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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Breitburn Santa Fe
Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review and
comment period on April 15, 2015. The comment period ended on May 29, 2015. Two comment |etters
were received during the public comment period on the Draft EIR. The comment letters and responsesto
the comment letters are included in Appendix C of this document. The comments were evaluated and no
modifications were necessary to the Draft EIR released for public review. For the Final EIR, change of
the document date, replacement of “Draft” with “Final” in the headers and footers, and the addition of
Appendix C are the only changesto the Draft EIR. None of the comments received alter any conclusions
reached in the Draft EIR nor provide new information of substantial importance relative to the draft
document that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. Per
CEQA 815088 (b), the FEIR was certified at |east 10 days after June 17, 2015 when public agency
commenter (the California Department of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources — DOGGR) received the
SCAQMD response to its DEIR comment letter (see Appendix C for the DOGGR comment letter and
response). Therefore, this document is now a Final EIR.

August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
GOVERNING BOARD

Chairman: WILLIAM A. BURKE, Ed.D.
Speaker of the Assembly Representative

Vice Chairman: DENNISYATES
Mayor, City of Chino
Cities Representative, San Bernardino County

MEMBERS

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Supervisor, Fifth District

Los Angeles County Representative

BEN BENOIT
Mayor, City of Wildomar
Cities Representative, Riverside County

JOHN J. BENOIT
Supervisor, Fourth District
Riverside County Representative

JOSEPH BUSCAINO
Councilmember, City of Los Angeles
Cities Representative, City of Los Angeles

MICHAEL CACCIOTTI
Councilmember, City of South Pasadena
Cities Representative, Los Angeles County, Eastern Region

DR JOSEPH K. LYOU
Governor’s Appointee

JUDITH MITCHELL
Mayor, Rolling Hills Estates
Cities Representative, Los Angeles County, Western Region

SHAWN NELSON
Supervisor, Fourth District
Orange County Representative

DR CLARK E. PARKER, SR.
Senate Rules Committee Appointee

MIGUEL PULIDO
Mayor, City of Santa Ana
Cities Representative, Orange County

JANICE RUTHERFORD
Supervisor, Fifth District
San Bernardino County Representative

EXECUTIVE OFFICER
BARRY WALLERSTEIN, D. Env.

August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER 1

1 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt 1-1
1.1 IIETOAUCTION <.ttt st et se et et e e b e e e s 2 os e eme s e e st eme et e e e m e b e emtenseesesnesmebeeneannas 1-2
1.2 California Environmental QUAlity ACE ......ccuoiiuiiiiicice ettt ettt et 1-3
1.3 AGENCY AULROTILY ...ttt ettt et h et e e s e s e s s eae et b eseaeenas 1-3
1.4 Intended Use OF EIR .....oouiuiiiie ettt ettt st e bt s e e et e aeaneas 1-4
1.5 ATEAS OF COMITOVETSY . ... vttt ettt ettt b et s b es e bes b es s e s e b es s b et esemseseese s entesesaentese s eneesennens 1-4
1.6 Organization of Remaining Sections of this EIR ........ccciiiiiiice e 1-6
1.6.1  Chapter 2 — ProjeCt DESCITPLION .....c.eivieieeriiieiist ettt bbb n e 1-6
1.6.2  Chapter 3 —Existing Setting, Impacts and Mitigation............cccuireerinenineeeese e 1-6
1.6.3  Chapter 4 — AIEINALVES. .....c.coiiieeiesieee sttt bttt et st enbe e s be e be e e b e benenbesteneens 1-9
1.6.4  Chapter 5— Other CEQA CONSIAEIGIONS.........coveerririeiriirieiet sttt ese e sneeens 1-13
1.6.5 Chapters 6, 7 and 8 — Acronyms and Abbreviations, Preparers and References..........cocoevevvvveeccecenennnn, 1-13
CHAPTER 2

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION ...ttt bt et ea e e s ae e s st e s 2-1
2.1 INETOAUCTION 1.ttt ettt bbb bbb e s st e st ettt ettt ese et e st st et e st eae e et ese st et te st eneenans 2-2
2.2 Project BaCK@IOUNG .........cooiiiiiii ettt ettt ettt s e 2-2
23 POJECE LOCALION ...ttt ettt s ettt et e eses s s eaeetebess e e 2-4
2.4 CUTTENT OPETATIONS ...ttt et eh et s 2t s 2t e sttt nes e e s st ens 2-7
25 PTOJECE ODJECHIVES ...oeiveeiieieteeieee et ete s e esese e e e s et e s esesesasesses e s eseseseesesassnsess st ese s essssnsessssnsesesnesesessasenas 2-9
2.6 PrOJECt DIESCITPLION ...ttt ettt sttt b et et b esee et e et s e st et et es e e sseenebaaeaees 2-10
2.6.1 400 Block Reinjection Facility (Total Fluids Processing FaCility).......ccocvvreivniniinninineseseee s 2-12
2.6.1.1 Overview of 400 Block Reinjection Facility EQuipment and ProCeSSES ..........coeeerererererieeneneeeseseeennes 2-13
2.6.1.2 400 Block Reinjection Facility Construction and Operation Phases...........ccoovvvveeieeienenie e 2-18
2.6.2  Consolidated Bulk Truck LOBING SYSLEM.......cceiriieiririeirisieesie ettt neenas 2-19
2.6.2.1 Overview of Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System Equipment and ProCesses..........ccoververerervenennes 2-19
2.6.2.2 Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System CONSIIUCHION .........coveeririeiririeeneseeese e 2-22
T B o = ] o= o = ol 10 0| TSR 2-22
2.6.3.1 Flare Replacement EQUIpMENt aNd PrOCESSES .........coueiriirieiririeesieseeesi et 2-23
2.6.3.2 Flare Replacement Equipment Construction and OPEration ...........c.ccecerererenererieeseeneene e seseseeseeseeeas 2-23
264 Related Oil Field ACHVITIES. .....ooiueireeieeresieeres ettt 2-23
2.6.4.1 Ol FIEId PrOOUCTION ...ttt sttt s et e et nn e b s st nn e e 2-24
2.6.4.2 Fourteen NEwW MiCrOUIDINES. ........coiriiiiireet ettt b e e s 2-27
2.7 Construction 0f the PropoSed PIOJECE .......c.eioieueeieeieecieieicieeeee et s s eses s s eannanseaens 2-28
2.8 Operation of the Proposed PrOJECL..........oouiiiiiiiici ettt 2-28
2.9 Permits and APPIOVALS ....c.ocviiiteiceeect ettt bttt et ettt et et se s et n et ne 2-29
CHAPTER 3

3 EXISTING SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION ....oooiiieeeeeeeeee et 3-1
3.1 IIETOAUCHION ..ttt ettt ettt sttt ettt st e sttt e et et et et e e e e s 3-2
32 ATE QUALTLY .ttt s ettt b et et b ettt e et eae et sttt ees s eaas 3-2
3201 EXISHNG SEIING . .eveeetiiteeiete ettt ettt b e bbbt b e bbbt e bt e bbbt b n e 33
3.2.1.1  SOULN COBSE AT BESIN ...ttt ettt bbbt e bt b et e bt b b et seebene e 33

TABLE OF CONTENTS i August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

32.1.2
322
3221
3222
3223
323
3231
3232
324
3241
3242
3243
3244
325
3.2.6

~
- |

3.3.1
33.1.1
33.1.2
332
33.2.1
3322
3323
3324
34
3.4.1
34.1.1
34.1.2
342
3421
3422
343
3.43.1
3432
3433
3434
35
3.5.1
3.5.1.1
35.1.2
352
3.5.2.1
3522
353
3531
354

