flare and is not expected to
change the visual landscape at the WTU Central Facility. Conversion of the existing well for gas
re-injection purposes will require a workover rig (for oil well work), a small crane, and several
truck trips. The workover rig will be smaller than, but similar in appearance to the drilling rigs
currently used on-site to drill oil wells. Continued use of equipment to complete an existing well
for gas re-injection purposes, as well as operation of the Bekaert CEB®, microturbines, and
HT#2, would be similar in aesthetic appearance and characteristics to existing operations at the
WTU Central Facility. Therefore, no significant adverse aesthetic impacts to scenic vistas, scenic
resources, or visual character are expected from the currently proposed project.

1.d). All drilling rigs are equipped with lights to provide safe working conditions. This lighting
at night is part of the drilling operations currently allowed at the site as part of the 2006 Project
and analyzed in the approved 2006 MND. Construction activities for the proposed project are
not anticipated to require additional lighting because they will be required to take place during
daylight hours per Condition 9 (Hours of Operation) of the 2008 ZD (See Appendix B for more
detail). In addition, none of the five new types of equipment will require a new light source to
operate safely during nighttime operations (post-construction). Thus, no increase in lighting
associated with the project at the WTU Central Facility is expected and, therefore, no significant
impacts to light and glare are anticipated from the proposed project.
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Other Applicable Regulations for Previously Approved 2006 Project and Currently
Proposed Project

Condition 1 of the 2008 ZD requires Warren to comply with use, height, and area restrictions of
the Municipal Code and other applicable governmental and regulatory agency rules and
regulations. Conditions 3 and 4 place additional requirements on Warren to maintain the
character of the surrounding area and remove graffiti, respectively. Condition 17 (Visual
Mitigation) requires certain measures to mitigate any impact on visual resources, including the
installation of an eight-foot high solid masonry block wall set back five feet from the property
lines, a landscape plan, and the location of all new oil well pumping equipment below ground.
Condition 20 specifies that all lighting must be shielded and directed on to the site. These
conditions and the mitigation measures identified above were initially applied to the 2006
Project, but will also apply to the currently proposed project. Specifically, the 2008 ZD
discusses in the “Transferability” section (page 7; see Appendix B) that “[t]he authorization runs
with the land.” For specific language, see the 2006 ZD and 2008 ZD in Appendices A and B,
respectively.

1.3  Mitigation Measures

As discussed above, the conditions in the 2006 and 2008 ZD will continue to be imposed at the
WTU Central Facility during construction and operation of the proposed Project. Specifically,
those related to aesthetics mitigation, i.e., measures | b4, 1 b5, and | ¢1 in the 2006 MND and
Conditions 9 and 20 in the 2008 ZD. W.ith the continued implementation of the mitigation
measures from the 2006 MND and the measures and conditions in the 2006 ZD and 2008 ZD,
there is no potential for a significant adverse environmental impact from the proposed project to
aesthetics. Therefore no new mitigation measures are required.

Potentially L_ess_'l_’han Less Than
A Significant A

Significant With Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

II. AGRICULTURE AND
FORESTRY RESOURCES

Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique O O O M
Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland mapping
and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?
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Potentially L_ess_'l_'han Less Than
S Significant A
Significant With Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
b) Conflict with existing zoning for O O O M

agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, O O O ]
or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources
Code 8§12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
84526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code §51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or O O O %}
conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

2.1  Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on agricultural resources will be considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning or agricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

The proposed project will convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of
statewide importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the farmland mapping
and monitoring program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.

The proposed project conflicts with existing zoning for, or causes rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code §12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code 84526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code §51104(Q)).

The proposed project would involve changes in the existing environment, which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.

2.2  Environmental Setting and Impacts
Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The 2006 MND analyzed the impact of: (1) drilling up to 540 new oil wells; (2) construction of
up to five concrete, below-grade, well cellars; (3) facilities operation at the WTU Central
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Facility; and (4) oil production up to 5,000 BPD. The 2006 MND concluded that there were no
potentially significant adverse impacts to agricultural resources resulting from the 2006 Project.
As a result, no mitigation measures were identified or required. Evaluation of potential impacts
to forestry resources was added to the environmental checklist in March 2010, so was not
analyzed in the 2006 MND.

2.a), b), and c). There are no agricultural resources (i.e., food crops grown for commercial
purposes) located in or near the vicinity of the WTU Central Facility. The proposed project will
not involve construction of any structures outside of the existing boundaries of the WTU Central
Facility and no agricultural resources are located within the WTU Central Facility. The zoning
of the WTU Central Facility will remain Light Industrial (M2-1 VL-O) and Restricted Multiple
Dwelling Zone (RD3-1XL-0O). The “O” at the end of each zoning designation indicates that the
parcels are located in an Oil Drilling District and that such activities are permitted in the zone.
Therefore, the proposed project will have no significant adverse impacts on agricultural
resources; convert prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance to non-
farming use: or conflict with zoning for agriculture.

2.d) There are no forestry resources (i.e., park forests, timber crops grown for commercial
purposes, etc.) located in or near the vicinity of the WTU Central Facility. The proposed project
will not involve construction of any structures outside of the existing boundaries of the WTU
Central Facility and no forestry resources are located within the WTU Central Facility. Current
zoning is expected to remain in effect as discussed in item 2.a), b), and c), above. Therefore, the
proposed project will have no significant adverse impacts on forestry resources; result in the loss
of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or conflict with zoning for forestry.

2.3 Mitigation Measures

The 2006 MND did not identify any significant adverse agricultural resources impacts and, as a
result, did not impose any mitigation measures relative to agricultural resources. Similarly,
analysis of the currently proposed project concluded that there is no potential for significant
adverse environmental impacts from the proposed project to agricultural or forestry resources
and, therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

Potentially I__ess_'_rhan Less Than
o Significant RN
Significant With Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
1. AIR QUALITY AND
GREENHOUSE GASES
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or  obstruct O O M O

implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?
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b)

d)

f)

9)

h)

3.1

Violate any air quality standard or
contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Result in a  cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zOne precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of
people?

Diminish an existing air quality
rule  or future compliance
requirement  resulting in a
significant  increase in  air
pollutant(s)?

Generate greenhouse gases, either
directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Significance Criteria

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
O

Less Than
Significant
Impact

4]

No
Impact

To determine whether or not air quality impacts from the proposed project may be significant,
impacts will be evaluated and compared to the criteria in Table I11-1. If impacts equal or exceed
any of the criteria in Table I11-1, they will be considered significant. As necessary, all feasible
mitigation measures will be identified and implemented to reduce any significant adverse air
quality impacts from the proposed project to the maximum extent feasible.
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To determine whether or not incremental GHG emissions from the proposed project may be
significant, impacts will be evaluated and compared to the 10,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents per year (MTCO,e/year) guidance threshold for industrial sources.

Table 111-1. SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds
Pollutant Construction Operation
NO, 100 lbs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PMjig 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day
PM,5 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SO, 150 lbs/day 150 Ibs/day
CcO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), Odor and GHG Thresholds
TACs Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million
(including carcinogens and Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas > 1 in 1 million)
non-carcinogens) Chronic & Acute Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)
Odor Project creates a minimal odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
GHG 10,000 MT/yr CO%q for industrial facilities
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants
NO, SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes
to an exceedance of the following attainment standards:
1-hour average 0.18 ppm (state)
annual arithmetic mean 0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)
PMo
24-hour average 10.4 pug/m® (construction) & 2.5 pug/m® (operation)
annual average 1.0 pg/m?
PM_s
24-hour average 10.4 pg/m? (construction) & 2.5 pg/m? (operation)
SO,
1-hour average 0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal — 99 percentile)
24-hour average 0.04 ppm (state)
Sulfate
(24-hour average) 25 ug/m° (state)
CcoO SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes
to an exceedance of the following ambient standards:
1-hour average 20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)
8-hour average 9.0 ppm (state/federal)
Lead
30-day average 1.5 ng/m? (state)
rolling 3-month average 0.15 pg/m® (federal)
quarterly average 1.5 pg/m? (federal)

PM, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size, pg/m* = microgram per cubic meter; ppm = parts per
million; TAC = toxic air contaminant; AHM = Acutely Hazardous Material; NO, = Nitrogen Oxide, CO =
Carbon Monoxide, VOC = Volatile Organic Compounds, SO, = Sulfur Oxide; SO, = Sulfur Dioxide.

1 SCAQMD. 2011. SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. Revised March 2011. Available at:
http://agmd.gov/cega/handbook/signthres.pdf Accessed 23 March 2011.
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Typically, construction and operation do not overlap, and emissions from these categories are
evaluated separately. However, it is anticipated for the proposed project that construction
activities and interim operational activities would occur simultaneously before the proposed
project is implemented in its entirety. As a result, for any phase that is comprised only of
construction activities, emissions will be quantified and compared to the construction emissions
significance thresholds in Table I1I-1. For any phases where construction and operation
activities overlap, emissions for each phase will be quantified and summed, with total emissions
for each phase with overlapping construction and operation emissions evaluated and compared to
the SCAQMD operational significance criteria in Table 111-1. If impacts equal or exceed any of
the significance criteria in Table Ill-1, they will be considered significant. Additionally,
emissions of both toxic air contaminants (TACs) and greenhouse gases (GHGs) will be analyzed
for potential significance. Air quality impacts for the proposed project were analyzed assuming
an average day (i.e., normal operating conditions), as well as a peak day (i.e., maximum
operating conditions). Except for the microturbines, combustion equipment on an average day
will be operated at less than 100 percent capacity because oil production levels and/or permit
conditions limit daily oil production to the levels previously approved in the 2006 Project and
2006 MND (e.qg., consistent with the permit condition limiting production to a monthly average
of 5,000 barrels per day).

3.2  Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The 2006 MND analyzed the impact of the following site activities: (1) drilling up to 540 new
oil wells; (2) construction of up to five concrete, below-grade, well cellars; (3) facilities
operation at the WTU Central Facility; and (4) oil production up to 5,000 BPD. The City of Los
Angeles Planning Department certified the 2006 MND for the 2006 Project and approved the
existing operations at the WTU Central Facility in the 2006 ZD and 2008 ZD. The
environmental impacts of the 2006 project, in particular drilling 540 new wells and producing
5,000 BPD of oil, were previously addressed in the 2006 MND for the 2006 Project that was
approved by the City of Los Angeles. Since the impacts of drilling operations of up to 540 wells,
oil production up to 5,000 BPD of oil, etc., were analyzed in the 2006 Project approved by the
City of Los Angeles, they are not part of the currently proposed project and, thus, are beyond the
scope of this analysis. Subsequent to the approval of the 2006 MND by the City of Los Angeles,
operators of the WTU Central facility began implementing the 2006 project, including drilling
oil and water injections wells, in accordance with the 2006 MND.

Based on the analysis of air quality impacts in the 2006 MND, the lead agency concluded that,
after incorporation of the mitigation measures identified for the 2006 project, any potentially
significant adverse air quality impacts resulting from operation of the 2006 Project would be
reduced to a level of insignificance. The lead agency concluded that imposing the following
mitigation measures would reduce construction air quality impacts to less than significant: VI b2
related to erosion, grading, and short-term construction impacts (see 2006 MND, VI b2, under
“Air Quality” in Appendix A). The 2006 ZD also imposed operational condition to mitigate dust
(see Condition 12 (Dust Mitigation) in the 2006 ZD; Appendix A). In addition, Warren has
voluntarily continued using the water truck on the covered site and periodically operates a street
sweeper servicing the surrounding neighborhood.
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The 2006 MND did not include an analysis of GHG emission impacts since it was certified
before the analysis of GHG emission impacts was incorporated into the CEQA Guidelines and
environmental checklist (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G). However, consistent with current
SCAQMD policy and CEQA guidance, this Subsequent MND includes an analysis of project-
related GHG emission impacts compared to the existing setting, which includes GHG emissions
resulting from the 2006 Project.

3.a). The WTU Central Facility is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which is
under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The
SCAQMD is the air pollution control agency primarily responsible for preparing the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP), which is a comprehensive air pollution control program for making
progress towards and attaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards. The most
recent AQMP was adopted by the Governing Board of the SCAQMD on June 1, 2007 (2007
AQMP). An inventory of existing emissions from industrial facilities is included in the baseline
inventory in the 2007 AQMP. The 2007 AQMP also identifies emission reductions from
existing sources and air pollution control measures that are necessary in order to comply with
applicable state and federal ambient air quality standards. A significant impact would occur if
the proposed project were not consistent with the AQMP.

The 2007 AQMP demonstrates that applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved
within the timeframes required under federal law. This proposed project must comply with
applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations for new or modified sources. For example, new
emission sources associated with the proposed project are required to comply with the
SCAQMD’s Regulation XIII - New Source Review, including BACT, offsets, and modeling
requirements, as applicable. The proposed project must also comply with prohibitory rules, as
applicable, such as Rule 403, for the control of fugitive dust. By meeting these requirements, the
proposed project will be consistent with the goals and objectives of the 2007 AQMP to improve
air quality in the Basin. The use of low NOy burners, such as that in HT#2 and the state-of-the-
art Bekaert CEB®, to burn excess gas, must meet SCAQMD requirements, including BACT.
Further, Warren is required to comply with state and federal sulfur limits on diesel fuel,
including the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel as a control measure under the 2007 AQMP.
Further, as indicated in the following air quality discussions and analyses, the proposed project is
not expected to generate significant adverse air quality impacts. For these reasons, the proposed
project is concluded to be consistent with applicable AQMPs and is not expected to diminish an
existing air quality rule or a future compliance requirement.

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
(RCPG) forms the basis of the land use and transportation control measure portions of the
AQMP. Projects that are consistent with the projections of the employment and population
forecasts identified in the GMC are considered consistent with the 2007 AQMP growth
projections. Approximately 15 full-time employees work in two shifts at the facility for the
applicant, and approximately one dozen vendors travel to or from the facility on a daily basis.
No new workers will be needed as part of the proposed project operations. The number of
vendors that travel to and work at the facility is not expected to change upon completion of the
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project will also be consistent with the 2007 AQMP
population and employment forecasts.
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The proposed project is consistent with existing and intended land use designations and,
therefore, would be consistent with the goals and policies of the 2007 AQMP. It would not
affect regional employment or job growth. The main objectives of the proposed project are to
modify the facility to handle the produced gas resulting from increased onsite oil production
operations allowed as a result of the approval by the City of Los Angeles of the 2006 project.
Existing uses on and surrounding the project site would not be changed by the proposed project.
The proposed project will not conflict with the AQMP or the other applicable plans described
above. As a result, it is concluded that the proposed project is consistent with the AQMP and,
therefore, is expected to result in less than significant impacts related to the applicable air quality
plan.

3.b). The proposed project area is located in and is part of the Basin, which currently exceeds
and is in violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), specifically with respect to ozone (O3) fine
particulates (PM.5), and respirable particulates (PMyo), for which the SCAQMD has requested
redesignation as attainment based on air monitoring data.

To assess the impacts of project-related construction and operational emissions, the SCAQMD
has established regional significance thresholds that are shown above in Table IlI-1.
Construction and operational emissions from the proposed project that are below these thresholds
will be considered less than significant.

To assess local air quality impacts, the SCAQMD has also established emission thresholds for
one-hour average (NO,, CO, SO,), eight-hour average (CO), 24-hour average (PM2s, PMyg, and
S0,,), and annual average (NO;, PMyy , SO,) emissions. Proposed project emissions are
compared to concentration standards (i.e., background plus incremental) for pollutants for which
the Basin is in attainment (i.e., NO,, SO,, CO) and to incremental standards (i.e., incremental
increase) for pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment (i.e., PM;o and PM,5). Because
ozone is not typically directly emitted by stationary sources, but instead is created through
photochemical reactions in the atmosphere, it does not create localized impacts and, therefore,
cannot be modeled at the local level.

Construction Emissions and Analyses

Construction typically occurs in phases, consisting of demolition, site preparation, construction
of structures, and final site work. Construction activities required to implement the proposed
project include: (1) excavation, concrete work, erection, and/or installation of the individual
pieces of equipment (Bekaert CEB®, HT #2, gas re-injection compressor, and spare vapor
recovery compressor); (2) mobile source emissions from construction equipment, delivery
trucks, and employees’ automobiles; (3) reopening of an existing well for re-injection of gas into
subsurface oil reservoirs; and (4) possible installation of equipment for future gas sales,
including three additional microturbines beyond the six already installed. Specifically,
construction is expected to occur in phases, as shown in Table I11-2.

The proposed construction schedule in Table I11-2 forms the basis for calculating emissions from
construction of the proposed project. Although the dates of the schedule may change, the
timeline of the scheduled activities for each phase, i.e., number of days, would remain consistent.
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Multiple construction phases would not occur on the same day and would not result in impacts
outside the scope of this analysis. Also, the current analysis is conservative because emission
factors typically decrease over time as equipment efficiency and fuel efficiency improves. Thus,
if construction of the project is delayed for any reason, none of the environmental impacts
conclusions in the analysis would change or worsen. For example, a conclusion of less than
significant impacts from the construction phase of the project would remain less than significant
even if the actual dates of the construction schedule are delayed. Realistically, it is expected that
the construction phases will overlap with the operation of new equipment over time until the
construction is complete. A comparison of construction emissions plus operation emissions can
be found in the subsection below, see in particular Table I11-6.