Baseline Operating Conditions USed iN ANBIYSIS........cccoiiiiiiiinicieieseese e se e st sre e eeaesnens 3-6
RS o101z 0 VS 1112 o USRS 3-7
[0 (= = | PSSR 3-7
RS (=SSR 3-10
(o= | RS OSS 311
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation.........cccveeeieriere v 312
ProOjECt DESIGN FEAIUMES. .....c.eiiviieceeeeeeee e ste sttt ettt e te et e st s teeae e e e e e st e teseestesteeseeseesenteseestessesneeneeneentenes 312
S T} o= lo N O 1 (< g - TSRS 313
Environmental IMPact ANBIYSIS......ccueieeiieeseceeeeseer ettt se e s e sre s e e ene e tesaesressesneeneeneensenes 3-15
VK= i gToo (o] oo V20N 3-15
Maximum Mass EmiSSioNS @and RESUITS..........ooueieririee ettt 3-20
Maximum Air Dispersion EMiSSiON ANAYSIS......ccueiererireieseseeseesieseesesestesseseeseessessessessessessssseesssnseses 323
HEAITN RISK ASSESSIMIENL ......eeviieiieiiiiei ettt ettt s b ettt e st ete st besbenesbe s benensenbeneens 3-26
SigNIfiCANCE DELEIMINGLION........cveitieeeee ettt sttt e e ee e e b e sbesaeeae e e eseeseesbesaesbesneeneanseseans 3-28
R0z Lo AV == S U= 3-29
TS SO SURSUURRS 3-30
s 1] a0 S = 111 o USSP 3-30
S U g0 0= (0|2 1= 3-30
LR Z 0 101 F= o) Y 2T (o | (oo To O 3-30
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation ..........coeieiirieie e e s 3-30
S o 11 o= Tor X O ) (= 4 - TSR 3-30
VT (o 1= a1 e= I T o S 331
SigNifiCANCE DELEIMINGLION........cueiteeieeereee ettt sttt sttt ee e et e sbe s aeeae e e e e e seesbesbesbesaeeneanseneans 3-32
R0z Lo AV == S U= 332
GEOIOEY ANA SOML....vcvicviiiricriiericri et esaeseesesaeseesessesassessesassessesarsessesarsassesarsassessrsassesansersesansarsesarsarseressass 3-32
ENVIFONMENEAl SEELING . ....ctiieeieiiteeeee e ettt st bt bttt e st e besee s besbeeaeene e e aneees 332
S o ST g o B I o0 o =" o] V7SR 332
LS ol =72 o SO S 3-33
REGUIBLONY BACKGIOUNG. ... .ottt ettt s e et bbbt et et e ne e besee s b e sbeeaeene e e et nes 333
Federal REQUIBLTIONS.........cceiii it sttt e et e st e e s aesaeeneeneene e e entesaesresaeeneeneeneeneenes 333
S (Sl R L= 11 = 1 o] SRR 3-34
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation ..........coeieririeie et e e e 3-34
S o 11 o= (oSN O ) (= 4 - TSR 3-34
VLo 1= a1tz I B T o S 3-35
SigNifiCANCE DELEIMINGLION........cueiteeeieie ettt sttt ee e e st e sbe s aeeae e e e e e seesbesbesbesneeneanseseans 3-36
Rz Lo AV == S U= 3-36
Greenhouse Gas EMISSTONS ...iiuiiiiiiiiicre e siee st sese e ea s ae e e st eeseesaaesae e e seaessaesnaaesseaebaeasaesnssesasaensees 3-36
S 1] a0 S = 111 o USSP 3-36
2T 0 (0 (0 o 3-36
Baseline Operating Conditions USed iN ANBIYSES.......cccooiiiieiieeeiecie ettt sne e ne e s 3-37
RS oW1 K= 0 VS 111 o SRS 3-39
[0 (= = | SO SS 3-39
S (=SSR 3-41
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation ..........coeieririeie e s s e 342
S o 11 o= (oSN O ) (= 4 - VOSSR 342
Environmental IMPact ANBIYSIS......ccoieiiiiriiesecierer ettt e e st s st ae e e e e ss e besaesbesaeeneeneeeaneenes 3-42

TABLE OF CONTENTS ii August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

3.54.1
355
3.5.6
3.6
3.6.1
3.6.1.1
3.6.1.2
3.6.1.3
3.6.2
3.6.2.1
3.6.2.2
3.6.23
3624
3.7
3.7.1
3.7.1.1
3.7.1.2
3.7.1.3
3.7.2
3.7.2.1
3722
3.7.23
3.7.24
38
3.8.1
3.8.1.1
3.8.1.2
38.1.3
3.8.2
3.8.2.1
3822
3823
3.83
3.8.3.1
3.8.3.2
3833
39
3.9.1
3.9.1.1
39.1.2
39.1.3
392
39.2.1
39.22
3923
3924

VK= i gToo (o] oo 1Y/ 3-42
SigNIfiCANCE DELEIMINGLION........eveitieieiee ettt sttt et be e e b e sbe bt eae e e aseeseesbesaesaesneeneanseseans 3-46
MItIQAION IMEASUIES........ooteiecieeieeeeeeeee ettt e e s e et e tesreese e e e s ee s e e eesaesaeeseeneenee e eneesaesrenseeneeneeneeneenes 3-49
Hazards and Hazardous MatETIalS ............ooueureouiiueeuieiiiiictieict ettt sn s e e se s esseses 3-49
ENVIFONMENEAl SEELING . ....cteieitiieeeeee et st bbbt ae et e besee b e beeaeene e e et es 3-49
On-site Hazardous Materials (Hazardous Materials Generation, Storage, and Disposal) .........cccceeeverernns 3-49
SENSIEIVE RECEPIONS .....eeciieee ettt e e s ee st st e s aeeae e e e tesee st e seeeaeeseeneenteseesteseesresseensenseseans 3-50
REGUIBLONY BACKGIOUNG. ........e ittt ettt s e et bbb et e e e e e b e sbesbesbeeneene e e et es 3-50
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation.........ccceeeeieieie i 3-54
o 1) o= 0o X Ot ) (= (- VOSSR 3-54
ENVIFONMENEAl IMPACES......eoitiieiiteieeie ettt bttt s b e b e sb e s bt e st e e et e sbesbesbeeneene e e aneees 3-55
SigNificanCe DELEIMINGLION...........eieeeeierees e s st e e e e e e e eesteseesaeeseeseeneeseeseeseesreeseeneenseseens 3-56
MITIQAION IMIEASUIES........ccveiveiieeieeie et ee e ste sttt e e be st et e s besbeeae e e eseese e teseesbesteeseeseensentessesrestesneeseensanteses 3-56
Hydrology and Water QUAIILY ..........cooviiiiiiiiciiece ettt 3-56
L0V (o] 1= 1= IS o 3-56
Groundwater Hydrology and Water QUAIITY ........cceeieiieiieiisese e st se s sre st s eenneseens 3-56
Surface Water and Stormwater ManagemMENT ........c..coeiiiiieieere e s be s s sae e eee e 3-59
RS0 101 = o) Y T (o £ o S 3-60
Environmental Impact and Mitigation...........ccceeeeieieieiece e s s 3-62
ST 1) o= lo N O 1 (< g - TSPV 3-62
L0V (o0 1= 1= g T o 3-62
SigNifiCaNCe DELEIMINGLION..........ueieeeeieieeiese et e e s et te s e s ae e e e teseesbestesaeeseesseseeseestestesresseensenseseens 3-63
MITIQALION IMBASUIES...... ottt ettt e et e be bt s he et e aeese e be s besbeebe e Rt eae e e et e seeebesbeeneene e e antenes 3-63
INOESE .ottt ettt ettt ettt e b e e e b et e e e s e e e ss e s et e s e s s e bs e s e s e e s e ea e s s s s e s e et e eneean b s ns et e ssen e e s e ene b e e eneeseennen 3-63
ENVIFONMENEAl SEHING.....cciiiiiiciceccse et s et b s be s te e e ese et e tesneeresaeeneeneeneentees 3-63
The CharaCteriStiCS Of NOISE ..o et b ettt bbb eae e e e neeneas 3-63
The CharaCteristicS Of VIDIalion .......cociiireirinese ettt st sbeseene s 3-66
Noise and Vibration Environment in the ProjECt AT€a..........ccccveieeeieiese et 3-67
RS o101 0 VS 111 o SRS 3-72
[0 (= = | SO SS 3-72
RS (=SSR 3-72
(o= | SRRSO 3-74
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation.........ccceeeeiereie i 3-76
ProOjECt DESIGN FEAIUMES......c.viciiieceeceeeee ettt sttt e e s te st e st e beeae e e e e e s e e teseestesteeseesee s e teseesresbesneeneeneenteses 377
o 11 e lo N O 1 (= g - TSRS 3-78
T 7= o Al D= (= .11 0 (o R 3-79
Solid and HAzardous WaSLE...........cveieiieieieeteciieieeee ettt eieesese s st b eesseasesse s esesbesseseessenssasessesnesesseenes 3-88
ENVIFONMENEEl SEELING . ....ctiee ittt st s b e bt et e st et e seesbesbeeaeene e e et es 3-88
Solid Waste Generation, Storage and DiSPOSAl ........ccveveererereseseeeereesesesese e sseeeeae e seeseesresseeeenseseens 3-88
Hazardous Waste Generation, Storage and DiSPOSAl ........ccccceeereeieeiesene s see e e 3-89
REGUIBLONY BACKGIOUNG. ... .ottt ettt s e e be bt eb e b e et e ae e e et e sbesbesbeeneene e e antenes 3-89
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation .........ccceeeeierieie i 3-90
o 1) o= 0o X Ot ) (= 4 - VOSSR 3-90
ENVIFONMENEAl IMPACES......eotiieiiteieeie ettt s e bbbt b et e st e e et e sbesbesbeeneene e e et es 3-90
SigNifiCanCe DELEIMINGLION..........ueieeeeeeriese sttt e e e e e e e seestesaesaeeseeseeseeseesaesaesresseeneensenenns 391
MITIQAION IMIEASUIES........ccveieiteeieeiecteeee e ste sttt e e et e s te st e s tesbesae e e esaese e teseesbesteeseeseesenteseeetessesneeseensantenes 391