Table 111-2
Proposed Construction Schedule®
Approximate Approximate Approximate
. Start of Phase End of Phase Number of
Construction Phase .
Construction
Days

Construction I: Construction and installation of
Bekaert CEB®, removal of Flare King flare and hot September 1,
water heater, and installation of the spare vapor 2011 October 18, 2011 21
recovery cCompressor.
Construction Il: Construction and installation of HT#2,
refurbishment of HT#1, grading for compressor pad, October 19, December 31, 40
construction and installation of the compressor, and 2011 2011
conversion of the well
Construction 111 (contingent): Construction and
installation of gas sales equipment, installation of three November 21,
additional microturbines, and installation of October 1, 2014 2014 34
conditioning equipment

L' Construction is anticipated to begin in 3" quarter of 2011 and end in 4" quarter of 2014. Specific dates and

phasing shown are for analysis purposes only and represent a conservative estimate of time required for
construction. The specific schedule is subject to change.

Construction emissions are generated from the combustion of fuel (primarily diesel) in off-road
vehicles and other equipment required for the construction activities, as well as from fugitive
dust due to soil-disturbing activities. Minimal excavation is anticipated since only a few, small
foundations are necessary to provide support for the new proposed equipment. The areas around
these new foundations were paved prior to approval of the 2006 Project. The construction
activities will be conducted during distinct time periods and will disturb substantially less than
one acre of land within the 10-acre WTU Central Facility. Actual construction will generally
take place in the area of the gas and solids management and oil/water separation yards.

Construction is expected to occur intermittently over a period of approximately 41 months, with
actual construction activities occurring on a maximum of 95 days during this period. When
construction is occurring, work is expected to typically occur ten hours per day, five days per
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week. Emissions were calculated using CARB’s OFFROAD2007 model and URBEMIS2007
version 9.2.4. The equipment inventories were based on expected project needs. Peak daily
construction emissions are shown in Table 111-3. The construction emission results in Table 111-3
represent emissions from construction activities only for each phase and do not include any
overlapping emissions from operational activities. Emissions from overlapping construction and
operational activities are analyzed in subsequent subsections. In the absence of operational
activities, all construction pollutant emissions from construction activities only for each phase
are less than the SCAQMD?’s construction air quality significance thresholds and represent less
than significant air quality impacts due to project construction. Details of the air quality analyses
from construction, including phase activity, equipment types, number of construction equipment,
horsepower, load factors and emissions factors, etc., are available in Appendix C.

Table 111-3
Project-related Peak Daily Construction Emissions from Each Phase
. Estimated Emissions (Ibs/day)

Construction Phase o NO. PV PMc VOO 50,
Construction | 3.1 7.6 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.01
Construction 1l 3.1 7.6 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.01
Construction 111 1.0 2.5 0.2 0.1 0.3 <0.01
Significance Threshold 550 100 150 55 75 150
Significant? No No No No No No

Operational Emissions and Analyses

This subsection evaluates operational emissions only resulting from combustion in the new
HT#2, Bekaert CEB®, and microturbines. Fugitive VOC emissions will result from the
connections required for the new equipment, as well as for the gas reinjection and/or gas sales
equipment.

As a Subsequent MND, the operational air quality baseline for the proposed project consists of
emissions generated by facility current operations, which includes the effects of the 2006 project,
primarily emissions resulting from combustion in the HT #1 and the Flare King flare. For
baseline emissions, both pieces of equipment were assumed to operate in a manner consistent
with that analyzed as part of the 2006 project in the 2006 MND (i.e., HT #1 at 100 percent and
the Flare King flare at two percent of capacity; see baseline in Table I11-4), approved by the City
of Los Angeles. The emission factors used for the HT #1 and Flare King flare are described in
detail in Appendix C in Tables A.1a and A.1d.

Operational emissions were calculated for each interim operating scenario (Table 111-4), as well
as for total emissions upon full implementation of the proposed project. Operation only
emissions from employee commute and heavy-duty vehicle trips were also calculated using
URBEMIS.  Operational combustion emissions were calculated based on manufacturer
specifications, applicable air quality rules, and source test results (see Appendix C). The
emission factors used are described in detail in Appendix C. Daily operational emissions are
shown in Table I11-5. Operational emissions shown in Table I11-5 do not include overlapping
emissions from concurrent construction activities. In the absence of construction emissions, all

Page 2-15



Chapter 2: Environmental Checklist

operation emissions for each phase and full implementation of the proposed project are less than
the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds, so the proposed project is not expected to
generate significant adverse operational air quality impacts. Details of the regional air quality
analyses during operation of the proposed project are available in Appendix C.

Table 111-4
Project Operation Schedule
Project Activity Operating Equipment
Baseline (2006 Project) gr%?(re?:ttl)on of HT#1 and Flare King flare (at levels consistent with the 2006
Interim | Operation of HT#1, six existing microturbines, and Flare King flare
Interim I1 Operation of HT#1, six existing microturbines, and Bekaert CEB®

Operation of HT#2, six existing microturbines, and Bekaert CEB®, with
gas reinjection

Operation of HT#2, nine microturbines, and Bekaert CEB®, with gas sales
or reinjection (normal and worst-case to be analyzed)

Interim 111

Final proposed project

Table 111-5
Criteria Pollutant Combustion Emissions During Operation of the Proposed Project

Estimated Emissions (Ibs/day)
CO NOx PMy, PM,s VOC SOx

Operating Scenario

Baseline’ 2.9 2.3 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.1
Interim | 46.1 15.1 3.3 3.3 16.2 0.7
Interim I 9.6 11.9 1.8 1.8 10.0 0.6
Interim 111 12.4 10.0 2.3 2.3 10.1 0.6

Final proposed project

2 15.5 13.0 2.7 2.7 14.5 0.7
(average day)
Final proposed project 214 296 43 43 16.7 14
(peak day)® : : ' ' : '
Significance Threshold 550 55 150 55 55 150
Significant?” No No No No No No

1. As noted above, the emissions from the existing microturbines have not been included in
the CEQA baseline, but are included in the operational emissions.

2. The final proposed project (average day) includes the operation of HT#1/HT#2, 9
microturbines, and the Bekaert CEB®, with gas sales or reinjection.

3. The final proposed project (peak day) represents the scenario when gas reinjection or sales
is interrupted. It includes operation of HT#1/HT #2, 9 microturbines (although only 6 would
likely be operating in this scenario), and the Bekaert CEB® (at 100% capacity).

4. In addition to the proposed project, the significance determination applies to emissions
during each interim operating phase.

Proposed Project Emissions and Analyses

Because construction of the proposed project and operation of the new equipment overlap as
described at the beginning of this section, construction and operation emissions were compiled
and overlapping construction and operation emissions were analyzed to determine the total
emissions impact of the proposed project for each phase and for full implementation of the
proposed project. Maximum construction emissions and maximum incremental operating
emissions (i.e., operating emissions minus baseline) during each phase of the proposed project
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implementation were quantified and compared to the operational regional significance
thresholds.  All pollutant emissions are less than the applicable SCAQMD operational
significance thresholds (see Table 111-6). Consequently, air quality impacts from the proposed
project are concluded to be less than significant. Details of the regional air quality analyses from
construction and operational emissions are available in Appendix C.

Table 111-6
Total Project Emissions (Construction plus Incremental Operation®)

Implementation Phase Estimated Emissions (Ibs/day)

CO NOy PMyo PM,s | VOC | SOy
Baseline 2.9 2.3 0.5 0.5 13.2 0.1
Phase I (Construction I, Interim I) 46.4 204 3.7 3.7 16.5 0.6
Phase 1l (Construction I, Interim I1) 9.9 17.2 1.7 1.7 10.3 0.5
Phase 111 (Construction Il1, Interim I11) 10.6 10.2 2.0 2.0 9.8 0.5
Final project (average day) 12.9 11.6 2.3 2.3 14.0 0.6
Final project (maximum day) 18.8 21.2 3.8 3.8 17.5 1.3
Significance Threshold 550 55 150 55 55 150
Significant?” No No No No No No

1. Operational emissions include combustion plus fugitive emissions.
2. Inaddition to the proposed project, the significance determination applies to emissions during each interim
operating phase.

3.c). Significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts could occur if the proposed project
resulted in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the Basin
exceeds federal and state ambient air quality standards and has been designated as an area of
non-attainment by the USEPA and/or CARB. The Basin is a non-attainment area for ozone and
fine particulate matter (PMyoand PM;5s).

Because the Basin is currently nonattainment for O3, PMjo, and PM;, related projects could
exceed the applicable air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality
exceedance. With regard to determining whether or not air quality impacts from a proposed
project are significant, any given project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts are
assessed utilizing the same significance criteria as for project-specific impacts. Therefore, this
analysis assumes that individual projects that generate construction or operational emissions that
exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would also
cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin
is in nonattainment and, therefore, are considered to have significant adverse cumulative air
quality impacts.

As discussed in item 3b) above, peak daily emissions associated with all phases of construction
and operation of the proposed project would not generate operational or construction emission
air quality impacts that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended regional significance thresholds.
In addition, the proposed project will predominately be located in the southern half of the WTU
Central Facility, where other industrial facilities in the immediate vicinity are also located. An
investigation of the surrounding area reveals no similar industrial facilities or activities that may
generate similar impacts within one-half-mile radius surrounding the site of the proposed project.
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Because emissions during any phase of the proposed project do not exceed and are well below
the project-specific significance thresholds, they are not considered to be cumulatively
considerable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815064(h)(1). As a result, the proposed project is
not expected to create significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts during either
construction or operation.

3.d). This subsection evaluates whether or not the proposed project has the potential to expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The following are typically
considered to be sensitive receptors: long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers,
convalescent centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and
athletic facilities. As indicated in Chapter 1, the area surrounding the site is highly developed
with several uses. The nearest sensitive receptors to the WTU Central Facility are the multi-
family residences located across and north of Opp Street, the apartments located across and west
of Banning Boulevard, and the baseball fields located immediately adjacent to the WTU Central
Facility (see map on page 1-8).

Criteria Pollutant Health Impacts

The construction and operation of the proposed project has the potential to generate an increase
in criteria pollutants (e.g., CO, NOy, SO4 and PM). Localized significance thresholds (LSTs) for
NOx and CO are based on causing or exceeding health-based air quality ambient concentration
standards. The PMj LST for construction is based on requirements of Rule 403, which is
indirectly a health-based standard, and for operation the PM;o LST is based on Rule 1303, which
applies limits less than Rule 403 concentration limits and, therefore, provides greater health-
based protection.

The degree of a health effect depends on the level of exposure, duration of exposure, and the
existing health of those exposed. For example, individuals with a deficient blood supply to the
heart are the most susceptible to the adverse effects of CO exposure. Inhaled CO has no direct
toxic effect on the lungs, but instead exerts its effect on tissues by interfering with oxygen
transport through competition with oxygen to combine with hemoglobin present in the blood to
form carboxyhemoglobin. Hence, conditions with an increased demand for oxygen supply can
be adversely affected by exposure to CO. Individuals most at risk include patients with diseases
involving heart and blood vessels, fetuses (unborn babies), and patients with chronic hypoxemia
(oxygen deficiency) as seen in high altitudes.

Population-based studies suggest that an increase in acute respiratory illness, including infections
and respiratory symptoms in children (not infants), is associated with long-term exposures to
NO; at levels found in homes with gas stoves. These levels are higher than ambient levels found
in southern California. Increase in resistance to air flow and airway contraction is observed after
short-term exposure to NO; in healthy subjects. Larger decreases in lung functions are observed
more in individuals with asthma and/or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (e.g., chronic
bronchitis, emphysema) than in healthy individuals, indicating a greater susceptibility of these
sub-groups. More recent studies have found associations between NO, exposures and
cardiopulmonary mortality, decreased lung function, respiratory symptoms, and emergency room
asthma visits.
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All asthmatics are sensitive to the effects of SO,. Exposure of a few minutes to low levels of
SO, can result in airway constriction in some asthmatics. Further, increased resistance to air
flow, as well as reduced breathing capacity leading to severe breathing difficulties, can be
observed after high acute exposure to SO,. In contrast, healthy individuals do not exhibit similar
acute responses even after exposure to higher concentrations of SO..

There is a consistent correlation between elevated ambient fine particulate matter levels and an
increase in mortality rates, respiratory infections, and the number and severity of asthma attacks.
Studies have reported an association between long term exposure to air pollution dominated by
fine particles and increased mortality, reduction in life-span, and, specifically, an increased
mortality from lung cancer.

The following modeling analyses of CO, NOy, SOy, and PM determines the level of health
impacts from the proposed project and demonstrates how the health impacts from CO, NOy, SOy,
and PM emissions contributed by the proposed project are not significant.

Air Dispersion Modeling Methodology

Off-site ambient air quality impacts were estimated using air dispersion modeling. The
assessment was conducted using the Industrial Source Complex-Short Term Version 3 (ISCST3)
model, which is a USEPA-approved model. The model was run according to atmospheric
dispersion modeling methodology based on generally accepted modeling practices and modeling
guidelines of both the USEPA and the SCAQMD.

Dispersion model averaging times are specified based on the averaging times of ambient
standards and the air quality significance thresholds established by the appropriate regulatory
agencies. Averaging times for the various pollutants include one-hour, eight-hour, 24-hour, and
annual periods (see Table 111-7). Dispersion modeling was performed using the maximum (peak)
daily emissions and the complete 365-day meteorological data set to evaluate short-term impacts,
thereby ensuring that all meteorological conditions are considered. This approach is
conservative, since it assumes that maximum daily emissions could occur on any day. For
example, for the analysis of construction impacts to sensitive receptors, this scenario is unlikely
since there is a low probability that worst-case meteorological conditions would occur at exactly
the same time as maximum emissions.
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Table 111-7

Ambient Air Quality Standards and Thresholds for Significant Change

. . Most Stringent Air Quality Significant Change in Air
Pollutant Averaging Time Standard Quality Concentration
NO, 1-hour 0.18 ppm or 339 pg/n133 1 pphm or 20 ug/ms3
Annual 0.03 ppm or 57 pug/m 0.05 pphm or 1 ug/m
co 1-hour 20 ppm or 23,000 ug/m;’ 1 ppm or 1,100 pg/m‘°’3
8-hour 9 ppm or 10,000 pg/m 0.45 ppm or 500 pg/m
oM 24-hour 50 pg/m’ 2.5 pug/m’
10 Annual 20 pg/m® 1 pg/m®
Sulfate 24-hour 25 pg/m® N/A
1-hour 0.25 ppm or 655 pg/m® N/A
SO, 3-hour 0.5 ppm or 1,300 pg/m’ N/A
24-hour 0.04 ppm or 105 pg/m® 1 pg/m®

Three different types of emission sources can be used for air dispersion modeling: point sources,
area sources, and volume sources. Point sources have single identifiable points of releases, or
are sources that can be represented as having single points of releases. Area and volume sources
represent sources without a single, discrete source of release. Specifically, area sources are
sources that can be reasonably represented as emitting at a uniform rate over a two-dimensional
surface. Volume sources are sources that can be reasonably represented as emitting at a uniform
rate over a three-dimensional surface. More details of the modeling methodology, emission
rates, and concentration levels can be found in Appendix D.

Criteria Pollutants Modeling Analysis

The ambient air quality standards and allowable changes in air quality during operation of the
final proposed project are shown in Table 111-8 based on SCAQMD Rule 1303 and the most
stringent standards, those adopted by the CARB. As shown in Table I11-8, emissions during
operation of the proposed project (i.e., average day or maximum day) would not cause an
exceedance of any ambient air quality standard and, therefore, the proposed project is not
expected to result in significant adverse impacts resulting from exposure to substantial pollutant
concentration by any sensitive receptors. In addition to operation of the final proposed project,
the operational and construction emissions specific to each interim operating scenario were also
analyzed. The maximum incremental impacts due to construction and operation modeled for all
phases (i.e., Phases I, II, and III) and the final project are less than the SCAQMD’s operational
Thresholds as shown in Appendix D.
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Table 111-8
Final Project-related Ambient Air Quality Impacts*
Backaround Incremental Resulting
grour difference in | concentration SCAQMD
. concentration pg/m? in pg/m® Threshold in N
Criteria Pollutant in pg/m? - 3 Significant?
. (Project (Background pg/m
(Station No. . . 2
20072 minus plus (operational)
) . .
baseline) incremental)

NO, 1-hr 188 2(3) 190 (191) 339 No
(ng/m?) Annual 40 0.8 (1.1) 41 (42) 57 No

CoO 1-hr 4,578 18 (26) 4,596 (4,604) 23,000 No
(ng/m?) 8-hr 3,891 13 (16) 3,904 (3,907) 10,000 No
PMyo 24-hr - 1.3 (1.8) - 2.5 No
(ug/m®) Annual - 0.2(0.2) -- 1 No
PM2s

24-hr -- 1.3(1.8 -- 25 No
(ug/mr’) (8)
Sulfate
24-hr -- 0.01 (0.01 -- 25 No

(ug/’) 00D

SO, 1-hr -- 0.7 (1.4) -- 197 No
(ug/m®) 24-hr -- 0.3(0.5) -- 105 No

1. Both average day and maximum day emissions were modeled for the final project. The impacts shown result
from operation of the proposed project on an average day (maximum day).

2. The threshold for pollutants in attainment is the concentration resulting from the operational and construction
emissions and background concentration (i.e., background plus incremental). The threshold for pollutants in
nonattainment is the operational and construction emissions only (i.e., incremental).

The Basin is currently in attainment for all federal and state SO, standards and the state sulfate.
Air quality modeling shows that the impacts from sulfates and SO, are below the SCAQMD
significance thresholds (Table 111-8). Per the LST methodology, the analysis and results shown
assume two percent conversion of SOy to sulfate and 98 percent conversion of SO to SO,. Even
conservatively assuming 100 percent conversion to either sulfate or SO,, the impacts would still
be less than the significance threshold. Thus, the proposed project will have no significant
adverse impact related to either sulfate or SO,. Even conservatively assuming 100 percent
conversion to either sulfate or SO,, the impacts would still be less than the significance
threshold. Thus, the proposed project will have no significant adverse impact related to either
sulfate or SO,.

The proposed combustion equipment is not expected to produce lead emissions because lead is
not present in oilfield gas. Ambient air quality lead concentrations plus lead emissions would be
zero or negligible and, thus, less than significant.

Discussion of CARB’s PM Mortality Quantification Methodologies

CARB (2008) cited a series of epidemiological studies that show associations between increases
in PMy5 (and diesel particulate matter (DPM)) and increases in the risk of premature death
(mortality). CARB adopted a methodology for quantifying this relationship in order to prepare
both large regional and statewide estimates of premature mortality related to elevated PM, s and
primary DPM levels. CARB also estimated premature deaths associated with exposure to
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specific large-scale DPM sources; however, the specific sources referred to were: 1) the
combined ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, and 2) all goods movement in California. As
acknowledged by CARB, its extensive review of methods appropriate to quantify PM morbidity
effects has not found an applicable quantification methodology for small projects such as the
currently proposed Warren Project. As discussed below, CARB has not released (and is not
planning on releasing in the near future) a methodology for quantifying health effects from small
projects such as the Warren Project. In addition, key inputs to other quantification
methodologies cannot be determined for projects with such small impact areas and low-level
changes in criteria pollutants.

Relative to PM mortality, the following information is presented concerning methodologies for
quantifying the increased risk of premature mortality associated with increases in PM,s. As
noted above, health studies have shown that both short-term and long-term exposures to ambient
PM concentrations are directly associated with increased mortality and morbidity rates. CARB
has adopted a “Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term
Exposure to Fine Airborne Particulate Matter in California” (CARB, 2008) that was used to
estimate statewide premature deaths associated with elevated PM,s levels. In that study, a
concentration-response equation® was used by CARB. In the CARB methodology, increased
mortality was determined to be a function of county-level annual death rates (per person ages 30
and older from all causes), the change in annual mean PM, s concentration, and population (ages
30 and older).

CARB applied this methodology to develop large regional and statewide estimates of PM,s and
DPM-related mortality estimates (CARB, 2008), particularly to estimate annual premature deaths
avoided by attainment of national and state air quality standards and to estimate state and air
basin-specific premature deaths associated with DPM. It also conducted analyses for the entire
San Pedro Bay Port area (the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach) and all goods movement
activities in California.

While CARB (2008) has reported that it plans to develop a method for quantifying premature
deaths from specific sources affecting limited geographic areas, it has not yet developed an
approved approach which could be applied to small projects such as the proposed Warren
Project. CARB also reported that, as part of its methodology development process, it will make
its recommended approach available for peer review and public review. In a recent telephone
conversation, the primary author of the CARB (2008) report, Dr. Hien Tran, reiterated the
statement in the CARB 2008 report that CARB does not currently have an approved approach it
considers valid for quantifying premature mortality from particulate emissions from small
project sources affecting small geographic areas, and he also noted that CARB does not
anticipate the release of a draft of such an approach in the near future (ENVIRON, 2008). As
such, any application of the concentration response function to estimate premature mortality
from small projects such as the Warren Project would have to rely on a number of uncertain

? AMortality =y, (e”*“’“" —1)>< (population) where
Yo = county level annual death rate per person for ages 30 and older from all causes;
B = PM, 5 coefficient from health study;
APM = change in annual mean PM, 5 concentration; and
Population = population of ages 30 and older.
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parameters and assumptions, which could result in a potentially unreliable determination. Until
these technical issues are resolved, any attempt to apply the above methodology to such a small
source would not result in meaningful information.

Quantifying Other Projects and the Uncertainties Involved

It should be noted that concentration-response functions have been used to quantitatively
estimate premature mortality for some specific projects: SCAQMD Rule 1309.1/1315 analysis of
a large power plant and two Port terminal expansions (TraPac and Middle Harbor). The TraPac
and Middle Harbor analyses were conducted during the development of the CARB 2008 study
and used the same concentration-response function, although different inputs were used and
neither analysis was completely consistent with CARB’s methodology. The December 2007
certified TraPac EIR/EIS states: “CARB staff have stated that it would neither be appropriate nor
meaningful to apply the health effects model used in the CARB study to quantify the mortality
and morbidity impacts of PM on a project of the proposed Project’s size because values
quantified for a specific location would fall within the margin of error for their methodology
(CARB, 2007).” PM mortality was calculated, despite many caveats, and the increase in
incidence of long-term mortality of this large port-expansion project was calculated to be
0.00068 deaths per year (Port of Los Angeles, December 2007). A similar (but not identical)
approach was used in the Port of Long Beach Middle Harbor draft EIR/EIS. PM mortality was
calculated, despite the many caveats, and the increase in incidence of long-term mortality of this
large port-expansion project was calculated to be 0.001 death per year; and it was concluded that
there would be no expected increase in mortality or morbidity due to that project (Port of Long
Beach, May 2008).

For the 2007 SCAQMD Rule 1309.1/1315 analysis of a large power plant, the Program
Environmental Assessment noted, “In addition, while the methodology is the best reasonably
available under the circumstances, it has not been subject to peer review or approval, and thus
may not be appropriate for analyzing future projects.” The 2007 SCAQMD analysis was
conducted before the release of CARB’s 2008 study and, therefore, used different inputs from
different studies. The SCAQMD estimate of an annual increase in adult premature mortality was
3.8; the maximum increase in annual average PM,s was 0.55 pg/m® and the mortality was
summed over multiple census tracts (SCAQMD, July 2007). It also appears as if this older
methodology was applied differently (both in inputs and other details) than in the port projects,
which may be one reason the calculated mortality increases vary so widely.

CARB’s 2008 methodology was used to calculate mortality from three reasonably foreseeable
proposed power plants in the Basin. This information was used to determine cumulative impacts
from implementing proposed Rule 1315 — Federal New Source Review Tracking System in the
Program Environmental Assessment for Re-adoption of Proposed Rule 1315°. The results of that
analysis showed mortality ranging from a low of 0.05 persons per year to a high of 1.77 persons
per year. PM2.5 emissions from the proposed project, 3.8 pounds per day, are substantially less
than PM2.5 emissions from the power plants, which range from a low of 723 pounds per day to
as high as 1,819 pounds per day.

¥ SCAQMD. 2011. Final Program Environmental Assessment for Re-adoption of Proposed Rule 1315 - Federal
New Source Review Tracking System.
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Despite the lack of a released and/or approved state or federal methodology, one could propose
to apply a concentration-response function, such as the one CARB developed, to a small project
such as the Warren Project. However, peer-reviewers of the CARB study noted specific
concerns about applying the CARB methodology to specific emission sources (even large-scale
sources such as the ports). As noted in the 2008 CARB study:

e Small population samples may introduce systemic uncertainties in exposure and
susceptibility, and the age/sex distribution of the population should be adjusted if the
county-wide incidence rate is applied to smaller areas;

e Population demographics should be the same as those in the concentration-response
function;

e The effect of population size is important and is a function of variability and confidence
intervals of the underlying epidemiological studies; and

e The concentration-response function will vary based on the source of PM and other
caveats, including those above.

For the Warren Project, the area of increased PM,s concentration is very small; the population
that could potentially be affected is very small; the demographics of that population are
unknown; and the concentration impacts are negligible. All Project-related incremental annual
average PM.s concentration increases are less than 0.27 pg/m®, and the area of incremental
concentrations greater than 0.1 pg/m? is less than 0.09 square mile (57.6 acres), which is less
than four percent of the local census tract. For comparison, 1.0 pg/m® is the SCAQMD’s
significance threshold for annual average PM,s, and U.S. EPA rounds annual PM;s
concentrations to the nearest 0.5 pg/m® when determining attainment status, based on the
accuracy of PM, s monitoring. It is not possible to determine if county-level annual death rates
(per person ages 30 and older from all causes) and population (ages 30 and older) metrics are
applicable or if the concentration-response function is appropriate to such a small area.

For completeness, it is noted that OEHHA does have a promulgated Reference Exposure Level
(REL) for DPM of 5.0 ug/m°. The REL is a concentration below which no adverse non-cancer
health effects are expected. As mentioned previously, the predominant PM from the proposed
Warren Project is from natural gas combustion and not diesel PM, therefore, incremental PM, 5
concentration increases from the Project are well below 5.0 ug/m? (Table 111-8).

Conclusion

The results of the analysis of the proposed Warren Project demonstrate that: 1) the criteria
pollutant emissions from the proposed project are below the LSTs so do not cause or contribute
to an exceedance of any ambient air quality standard, and 2) potential adverse health impacts
associated with construction or operational emissions are expected to be less than significant
because the emissions are below a level at which health effects could occur. Although CARB’s
epidemiologically-based concentration-response methodology could be hypothetically applied to
try to measure PM mortality for the proposed Warren Project, that approach was rejected
because: 1) there are no approved or recommended guidelines for applying this methodology to
very small projects such as the Warren Project (CARB, 2008; ENVIRON, 2008); and 2) the
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input assumptions used in calculating mortality would create an uncertain result (CARB, 2008).
As such, any result would not provide an accurate assessment to allow the public to make a
meaningful evaluation. However, it is believed the public will not be adversely affected by
adverse health effects as a result of the proposed project because mortality impacts are expected
to be negligible based on a qualitative assessment of the very small change in annual-average
PM,5s concentration over the affected area. Therefore, health impacts associated with
construction or operational emissions are determined to be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) Modeling Analysis

The proposed project has the potential to generate emissions that are carcinogenic or may have
non-cancer health effects, depending on concentration levels and the duration of exposure. TAC
emissions are generated primarily from new combustion activities in the HT#2, Bekaert CEB®,
and microturbines; fugitive emissions from all potential leak points such as valves, flanges, and
similar connector items; and combustion emissions from mobile sources associated with the
proposed project (e.g., heavy-duty haul trucks). Numerous federal, state, and local regulatory
agencies have developed lists of TACs. The list of TACs that may be generated by the proposed
project and evaluated in the health risk assessment (HRA) for the proposed project are identified
in the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212, Appendix L
(SCAQMD, 2005). Based on the review of Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and
212, Appendix L, a total of 14 TACs relevant to the proposed project were identified and
included in the HRA analysis (see Appendix E). TAC emissions from operations were
calculated for the proposed project when it becomes operational and when all combustion units
are operating at full rating. A summary of the associated TAC emissions and detailed
calculations are shown in Appendix E.

Benzene is the only TAC identified as a possible component of the fugitive VOC emissions from
new equipment installed as part of the proposed project. Benzene emissions were calculated
based on the SCAQMD’s latest guidelines for fugitive components. The fugitive benzene
emissions were found to be well below the screening level thresholds listed in the SCAQMD
Risk Assessment Procedures.

DPM, or the solid particles in diesel exhaust, which at times may be visible and includes carbon
particles or "soot", is a TAC. The health impacts of particulate matter (PMyy and PM;s) in
general have been studied, and exposure to it is associated with a variety of health effects
including premature death and a number of heart and lung diseases. Cancer and chronic health
risk values for DPM emitted by internal combustion engines were approved by the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and adopted by the CARB in 1998. The
SCAQMD recently added DPM to the list of TACs in Rule 1401.

An HRA was prepared to quantify the incremental cancer and non-cancer health risks from
construction and operation of the proposed project. The HRA was based on the air dispersion
modeling and emission estimates described above. The incremental increase due to construction
and operation of the proposed project was obtained by performing an assessment of the baseline
conditions at the WTU Central Facility before the proposed project was implemented. Then, the
health risks associated with the combined impacts due to simultaneous construction and
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operation (i.e., interim scenarios), as well as with the final project, were analyzed. The
maximum risk impacts from construction and operation are shown in Table I111-9. Risk impacts
due to construction and simultaneous operation during the interim scenarios of the proposed
project would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds for cancer risk for residential or
worker receptors or for chronic or acute non-cancer hazard indices for residential or worker
receptors. Similarly, risk impacts due to operations of the final proposed project would not
exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds for cancer risk for residential or worker receptors or
for chronic or acute non-cancer hazard indices for residential or worker receptors.

Table 111-9 shows the maximum impacts that could occur during any of the interim phases (i.e.,
interim operation plus peak day construction during that day) or during the final implementation
of the project. As shown in the table, cancer and non-cancer health impacts are less than
significant as compared to the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Results for each interim phase
and the final project can be found in Appendix E (Health Risk Evaluation).

Table 111-9
Peak Health Risk Impacts Resulting from Construction and
Operation of the Proposed Project

Impact of SCAQMD
Impact Parameter ro ode roiect significance Significant?
prop proJ threshold
Maximum Increase in Cancer Risk using Residential | 1.8 in one million > 10 in one No
Exposure Assumptions (Phase 1) million
Maximum Increase in Cancer Risk using Worker 0.3 in one million > 10_Iilr_1 one No
Exposure Assumptions million
Maximum Incremental Acute Hazard Index (HIA) 0.189 =1.0 No
Maximum Incremental Chronic Hazard Index (HIC) 0.005 z1.0 No

Localized CO Impacts

The SCAQMD suggests that localized CO hotspots be evaluated at intersections due to increases
in project-related off-site mobile source trips. The SCAQMD recommends performing a CO
hotspots analysis for intersections that change from Level of Service (LOS) C to D as a result of
the proposed project, and for all intersections rated D or worse where the project increases the
volume-to-capacity ratio by two percent or more.

A hotspots analysis was not conducted because the proposed project does not generate an
appreciable amount of operational and/or construction mobile source CO emissions (see
Appendix C for reference). No additional permanent employees will be required to operate the
proposed project equipment once installed and thus no commuter trips will be required. During
operation of the proposed project, less than two trips per month will be generated (odorant
vendor and microturbine maintenance trips). Construction of the proposed project will generate
trips due to both construction workers and debris hauling. Approximately 18 construction
workers will be required on the day requiring the maximum number of construction workers.
Approximately two trucks may be required on the day requiring the most debris to be hauled.
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As a result, a maximum of 20 vehicles could potentially travel to the site on a given day (note
that this is conservative, as the activities requiring the greatest number of construction workers
and the greatest number of trucks for hauling does not occur during the same phase). However,
on average, approximately one to 10 construction workers will be required on a typical day when
construction activities are occurring. Construction emissions will be temporary. Worst-day
mobile source emissions are 1.8 lb/day.

The 2008 ZD includes condition #15 Circulation to minimize traffic from the WTU Central
Facility through residential areas. The WTU Central Facility site is bordered by Eubank Avenue
to the east, Anaheim Street to the south, Banning Boulevard to the west, and East Opp Street to
the north. To avoid traffic through residential areas, vehicles must turn onto Banning Boulevard
to enter the site. Heavy-duty trucks are required to exit directly onto Anaheim Street.

According to LADOT database on traffic counts, traffic volumes at the Anaheim at Banning
intersection equal 20,865 (includes both westbound and eastbound traffic*. An additional 20
vehicle trips would be a negligible increase in traffic and substantially less than a two percent
increase in traffic volume. Because the increased number of vehicles traveling to WTU Central
Facility on a daily basis will be minimal, sporadic, and temporary, the LOS at nearby affected
intersections is not expected to change. Further, the level of emissions at nearby intersections
will be even less. Based on the number of vehicle trips expected during construction, a CO
hotspots analysis is not warranted.

3.e). The area to the south, southeast of the WTU Central Facility is currently developed with
industrial, commercial, and oil production uses. The areas generally to the west, north, and
northeast of the WTU Central Facility are currently developed with residential uses. The 2006
MND for the 2006 project at the WTU Central Facility concluded that odor impacts from the
proposed project would be less than significant. Subsequent to approval of the 2006 project,
odor complaints were made that were related to the handling of drilling mud and drill cuttings.
Warren acknowledged these complaints and implemented additional abatement plans and
surveillance for potential odors. Conditions 6(b) and 10 in the 2008 ZD dictate measures Warren
must follow regarding odors, regardless of cause. Further Condition 23 requires contact
information for residents to call and report any ongoing problem (see Appendix A for 2008 ZD).

All existing stationary emissions sources that were part of the 2006 Project and any future
activities (operation or construction) that may be modified as part of the proposed project are
subject to SCAQMD rules and regulations. These rules, regulations, and permit conditions will
continue to apply to both the 2006 Project and the proposed project.

Currently, fugitive odors could occur from leaks in valves and flanges, for example, and during
the oil/water processing operations at the WTU Central Facility. In addition, the areas to the
south and southeast of the site are currently developed with industrial, commercial and oil
production uses and may also be sources of airborne odors.