TABLE OF CONTENTS iii August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

310 Growth INUCING IMPACES .....vevievitetieieieieeiest ettt ettt sa e st s eas st et eaesse s enesaessensene s ensenensensenenee 3-91
3.11 Significant and Unavoidable Adverse IMPacts ..........cccocuiiiiiiiiiiiciice e 3-91
3.12 Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant...........ccooveevioereeierericieseseee e ssaens 3-92
CHAPTER 4

4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ..ottt ettt ettt sttt ettt ettt ettt et et 4-1
4.1 IIETOAUCTION <.ttt ettt et e es e b e e s e e b e s e s e s e ens e s s bs e e s e s eae s s s eanessemneannbeensannas 4-2
42 PTOJECT ODJECHIVES ...vuvvcviviteeietietsieiesetet ettt st s sttt b b s st st s st s s s s s st s st s eses et eseseatsesten st s enesenne 4-2
43 AETNAIVES SUIMIMIATY ..c.evieeeeeeereeiessaesaeesssessesaessasssesessaessessnssasssaseesassassassessasssanssnsessssasssarssansessessessessessssnens 4-3
4.3.1  Description of the Project Alternatives EVAlUBLEd. ..........c.coovveiiirieini et 4-7
4.3.1.1 Alternative 1 — NO ProjeCt AITEINELIVE. ........cccceiireeiiiereee ettt st se e resneneas 4-7
4.3.1.2 ARErNative 2 — Gas REINJECHION ......c.oiirieeiiirieierte ettt sttt sttt sttt st st se bt eseebesbeseenesbeneenens 4-7
4.3.1.3 Alternative 3 — Additional MiCrOtUrDINES .......ccciiieiiirieise sttt se e seeneas 4-7
4.3.2  Alternatives Rejected as INfEASIDIE .........c.oiiiiiiee e e 4-10
4321 AREINAIVE A — GAS SAIES ..ottt et sttt ettt b et sttt b et bbbt 4-10
4.3.2.2 Alternative 5 —Electrification of Oil/Injection WEll DrilliNg ........cccooverririennienenniesereeie e 4-11
44 Comparison of Impacts: Alternatives to the Proposed Project...........coooveioiiiciiiiiiniiciicciccee e 4-12
o O AN T @ T SRR 4-13
o O B AN L (= g = Y= Rl N[0 N = (= o OSSR 4-15
4.4.1.2 ARErNative 2 — Gas REINJECTION ......c.oiiieeiiierieie ittt sttt bbbt b e r e b n e 4-15
442  Other ENVIFONMENTAl ATEBS.....c.ciirieiriereee ettt st sttt sttt sttt st ettt be st et st be et s be e st sbenene 4-16
L B T = 0= o PP PP 4-16
T €10 | Fo o VAR 0o 1o SRS 4-17
4.4.2.3  GreenNOUSE GASES.....ccuiieeuertereetestereetesteseetesteseebeste st e bt ste st s besbe st e bt ste e ebe s be e e be s be e e besbe e e besbe e e besbe e ebesteneebenbeneene 4-17
4424 ARENAIVE L = INO PrOJECL....ccciieieiisieseee ettt sttt et bbbt et sttt s be e be st e e benbeneene 4-17
4.42.5 ARENative 2 — Gas REINJECTION ......coiiiieiiieriee ettt ettt b b r e sb e n e 4-17
4.42.6 Hazardsand HazardoUS MatErialS. .......cccouririeiieniri ittt st sttt 4-18
4.4.2.7 Hydrology and Water QUEIILY .........ccvierieererieisie st st st sttt ettt sttt be et st ns 4-19
G428 INDISE itieeuiiteseeteste et s e st et s e st e e st e e e te st e st e te s teseese s bese e Rt e Ee e e Re e Ee e e Re e Ee e Rt Ee e ReeRe e eReeRe e e ReeEe e eteeRe e eteete e etenteneene 4-19
4,429 S0lid and HazardOUS WESLE..........ccceeriirieirieriee ettt st st st sttt sttt sttt sttt 4-19
4.5 COMCIUSION. ..ottt ettt et s e ess e s e s e e s e b e e s e s e e e s s enseasess e s e s esseensesnanneanees 4-19
CHAPTER 5

5 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS ...ttt ettt s saa s s e snaesasen s e s e esneebsessas 5-1
5.1 IITOAUCTION ..c.cve ettt ettt ettt es e b e e bt e s e ss e e es e b e eases s esseas e s esseens s ae s ensessesseensebesssenseseens 5-2
5.1.1  Requirements for a Cumulative IMpact ANAYSIS. ..ottt 5-2
5.1.2  Projects Considered in this Cumulative IMpact ANAlYSIS......coeeierieiiiennese e 5-3
52 Cumulative IMpacts ANALYSIS........cuciiiiieiieieecie ettt a e s s e ses e s aesessenae 5-6
T B N1 G @ 0 SRS 5-6
T £ 1 (0| PP PP 5-6
523 GeO0IOGY BN SOIIS ....cviviieiiiteieteste ettt r e r e n s 5-7
524 GreenhOUSE GasS EMISSIONS.......ccuiiiriiieriee ettt sttt st st sttt st et s be ettt ettt besbe e et s be e sbe st ens 5-7
5.2.5 Hazards and HazardOUS MEErTalS.........covueuiierieiieiiee ettt sttt sttt 5-7
52,6 Hydrology and Water QUEITTY ........coceiireiieiieseeie sttt sttt bbbt bbb n e n s 5-8
T8 N o 1 SRS 5-8
5.2.8  S0lid and HazardOUS WESLES ..........coueuiiierieiisieseee ettt st sttt ettt st sttt st et st 5-9

TABLE OF CONTENTS iv August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

53 Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant ...........cccocoeveeiireeiieievereee e saeeesenseeenns 3-9
54 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes............ccoioiiiiiiiiiiiiiscecs e -9

55 Potential Growth-Inducing IMPACES ........oooiiiiiiie ettt e e eeee D=0

CHAPTER 6

6 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS .....ocuiiiieitecteee sttt svese s ss e ssne e e eaeseesae s O |
6.1 Acronyms and Abbreviations LISt..........coooiiiiiiniiiiiie ettt ee e nes 072

CHAPTER 7

7.1 RETEIEICE LLIST ..ottt e s et e s e e e e aeesessn s e ssaseessssesseenssssmnsessenesssssinsssransessnnasssnss T=2

CHAPTER 8

LIST OF TABLES

Table 1-1.
Table 1-2.
Table 1-3.
Table 3-1.
Table 3-2.
Table 3-3.
Table 3-4.
Table 3-3.
Table 3-6.
Table 3-7.
Table 3-8.
Table 3-9.
Table 3-10.
Table 3-11.

Table 3-12.
Table 3-13.
Table 3-14.
Table 3-15.
Table 3-16.
Table 3-17.
Table 3-18.
Table 3-19.
Table 3-20.
Table 3-21.
Table 3-22.

Table 3-23a.
Table 3-23b.