Fugitive emissions are regulated under existing inspection and maintenance programs required
pursuant to SCAQMD Rules 1173, 1176, and 1148.1. These programs require correcting

* LADOT database on traffic counts. 2009 — 2010. http://www.ladot.lacity.org/tf hist auto counts.htm.
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conditions that may cause odor events. The WTU Central Facility maintains a 24-hour
environmental surveillance effort that minimizes the frequency and magnitude of odor events.
On a routine basis (at least once per day and more often if required) the Applicant’s engineering
technician (or the on-duty operator when the technician is not working) conducts a walking
inspection of all site operations to assess for odors, including hydrogen sulfide (H,S), or sources
of potential odors. The status of the automatic hydrocarbon monitors located in Cellars 1 and 2
are also routinely inspected. If odors or potential odors are discovered, the technician (or
operator) immediately informs the superintendent or his designee, who then becomes responsible
for all necessary actions to correct the situation. As noted earlier, Condition 23 of the 2008 ZD
requires Warren to post a telephone number for residents to call regarding odor or any other
complaints. This number (310-913-2502) is a dedicated line, hosted by a Spanish-English
bilingual person, and is operable 24 hours per day including weekends. A log book is
maintained to document the time and date complaints are received and the actions taken in
response to each complaint. The Zoning Administrator has the right of access to this log. Since
these procedures have been in place, there have been no odor nuisances attributable to operations
at the Warren Facility.

In addition to the above procedures, the SCAQMD accepts air quality complaint calls 24 hours a
day. During business hours (i.e., 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Tuesday through Friday), an attendant
answers the call and directs the information accordingly. During non-business hours, an
automated answering service forwards the call to a standby supervisor who takes appropriate
action. If a public nuisance is expected based on the number of complaints received (i.e., Rule
402 — Nuisance), the SCAQMD will respond to the complaint with an immediate investigation.
Rule 402 has the following requirement, “A person shall not discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment,
nuisance or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause,
or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.”

It is possible that oil drilling could cause the release of odorous compounds. However, oil
drilling operations are not part of this proposed project and would not change with respect to the
2006 Project that was analyzed in the 2006 MND and approved by the City of Los Angeles.
Further, the proposed project does not include any odor emitting equipment such as new oil tanks
or tanks of any kind, or increases in daily oil production beyond the average of 5,000 BPD”
previously analyzed and approved in the 2006 MND. As a result, there is no increase in odors
related to oil/water processing operations for the proposed project compared to the baseline (i.e.,
2006 Project).

Some studies® discuss H,S concentrations at various sites in California. Of these sites, five are
geothermal power plants, one is a chemical processing plant, and three are refineries. The
remaining three are oil and gas processing facilities located in Santa Barbara County. The WTU
Central Facility is not a processing facility like those in Santa Barbara because it only separates
oil and water, as opposed to processing gas like those in Santa Barbara. Regardless, the cited

> Note that the 2006 MND analyzed oil production impacts up to 5,000 BPD.
® Skrtic, Lana. 2006. Oil and Gas, and Peoples Health. Energy and Resources Group, UC Berkeley, May. Found
at www.earthworksaction.org/publications.cfm?pub=168.
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study reported that concentrations at the oil and gas processing facilities ranged from 0.000 to
0.001 ppm, and reported that “these levels are most likely of no health concern.” According to
Hilton E. Kalusche’, an H,S concentration of 0.13 ppm is considered to be a “minimal
perceptible odor.” As a result, even if the WTU Central Facility emitted H,S at the levels
identified for the Santa Barbara Facilities, it would be well below the minimal perceptible odor
level.

The DOGGR regulations do not place requirements for H,S emission monitoring on operating
facilities like the WTU Central Facility. However, the DOGGR does issue a permit for drilling
and operating each well associated with oil and gas production. In the Wilmington Field such
permits contain an advisory that H.,S is known to be present and that adequate safety precautions
should be taken for the permitted well. To accomplish this each drill rig at the Facility is
equipped with continuous H,S monitoring and recording devices. Such drilling activities were
approved in the 2006 and 2008 ZDs.

In addition, the facility is subject to SCAQMD Rule 431.1, which prohibits burning gaseous
fuels with a sulfur content greater than 40 ppm, which serves to limit SOx emissions from
stationary equipment. Affected facilities are subject to reporting of monthly gaseous fuel
consumption and SOx emissions. Operators of the WTU Central Facility routinely measure H,S
in all of its produced gas streams, and the data indicate zero, non-detectable, or exceedingly low
concentrations (i.e., 4.5 average ppm H,S). The monthly calculation of sulfur emissions at the
WTU Central Facility indicates consistent compliance with the requirements of Rule 431.1.

During construction, diesel emissions from construction equipment may be sources of odor. All
construction activities required to implement the proposed project will not occur on the same
day, limiting the potential impacts of construction odors. In addition, odors associated with
construction would be temporary and localized. Finally, the existing eight foot high perimeter
wall and vegetation may reduce the impacts of any potential odors outside of the facility by
providing an impediment to dispersion of ground level odors.

The proposed project will require additional flanges, pressure relief devices and other
connections that can potentially be sources of fugitive emissions. Fugitive VOC emissions,
which may also contribute to odor impacts, were calculated and added to the total proposed
Project emissions. Total VOC emissions were less than the regional VOC construction
significance threshold so the impact was determined to be less than significant. However, the
vast majority of produced gas will be disposed of through gas reinjection, sales, or by
combustion in the microturbines. These systems will be operated such that any existing odors
associated with VOC emissions will be reduced or eliminated. In addition, these systems will
reduce the volume of gas combusted by flaring. The proposed Project includes a Bekaert CEB®,
which is a newer and more efficient combustion system. The proposed project specifies that
produced gas not used onsite (e.g., microturbines) would be re-injected into underground oil
formations rather than flared. The Bekaert CEB® would be operated in a ready-standby mode
that combusts 15,000 standard cubic feet (scf) per day less gas than the current flare operations
and would be available to handle gas in the event re-injection was not available (e.g.,

" Kalusche, Hilton E., Hydrogen Sulfide Safety and Health Issues. http:/el.erdc.usace.army.mil/workshops/04jun-
wots/kaluschue.pdf.
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maintenance or service interruption). The Bekaert CEB® would be in essentially the same
location as the Flare King flare (i.e., no significant change in proximity to residences) and has no
exposed flame in contrast to the existing Flare King. Although the CEB® is at ground-level, the
burner is enclosed and will have a smaller visual and emissions impact than the existing flare
operations. As a result, when gas is combusted in the Bekaert CEB®, fewer emissions will
result as compared to the existing Flare King flare, resulting in less potential to generate odors.
The HT #2 is more efficient than the existing equipment with similar capabilities (i.e., HT #1),
and will be designed and is expected to be operated with minimal potential for emitting fugitive
odors.

During operation, potential sources of odor are fugitive emissions or leaks from the new
equipment (e.g., HT #2 and Bekaert CEB®), and odorant for gas sales (as required by the US
Department of Transportation [USDOT]) if gas sales equipment is installed. However, the
majority of the produced oil field gas (and any associated odor-producing compounds) will be
routed to the gas injection equipment, or the microturbines which combust odor-producing
compounds. Use of these pieces of combustion equipment is expected to result in fewer odors
because they are closed systems. The Bekaert CEB® and HT#2 are not closed systems, but they
are more efficient than the existing Flare King Flare or HT#1, respectively. As a result, the final
proposed project is expected to result in fewer odors than the baseline condition.

Operators (and the gas utility company) are required by the US DOT and CPUC to odorize
natural gas for safety reasons, including leak detection, before sale of the natural gas into a
public utility’s pipeline system. The odorizing is typically done by injecting trace amounts of
mercaptans (an odorous gas) into the otherwise odorless natural gas stream. Fugitive emissions
from the natural gas odorant injection system could result in potential odor impacts. However,
fugitive emission components associated with the odorant injection system are also regulated by
formal regulatory inspection and maintenance programs pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1173. As
such, these maintenance programs ensure correction of conditions leading to odor events.
Additionally, the facility’s 24-hour environmental surveillance effort minimizes the frequency
and magnitude of odor events. As a result, continued compliance with Rule 1173 and existing
odor surveillance procedures are expected to minimize potential odor impacts from the natural
gas odorant injection system and, therefore, potential odor impacts from this system are not
concluded to be considerable or significant.

Based on the above, potential incremental odor impacts due to the proposed project compared to
the baseline (e.g., the 2006 Project) are expected to be less than significant.

3.f). As discussed above, the proposed project will be designed to meet or exceed all control
requirements with regard to criteria and toxic pollutant air quality rules and regulations. As such,
it is not expected to diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement
resulting in a significant increase in criteria or toxic air pollutants.

3.9) Global climate change and global warming are both terms that describe changes in the
earth’s climate. Global climate change was not evaluated in the 2006 MND because it was only
formally added to the CEQA Guidelines in 2010 as an environmental topic to be analyzed.
Global climate change is a broad term referring to changes in average climatic conditions on
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earth as a whole, including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. The term
global warming is more specific than global climate change and refers to a general observed
increase in the temperatures across the surface of the earth. Though global warming is
characterized by rising temperatures, it can cause other climatic changes, such as a shift in the
frequency and intensity of rainfall or hurricanes. Global warming does not necessarily imply
that all locations will be warmer; some specific locations may be cooler even though the global
climate, on average, may be warmer.

While global warming can be caused by natural processes, there is a general scientific consensus
that most current global warming is the result of human activity on the planet. This man-made,
or anthropogenic, warming is primarily caused by increased emissions of greenhouse gases
(GHGs) that increase the surface temperature of the earth. This is called the “greenhouse effect.”

When solar radiation from the sun reaches the earth, much of it penetrates the atmosphere to
ultimately reach the earth’s surface; this solar radiation is absorbed by the earth’s surface and
then emitted as heat in the form of infrared radiation. GHGs do not absorb solar radiation, but
they do absorb infrared radiation. When the infrared radiation is absorbed by the molecules of
GHGs and re-radiated in all directions. A portion of the infrared radiation is emitted back
towards the surface of the earth, in effect “trapping” the heat in the atmosphere. This is the
phenomenon referred to as the “greenhouse effect.”

The six major GHGs identified by the Kyoto Protocol are carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,),
nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SFg), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and
perfluorocarbons (PFCs). Some studies indicate that the potential effects of global climate
change may include rising surface temperatures, loss in snow pack, rise of sea levels, more
extreme heat days per year, and more drought years. Events and activities, such as the industrial
revolution and natural emissions, have contributed to the increase in atmospheric levels of
GHGs. As reported by the CEC, California contributes 1.4 percent of the global and 6.2 percent
of the national manmade GHG emissions.? Approximately 80 percent of manmade GHGs in
California are from fossil fuel combustion and over 70 percent of GHG emissions are composed
of CO, emissions.”

In response to growing scientific and political concern regarding global climate change,
California has recently adopted a series of laws to reduce both the level of GHGs in the
atmosphere and to reduce emissions of GHGs from commercial and private activities within the
state.

e In September 2002, Governor Gray Davis signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493, which
requires the development and adoption of regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible
reduction of greenhouse gases” emitted by noncommercial passenger vehicles, light-duty
trucks, and other vehicles used primarily for personal transportation in the State.

e In June 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05, which
established GHG emissions reduction targets for the state, as well as a process to ensure
that the targets are met. As a result of this executive order, the California Climate Action

& CEC. 2004. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-1999.
° CARB. 2007. California Greenhouse Gas Inventory.
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Team (CAT), led by the Secretary of the California State Environmental Protection
Agency (CalEPA), was formed. The CAT published its first report in March 2006, in
which it laid out several recommendations and strategies for reducing GHG emissions
and reaching the targets established in the executive order.

e In September 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed California’s Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32). AB32 requires CARB to establish a statewide GHG
emissions cap for 2020; adopt mandatory reporting rules and an emission reduction plan
for significant sources of GHG emissions; and adopt regulations to achieve the maximum
technologically feasible and cost effective reductions of GHGs.

e SB1368, a companion bill to AB32, requires the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) and the CEC to establish GHG emission performance standards for the
generation of electricity, whether generated inside the State or generated outside and then
imported into California. SB1368 provides a mechanism for reducing the emissions of
electricity providers, thereby assisting CARB to meet its mandate under AB32. On
January 25, 2007, the CPUC adopted an interim GHG Emissions Performance Standard
(EPS), which is a facility-based emissions standard requiring that all new long-term
commitments for baseload generation to serve California consumers be with power plants
that have GHG emissions no greater than a combined cycle gas turbine plant. That level
is established at 1,100 pounds of CO, per megawatt-hour (MW-hr).

e California Senate Bill 97 (SB97), passed in August 2007, required that the California
Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) coordinate on the preparation of amendments to the
CEQA Guidelines regarding feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG
emissions. Pursuant to SB97, CNRA adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines on
December 30, 2009, and transmitted the Adopted Amendments and entire rulemaking file
to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) on December 31, 2009. The amendments
were approved by the OAL on February 16, 2010, and became effective on March 18,
2010.

With respect to the significance assessment, newly added CEQA Guidelines section
15064.4, subdivision (b), indicates that a lead agency should consider the following
factors, among others, when assessing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions
on the environment:

1. The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as
compared to the existing environmental setting;

2. Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead
agency determines applies to the project;

3. The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements
adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or
mitigation of GHG emissions. Such requirements must be adopted by the
relevant public agency through a public review process and must reduce or
mitigate the project's incremental contribution of GHG emissions. If there is
substantial evidence that the possible effects of a particular project are still
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cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted
regulations or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project.

Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines also provide that lead agencies should consider all
feasible means of mitigating GHG emissions that substantially reduce energy
consumption or GHG emissions. These potential mitigation measures may include
carbon sequestration. If off-site or carbon offset mitigation measure are proposed, they
must be part of a reasonable plan of mitigation that the agency is committed to
implementing. No threshold of significance or any specific mitigation measures are
indicated.

Among other things, CNRA noted in its Public Notice for these changes that impacts of
GHG emissions should be considered in the context of a cumulative impact, rather than a
project impact. The Public Notice states:

While the Proposed Amendments do not foreclose the possibility that a single
project may result in greenhouse gas emissions with a direct impact on the
environment, the evidence before [CNRA] indicates that in most cases, the impact
will be cumulative. Therefore, the Proposed Amendments emphasize that the
analysis of greenhouse gas emissions should center on whether a project’s
incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions is cumulatively
considerable.

There has also been activity at the federal court level on the regulation of GHGs. In
Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency (Docket No. 05-1120), argued on November
29, 2006 and decided on April 2, 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court held that not only did the
USEPA have authority to regulate GHGs, but also that the USEPA's reasons for not regulating
GHGs did not fit the statutory requirements. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled that CO, and other
GHGs are pollutants under the Clean Air Act, and that the USEPA must regulate GHG emissions
if it determines such emissions pose an endangerment to public health or welfare. Subsequently,
USEPA made the endangerment finding and issued its “Tailoring Rule,” establishing GHG
reporting requirements for large stationary GHG emissions sources.

The SCAQMD adopted a "Policy on Global Warming and Stratospheric Ozone Depletion” on
April 6, 1990. The policy commits the SCAQMD to consider global impacts in rulemaking and
in drafting revisions to the AQMP. In March 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board reaffirmed
this policy and adopted amendments to the policy, including the following directives:

e Phase out the use and corresponding emissions of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), methyl
chloroform (1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCA), carbon tetrachloride, and halons by
December 1995;

e Phase out the large quantity use and corresponding emissions of
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by the year 2000;

e Develop recycling regulations for HCFCs (e.g., SCAQMD Rules 1411 and 1415);

e Develop an emissions inventory and control strategy for methyl bromide; and,

e Support the adoption of a California greenhouse gas emission reduction goal.
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The SCAQMD has established a Climate Change Policy, adopted by the SCAQMD Governing
Board at its September 5, 2008 meeting, to actively seek opportunities to reduce emissions of
criteria, toxic, and climate change pollutants. The policy includes the intent to assist businesses
and local governments implementing climate change measures, decrease the agency’s carbon
footprint, and provide climate change information to the public. The SCAQMD will take the
following actions:

1.

Work cooperatively with other agencies/entities to develop quantification protocols,
rules, and programs related to greenhouse gases;

Share experiences and lessons learned relative to the Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market (RECLAIM) to help inform state, multi-state, and federal development of
effective, enforceable cap-and-trade programs. To the extent practicable, staff will
actively engage in current and future regulatory development to ensure that early actions
taken by local businesses to reduce greenhouse gases will be treated fairly and equitably.
Staff will seek to streamline administrative procedures to the extent feasible to facilitate
the implementation of AB32 measures;

Review and comment on proposed legislation related to climate change and greenhouse
gases, pursuant to the ‘Guiding Principles for SCAQMD Staff Comments on Legislation
Relating to Climate Change’ approved at the Board Special Meeting in April 2008;

Provide higher priority to funding Technology Advancement Office (TAO) projects or
contracts that also reduce greenhouse gas emissions;

Develop recommendations through a public process for an interim greenhouse gas CEQA
significance threshold, until such time that an applicable and appropriate statewide
greenhouse gas significance level is established. Provide guidance on analyzing
greenhouse gas emissions and identify mitigation measures. Continue to consider GHG
impacts and mitigation in SCAQMD lead agency documents and in comments when
SCAQMD is a responsible agency;

Revise the SCAQMD’s Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in
General Plans and Local Planning to include information on greenhouse gas strategies as
a resource for local governments. The Guidance Document will be consistent with state
guidance, including CARB’s Scoping Plan;

Update the Basin’s greenhouse gas inventory in conjunction with each Air Quality
Management Plan. Information and data used will be determined in consultation with
CARB, to ensure consistency with state programs. Staff will also assist local
governments in developing greenhouse gas inventories;

Bring recommendations to the Board on how the agency can reduce its own carbon
footprint, including drafting a Green Building Policy with recommendations regarding
SCAQMD purchases, building maintenance, and other areas of products and services.
Assess employee travel as well as other activities that are not part of a GHG inventory
and determine what greenhouse gas emissions these activities represent, how they could
be reduced, and what it would cost to offset the emissions;

Provide educational materials concerning climate change and available actions to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions on the SCAQMD website, in brochures, and other venues to
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help cities and counties, businesses, households, schools, and others learn about ways to
reduce their electricity, reduce vehicle miles traveled, access alternative mobility
resources, utilize low emission vehicles, and implement other climate friendly strategies;
and

10. Conduct conferences, or include topics in other conferences, as appropriate, related to
various aspects of climate change, including understanding impacts, technology
advancement, public education, and other emerging aspects of climate change science.

The legislative and regulatory activity detailed above is expected to require significant
development and implementation of energy efficient technologies and shifting of energy
production to renewable sources.

The GHG inventory for California is presented in Table 111-10. According to the inventory, the
total statewide manmade (or industrial) net GHG emissions in 2004 were approximately 480
million metric tons (MT) per year of CO; equivalent (CO.eq) emissions. Global emissions of
GHGs in 1990 were estimated by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to be 32,100
million MT of CO,eq emissions.
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Table 111-10
California GHG Emissions and Sinks Summary
Categories Included in the Inventory 1990 2004
ENERGY 386.41 420.91
Fuel Combustion Activities 381.16 416.29
Energy Industries 157.33 166.43
Manufacturing Industries & Construction 24.24 19.45
Transport 150.02 181.95
Other Sectors 48.19 46.29
Non-Specified 1.38 2.16
Fugitive Emissions From Fuels 5.25 4.62
Oil and Natural Gas 2.94 2.54
Other Emissions from Energy Production 2.31 2.07
INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES & PRODUCT USE 18.34 30.78
Mineral Industry 4.85 5.90
Chemical Industry 2.34 1.32
Non-Energy Products from Fuels & Solvent Use 2.29 1.37
Electronics Industry 0.59 0.88
Product Uses as Substitutes for Ozone Depleting Substances 0.04 13.97
Other Product Manufacture & Use Other 3.18 1.60
Other 5.05 5.74
AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY, & OTHER LAND USE 19.11 23.28
Livestock 11.67 13.92
Land 0.19 0.19
Aggregate Sources & Non-CO, Emissions Sources on Land 7.26 9.17
WASTE 9.42 9.44
Solid Waste Disposal 6.26 5.62
Wastewater Treatment & Discharge 3.17 3.82
EMISSION SUMMARY
Gross California Emissions 433.29 484.4
Sinks and Sequestrations -6.69 -4.66
Net California Emissions 426.60 479.74
CARB, 2007.

GHG Significance Criteria

The analysis of GHG impacts is different from the analysis of criteria pollutants. For criteria
pollutants, significance thresholds are based on daily emissions because the attainment or non-
attainment status is based on daily exceedances of applicable ambient air quality standards.
Furthermore, several ambient air quality standards are based on the relatively short-term
exposure effects on human health (e.g., one-hour and eight-hour). On the contrary, because the
half-life of CO, is approximately 100 years, the effects of GHGs are longer-term and affect
global climate over a relatively long time frame. Thus, the SCAQMD’s current position is to
evaluate GHG effects over a longer time frame than a single day.

The SCAQMD has convened a “Greenhouse Gases CEQA Significance Thresholds Working
Group” to consider a variety of benchmarks and potential significance thresholds to evaluate
GHG impacts. On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD adopted an interim CEQA GHG
Significance Threshold for projects where SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD, 2008). This
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interim threshold is set at 10,000 MT CO.eq per year. As additional information is compiled
regarding the level of GHG emissions that constitute a significant cumulative climate change
impact, SCAQMD will continue to revisit and possibly revise the level of GHG emissions
considered to be significant.

The SCAQMD has prepared the “Draft Guidance Document — Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Significance Thresholds.” This draft guidance proposes a tiered approach to determining
GHG significance of projects.'® The first two tiers involve (1) determining if the project is
exempt from CEQA and (2) demonstrating that the project’s GHG emissions are consistent with
a local GHG reduction plan. Because neither of these tiers is applicable to the proposed project,
the analysis shifts to Tier 3. Tier 3 establishes a numerical threshold of 10,000 MT CO.eq per
year as the incremental increase signifying significance. Projects with incremental increases
below this threshold are not considered to be cumulatively considerable. The next tier of the
significance threshold methodology considered for this analysis is Tier 4. The significance
threshold approaches in Tier 4 were not adopted by the Governing Board and possible options
continue to be under investigation by staff. Tier 4 will not be considered further. Tier 5 may be
applicable if GHG emissions exceed the numerical significance threshold of 10,000 MT CO2eq
per year. In this situation, offsite mitigation could be used to reduce GHG emission impacts to
less than significant, but mitigation would be required for the life of the project, defined as 30
years.

Construction GHG Emissions and Analyses

Construction typically occurs in phases, consisting of demolition, site preparation, construction
of structures, and final site work. Construction activities required to implement the proposed
project include: (1) excavation, concrete work, erection, and/or installation of the individual
equipment units (Bekaert CEB®, HT #2, gas re-injection compressor, a spare vapor recovery
compressor); (2) mobile source emissions from construction equipment, delivery trucks, and
employees’ automobiles; (3) conversion (using a mobile workover rig) of an existing well for re-
injection of gas into subsurface oil reservoirs; and (4) possible installation of equipment for
future gas sales, including three additional microturbines beyond the six already installed.
Specifically, construction is expected to occur in phases as shown in Table 111-2.

Emissions of GHGs resulting from construction are generated from the combustion of fuel
(primarily diesel) in off-road vehicles and other equipment required for the construction
activities, as well as from fugitive dust due to soil-disturbing activities. In addition, some
emissions will result from offsite fabrication of equipment, but emissions associated with those
activities are not included in this report because insufficient information is available to
characterize these emissions. Emissions were calculated using URBEMIS2007 version 9.2.4.
Default equipment inventories were used, with additional equipment added based on project
needs. Annual construction emissions are shown below in Table I11-11 (detailed information
regarding quantifying GHG emissions from the proposed project can be found in Appendix F).
Pursuant to SCAQMD guidance, construction emissions are not compared to the GHG numerical
significance threshold. Instead, construction emissions are amortized over a 30-year period,

19 SCAQMD. 2008. Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans. Adopted
by SCAQMD December 5, 2008.
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added to operation GHG emissions, and then compared to the numerical GHG significance
threshold. The analysis of operational GHG emissions, the sum of construction and operation
GHG emissions, and the overall significance determination are found in the next subsection.

Table 111-11
Project-Related Annual Construction GHG Emissions

Construction Phase ESt'TG$%%r;;§'0nS
Construction | 2.6
Construction Il 4.1
Construction 1 1.8
Total Construction Emissions 8.5

Operational GHG Emissions and Analyses

Operational GHG emissions result from direct emissions from combustion of oil field gas in the
new HT#2, Bekaert CEB®, and microturbines (see Appendix F for full details on the GHG
evaluation). The emission factors used are summarized below (Table 111-12) and described in
detail in Appendix C. The gas combustion rate of HT#2 will be naturally constrained when the
limit on monthly average oil production rate of 5,000 BPD is implemented in the form of a
permit condition placed on one of the Applicant’s existing permits. Likewise, the Bekaert
CEB® operation will normally be limited to standby conditions that will be placed in its permit.
In order to ensure that the Bekaert CEB® is not operated beyond the standby conditions, except
for under specifically delineated circumstances, total gas combustion at the facility will be
limited by a new permit condition to make certain the GHG emissions do not exceed the
SCAQMD’s significance threshold.

Calculation of the operational emissions was done for each interim operating scenario, as well as
for the proposed project upon full operation (Table 111-13). Emissions from commuting and
heavy duty vehicle trips were also calculated. Combustion emissions were calculated based on
manufacturer specifications, applicable rules, and monthly gas testing data (see Appendix C).
Annual operational emissions are shown in Table I11-13. All emissions are below the SCAQMD
significance thresholds, and the proposed project results in a less than significant impact, with
mitigation imposed. In addition, amortized construction emissions (i.e., 30-year average) were
added to maximum project emissions and compared to the SCAQMD significance threshold.
The proposed project is expected to result in a less than significant impact with mitigation.
Details of all analyses are available in Appendices C and F.
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Table 111-12
GHG Emission Factors for Combustion Equipment

GHG Emission Factors
Equipment CO, EF CH, EF N.O EF
(Ib CO,/MMscf) (Ib CH4/MMscf) (Ib N,O/MMscf)
Heater Treater #1 120,000 2.3 2.2
Heater Treater #2 120,000 2.3 2.2
Flare King Flare 126,621 2.3 0.64
Bekaert CEB® 126,621 2.3 0.64
Microturbines 120,000 2.3 2.2
Table 111-13
Project-Related Annual Operational GHG Emissions
Operating Scenario Estimated Emissions
P g (MT COyeqlyear)

Baseline 1,186

Construction emissions® <1

Proposed project” 8,064

Total Annualized Operational and

. e 8,064

Construction Emissions

Incremental difference (Project Plus 6.878

Construction Compared to Baseline) ’

& Total construction emissions are amortized over 30 years and added to the proposed project.
Proposed project includes GHG emissions from: HT #1, HT#2, Bekaert CEB®, and nine

microturbines.

< equals less than

Although it is anticipated that the facility will be operating with gas sales and/or reinjection and
the Bekaert CEB® at ready-standby, we analyzed emissions in the worst-case final project
scenario with the Bekaert CEB® operating at 100 percent (i.e., no gas sales and/or reinjection)
for the full year. In this scenario, incremental GHG emissions would be approximately 13,000
MT CO.elyr, which is greater than the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10,000 MT CO.e/yr.
As shown in Appendix F, limiting gas flow to 199,000 Mscf per year ensures that incremental
GHG emissions resulting from the proposed project would be less than 10,000 MT CO.elyr, as
shown in Table I11-13.

3.h). The City of Los Angeles does not have an adopted GHG reduction plan, but does have an
adopted Green Building Program®. The program is designed to reduce GHG emissions from
new buildings by requiring them to meet the intent of the Leadership in Energy and

' City of Los Angeles. Building a Green Los Angeles.
http://www.lacity.org/mayor/stellent/groups/electedofficials/@myr _ch_contributor/documents/contributor web con
tent/lacity 004866.pdf.

Page 2-39


http://www.lacity.org/mayor/stellent/groups/electedofficials/@myr_ch_contributor/documents/contributor_web_content/lacity_004866.pdf
http://www.lacity.org/mayor/stellent/groups/electedofficials/@myr_ch_contributor/documents/contributor_web_content/lacity_004866.pdf

Chapter 2: Environmental Checklist

Environmental Design® (LEED®) Certified level. The mandatory Standard of Sustainability
requirements of the Green Building Program apply to non-residential projects at or above
50,000sf of floor area, high-rise residential (above six stories) projects at or above 50,000sf of
floor area, or low-rise residential (six stories or less) of 50 or more dwelling units within
buildings of at least 50,000sf of floor area. Since the proposed project does not include
constructing new buildings, it is not subject to the mandatory requirements. The tier 3 analysis
and determination are including in the discussion under item 3. g). As noted in that discussion,
with mitigation GHG emissions from the proposed project would not exceed the GHG
significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year.

As noted earlier, according to the SCAQMD’s tiered GHG significance hierarchy, tier 2, if there
is no local GHG reduction plan, then to determine whether a project may have significant
adverse GHG emissions, the analysis moves to tier 3, comparing GHG emissions to an
applicable GHG numerical threshold.

3.3  Mitigation Measures

With regard to air quality, impacts from the proposed project were concluded to be no impact or
less than significant impact. While no increase in odors is expected from the equipment that is
part of the proposed project, impacts have been identified in the past from the Facility. The
conditions in the 2006 and 2008 ZDs relative to odors (see Appendix A and B) are currently in
place. Based on the 2008 ZD, the “authorization runs with the land”; therefore, Warren will be
required to continue implementing these measures in perpetuity, ensuring that potential odor
impacts from the proposed project remain less than significant. To ensure that emissions from
the proposed project do not exceed any applicable significance thresholds, the following three
mitigation measures will be required to be implemented by the project proponent. These
mitigation measures will be incorporated as conditions in the permits and will be enforced by
SCAQMD inspectors.

Although significance thresholds are not exceeded for criteria pollutants or health risks,
MMAIR-1 and MMAIR-2 are being proposed consistent with agreements between Warren and
the SCAQMD. MMAIR-3 is being proposed to ensure that incremental GHG emissions
resulting from the proposed project are less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of
10,000 MT COelyr.

MMAIR-1  During construction of the gas re-injection system, the gas flow to the Bekaert
CEB® will be limited to no more than 50 percent of its rated capacity, except in
the following circumstances (when its full capacity may be necessary):

e Emissions testing at greater gas rates, as required by SCAQMD;

e Power outages that require shutdown of the microturbines and/or electric compressor;

e Maintenance, breakdown or testing of the microturbines and/or heater treater(s) that
require gas flows to be routed to the Bekaert CEB® until the maintenance, repair or
testing work is completed
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MMAIR-2

MMAIR-3

After construction and upon operation of the gas re-injection system, operation of

Bekaert CEB® above its minimum ready stand-by rate may only occur under the

following two conditions:

Maintenance, breakdown or testing of the gas injection compressor and related systems
(either during re-injection or gas sales) or gas treatment system (during gas sales)
requiring gas flows to be routed to the Bekaert CEB® until the maintenance, repair or

testing work is completed; or

Maintenance, repair, permitting, cleanout or testing of the gas injection well and/or
system that requires gas flows to be routed to the Bekaert CEB® until the maintenance,
repair, permitting, cleanout or testing work is completed.

The operator shall limit the total fuel usage in the equipment of the proposed

project (e.g., heater treater #1 and #2, microturbines, and Bekaert CEB®),
including oil field gas as well as natural gas, to less than or equal to 199,000,000
standard cubic feet per calendar year to ensure that annual GHG emissions do not
exceed 10,000 MTCO2e per year.. To assure compliance with this mitigation the
SCAQMD will impose all necessary permit conditions on the project's
combustion equipment by defining the proper types of fuel meters, meter
accuracy and calibration requirements, monthly and annual recordkeeping
requirements, and standards for records retention.

V.

BIOLOGICAL

RESOURCES. Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant No Impact
Impact
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Potentially Less Than  Less Than No
Significant  Significant  Significant  Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
b) Have a substantial adverse effect O O O M

on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive  natural ~ community
identified in local or regional
plans, policies or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect O O O M

on federally protected wetlands, as
defined by 8404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.), through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the O O O M
movement of any native resident,
migratory fish, or wildlife species
or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or O O O M
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an O O O M
adopted Habitat Conservation
plan, Natural Community

Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

4.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts on biological resources will be considered significant if any of the following criteria
apply:
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The proposed project results in a loss of plant communities or animal habitat considered
to be rare, threatened or endangered by federal, state or local agencies.

The proposed project interferes substantially with the movement of any resident or
migratory wildlife species.

The proposed project adversely affects aquatic communities through construction or
operation of the project.

4.2  Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The 2006 MND concluded that the 2006 project, which would allow drilling up to 540 wells,
would not generate potentially significant adverse biological resources impacts. As a result, no
mitigation measures were identified or required.

4.a), b), c), d), e), and f). The proposed project would be located entirely within the existing
boundaries of the WTU Central Facility, which has already been developed for oil production
uses. There are no riparian habitats or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service; no federally protected wetlands, as defined by 8404 of the Clean
Water Act; no areas of natural open space; and no areas of significant biological resource value
on or in the vicinity of the facility. With the exception of landscaping around the perimeter walls
of the WTU Central Facility, the operating areas within the facility walls have previously been
cleared of vegetation for fire safety reasons. No candidate, sensitive, or special status species
identified in local plans, policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), are found at the facility, as the
facility area supports no habitat for such species. No conflicts with local, regional or state
Conservation Plans are expected because no such plans are in place on or near the facility as
indicated by the local zoning around the facility (Zoning designations at the site include M2-1
VL-O (Light Industrial Zone) and RD3-1XL-0 (Restricted Multiple Dwelling Zone), with some
parcels sharing the two designations). No biological resources impacts are expected from the
proposed project.

4.3  Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required because no significant adverse impacts to biological
resources are expected.
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d)

5.1

CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an
archaeological resource as defined
in §15064.5?

Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource,
site, or feature?

Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside
formal cemeteries?

Significance Criteria

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Impacts to cultural resources will be considered significant if:

5.2

Less Than
Significant No Impact
Impact

O M
O 4]
O 4]
O M

The proposed project results in the disturbance of a significant prehistoric or historic
archaeological site, a property of historic or cultural significance to a community or an

ethnic or social group.

Unique paleontological resources are present that could be disturbed by construction of

the proposed project.

The proposed project would disturb human remains.

Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

Based on the analysis of cultural resources in the 2006 MND, the lead agency concluded that,
after incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, any potentially significant adverse
impacts to cultural resources resulting from the 2006 Project would be reduced to a level of
insignificance. These impacts included archaeological resources pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815064.5; paleontological resources; and human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. The 2006 MND included mitigation measures related to project construction
and operation (Mitigation Measure Vb. (Archaeological) and Vc. (Paleontological); see
Appendix A for details of the measures).
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All relevant mitigation measures imposed by the City of Los Angeles will remain in effect
during construction and operation of the proposed project.

5.a) Structures and equipment at the WTU Central Facility were built in 1972 as an industrial
facility for extracting oil and gas. As an industrial facility, no equipment or structures are:
associated with California cultural heritage; associated with important persons of the past, nor do
they embody high artistic values (CEQA Guidelines 815054.5). The proposed project will
require minor demolition of an existing structure (i.e., the removal of the Flare King flare).
However, this structure is not greater than 50 years old and is not historically significant as
indicated above. As a result, no structures of historic importance will be affected by the
proposed project.