Overall Environmental Analysis CONCIUSION ..........ccviiiiiriiiiiciriricc e 1-7
Summary of the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives ................. coerennen 110
Comparison of Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts of‘lhe Ana]yzcd Altematwes v 1212
Historical Ambient Air Concentration Levels in the SCAB ..o 325
2013 Baseline Operating Scenario .. USROS O PR SSTRURRPSRURRRRRRRRRNC B 1
California and National Ambient Air Quallty Slandards e e 3O
Criteria Pollutants, Their Precursors, and Related Health Effccts ettt nen et nenne e e =D
SCAQMD Significance Thresholds... . v 314
Summary of Total Construction Cnterla Air Pollulam Emlssmns (Peak Day, Reglona]) vereeennn3-20
Summary of On-site Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (Peak Day, Local) .............3-21
Comparison of Proposed Project Operational Emissions and Drilling to Baseline Emissions ....3-22
Ambient Air Quality Impacts from Proposed Project Equipment Alone........cccceevveeneienennnn. 3-24
Ambient Air Quality Impacts for Proposed Project Equipment Plus Drilling ...........cccccoe.eeen. 3225
Annual TAC Emissions Resulting from the Proposed Project Operational Equipment and

Related Drilling Compared to Baseline Emissions .. reererene e ne e seneeenennes 372 ]
Maximum Health Risk Impacts from Operation of the Proposed PI‘O_] ECL. ettt 3-28
2013 Baseline Operating SCENATIO .........ocvcueueieueeteeeteeteee et tee et et se e e eeee e emeese e e e enenenene 3-39
Incremental Increase in Construction Emissions .. SR cerrererennen 344
Operational Equipment and Related Drilling GHG Emlssmns Compared to Baselme ................ 3-47
Proposed Project GHG Emissions After AB 32 OffSets ........ccocoviiiiiniiincnee e 3-48
Typical Noise Levels (measured at distance a person would typically be from the source)........3-64
Typical Levels of Ground-Borne VIbration ...........cceeeuivecrienecenieeninicreeseeeecrenseececseenesseeseenene 3-07
Noise Survey Results .. . USSR OUTOURTOPRSRPRPRRRRRRRRRPRRRPORIC & .
Land Use Companbl]ny for Commumty No1se Envn‘onments et bt sttt snen e e e 37 13
Construction Activities and EQUIPIMENT .........cooveviieerieiiieeiesesesreesssaessesssssessesssssassssssassesssssesss 3-81
Summary of Calculated Construction Noise Levels and Impact Determination at Nearest

RESIACIICES. ...ttt bbb et e s bt sa ettt e s erees 3O
Project EQUIPIMENL ..ottt 370 O
Related EQUIPIMENL.....iciiiiriiiiieiiiieiieei ettt sae s sae e ssabesnessaebae e sbessssnsssesssesssssenss 3700

TABLE OF CONTENTS v August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

Table 3-24.

Table 4-1.
Table 4-2.

Table 4-4.
Table 4-5.

Table 4-6.
Table 4-7.
Table 5-1.
Table 5-2.

Summary of Calculated Operation Noise Levels and Impact Determination at Nearest

Residences with Project Design FEatUres...........ooveeueiieicueieieeeieeeee e ee s snesens 3-87
Summary Comparison of Project and Alternatives FEatures .........ocovvevviiiniineniiicieincneesieenns 4-4
Comparison of Alternative 3 Emissions Without Drilling to Baseline Emissions

(Up to 175 Additional Microturbines Operating, Peak-Day) ........c.ccceereveerrrerrrrerierneneeeereesesenens 4-8
Comparison of Adverse Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives..........coceveericiiinieneciinnens 4-14

Comparison of Alternative 2 Emissions and Drilling to Baseline Emissions

(Gas Reinjection Operating, Peak Day) .......ccoiiiiiiiiiiicce e 4-16
GHG Emissions for Project AIErnatives ..........coooviririeiiicnieieesieieeseeceeeeeesesneeesesneseesneeee A= 1 8
Comparison of Impacts Across AMEINAtIVES . ........c.ociiiiiiieiircieie s 4-20
Cumulative Projects in Project VICINILY .......oveeieieueeieeecceieeeeteeee e s s see s esesenes 5-3
Comparison of Cumulative Impacts for Proposed Project Operational Emissions and Drilling

t0 Baseline EMISSIONS .....o.oioiiiiiitiiiieicii sttt ettt 5-6

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2-1.
Figure 2-2.
Figure 2-3.
Figure 2-4
Figure 2-5.
Figure 2-6.
Figure 2-7.
Figure 2-8.
Figure 2-9.
Figure 2-10.
Figure 2-11.
Figure 2-12.
Figure 2-13.
Figure 2-14.
Figure 2-15.
Figure 2-16.
Figure 2-17.
Figure 3-1.
Figure 3-2.
Figure 3-3.
Figure 5-1.

Oil Fields of the Los ANZEIES BASIN......c..cicviicririiicriiericrieisisiesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsss 273
Regional LOCAtION MAP......c.ciciierieiiierieiiieieseeeecesetetesesaessese s saesasse s essssssessesssenssnsnsansensssensens 2o
Project LOCation MAp. ... ..ottt et st st e ne e ene e neaenes 20
Project Site Plan.. et eee et reease e s e et enaeanenananaeenee e 2O
Free Water Knock Out Vcsscl at thc ?00 Block Main Fam]]ty veereraerereeeresseraeseesernerenens 2= 1 3
Storage Tanks at the 700 Block Main Fa<:1]|ty2-l4
Existing Truck Loading Connection .. vttt e st ee e as s sas s e s enssnesennsnensnnsnennens 2 14
WEMCO Separator at the 700 Block Mam Facﬂlty ettt eseesnnensnesenese 27 1 D
Project Site Plan with Well Locations... e e sne e reeseesesnesnenees 2= 1 T
700 Block Main Facility Pump and Ancﬂlary Equ]pmcnt Area. . crererre e esennesseeseeeseaes 27 1 8
Existing Truck Loading Connection/Hoses at 700 Block 220
Existing Thermal Oxidizer at the 700 BIOCK............ccoriieeiniieiicicicee s 222 1
Existing Flare Located at the 400 Block ... ettt n et saesa it nase s enaenensen D22
Typical Well with Electric Pumpjack Localed at ?00 Block rereetesesenresrssssrsssstesssesenssenss 2= 20
Typical Water Injection Well Located at 700 Block226
Typical Well Workover Rig... e ———— o . veereernenennnneenennn 2227
Breitburn’s Microturbines. Nmsc dampcrs are v151ble on thc top of cach turbmc‘ e 2728
South Coast Air Basin... ..3-4
Groundwater Hydro]ogy in the Pm] ect Vicmny ......................................................................... 3 58
Santa Fe Springs Facilities NOISE SUIVEY .....cvcuieiiririieiirieiieiiese st esenesnes 3-70
CUMUIALIVE PTOJECES. ...ttt ettt sttt et ettt nesa e D=

LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix A Initial Study for Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project
Appendix A-1  Initid Study Public Comments and Responses

Appendix B Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report

Appendix C Draft Environmental Impact Report Public Comments and Responses

TABLE OF CONTENTS Vi August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report

Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

CHAPTER 1

1 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Introduction
1.2  California Environmental Quality Act
1.3  Agency Authority
14 Intended Useof EIR
1.5 Areasof Controversy
1.6 Organization of Remaining Sections of thisEIR
INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1-1 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

1.1 Introduction

Breitburn Operating LP (Breitburn) is proposing a project to upgrade and augment its fluid (e.g.
oil, gas, and water) handling systems at its existing Santa Fe Springs facilities (Breitburn Santa
Fe Springs Facilities) to facilitate an increase in the amount of produced fluids that can be treated
at the site. The systems used to handle produced fluids, particularly produced water, are currently
operating near or at maximum capacity.: As such, Breitburn has been limited in its ability to
efficiently operate at current production rates, or to potentially increase production at the site in
the future. To account for this, Breitburn proposes to modify existing on-site equipment, add a
new oil/gas/water separation system, and a new wastewater treatment/injection system. Breitburn
also proposes to expand an existing crude oil truck loading system at the site. In addition,
Breitburn proposes to replace the existing low efficiency flare with a Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) burner, as well as to add up to three additional BACT burners for
redundancy and in case a burner requires maintenance and is unable to operate. South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) permits to construct are required for this multi-
component upgrade project.