5.b) In 1972, the earlier oil separation facilities, storage tanks, and other equipment on the
individual residential lots were removed, the site was graded, and new replacement facilities
were constructed at the WTU Central Facility by the then owner, Exxon Corporation.
Consequently, the facility is located on a disturbed site with no apparent archaeological resources
remaining. For this reason and the fact that no existing structures at the WTU Central Facility
are considered archaeologically or historically significant, implementing the proposed project is
not expected to adversely affect any archaeological resources.

5.c) For the same reasons discussed in item 5.b) no unique paleontological resources are apparent
at the site. No paleontological resources were specifically identified at the site in association
with the 2006 project. Since there are no apparent paleontological resources located on the entire
WTU Central Facility, minor ground-disturbing activities that may occur as a result of
implementing the proposed project are not expected to generate significant adverse
paleontological resources impacts.

5.d) As already noted, the WTU central facility is located at a site that has been previously
disturbed. No known human remains or burial sites have been identified at the WTU Central
Facility during previous site disturbances or construction activities, so the proposed project is not
expected to disturb any human remains. If cultural resources are encountered unexpectedly
during ground disturbance associated with construction of the proposed project, the proper
procedures (i.e. contacting professional archeologists, temporarily halting disturbance work in
the vicinity, etc., pursuant to City of Los Angeles mitigation measures V b and V c) will be
taken.

5.3  Mitigation Measures

The impacts of the project on cultural resources are concluded to be less than significant so no
additional mitigation measures are required.
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Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant gWith Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy | | | |
conservation plans?
b) Result in the need for new or O O O 4|
substantially altered power or
natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on O O M O
local or regional energy supplies
and on requirements for additional
energy?
d) Create any significant effects on O O M O
peak and base period demands for
electricity and other forms of
energy?
e) Comply with existing energy O O O M
standards?

6.1  Significance Criteria
The impacts to energy will be considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:
The proposed project conflicts with adopted energy conservation plans or standards.
The proposed project results in substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies.

An increase in demand for utilities impacts the current capacities of the electric and
natural gas utilities.

The proposed project uses non-renewable resources in a wasteful and/or inefficient
manner.

6.2  Environmental Setting and Impacts
Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the 2006 project at the WTU Central
Facility and certified the 2006 MND for a project that allowed the facility operators to drill up to
540 new wells, which would allow processing up to 5,000 barrels of oil per day. This approval
included a requirement that electric drilling equipment be used if and when available. Energy
and electricity usage for the current facility, including those related to daily oil production levels
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up to 5,000 BPD (on a monthly average), are within the scope of the previously certified 2006
MND and are considered to be part of the existing environmental setting, which constitutes the
baseline physical energy conditions by which a lead agency determines whether or not an impact
is significant. It should be noted that the City of Los Angeles did not impose a production limit
condition on the 2006 project. The currently proposed project imposes a limit on oil production
of 5,000 BPD averaged over a 30-day period. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, energy
impacts of the proposed project (i.e., new and modified equipment) have been analyzed and
compared against the baseline energy usage at the facility to determine whether or not energy
impacts generated by the proposed project are significant.

6.a) The proposed project is not expected to conflict with any adopted energy conservation plan
because there is no known energy conservation plan that would apply. Further, the proposed
project is not expected to substantially increase the WTU Central Facility’s energy demand as
explained in the following discussion.

6.b), ¢), d), and e). The proposed project would not affect in any way the number of wells drilled
or change the electricity demand for drilling equipment, submerged pumping equipment or other
new or existing equipment.

Warren’s WTU Central Facility is currently served by the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) for electricity supply. The existing six microturbines supply the remainder of
the facility’s electricity requirements. LADWP supplies more than 22 million megawatt hours
(MW-h) of electricity each year to customers throughout Los Angeles. LADWP’s most recently
approved Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) indicates that electricity consumption is expected to
increase by approximately 0.9 percent each year, with peak demand increasing by 60 megawatts
(MW) each year. The IRP includes financing to meet this demand through re-powering,
development of new renewable energy resources, and energy efficiency programs®?,

The average electrical demand at the WTU Central Facility for the three months preceding
operation of the six microturbines was approximately 4,200 kW per month. This demand was
incurred when an all-electric drilling rig was operating on-site and would therefore represent the
peak case before the six microturbines became operational. Although part of the currently
proposed project, six microturbines were already installed without permits at the facility. After
startup, the six microturbines reduced the overall peak demand by approximately 420 kW. This
represents approximately 10 percent of the facility’s total energy demand before implementation
of the proposed project. If the three additional microturbines are installed, approximately 210
kW could be generated onsite. As a result, the total electricity generated on-site would be
approximately 630 kW if all nine microturbines are placed into operation.

The currently proposed project will have various electrical motors which will demand
approximately 550 kW of additional electricity. Under this scenario, total electricity generated
on-site would be 630kW if all nine microturbines are placed into operation. If all nine
microturbines are placed into service, the proposed project has the potential to result in a net

2 ADWP, 2007. 2007 Integrated Resource Plan. City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. Available
at: http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms/ladwp010273.pdf. Accessed 1 November 2010.
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reduction in electricity demand from LADWP of approximately 80 kW (i.e., 630 kW minus 550
kW), which would be considered an energy benefit.

If the final three microturbines are not installed, net electricity demand by the facility will
increase by approximately 130 kW (i.e., 550 kW minus 420 kW). Under this scenario, a net
increase in electricity demand of 130 kW is not considered to be a significant impact because it
does not represent a wasteful use of energy. Further, based on LADWPs total current and
projected electricity supply capacity, as described above, sufficient electrical supplies are
available from LADWP to handle the potential net increase in electricity demand from the
proposed project if the three additional microturbines are not installed.

Demand for electricity during the construction period is not expected to increase appreciably
because most of the construction equipment is powered by diesel fuel. The construction
activities require only a few pieces of construction equipment; due to space limitations, small-
scale equipment would be used. In addition, although construction will occur intermittently over
a period of approximately three and one-half years, construction activities requiring electricity
are few, and all construction activities are only expected to occur during a maximum of 95 days.
As a result, the total diesel fuel that will be required for construction of the proposed project is
not as great as it could be because small scale construction equipment would be used instead of
large construction equipment, does not represent a significant volume diesel because few pieces
of construction equipment are required, and diesel used for construction activities is not
considered to be a wasteful use of fuel. Therefore, no significant adverse electricity or other
energy demand impacts are expected during the construction period.

In addition to generating electricity for use on-site, the microturbines produce heat. This
additional heat is efficiently and beneficially used to heat produced water before it is re-injected
into the subsurface oil reservoir. The heated water provides the additional benefit of improving
oil recovery. By using the additional waste heat for this beneficial purpose, a new steam
generator or boiler is not necessary to heat water used onsite. Use of waste heat is also
considered to be an energy benefit of the proposed project.

Therefore, based upon the above information, no significant adverse increased energy demand
impacts are anticipated from the proposed project.

6.3  Mitigation Measures

The impacts of the project on energy resources are less than significant so no mitigation
measures are required.
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7.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts on the geological environment will be considered significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Topographic alterations would result in significant changes, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of large amounts of soil.

Unique geological resources (paleontological resources or unique outcrops) are present
that could be disturbed by the construction of the proposed project.

Exposure of people or structures to major geologic hazards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, or landslides.

Secondary seismic effects could occur which could damage facility structures, e.g.,
liquefaction.

Other geological hazards exist which could adversely affect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.

7.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department approved the existing operations at the WTU
Central Facility and certified the 2006 MND. That approval analyzed the impacts of drilling up
to 540 wells and crude production capacity of up to 5,000 BPD. The City of Los Angeles,
however, did not impose a production limit condition on the 2006 project. ~ The currently
proposed project imposes a limit on oil production of 5,000 BPD averaged over a 30-day period.
In addition, the 2006 MND included an analysis of constructing and operating well cellars
associated with drilling 540 wells. The well cellars are not habitable structures that could expose
workers or residents to a safety hazard in the event of liquefaction-related ground failure.
Additionally, prior to the design of the well cellars, a qualified expert soils consultant sampled
the soil and provided design information. Subsequently, the new well cellars were specifically
designed according to the Uniform Building Code (UBC) and the California Building Code
(CBC) to provide stable soil conditions and to prevent landslides, lateral spreading, liquefaction,
and collapse during the drilling of new wells or the “workover” of existing wells. The
construction of the well cellars was analyzed and approved in the 2006 MND, and is, therefore,
outside the scope of this analysis.

Based on the analysis of geology and soils impacts in the 2006 MND, the lead agency concluded
that, after incorporation of mitigation measures, any potentially significant geology (seismic)
impacts resulting from the 2006 project would be reduced to a level of insignificance. The 2006
MND included mitigation measures related to design and construction of the project, potential
soil erosion, demolition and construction, and all earth-moving activities. All relevant mitigation
measures imposed by the City of Los Angeles will remain in effect during construction and
operation of the currently proposed project. Subsequent to approval of the 2006 project and
2006 MND, operators of the WTU Central Facility began drilling operations on oil and
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reinjection wells in accordance with the 2006 project description and conditions imposed by the
City of Los Angeles as part of the approval.

Other potential geology and soils impacts (e.g., earthquakes, ground shaking, liquefaction,
subsidence, collapse, etc.) related to the drilling of 540 wells, the construction of the well cellars,
and/or the increase of oil production to 5,000 BPD were analyzed in the previously approved
2006 MND. The proposed project would not allow Warren to expand oil or water well
reinjection drilling operations beyond the approved wells analyzed in the 2006 MND. As a
result, the drilling operations are not part of the currently proposed project and are beyond the
scope of this analysis. Only potential impacts related to the proposed project (i.e., installing and
operating new equipment) are analyzed in this document.

7.a). There have been studies that indicate that significant perturbations of the hydrologic regime
may trigger earthquakes. Specifically, increased pore pressure in areas where potentially active
faults are already close to failure may lead to an earthquake. Warren currently injects produced
water into three reservoirs within the Wilmington Field. The current pressure in each reservoir is
less than the original pressure, so there is no increase in pore pressure in any of the reservoirs. In
addition, the withdrawal of fluids is balanced with reinjected produced water so the result is
neither a massive withdrawal nor a massive increase in volume or pressure. The reservoirs are
being managed in order to maintain reservoir pressure as near as practical to the original pressure
and to match withdrawals with produced water injection, in part as a measure to prevent
saltwater intrusion into potable water aquifers. Injection wells will be subject to DOGGR
permits that require that injection rate and pressure records kept and submitted to DOGGR on a
monthly basis. The DOGGR will evaluate these reports to ensure the injection well is operating
within appropriate parameters. The proposed project does not increase either the volume of oil
extracted that was evaluated in the 2006 MND or the amount of drilling beyond the level that has
already been approved and permitted under the 2006 ZD, which relied on the May 2006 MND.
The proposed project does not change the existing facility operations designed to maintain
pressure and does not change the process of re-injecting water to minimize any net extraction of
fluid or gas (regardless of the daily oil production rate). There have been public complaints
about noise and vibration, but current facility operations are within the scope of the 2006 MND
and based on reservoir pressures and withdrawal/injection volumes, there is no significant risk of
induced earthquakes if Warren were to continue water injection (under DOGGR control) at the
oil production of 5,000 BPD analyzed in the 2006 MND, which would be limited by a permit
condition to a 5,000 BPD 30-day monthly average as part of the currently proposed project.

Specifically with regard to the proposed project, the WTU Central Facility is located in a
seismically active region of southern California. Seismic events are a common occurrence in
southern California, with northwesterly trending major earthquake faults dominating in the
region. The San Andreas Fault is the primary fault in the area and is thought to have a maximum
credible event potential equivalent to a magnitude of 8.5 on the Richter scale. The adverse
effects associated with strong seismic events depend upon several factors including the
following: intensity of the event, frequency of vibration, distance from the epicenter, and nature
of earth materials through which the vibrations pass. Numerous active and potentially active
faults with surface expressions (fault traces) have been mapped adjacent to, within, and beneath
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the City of Los Angeles.** However, no known active surface fault traces identified by the State,
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, are known to be
present at or in the vicinity of the proposed project (Figure VII-1). Therefore, the possibility of
surface fault rupture affecting the proposed project area would be considered remote, and the
proposed project would present a less than significant impact with respect to exposing people or
property to hazardous conditions resulting from rupture of a known earthquake fault on the
proposed project area.

As noted above, the San Andreas Fault Zone is a major structural feature in the region and forms
a boundary between the North American and Pacific tectonic plates. The San Andreas Fault is a
right lateral strike-slip** fault moving at approximately 30 millimeters per year (mm/yr), with a
northeast-southwest trend near the site area. A strike-slip fault is where two tectonic plates slide
past each other. The recent earthquakes in Japan (March 2011) resulted from movement of
tectonic plates in a subduction zone; where one tectonic plate is pushed under a second tectonic
plate. A subduction configuration like that off the coast of Japan does not occur off the coast of
southern California.

Because the WTU Central Facility is located in a seismically active region of southern
California, it is conceivable that a strong event could occur during construction or operation of
the proposed project. Similar to many areas in southern California, the proposed project area is
susceptible to ground shaking and ground failure during seismic events produced by local faults.
Because the area of the proposed project is relatively flat, landslides are not typically of concern.
However, the new equipment will not cause or contribute to an increase in the exposure of
people or structures to adverse effects involving earthquakes or other potential seismic hazards
for the following reasons. While it is likely that the proposed project area will be shaken by
future earthquakes produced in southern California, construction of the proposed project will be
conducted in accordance with all applicable requirements for seismic safety in the Uniform
Building Code (UBC) for Zone 4 (i.e., most hazardous), the designation for the area in which the
proposed project is located. The existing operations, as well as operation of the proposed
project, will continue to be subject to all regulations and requirements of the 2006 and 2008 ZDs
as well as any future changes to the LA Municipal Codes regarding seismic designs and controls
which from time to time may be promulgated. Specifically, mitigation measure VI a ii.
(Seismic) in the 2006 MND ensures design and construction conform to UBC standards as
approved by the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. As already noted in the
discussion under 7. a) above, the proposed project does not have the potential to increase local
seismic hazards. Further, adherence to applicable UBC standards for Zone 4 and conditions in
the 2006 and 2008 ZDs would not be expected to increase existing seismic hazards from the
facility under current operating conditions compared to construction and operation of the
proposed project to an extent that would be greater in any way than seismic hazards in most
areas of the City of Los Angeles.

B Active faults are classified by the State Division of Mines and Geology as faults showing evidence of

surface displacement within the last 11,000 years.
“ A strike-slip fault is a fault in which the dominant sense of motion is horizontal, parallel to the strike of the fault .
Also known as a lateral-slip fault. Motion is commonly described as left-lateral (sinistral) or right-lateral (dextral).
(USGS 2011)
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Figure VII-1. Alquist-Priolo Map of Faults in Vicinity of WTU Central Facility (Exhibit A)
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According to the Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, the proposed project
area is not located within an area susceptible to liquefaction'® (Figure VI11-2). In addition,
according to the Safety Element of the City General Plan, the facility is not located within a
hillside area susceptible to landslides'®. The probability of seismically-induced landslides
affecting the proposed project area is considered to be negligible due to the lack of topographic
relief across the area (Figure VII-3). Overall, impacts due to on-site rupture of a known
earthquake fault, risks from seismic ground shaking, potential liquefaction impacts, and
landslides impacts would be less than significant.

Thus, the construction and operation of the proposed project are both expected to result in less
than significant impacts related to seismic activity.

7.b). The vast majority of the WTU Central Facility is currently paved (see Figure 3 in Chapter
1). Construction activities may require exposing soil to install foundation pads for new
equipment, e.g., the new Bekaert CEB® flare and HT#2. However, the area of soil exposed is
expected to be relatively small; the largest area would be approximately 600 square feet for
HT#2. Any soil that is disturbed would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust, which
requires stabilization of soil disturbed by human activity, often in the form of watering the site
two to three times per day. Compliance with Rule 403 is expected to substantially limit soil
erosion loss to the air. As a result, no significant adverse soils erosion impacts are expected.

7.c). In June 2005, NorCal Engineering, a registered geotechnical consultant, sampled and
assessed the soil at the WTU Central Facility to provide guidance for structural engineers who
were designing the various new construction activities for the 2006 project. The on-site soil was
determined to be relatively uniform and medium dense to dense native silty sands. This soil at
the WTU Central Facility was assessed as being stable in conformance with the Los Angeles
City Building Ordinance for the scope of the 2006 project.

The injection of oil field gas into an underground formation is a common practice and does not
impact the surface or subsurface structures under the normal and prudent operating conditions in
effect at the facility. The injection of oil field gas into an underground formation for storage
follows very specific safety procedures and requires protective actions throughout the process.
Before issuing a permit for gas injection, the DOGGR requires the Applicant to submit detailed
data on the underground reservoir characteristics, analysis of the injection gas, mechanical
details and drawings for the well, geologic description of the zone of injection including
stratigraphy and the base of fresh water, anticipated rate and pressures of injection, details on a
proposed monitoring plan, and a gas migration study. The selection of the subsurface zone to re-
inject oil field gas is carefully analyzed by DOGGR to ensure oil field gas does not flow through
fractures in the formation, or through the cement placed to isolate the injection zone from other
zones in the well.

1> City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan., Exhibit B, Areas Susceptible to
Liquefaction in the City of Los Angeles, November 1996.

18 City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, Exhibit C, Landslide Inventory &
Hillside Areas in the City of Los Angeles, November 1996.
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To prepare the well for oil field gas injection, Warren will utilize a specialized mobile truck
mounted work-over “rig” to perform the tasks indicated below. The diesel-driven rig will be
DOT and CARB-approved, and will operate immediately adjacent to or over the applicable well
head. Warren (or its contractor) will install DOGGR required Class Ill blow-out prevention
equipment to ensure automatic control of potential releases of well fluids during the well re-
working. The existing formation pressure gradient is low enough that liquids (oil or water)
cannot reach the surface during the workover procedure. Due to the nature of the equipment,
however, there is a slight chance of spillage of either produced fluids or hydrocarbons on the
concrete surface in the immediate vicinity of the well head due to compromised hoses, tubing or
leaking vessels. Any leaks are contained in the existing concrete well cellar and cleaned up
immediately with using absorbent pads and hot water scrubbing. Gas leaks from the formation
would not occur during this procedure because gas injection would have not started.

Once the blowout prevention equipment is installed and as part of preparing the well for oil field
gas injection, clean water will then be circulated in the well casing to clean it out in preparation
for the inspection of the casing. Then, a specialized truck mounted unit, called a wireline unit, is
utilized to inspect the well casing and check the integrity and location of the cement that was
used to fill the space between the drilled hole and the steel casing. Once this inspection is
completed, the same wireline unit will be utilized to perforate through the well casing and
cement into the formation at the specific depth where the oil field gas is to be re-injected (at
approximately 4,000 feet below the surface). A pressure seal called a packer will then be run
into the well on high integrity pipe, called tubing. The packer will be set and pressure-tested just
above the injection zone to provide a seal to prevent oil field gas or other fluids from flowing
into or pressurizing the space between the casing and the tubing. Pressure testing of the tubing
and casing and the integrity of the cement between the casing pipe and the formation wall are
witnessed and approved by the DOGGR. The rig is then moved off the well and surface piping
will be installed to connect the electric injection compressor to the well.

As the gas re-injection operation commences, oil field gas is pressurized by the compressor and
will flow to the well head, down the tubing, and into the subsurface oil reservoir approximately
4,000 feet below the surface. Inadvertent flow of oil field gas or other fluids to aquifers or other
formations is prevented by the casing pipe (typically seven inches in diameter), the cement
between the casing and the formation wall, the tubing pipe (typically 2-1/2 inches in diameter),
and the packer seal. The pressure in the well will be monitored on both the tubing and casing
portions of the well to ensure that any leaks are quickly detected, addressed, and remedied.

Warren has already filed the application with the DOGGR for the gas injection well. The
DOGGR is currently reviewing the application. When the application is approved, the DOGGR
will send Warren a letter of approval that will contain any additional conditions Warren must
adhere to during the well’s operation. Such conditions could, for example, include requirements
for monthly monitoring and reporting of the formation zone pressure and other parameters
necessary for the DOGGR to continually assess that safe operations are occurring on a routine
basis. If DOGGR determines from the monthly reports that additional data or actions are
necessary they will advise Warren of any necessary required actions.

7.d) The June 2005 NorCal report assessed the soil’s Expansion Index in accordance with the
Uniform Building Code Standard 18-2. The Expansion Index at the WTU Central Facility site
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ranged from 7 to 15, which is defined as “very low” expansive potential by the ASTM Standard
Test Method. Therefore, soils at the WTU Central Facility are not considered to be expansive.
In addition, the amount of soil disturbed during construction is expected to be minimal because
the only equipment requiring pads are the new Bekaert ® CEB, the new HT #2, the reinjection
compressor, and the spare vapor recovery compressor. Therefore, no significant impacts related
to expansive soils are expected.

7.e) The proposed project’s WTU Central Facility is located in a developed area of the City of
Los Angeles, which is served by an existing wastewater collection, conveyance and treatment
system operated by the City of Los Angeles. No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems are
necessary, nor are they included as part of the proposed project. Portable toilets are used to
accommodate workers involved in construction and drilling operations. The waste from the
portable toilets is collected by Peninsula Septic Service and properly disposed of in the Los
Angeles County Sanitation District treatment facility located at Sepulveda Boulevard and 1-110.
Therefore, no significant impacts on soils from alternative wastewater disposal systems are
expected.

Enforcement of Oil or Injection Well Drilling Operations

DOGGR is the agency charged by state law to regulate all aspects of oil or injection well drilling
and operation, including the design and location of each well. Its duty is to assess all potential
risks, including seismic risks, before a drilling permit is issued for any given well. Warren
reports monthly to DOGGR on pressures and maintenance activities related to these wells. In
addition, Warren is subject to DOGGR regulations 1724.6 through 1724.10 specifying
requirements for underground injection projects. The requirements specified in these regulations
summarized in Section 7.c above are currently applicable to the WTU Central Facility and will
be applicable after the proposed Project is implemented.

7.3  Mitigation Measures

Based on the above information relative to geology and soils, no significant adverse impacts
were identified so no additional mitigation measures are required for the construction or
operation of the project. However, where relevant all mitigation measures imposed by the City
of Los Angeles will remain in effect during construction and operation of the currently proposed
project.
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Potentially I__ess_"rhan Less Than
A Significant R
Significant With Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
g) Expose people or structures to a O O O M

significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires,
including areas where wildlands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

h) Significantly increased fire hazard O O M O
in areas with flammable materials?

8.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts associated with hazards will be considered significant if any of the following occur:
Non-compliance with any applicable design code or regulation.
Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Association standards.

Non-conformance to regulations or generally accepted industry practices related to
operating policy and procedures concerning the design, construction, security, leak
detection, spill containment or fire protection.

Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentrations equal to or greater than the
Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) 2 levels.

8.2  Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department analyzed and approved the existing operations at
the WTU Central Facility and certified the 2006 MND. That approval, among other things,
analyzed the impacts of drilling up to 540 wells. The proposed project would not expand oil
drilling operations over the 540 wells previously analyzed in the 2006 MND.

Potential adverse hazard and hazardous materials impacts (e.g., hazardous emissions, hazardous
materials, increased fire hazard, etc.) from the drilling of 540 wells, the construction of the well
cellars, and/or the increase of oil production to 5,000 BPD were analyzed by the City of Los
Angeles in the 2006 MND. Based on that analysis, the lead agency concluded that, after
incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, any potentially significant hazard and
hazardous materials impacts resulting from the 2006 project would be reduced to a level of
insignificance. These impacts included the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The 2006 MND included
mitigation measures related to hazardous substances (V11 al.) and explosion/release of methane
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gas (VII b2). Where relevant all mitigation measures imposed by the City of Los Angeles will
remain in effect during construction and operation of the currently proposed project.

8.a) and b) The proposed project includes installing a new heater treater; installing nine
microturbines (six existing and three new); installing gas re-injection equipment; replacing an
old flare with a new, high efficiency, burner; and adding additional gas conditioning and
odorization equipment in the future. The risk of an explosion, fire, or other hazards is concluded
to be less than significant for the reasons identified in the following paragraphs.

All new and modified equipment has been or will be designed and manufactured according to
manufacturers’ specifications for each specific application. Equipment subject to SCAQMD
permits is inspected periodically to ensure they operate appropriately according to permit
conditions to limit emissions. Similarly, the new gas injection well will be subject to DOGGR
permits that require that injection rate and pressure records kept and submitted to DOGGR on a
monthly basis. The DOGGR will evaluate these reports to ensure the injection well is operating
within appropriate parameters (refer to Section 7.c).

All of the new equipment included in this proposed project will be using or processing produced
oil field gas, which consists primarily of methane. Methane is defined as a hazardous material
by the USEPA (USEPA; 40 CFR 68.130). Currently, methane in the form of produced oil field
gas is being extracted, used, and handled on-site. All new and modified equipment included as
part of the proposed project would be using or processing produced oil field gas, which includes
methane as the only hazardous constituent. The produced gas may also contain trace amounts of
other hazardous gases (e.g., propane, butane, or pentane). However, none of these compounds,
including methane, are stored on the site.

The proposed project involving the addition of new gas handling and oil/water separation
equipment, refurbishing of equipment, and removal of older equipment would also not increase
hazards resulting from an earthquake because:

1. The new equipment will be required to meet UBC requirements and the latest safety
standards and thus will reduce the impacts related to an earthquake event upon the
removal of the older permitted equipment (e.g., the replacement of the Flare King flare
with the Bekaert CEB® and the refurbishment of the existing Heater/Treater No. 1).
Additionally, the new equipment will be more reliable and less susceptible to breakdowns
and upsets, thereby reducing the potential for emergencies, upsets, and breakdowns.

2. Hazard impacts resulting from an earthquake are not expected to increase due to
implementing the proposed project as explained in the following sentences. Impacts
from increased oil production of up to 5,000 BPD were already addressed in the 2006
MND. Relative to the currently proposed project, the WTU Central Facility conducts
secondary oil recovery operations. Oil must be actively pumped from the ground because
past and current oil extractions from the Wilmington Oil Field have removed all of the oil
that could rise to the surface without added pressure. The rate of daily oil production is
determined by the productivity of each well. Oil is extracted by submerged electric
pumps located at the bottom of each new oil well, thousands of feet below the surface.
Regardless of the rate of daily oil production, pumping is immediately halted (manually
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or automatically) in the event of an emergency, including fire and explosions. Once
pumping is halted, no new oil or gas is produced and sent to the facility, so the hazards
(and responses) remain the same for oil production regardless of the proposed Project.
Hazards resulting from an earthquake due to oil/water processing operations at the 5,000
BPD oil production levels are within the scope of the previously certified 2006 MND.
The proposed project does not alter the existing oil and water storage tanks (and related
piping, etc.), and no additional storage capacity or new equipment is necessary as a result
of increased daily oil production. No physical changes are proposed for the oil sales
pipeline (no change in hazards due to the project). Oil delivery rates at any one time vary
independently of daily oil production. Thus there is no change in hazard impacts as a
result of implementing the proposed project because the proposed project does not
increase oil production rates compared to the project analyzed in the 2006 MND. Unlike
the 2006 project, the currently proposed project includes establishing a monthly average
cap on oil production of 5,000 BPD.

The WTU Central Facility is not subject to OSHA’s Process Safety Management regulations in
29 CFR, Part 1910 because: (1) it does not process any of the chemicals listed in §1910.119,
Appendix A, (2) the hydrocarbons (oil field gas) burned at the site are used solely for workplace
consumption (see 81910.119(a)(1)(ii)(A)), (3) the crude oil at the facility is stored in atmospheric
tanks and kept below its boiling point without benefit of chilling or refrigeration, and (4) any
onsite oil and gas drilling or servicing operations are exempt from Part 1910.

The WTU Central Facility is not subject to the California Accidental Release Program (CalARP)
regulations in Title 19 CCR, Division 2, Chapter 4.5. CalARP requires stationary sources with
quantities of a regulated substance above a threshold specified in the regulation to develop and
submit a risk management plan (RMP). Methane is a regulated substance, with a specified
threshold of 10,000 pounds. However, per 82770.2(b)(2)(B), “naturally occurring hydrocarbon
mixtures need not be considered when determining whether more than a threshold quantity is
present at a stationary source. Naturally occurring hydrocarbon mixtures include any
combination of the following: condensate, crude oil, field gas, and produced water, each as
defined in Section 2735.3.” Per 82735.3, field gas is defined as “gas extracted from a production
well before the gas enters a natural gas processing plant.” Therefore, the quantification of
methane that is on the site as oil field gas is not counted toward the threshold quantity. No other
regulated substances are used at the WTU Central Facility. Therefore, a Risk Management Plan
(RMP) for the facility is not required. Operation of the proposed project will not add any
systems or processes that would cause the facility to become subject to either the Process Safety
Management regulations or to CalARP. All of the proposed new or modified equipment is
specifically designed to handle oil field gas from drilling 540 wells, approved as part of the 2006
project. Each system has a number of engineered safety controls and systems such as
temperature alarms and automatic shut down devices to ensure the oil field gas is handled safely
on a continuous operating basis. Under the proposed project, oil field gas that is not combusted
in the microturbines, oil/water separation equipment and the Bekaert CEB® will be reinjected
into the underground oil formation approximately 4,000 feet below industrial areas located
southeast of the WTU Central Facility. In the case that produced oil field gas increases
sufficiently (i.e., approximately one million scf of oil field gas per day for at least one year), gas
sales equipment may be installed and the gas will be transported via pipeline off-site.
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With regard to the potential for or release of methane gas, the 2006 MND included mitigation
measure VII b2, which contains requirements for mitigating hazard impacts from methane gas.
In particular, this mitigation measure discusses installation of a methane barrier under existing
electrical facilities and requires installation of such a barrier under future electrical facilities.
This mitigation measure would remain in effect and would be implemented, as applicable, as part
of the proposed project.

The only other hazardous materials that are currently used during typical operations and would
continue to be used (other than the produced oil field gas) include standard oil-based and
synthetic lubrication oils used in the compressor and microturbines , as well as odorant materials
mandated by DOT regulations. As a result, aside from methane, hazardous materials would not
be generated regularly. All of these materials currently used and expected to continue to be used
are stored in proper containers or vessels, are properly labeled, and are handled in accordance
with all applicable regulations and safety requirements including: California Fire Code (National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 704 "Standard System for the Identification of the Hazards
of Materials for Emergency Response as adopted by the California Fire Code); California Health
and Safety Code (HSC); Title 22 California Code of Regulations (CCR); 49 CFR Parts 100-185;
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA), as
amended and codified in 49 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.); etc.

The construction equipment used by contractors in the construction of the new equipment will
use a variety of typical hazardous materials including lube oils, gasoline and/or diesel fuels,
sealants, welding gases, and paints. All of the construction equipment expected to be used on
site are the same types of construction equipment regularly used at other construction sites
except that, because of space limitations on-site, smaller equipment is expected to be used.

All of the hazardous materials being used at the site for this proposed project have been used on
the site in the past. Although the total amount of materials may increase, primarily methane,
there are no new hazardous materials being introduced to the site so the consequences of an
accidental release of these materials, methane in particular, would not change. Although more
methane would be generated, the probability of an accidental release would not increase because
most of the gas that is extracted is immediately re-injected by the compressor back into the oil
formation, which would likely result in less methane being handled under normal operating
conditions. All of these materials are subject to a variety of management and handling
regulations. The proposed project proponent maintains an onsite environmental coordinator that
oversees the proper management of these hazardous materials pursuant to applicable regulations
(as identified above).

8.c). No existing or proposed schools are located within one-quarter mile of the existing WTU
Central Facility. As discussed in the air quality section, new and modified equipment have the
potential to emit TACs. The analysis concluded that cancer and non-cancer impacts from the
proposed project would be less than significant (see Table 111-9). Other potential impacts related
to hazardous substances or wastes associated with the proposed project are expected to remain
within the WTU Central Facility because they will be stored inside areas protected by spill
containment barriers; as a result, no significant adverse impacts to a school are expected.
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8. d). The WTU Central Facility is not located in an area which is included on the recent list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 865962.5. Therefore, no
significant hazards related to hazardous materials handling at the WTU Central Facility, on the
environment or to the public are expected.

8.e). The WTU Central Facility is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles
of a public or private airport. The proposed project does not include installing equipment that is
taller than the tallest equipment currently used on-site, which could interfere with flight patterns.
Therefore, no safety hazards are expected from the proposed project on any airports in the
region.

8.f). The proposed project is subject to two specific emergency response plans. The WTU
Central Facility has an existing Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan as is
required by the USEPA, which requires several measures such as secondary containment walls,
routine training, response procedures, and certifications. This SPCC Plan is maintained onsite.
A Business Emergency Plan (BEP) is required by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department. The
BEP lists the amounts and locations of hazardous materials located onsite and is used by the Fire
Department in case it needs to respond to an emergency at the site. Specifically, the Warren BEP
contains a map showing the location of the hazardous materials and all four access gates - one
main gate, one gate for electrical substation, and two emergency access gates.

If the equipment of the proposed project requires onsite storage of new hazardous materials
those would be added to the existing BEP as required by the Fire Department. However, as
already noted in discussion 8. a and b above, no new types of hazardous materials will be used or
generated on-site as result of the proposed project. Emergency vehicles have access to the
proposed project via any of the existing access gates, thereby providing adequate emergency
access. The proposed project will not be expected to interfere with any adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, no impact from the proposed project
will occur.

8.h). The proposed project will not increase the existing risk of fire hazards in wildland areas.
The WTU Central Facility is not located in or next to wildland areas. Further, although the
perimeter outside of the fence is landscaped as required by the City of Los Angeles, no
substantial or native vegetation exists within the operational portions of the WTU Central
Facility. All vegetation within the operational portions of the facility have already been removed
as a fire safety measure. Therefore, no significant increase in fire hazards involving wildlands is
expected to be associated with the proposed project.

Enforcement of Fire Protection Requirements

Warren is subject to the City of Los Angeles Fire Department requirements and the California
Fire Code. These requirements are currently applicable to the WTU Central Facility. The City
of Los Angeles Fire Department makes routine inspections to enforce their regulations and to
audit the BEP described in paragraph 8.f above.
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8.3

Mitigation Measures

Based on the above information relative to hazards and hazardous materials, no significant
adverse impacts were identified so no additional mitigation measures are required for the
However, where relevant, all mitigation measures
imposed by the City of Los Angeles will remain in effect during construction and operation of
the currently proposed project.

construction or operation of the project.