Breitburn submitted three separate permit application packages to the SCAQMD for the
Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities, located in the City of Santa Fe Springs in Los Angeles
County. The first group of three permit applications, submitted March 26, 2013, and modified
July 1, 2014, is for a new produced fluid processing facility that would include a new crude
oil/water/gas separation system, a new produced water treatment and injection system, and a new
vapor recovery system at the 400 Block. The second group of three permit applications, dated
March 20, 2014 is for a Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System, which includes addition of a
new crude oil truck loading connection adjacent to the existing connection, and minor
modification to the existing thermal oxidizer and the existing crude oil/gas/water separation
system to allow venting of loading vapors to the thermal oxidizer. These actions would occur at
the Main Facility and the Baker Humble Lease Facility, which is located entirely within the Main
Facility in the 700 Block. A third group of permit applications, submitted April 11, 2014, is for
the replacement of the existing flare with one new low-emissions Flare Industries CEB-800
Burner (“burner”), plus up to three more identical CEB-800 burners at the 400 Block.2 Obtaining
permit approvals and implementing the proposed Project is necessary to alow Breitburn to
efficiently operate at current production rates or to accommodate any potential increases in
production that may occur in the future, up to the maximum allowed capacity of the equipment.
The environmental assessment evaluates impacts if operating all the new equipment at the
maximum allowed capacity.

The project objectives are as follows:

1. Increase the ability to process produced water, oil and gas separation capacity
to produce oil from currently shut-in wells and eventually future wells, when
economics (consumer demand and world supply) are favorable;

1 The facility is an existing oil and gas production site. The oil extraction process does not involve hydraulic fracturing nor are
there plans to conduct hydraulic fracturing. Once extracted, oil is transported by either pipeline or truck off-site.

2 SCAQMD consolidated its three separate Breitburn facilities under one (Facility ID # 150201) for air quality permitting
purposes in August 2014.
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2. Replace the older existing flare with a BACT burner to reduce emissions, and
to add additional burnersto the extent they are needed for safety and redundancy;

3. Increase produced oil truck loading capacity for use when warranted by market
conditions and/or there are pressure balance issues or other issues rendering the
Crimson Pipeline unavailable; and

4. Maintain operationa efficiency, safety, flexibility, and economic viability of
the Breitburn Facilities and continue oil production operations from the mature
Santa Fe Springs Oil Field.

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the SCAQMD for the evaluation
of potential environmental effects that could result from the proposed Project.

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act

The proposed Project requires discretionary approvals from the SCAQMD and therefore, it is
considered a “project” and is subject to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality
Act of 1970 (CEQA). This EIR has been prepared in conformance with CEQA (Public
Resources Code 821000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, 815000 et seq.).

1.3 Agency Authority

The lead agency is the public agency that has the greatest responsibility for supervising, carrying
out or approving a project which may have a significant effect upon the environment [Public
Resources Code 821067, CEQA Guidelines §15051(b)]. As noted in Section 1.1, the proposed
Project would require SCAQMD permits to construct and then operate Project equipment.
Project activities would be performed in accordance with the applicable City of Santa Fe Springs
Municipal Code Zoning regulations for the facilities M-2 Industrial zone, which allows for oil
and gas development as a principal permitted land use, and the applicable regulations of the
California Department of Oil, Gas, and Geotherma Resources (DOGGR) for oil-related
activities. Under the applicable regulations, discretionary permits for Project construction or
operations and secondary related activities are not expected but could be required from the City
of Santa Fe Springs or DOGGR. Both DOGGR and the City of Santa Fe Springs are included in
CEQA notifications for the Project.

Because the SCAQMD has the principal responsibility for approving the proposed Project,
including issuing several air quality permits, the SCAQMD is the most appropriate lead agency
for the proposed Project and thus, has prepared this EIR. Heath and Safety Code Section
42300(a) states that air districts may establish a permit system requiring persons to obtain
permits before constructing any article that issues air contaminants “...from the air pollution
control officer of the district.” SCAQMD Rule 201 requires that persons obtain written permits
to construct, “...from the Executive Officer.” With the delegated authority as the final decision
maker for the proposed Project, the SCAQMD’s Executive Officer is responsible for review and
certification of the EIR.

SCAQMD staff previously prepared an Initial Study (IS) and concluded that an EIR was
warranted (Appendix A). The IS, along with a Notice of Preparation (NOP), was circulated for a

INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1-3 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

30-day public review period to responsible agencies and interested parties to solicit comments
on potential impacts from the proposed Project. The comment period was open from
December 4, 2014 through January 2, 2015. Two comment letters were received by the
SCAQMD during the public comment period on the NOP/IS. These letters and the SCAQMD’s
responses can be found in Appendix A-1. The NOF/IS identified potential adverse impacts with
respect to air quality and greenhouse gases (GHG) as a result of the proposed Project. In
addition, the NOP/IS identified additional environmental areas for which the proposed Project is
expected to result in less than significant impacts, but which the SCAQMD determined
warranted additional analysis. These environmental areas include: energy, geology/soils,
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, and solid and hazardous
waste.

1.4 Intended Useof EIR

In general, a CEQA document, such as an EIR, is an informational document that informs a
public agency’s decision-makers and the public of potentially significant environmental effects
of a project, identifies possible ways to avoid or minimize the significant effects, and describes
reasonable aternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines 815121). A public agency’s
decision-makers must consider the information in a CEQA document prior to making a decision
on the project. Accordingly, this Draft EIR is intended to: a) provide the lead agency,
responsible agencies, decison makers, and the general public with information on the
environmental effects of the proposed Project; and, b) be used as a tool by the SCAQMD to
facilitate decision making on the proposed Project.

1.5 Areasof Controversy

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 815123 (b)(2), the areas of controversy known to the lead
agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public, shall be identified in the CEQA
document. The two comment letters on the IS (Appendix A-1) do not address the specifics of the
Project, but identify standard procedures to be followed related to Native American artifacts, if
discovered, and oil/gas wells. Although no public comments related to air quality were received,
potentially significant impacts were identified in the IS and are discussed and evaluated in more
detail in this EIR. Based on this EIR analysis, only air quality impacts have been found to be
significant.

This EIR focuses on the environmental impacts identified as potentially significant during the IS
process and addresses the comments received in response to the NOP. In addition, the EIR
focuses on environmental areas that are anticipated to be less than significant, but that the lead
agency believed warrant a more detailed analysis. The environmental areas analyzed in detail in
this EIR include air quality, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology/water quality, noise, and solid and hazardous waste. Effects not found to be
significant are addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.13, Environmental Effects not Found to be
Significant.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815130, a discussion of potential cumulative impacts has been
prepared and is provided in Chapter 5. Alternatives to the proposed Project were prepared in
accordance with 815126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines and are provided in Chapter 4.
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This Draft EIR is being circulated for 45 days for public review and comment. The time frame of
the public review period is identified in the Notice of Completion (NOC) attached to the Draft
EIR. During this period, comments from the general public, organizations, and agencies
regarding environmental issues analyzed in the Draft EIR and the Draft EIR’s accuracy and
completeness may be submitted to the lead agency at:

Jillian Wong

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Fax: (909) 396-3324

E-Mail: jwong@agmd.gov

General questions about this Draft EIR and the EIR process may also be submitted to the lead
agency at the address above. The SCAQMD will prepare written responses to comments
pertaining to environmental issues raised in the Draft EIR if they are submitted in writing (i.e.,
viapostal mail or e-mail) and postmarked by the last day of the public review period identified in
the NOC. Prior to approval of the proposed project, the SCAQMD, as the lead agency and
decision-making entity, is required to certify that this EIR has been completed in accordance
with CEQA, that the proposed project has been reviewed, and the information in this EIR has
been considered, and that this EIR reflects the independent judgment of the SCAQMD. CEQA
also requires the SCAQMD to adopt “findings’ with respect to each significant environmental
effect identified in the EIR (Pub. Res. Code §821081; Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, 815091). For
each significant effect, CEQA requires the approving agency to make one or more of the
following findings:

e The proposed project has been atered to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts
identified in the Final EIR (FEIR).

« Theresponsihility to carry out such changes or alterations is under the jurisdiction of another
agency.

e Specific economic, legal, socia, technological, or other considerations, which make
infeasible the mitigation measures or aternativesidentified in the FEIR.

If the SCAQMD concludes that the proposed project would result in significant effects that
cannot be substantially lessened or avoided by feasible mitigation measures and aternatives, the
SCAQMD must adopt a “Statement of Overriding Considerations’ prior to approva of the
proposed project (Pub. Res. Code 8§21081(b)). Such statements are intended under CEQA to
provide a written means by which the lead agency balances the benefits of the proposed project
and the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. Where the lead agency concludes
that the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable
environmental impacts, the lead agency may find such impacts “acceptable” and approve the
proposed project.

In addition, public agencies, when approving a project, must also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring
or Reporting Plan (MMRP) describing the changes that were incorporated into the proposed
project or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on
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the environment (Pub. Res. Code 8§21081.6). The MMRP is adopted at the time of project
approval and is designed to facilitate compliance during project implementation. Upon approval
of the proposed project, Breitburn would be responsible for implementation of the proposed
project’s MMRP.

1.6 Organization of Remaining Sections of thisEIR
Below isan overview of each EIR chapter.

1.6.1 Chapter 2 —Project Description

Chapter 2 describes the project background, the Project location and setting, the Project purpose,
the Project description, and Project objectives. It includes a description of Project characteristics
and a summary of Project approvals that would be required with the implementation of the
proposed Project, as well as the estimated construction and operation schedule. This information
is provided pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15124.

1.6.2 Chapter 3 —Existing Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines 815125, Chapter 3 provides the description for each of the
environmental areas evauated, including the affected environment and setting, regulatory
framework, an analysis of the environmental impacts (including significance thresholds and
methodology), and discussion of mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any significant
environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project. The existing environmental setting
for each area provides a baseline for assessing environmental impacts, formulating mitigation
measures, and evaluating alternatives to the Project. Measures that reduce or eliminate any
significant environmental impacts include: i) existing plans, programs, and policies, which
include existing regulatory requirements or plans and programs that would be applicable to the
proposed Project; and ii) mitigation measures that are recommended where the impacts analysis
determines that implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant impacts. In
addition, Chapter 3 provides an introduction to the environmental areas that were determined,
through the completion of an IS for the Project, to not result in a significant environmental effect
and require no further environmental analysis.

It should be noted that the analysis of impacts for each environmental area assumes and accounts
for Project features and existing plans, programs, and applicable laws, rules, and regulations that
serve to avoid or reduce potentialy significant impacts associated with the proposed Project.
Mitigation measures were formulated only for those issue areas where the results of the impacts
analysis identified significant impacts. All mitigation measures identified and required to be
implemented as part of the Project will be included in the MMRP for the project (which will be
prepared along with the FEIR). If during the course of Project implementation it is determined
that a specific measure cannot be carried out because it is infeasible, unnecessary, or otherwise
undesirable, the measure may, if necessary, be substituted for another feasible measure(s) which
is (are) determined to be equivalent or more effective. “Equivalent or more effective” means that
the new measure will avoid or reduce the potential environmental effect addressed in the EIR to
at least the same degree as, or to a greater degree than, the original measure and will create no
more adverse effect of its own than would have the original measure.

The following subsections briefly highlight the impacts on air quality, energy, geology and soils,
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materias, hydrology and water quality, noise,
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and solid and hazardous waste, which are analyzed in this EIR. Table 1-1 provides an overall
summary of the potential significance conclusions from the analyses conducted in this EIR for
the identified environmental resource areas.

Table1-1. Overall Environmental Analysis Conclusion

Resource Area Project

Air Quality Significant *
Energy Less than Significant
Geology and Soils Less than Significant
Greenhouse Gases Less than Significant
Hazards Less than Significant
Hydrology and Water Quality Less than Significant
Noise Less than Significant
Solid Waste Less than Significant

*Significant if potential drilling impacts included. Project equipment impacts only are less than significant.

Air Quality

The Project has significant 24-hour average particulate matter less than 10 micron in diameter
(PM10) and PM less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2s) impacts resulting from potentially
related oil well drilling. New Project equipment has less than significant ambient air quality
impacts from operation and construction.

However, the Project has significant regional oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic
compounds (VOC) emission impacts resulting from potentialy related oil well drilling. The
health risk impacts with or without potential related oil well drilling has been determined to be
less than significant.

Energy

The Project would result in less than significant increases in electrical demand. With the existing
dedicated substation, as well as energy supplied from on-site microturbines, the Project would
not result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natura gas utility systems, nor
would it create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies or peak demand.

Geology and Soils

Well drilling and waterflood operations have occurred at the Field for nearly 100 years and have
not affected or change the structure of the geologic formations below the Field. Waterflood
operations are implemented to counter subsidence so not to have adverse impact on geology and
soils. Moreover, Breitburn would design and construct the Project components in conformance to
the most recently adopted building codes to minimize seismic risks. Therefore, the proposed
Project and continued oil field operations would have no impacts with regard to causing any
seismic shaking, surface rupture, liquefaction, or ground-shaking.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Breitburn Facility is subject to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) AB32's Cap and
Trade Program that requires offsetting almost all greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for
operational equipment because its existing annual GHG emissions exceed the applicable
threshold (see Section 3.5).2 Therefore, any incremental increase in GHG emissions associated
with the proposed Project operational equipment will also have to be offset as part of on-going
compliance. The remaining incremental increase in GHG emissions for the proposed Project is
only related to construction and some operational“ emissions. After compliance with Cap and
Trade offset requirements, the proposed Project is expected to result in less than significant
impacts related to Greenhouse Gases.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Project may result in a slight increase in use, storage and transport of hazardous materials.
These materials would be handled and stored in accordance with applicable regulations. In
addition, there are operational, response, and emergency plans in place in the event of an
unexpected release. Moreover, future drilling of any new well at the Project site would be
conducted in accordance with these plans and would be conducted in the same manner as current
well drilling operations, which has not resulted in an adverse risk of upset. Therefore, the project
would result in aless that significant hazard to the public or the environment due to the routine
transport, use, disposal or unexpected release of hazardous materials.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Construction and operation of the proposed Project would not utilize groundwater and therefore
would not have any impact on groundwater extraction. Construction of the proposed Project
would only add a minor additional area of impermeable surface and therefore would have no
impact on groundwater recharge. Moreover, future stormwater discharges would be managed in
accordance with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan so any increases in stormwater volume
would result in less than significant impacts. Therefore the Project would have less than
significant impact to groundwater quantity.

Noise

Estimated noise associated with construction and operational activities of the proposed Project
are well below the thresholds of significance (construction ranging from 68 to 69 dBA and
operation ranging from 65 to 69 dBA) and are considered less than significant. Construction and
operational activities are below the vibration threshold level of 0.24 inches/second at the nearest
receptor. With the incorporation of Project Design Features the Project would not exceed noise
thresholds and therefore result in less than significant impacts.

3 Mobile source emissions are not subject to CARB’s GHG Mandatory Reporting Requirement (MRR) per Title 17 of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 95152, and are thus not required to be offset per CARB’s Cap and Trade
program per CCR Section 95852(h).

4 The amount of AB 32 offsets that are required is based on the categories for which a compliance obligation is required per
CARB’s Cap and Trade program. In addition to mobile source emissions, vented and fugitive emissions from storage tanks
(2.4 MT/yr) used in petroleum and natural gas production and sources for which emissions are estimated using leak detection
and leaker emission factors as required by Section 95153(q) of the MRR (30.6 MT/yr) are not counted towards a facility’s
compliance obligation per CARB’s Cap and Trade program per 17 CCR Section 95852.2.
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Solid and Hazardous Waste

Sufficient landfill capacity currently exists to handle the one-time disposal of the minimal
amount of construction related waste. During operation, the proposed Project is expected to
generate only small volumes of solid waste. Therefore, the net amount of solid waste would not
contribute to exceeding the permitted capacity of a landfill and would result in less than
significant impacts.

1.6.3 Chapter 4 —Alternatives

Chapter 4 addresses the five alternatives to the proposed Project. The proposed Project and the
alternatives are summarized below in Table 1-2: Alternative 1 (No Project), Alternative 2 (Gas
Reinjection), Alternative 3 (Additional Microturbines), Alternative 4 (Gas Sdles), and
Alternative 5 (Electrification of Oil/Injection Well Drilling).s Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815126.6 (b), the purpose of an aternatives analysis is to reduce or avoid potentially significant
adverse effects that a project may have on the environment. The environmental areas identified
in the NOP/IS that may be adversely affected by the proposed Project were air quality and
greenhouse gas. In addition, the NOP/IS identified additional environmental areas for which the
proposed Project could potentialy result in significant impacts such that the SCAQMD
determined additional analysis was warranted. These environmental areas include: energy,
geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, and solid
and hazardous waste. In addition to identifying project alternatives, Chapter 4 provides a
comparison of the potential operational impacts to these environmental areas from each of the
analyzed Project aternatives relative to the impacts analyzed for the proposed Project in Chapter
3; the air quality results are summarized below in Table 1-3. (Note: Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 were
deemed infeasible and further evaluation was not required. See Section 4.3.2 for details.) Aside
from air quality impacts, no other potential significant adverse impacts were identified for the
proposed Project. In addition, noise impacts under Alternative 3 were found to be significant. As
indicated in the following discussions, the proposed Project is considered to provide the best
balance between meeting the objectives of the Project while minimizing potentially significant
adverse environmental impacts.