IX.

a)

b)

HYDROLOGY AND
WATER QUALITY. Would
the project:

Violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements,
exceed  wastewater  treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board, or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality?

Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level
(e.g. the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been
granted)?

Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

With Impact
Mitigation
O O M
O O %}
O M O
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d)

f)

9)

h)

Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Place housing or other structures
within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam, or inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Require or result in the
construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or
new storm  water drainage
facilities, or an expansion of
existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

Require a determination by the
wastewater treatment  provider
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project's
projected demand in addition to
the provider's existing
commitments?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
O

Less Than No Impact

Significant
Impact
M O
O M
O M
O M
O M
O %}
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9.1  Significance Criteria

Potential impacts on water resources will be considered significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Woater Demand:

The existing water supply does not have the capacity to meet the increased demands of
the project, or the project would use more than 262,820 gallons per day of potable water.

The project increases demand for water by more than five million gallons per day.
Water Quality:

The project will cause degradation or depletion of ground water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

The project will cause the degradation of surface water substantially affecting current or
future uses.

The project will result in a violation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.

The capacities of existing or proposed wastewater treatment facilities and the sanitary
sewer system are not sufficient to meet the needs of the project.

The project results in substantial increases in the area of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts occurs.

The project results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters.
9.2  Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department analyzed (and certified the 2006 MND for the
2006 Project), and approved the existing operations at the WTU Central Facility. That 2006
MND included an analysis of the impacts from drilling up to 540 wells and a crude production
capacity of up to 5,000 BPD. It should be noted that the City of Los Angeles did not impose a
production limit condition on the 2006 project. The currently proposed project imposes a limit
on oil production of 5,000 BPD averaged over a 30-day period.

Any potential impacts related to potential migration of water to unintended areas, the volume of
water injected as a part of the oil extraction process (i.e., at a level corresponding to an average
production of 5,000 BPD), the potential risk of heavy metal and/or toxic material present in
injection water, or other potential impacts associated with hydrology and water quality were
analyzed in the 2006 MND and are outside the scope of this analysis. Ultimate total recovery of
oil and water, and its corresponding effects, is mostly a function of reservoir characteristics and
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management, and not a function of the project. The proposed project will not expand oil drilling
operations over the 540 wells previously analyzed in the 2006 MND or oil production operations
beyond the monthly average of 5,000 BPD. Any and all impacts that result from drilling
operations up to the approved 540 wells and oil productions up to 5,000 BPD are outside the
scope of this analysis. In addition, the 2006 ZD requires Warren to eliminate offsite injection
wells and pipelines carrying injection water to these wells. The risk of heavy metal and toxic
material that may be in injection water being accidentally released in offsite areas will be
reduced over time to zero due to the elimination of these offsite wells.

Based on the analysis of water runoff impacts in the 2006 MND, the lead agency concluded that,
after incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, any potentially significant water runoff
impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance. The 2006 MND included mitigation
measures related to implementing a stormwater BMP and other measures designed to prevent
significant impacts (VIII ¢3). Where relevant all mitigation measures imposed by the City of
Los Angeles will remain in effect during construction and operation of the currently proposed
project such as Condition 14 in the 2008 ZD (see Appendix B).

9.a) The existing operations at the WTU Central Facility do not produce industrial effluent
wastewater streams that are rerouted to public treatment facilities. Construction or operation of
the equipment of the proposed project will also not produce industrial wastewater. However,
mitigation measure VIlIc3 in the 2006 MND and 2006 ZD and Condition 14 of the 2008 ZD
require that all stormwater be collected onsite. This stormwater is collected in existing well
cellars and routed to the existing produced water system and eventually pumped to water
injection wells. In addition, mitigation VIl1c3 of the 2006 MND and ZD and Condition 14 of the
2008 ZD require the facility to utilize stormwater pollution control measures. City Ordinance
No 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494 specify Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution
Control, which requires the application of Best Management Practices (BMPs). Chapter IX,
Division 70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code addresses grading, excavations, and fills. The
site operator must also meet the requirements of the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) as approved by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. These
requirements are identified in existing Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plans (SWPPP)
Nos. 4191020405 and 419C342701 and include BMPs for erosion controls during construction
activities, storage of material bags and drums, onsite inspections, sampling and analyses of storm
water that leaves the property, and employee training. Continued compliance with the applicable
federal, State, and local regulations, Code requirements, and permit provisions would ensure that
no significant impacts related to potential discharge into surface water or changes in water
quality occur as a result of the proposed project. In addition, no additional water beyond that
included in the 2006 Project will be discharged as part of the proposed project so no additional
wastewater would be generated that has the potential to violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements. Therefore, no water quality impacts were identified as a result of
implementing the proposed project.

9.b) and h). Nearly the entire operations area of the WTU Central is currently paved. The
proposed project does not require additional paving within the perimeter fence or outside of the
perimeter fence. Consequently, the proposed project does not increase the potential to interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge compared to the existing setting.
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Under the existing oil production operations, water is brought to the surface along with crude oil.
This water is obtained from the oil zones and not from fresh water aquifers. Residual oil and
solids are removed from the produced water within the water management yard. Resulting
treated and clarified water is then injected back into the oil zones. There is no increase in water
demand or new entitlements required from the proposed project to maintain pressure in the drill
zone. Therefore, the potential impacts to groundwater levels in the drill zone would be less than
significant. Similarly, the facility does not extract water or other liquids from the fresh water
aquifer supplies, so the proposed project would not generate significant adverse impacts that
would substantially deplete potable groundwater supplies or volumes.

9.c) and d). The site is located in a dense urbanized area and no stream or river courses are
located in the immediate vicinity. The closest water body to the facility is the East Basin of the
Port of Los Angeles, located approximately one mile southeast of the facility. The proposed
project site and vicinity are relatively flat, and the site has been graded and containment berms
constructed to contain all storm water on site. This water is collected, treated, and injected back
into the oil zones along with the produced water from the drilling operations, reducing the
amount of water runoff from the facility. The currently proposed project does not include
additional paving that could increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, so substantial erosion
or siltation offsite is not anticipated.

The 2006 MND and ZD and the 2008 ZD require that all surface drainage during rainstorm be
contained onsite and routed to the produced water system which ultimately is sent to water
injection wells. In addition, the ZDs require the use of BMPs as prescribed by the City of Los
Angeles and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

The deposition of certain chemicals by cars in the parking areas and internal roadway surfaces
currently has the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates,
hydrocarbons, and suspended solids to the storm drain system. However, required design
criteria, as established in the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for Los
Angeles County, would be incorporated into the proposed project to minimize off-site
conveyance of pollutants. During construction of the proposed project, it is anticipated that there
will be a maximum of 18 worker commute trips and two hauling truck trips to the facility on the
day with the most traffic. Once the proposed project becomes operational, no new worker
commute or new truck trips to the facility will be required. The minimal number of vehicle trips
during operation of the proposed project over the long term is not expected to increase vehicle
chemical deposition at the site appreciably.

Based on the fact that onsite stormwater is collected, treated, and injected into the oil zone, as
well as the fact that the WTU Central Facility is in with compliance with existing regulations, the
potential for water quality impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore,
any drainage, runoff, or water quality impacts would be less than significant.

9. e) and f). According to the Safety Element of the City General Plan, the existing facility site is
not located within a 100-year flood zone, an area subject to inundation in the event of a dam
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failure, or an area subject to tsunami hazard (Figure IX-1 and Figure 1X-2).*"*® Similarly, the
proposed project does not involve new construction that could expose people to new risks of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding. There are no levees near the facility that could fail; the
facility is located approximately one mile from the nearest body of water, the East Basin of the
Port of Los Angeles and there is a breakwater offshore at the Port, so there is no possibility that
the facility could be affected by seiches or tsunamis; and the facility is on relative flat land in a
built-out area, so the possibility of mudflows is remote. Therefore, no significant adverse
impacts from flooding are anticipated as a result of implementing the proposed project.

9. g) and i). As already noted in the item 9. b) and h) above, the proposed project does not
increase demand for additional water because none of the equipment requires water for its
operation. Re-injected water is generated as a result of existing crude extraction and is
supplemented only with stormwater. As a result, no additional wastewater will be discharged as
part of the proposed project beyond that included in the 2006 Project. In addition, the WTU
Central Facility has been graded to contain all storm water on site. This water is collected and
injected back into the oil zones along with the produced water from the drilling operations,
thereby reducing the amount of water runoff from the WTU Central Facility. No new water or
waste water treatment facilities will be required as part of the proposed project.

Enforcement of Water and Wastewater Requirements

Current and future operations at the WTU Central Facility will be subject to and must comply
with: (1) Ordinance No 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494 regarding Stormwater and Urban
Runoff Pollution Control (i.e., requiring the application of BMPs); (2) Chapter IX, Division 70
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code regarding grading, excavations, and fills; (3) the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) as approved and enforced by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board; the mitigation measures in the 2006 MND, as applicable;
and the conditions in the 2006 and 2008 ZDs . In addition, the DOGGR has substantial
regulations governing how injection systems and injection wells must be constructed as they pass
through fresh water aquifer zones (DOGGR Regs. 1721, 1722.2 through 1722.4, 1723.2 and
1724.6). Warren reports monthly to DOGGR on pressures and maintenance activities related to
these wells and DOGGR regulations. All of these requirements are currently applicable to the
WTU Central Facility.

9.3  Mitigation Measures

Based on the above information relative to water and water quality impacts, no significant
adverse impacts were identified so no additional mitigation measures are required for the
construction or operation of the project. However, where relevant all mitigation measures
imposed by the City of Los Angeles will remain in effect during construction and operation of
the currently proposed project.

7 City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan., Exhibit F, 100-year and 500-year
Flood Plains in the City of Los Angeles, November 1996.

18 City of Los Angeles, Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan., Exhibit G, Inundation and Tsunami
Avreas in the City of Los Angeles, November 1996.

Page 2-70



Warren E&P New Equipment Project

5 3 = [
_Manchester Bl & Manchester Bl I "
4 K z 1}
= < =
i ]
Century Bl = - Century BI = 2 z
é' = H 103rd St
= oy Z
2 ]
x E
‘ Imperial | Hwy ES
El Segundo Bl

Broadway
Main 5t

& @
oh
|
< 2

A

SAFETY ELEMENT EXHIBIT F

100-Year & 500-Year Flood Plains
In the City of Los Angeles

Rosecrans Ay

‘Alondra Bl

i
I 100-Year Fload Plain Areas ) k
I 500 vear Fload Plain Areas

190th St

Normandie Av

Carson St

223 st i ) - .
gy WTU Central Facility
e g 4
Lomita BI N \ - )

palos Yerdes Oc

Gaffey ST

Pacific Av

NOTES

1. A500-Year flood will alsa flood 100-Year flood plains.

2 A 100-Year flood is a flood which results from a severe rainstorm with a probability of occuring approximately once every 100 years.
3. A 500-Year flood is a fiood which results from a severe rainstorm with a probability of occuring once every 500 years

4. Flood plains shown on the map reflect Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) currently in effect and Preliminary FIRM

maps showing increases in expected flooding along the Los Angeles River and Dominguez Channel. Flood plains are now larger due toincreased urbanization of
the Los Angeles River Basin.

Sources: Environmental Impact Report, Framework Element, Los Angeles City General Plan, May 1995; Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps;
FEMA Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Maps; California Evironmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq., as amended 1982; California
Govermnment Code Section 65302 as amended 1993,

1120 1 2 3 4 5 KILOMETERS
[ . S E—

A

(4 1 amn 1 2 9 A MIES
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Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant  Significant

Impact With Impact
Mitigation

X. LAND USE AND

PLANNING. Would the

project:
a) Physically divide an established O O O M

community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land O O O M

use plan, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan,
specific  plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or  mitigating an
environmental effect?

10.1 Significance Criteria

Land use and planning impacts will be considered significant if the proposed project conflicts
with the land use and zoning designations established by the City of Los Angeles.

10.2  Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The 2006 MND analyzed the impacts on land use and planning of constructing five new well
cellars and increasing oil production up to 5,000 BPD. It should be noted that the City of Los
Angeles did not impose a production limit condition on the 2006 project. The currently
proposed project imposes a limit on oil production of 5,000 BPD averaged over a 30-day period.
Any potential impacts resulting from this construction and operation were previously analyzed in
and are part of the 2006 Project. In addition, it was concluded in the 2006 MND that the 2006
project would not generate significant adverse land use impacts.

10.a), and b). The proposed modifications involved in the proposed project will be developed
entirely within the existing WTU Central Facility’s property boundaries. The proposed project
will not physically divide any established communities. Land use of the WTU Central Facility is
designated as M2-1VL-O and RD3-1XL-O, which is light industrial zoning and restricted
multiple dwelling zoning, respectively. In addition, the WTU Central Facility is located in an
Oil Drilling District. As a result, the proposed project’s activities are permitted in the zone; the
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proposed project is consistent with the land use designation and does not conflict with any
applicable land use plan.

10.3 Mitigation Measures
Neither the 2006 MND nor the analysis for the currently proposed project identified significant

adverse land use impacts as a result of construction or operation of the proposed project.
Therefore, no mitigation is necessary or proposed.

Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant  Significant
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of O O O M
a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of O O O M
a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan?

11.1  Significance Criteria

Potential impacts on mineral resources will be considered significant if any of the following
conditions are met:

The proposed project would result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state.

The proposed project would result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan.

11.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The 2006 MND analyzed the impacts on mineral resources of constructing five new well cellars
and increasing oil production to an average of 5,000 BPD. Any potential impacts (e.g., loss of
availability of mineral resource, etc.) resulting from the drilling of 540 wells, the construction of
well cellars, and/or increase of oil production to 5,000 BPD were previously analyzed in and are
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part of the approved 2006 Project. The 2006 MND found that there were no significant impacts
resulting from the 2006 Project. In addition, the 2006 Project, which involved the production of
oil up to 5,000 BPD of oil, represents a beneficial use of an important resource. It should be
noted that the City of Los Angeles did not impose a production limit condition on the 2006
project. The currently proposed project imposes a limit on oil production of 5,000 BPD
averaged over a 30-day period.

11.a) and b). The proposed project would allow oil extraction to continue to occur, although the
proposed project includes limiting oil extraction to 5,000 BPD based on a 30-day average.
Approximately 300 million barrels of oil are thought to remain within the Wilmington Oil Field
as of 2002". Qil will continue to be extracted by the WTU Central Facility and other oil drilling
and recovery operations, even in the absence of the proposed project. Continued extraction of oil
from the Wilmington Oil Field is not considered a loss in the availability of important mineral
resources in the same way that building a land use project over a mineral resource such as gravel,
asphalt, bauxite, or gypsum, which are commonly used for construction activities or industrial
processes, would make these unavailable for other uses. Qil extraction activities would continue
to occur completely within the confines of the existing WTU Central Facility, so the proposed
project would not make mineral resources at other locations unavailable. No construction of
structures offsite is anticipated or required that could result in the loss of important mineral
resources. No other mineral resources are present at the WTU Central Facility, and no
significant impact is expected.

11.3 Mitigation Measures

The 2006 MND concluded that the 2006 project would not generate significant adverse mineral
resources impacts. Further, no significant adverse impacts to mineral resources are expected to
occur as a result of construction or operations, so ho mitigation measures are required.

Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant  Significant

Impact With Impact
Mitigation
XIl.  NOISE. Would the project
result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or O O M O

generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

19 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wilmington_Oil_Field
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b)

d)

121

Exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

A substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public use
airport or private airstrip, would
the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Significance Criteria

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:

12.2

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
O

Less Than
Significant
Impact

]

No Impact

Construction noise levels exceed the local noise ordinance or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, project noise sources increase ambient noise levels by more than
three decibels (dBA) at the site boundary. Construction noise levels will be considered
significant if they exceed federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) noise standards for workers.

The proposed project operational noise levels exceed any of the local noise ordinances at
the site boundary or, if the noise threshold is currently exceeded, project noise sources
increase ambient noise levels by more than three dBA at the site boundary.

Environmental Setting and Impacts

Impacts Analyzed in Previous 2006 Project MND

The 2006 MND analyzed the impacts of constructing five new well cellars, drilling up to 540
wells, and increasing oil production up to a monthly average of 5,000 BPD. It should be noted
that the City of Los Angeles did not impose a production limit condition on the 2006 project.
The currently proposed project imposes a limit on oil production of 5,000 BPD averaged over a
30-day period. Any potential noise impacts (e.g., excessive noise, temporary or periodic noise
increase, vibration, foundation damage, etc,) related to the drilling of 540 wells, the construction
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of the well cellars and/or the increase of oil production to 5,000 BPD were previously analyzed
in and are part of the 2006 Project.

Based on the analysis of noise impacts in the 2006 MND, the lead agency concluded that, after
incorporation of the mitigation measures, any potentially significant noise impacts resulting from
the 2006 project would be reduced to a level of insignificance. The 2006 MND included
mitigation measures applicable to the 2006 project to reduce construction noise impacts to less
than significant (IS-2, IS-3, 1S-4, and IS-5; see Appendix A). The 2006 ZD imposed additional
operational mitigation measures to mitigate noise (see Appendix A for details of the mitigation
measures and conditions). In addition, Sound Mitigation Conditions 11j and 11m in the 2008
ZD would further reduce noise impacts from the 2006 project at the facility (see Appendices A
and B for details of the mitigation measures and conditions). The noise mitigation measures
from the 2006 MND and the sound mitigation conditions from the 2006 and 2008 ZDs, as
applicable, would cont