5 The Project does not include well drilling, although the impacts of potential related well drilling is assessed in this EIR because
the Project will allow for an increase in gas and water handling (see IS Section 1.5.1.1 and EIR section 2.6.4.1).
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Table1-2. Summary of the Proposed Project and Project Alter natives

Project Description

Under the proposed Project, the Santa Fe Springs Facility would upgrade and
augment itsfluid (e.g. ail, gas, and water) handling systems to facilitate the
potential increase in the amount of produced fluids that can be treated at the site.
To account for this, Breitburn proposesto install a new produced fluid processing
facility that would include a new crude oil/water/gas separation system, a new
produced water treatment and injection system, and a new vapor recovery system
Proposed Project at the 400 Block. The proposed Project also includes addition of a new crude oil
truck loading connection adjacent to the existing connection, minor modification
to the existing thermal oxidizer and the existing crude oil/gas/water separation
system to alow venting of loading vapors to the thermal oxidizer. In addition,
Breitburn proposes to replace the existing flare with one new low-emissions Flare
Industries CEB-800 burner, plus up to three more identical CEB-800 burners at
the 400 Block.

Under the No Project Alternative the Santa Fe Springs Facility would continue to
operate with the existing equipment. The proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility
would not be constructed, produced water would continue to be processed at the
Alternative 1 existing 700 Block Facility, and the additional truck loading connection would not
(No Project) beinstalled. As such, oil would continue to be trucked off-site using only the
existing connection. Under this alternative, the lower-emission enclosed burners
(Flare Industries' CEBs) would not be installed to process field gas and the
existing John Zink Flare would remain in place.

Under this alternative, field gas would be re-injected into an existing oil

producing formation within the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field rather than being flared
on-site. This alternative would utilize a previously drilled well for re-injection of
excess oil field gas. Conversion of the existing well for gas re-injection purposes
would require aworkover rig, asmall crane, and several truck trips. The gasre-
injection system would involve the use of afour stage electric compressor, inter-
stage coolers and scrubbers, and would require minor re-piping of existing flow
lines and the use of temporary well servicing equipment to prepare the existing

Alternative 2 well for this use. The compressor will be installed as part of the gas management
(Gas Reinjection) system and would reduce combustion emissions over the long-term. DOGGR is

the agency with regulatory authority to approve gas re-injection operations. The
Project has an application on file with DOGGR seeking approval of the use of a
pre-existing well as a potential gas re-injection well. While discussions with
DOGGR on the application are on-going, DOGGR has informed Breitburn that no
other gasinjection projects are currently approved in District 1 at thistime. All
other Project components would proceed as described under the proposed action.
For this alternative, one CEB would be available in ready-standby mode in case
there is a problem with the gas injection process.

In November 2014 Breitburn installed 14 CARB-certified microturbines to
increase on-site electricity by burning field gas. Under this alternative Breitburn
_ would install up to an additional 175 microturbines to further increase electricity

_ Alternative3 capacity and reduce the amount of gas flared on-site. All other project
(Additional Microturbines) | components would proceed as described under the proposed action. The CEBs
would be installed as a safety back-up, but would be off during standard operation
of the microturbines.
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Table1-2. Summary of the Proposed Project and Project Alter natives

Project Description

Alternative 4
(Gas Sales)

Under this dternative, instead of flaring field gas on-site (as described for the
Proposed Project), the mgjority of the field gas would be sold to the Southern
California Gas Company (SoCalGas). The gas quality of the process gas and
volume of gas throughput levels must meet certain standards before SoCal Gas
will approve metering and odorizing equipment necessary to sell the gas.
Currently, field gas production levels do not meet the consistent minimum gas
volume of roughly 1 million scf/day (consistent production) required by
SoCalGasfor gas sales. In order for SoCalGas to agreeto lay pipetotieinto a
Gas Plant, Breitburn would have to produce sufficient volume of gasto be
economically favorable to SoCal Gas, which is estimated not to be possible based
on historical data and current forecasts. Further, because field gas does not meet
standards set by SoCal Gas, construction of a gas processing plant (Gas Plant)
would be required to meet SoCal Gas specifications. The Gas Plant may be
comprised of initial compression of field gas (i.e. compressor, scrubbers),
dehydration (i.e. separators, scrubbers, condensers, stabilization units, heat
exchangers, chillers, glycol separators and filters, glycol pumps, glycol
regenerator/reboiler, compressors, other refrigeration equipment items, natural gas
liquids (NGL) vessel/tanks), potential CO2 removal in an amine unit (gas and
liquid separators, amine contactor, amine filter, amine vessel/tank, heat exchanger
and reboiler, cooler, pumps, etc.), and flares and/or permitted microturbines to
combust tail gas from the gas sales equipment. In addition to the Gas Plant, gas
metering and odorizing equipment required by SoCalGas and the US DOT would
also need to be constructed and installed as part of this alternative. All other
Project components would proceed as described under the proposed action.
Although up to four new CEBs would be installed, the CEBs would be in ready-
standby mode. This alternative was rejected as infeasible — see Section 4.3.2 for
the detailed analysis.

Alternative5

(Electrification of
Oil/lnjection Well Drilling)

Under this alternative, electric drill rigs, instead of diesel-fired units, would be
used for drilling one well at atime. Wells at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs
Facilities are drilled by contracted stand-alone well-drilling rigs because there is
no set program of drilling as one would have at a newly established oil field. The
contractor brings the drilling rig and related equipment to the site. Currently,
almost all well-drilling rigs are diesel-powered for both the drawworks (the
primary hoisting machinery that is a component of the rig) and to run the
electrical generator, because of the large power requirements and the lack of
proper electric power facilities at the existing drill sites. To replace these diesel-
powered drill rigs with electric drill rigs, Breitburn would need to obtain custom-
built, pure electric drill rigs, specially made on a by-request basis, because electric
drill rigs are not available for rental. All other project components would proceed
as described under the proposed action. This aternative was rejected as infeasible
— see Section 4.3.2 for the detailed analysis.
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Table 1-3. Comparison of Significant Adver se Environmental | mpacts of
the Analyzed Alternatives

Category Air Quality Impacts Significance Impact and Comments

The Project has significant 24-hour
average PMiy and PMgs impacts
resulting from potentially related oil
well drilling. (Project equipment has
less than significant ambient air
quality impacts in operation or

construction). Significant for regional NO, and VOC

emissions and 24-hour average PM o and

The Project has significant impact PM2 5 impacts for operations once

regional NOx and VOC emission : T
Proposed Project® irengpacts rauxlting from potentially | Potential related drilling impacts are
related oil well drilling. (Project | INcluded.

equipment has less than significant | Less than significant impacts for Project
operational and construction | equipment only.

emissions).

The proposed Project (with or without
potential related oil well drilling) has
less than significant health risk
impacts.

Emissions would be the same as the
Alternative 1 baseline scenario and thus, no

(No Project) © incremental impact to air quality is
expected.

No impact.

During typical operating scenarios Lower emissions and impacts compared
(i.e., when all gas reinjection to the Project.

equipment is operating), Alternative 2 | sijll significant for regional NO

would have lower air quality impacts | emissions for operations once potential
than the proposed Project. related drilling impacts are included.

Alternative 2
(Gas Reinjection) ©

6 This comparison addresses air quality impacts associated with standard operation of the Project and each alternative. The
impacts vary with regard to air emissions, but are the same for all other impact areas. The impact analysis was conducted
assuming normal operation of the above alternatives. Impacts during non-operation of the gas reinjection system are presented
in Appendix B.
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1.6.4 Chapter 5—Other CEQA Considerations
Chapter 5 presents the other mandatory CEQA sections, including the following:

Unavoidable Sgnificant Adverse Impacts - This subsection identifies and
summarizes the unavoidabl e significant impacts described in detail in Chapter 3.

Effects Not Found to Be Sgnificant - This subsection identifies and summarizes
the issue areas that were determined to have no adverse environmental effect or a
less than significant environmental effect given the established significance
criteria.

Cumulative Impacts - This subsection addresses the potentially significant
cumulative impacts that may result from the proposed Project when taking into
account related or cumulative impacts resulting from other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects.

Irreversible Environmental Changes - This subsection addresses the extent to
which the proposed Project would result in the commitment of nonrenewable
resources.

Growth-Inducing Impacts - This subsection describes the potential of the
proposed Project to induce economic or population growth or the construction of
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.

1.6.5 Chapters6, 7 and 8 — Acronyms and Abbreviations, Preparers and References
Additional information related to the EIR is provided.
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2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the project background, the project location and setting, the project
purpose, the project description, and project objectives. It includes a description of project
characteristics and a summary of project approvals that would be required with the
implementation of the proposed project, as well as the estimated construction and operation
schedule. Thisinformation is provided pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15124.

2.2 Project Background

Breitburn has been operating in California for over 25 years. Breitburn has interests in and
operates approximately 480 productive wellsin California. Breitburn acquired its facilitiesin the
Santa Fe Springs Oil Field (Field) in 1998, making it one of the five largest fields that Breitburn
operates (Breitburn 2014).

The Santa Fe Springs Oil Field is one of approximately 70 oil fields in the Los Angeles Basin
(Figure 2-1). Cdlifornia is the third largest oil producing state in the U.S. (U.S. Energy
Information Agency 2014). In addition, the Los Angeles Basin is the richest oil basin in the
world based on the volume of hydrocarbons per volume of sedimentary fill (Biddle 1991).

Santa Fe Springs has a long history of oil production. Oil was first discovered in the Santa Fe
Springs Oil Field in 1919, and at that time it was considered one of the richest poolsin petroleum
history (Biddle 1991). Overall oil production at the Field peaked at a rate of 223,000 barrels (bbl)
of ail per day in 1923. Since the first well was installed more than 1,900 oil wells have been
drilled within the Field with a cumulative production of 632 million barrels (MMbbl) of ail.
However, the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field is mature and thus, production levels have declined
over time.

According to DOGGR, approximately 40 different providers have actively operated in the Field
since 1977.7 Breitburn is currently the only active operator in the Field.

7 On-line DOGGR records for il production from the field go back as far as 1977.
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2.3 Project Location

The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities, under the newly-consolidated SCAQMD Facility 1D
15201, are located in the City of Santa Fe Springsin Los Angeles County. They are located near
the intersection of Interstate (1)-5 and 1-605, between the cities of Whittier and Downey and
approximately 12 miles southeast of Downtown Los Angeles. Figure 2-2 shows the location of
the facility on aregional map.

Figure 2-3 shows the Project site location map. The Project site is bounded to the north by Bell
Ranch Drive, to the east by Shoemaker Avenue and Painter Avenue, and to the west by Norwalk
Boulevard. Florence Avenue bisects the Project site just north of the southern boundary. Two
major streets also bisect the site, Telegraph Road from east to west and Bloomfield Avenue from
north to south. More specifically, the proposed Project is located at three facilities located within
Breitburn’s Santa Fe Springs Facilities. The Main Facility is located at 12720 Telegraph Road in
the 700 Block, and the Baker Humble Lease Facility islocated entirely within the Main Facility.
The new facility, caled the “400 Block Reinjection Facility,” would be located at
10065 Bloomfield Avenuein the 400 Block.

The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities are in an area zoned as M-2 Industria by the City of
Santa Fe Springs' Municipal Code Zoning regulations, which allows for oil and gas development
as a principal permitted land use (City of Santa Fe Springs Planning Department 2013).
Breitburn operates in accordance with the provisions of the Municipal Code and applicable
DOGGR regulations for oil well-related activities; therefore, drilling and operations within the
Santa Fe Springs Oil Field may occur independent of approval of the proposed Project.

The area surrounding the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities consists of distribution centers
and warehouses. There is one new residential area located south of Telegraph Road between
Norwalk Boulevard and Bloomfield Avenue.
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2.4 Current Operations

Breitburn operates on ten city “blocks’ within the Field that covers approximately 784 acres
(Figure 2-4). The Main Facility and Baker Humble Lease Facility, located in the 700 Block,
contain a variety of tanks and processing equipment. The existing flare is located at the 400
Block, which is also the location of the proposed new “400 Block Reinjection Facility.” These
are the only Blocks that contain SCAQM D-permitted equipment, although there are production
and injection wells located in other Blocks.

Total fluids (liquid fluids are approximately 2% oil and 98% water) produced from the wells are
gathered into a pipeline system and delivered under well head pressure to the Main Tank Farm
located at the Main Facility, south of Telegraph Road (700 Block). At the facility, the ail, gas,
and water are separated by a three stage process — each stage removing incrementally less oil
until the water has an oil content of typically less than 10 ppm. The process aso removes solids,
mainly sands, which are entrained in the fluid stream. The separation process includes one or
more free water knockout tanks, clarifier tanks, and WEM CO® flotation separators (WEMCOs),
aswell as surge tanks, slop tanks, crude oil holding tanks and a vapor recovery unit.

The separated oil is generally exported on a continuous basis to a third-party commercial
pipeline system, the Crimson Pipeline. Export via pipeline is the preferred method based on
costs, safety, and environmental reasons. However, the Crimson Pipeline provides service to
many producers, so the volume and pressure of the separated oil that Breitburn can export to
Crimson Pipeline may be reduced on occasion. In addition, the pipeline is occasionally shut
down for maintenance and repairs. A crude oil buffer storage tank alows for changes in
production or pipeline shipping availability, but it is not always large enough to account for a
lack of Crimson Pipeline capacity. As such, a portion of the crude oil may be taken from the site
by truck. Trucking oil off-site also allows a portion of the oil to be sold in adifferent market. The
oil is loaded at a truck loading station at the 700 Block. Currently, approximately three
truckloads of oil (approximately 150-165 bbl in each truck for a total of approximately 475 bbl
per day [bpd]) may be transported from the site daily based on the permitted maximum loading
rate.

The separated produced water is treated to reduce solids and reinjected into the existing injection
wells. Initidly, the water is treated to reduce total suspended solids (TSS) and remove any basal
sediments. The water is fed to a buffer tank using a series of electric pumps. The pumps operate
at a discharge pressure sufficient to reinject the water into the well reservoirs for enhanced
secondary oil recovery. This technique is not the same as hydraulic fracturing that applies high-
pressure water injection to break up the reservoir. A pipeline system delivers the water to the
injection wells which are scattered throughout the Field. In 2013, average water injection into
various zones was about 144,000 bpd (4.536 million gallons per day [gpd]) of water.
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Some produced water is also disposed of via the Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s
(LACSD) public sewer system. Breitburn operates under an Industrial Wastewater Discharge
Permit to discharge up to 12,500 bpd (532,000 gpd) of water via the LACSD public sanitation
system (LACSD 2012). Prior to discharge into the public sanitation system, the produced water
is treated on-site in a wastewater treatment system connected to an air stripper, which removes
benzene and other organics. These vapors are combusted in the thermal oxidizer at the Main
Facility. The water is transported by pipeline to the sewer connection, located in the southwest
corner of the 800 Block. In 2013, approximately 11,000 bpd (346,500 gpd) of water were
discharged into this system (LACSD 2014). The proposed Project will not result in a
modification to the existing wastewater pipeline or the associated discharge limit under
Breitburn’s Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit.

The produced field gas is separated in the oil/gas/water separation system. A portion of the
produced gas (approximately 300,000 - 400,000 cubic feet per day) is used to power 20 small
third-party microturbines located on-site at the 700 Block. These microturbines generate
approximately 1.3 megawatts (MW) of electricity for purchase by Breitburn for on-site
equipment. In addition, Breitburn owns and operates 14 microturbines which use approximately
250,000 cubic feet per day of produced gas generating 0.9 MW of electricity also used for on-site
equipment (see Section 2.6.4.2 for additional details). The majority of the operational equipment
on-site is eectricaly-driven, including all of the pumps, with a total load of approximately
17 MW; thus, most of the electricity comes from Southern California Edison (SCE), via a small
SCE substation located on-site. The remainder of the produced gas is moved by pipeline to the
existing SCAQM D-permitted flare.

During most of 2014, Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities had two flares on-site — the
SCAQMD-permitted John Zink Company ground Bell flare (Bell flare) and a third-party rental
flare from GEM Mobile Treatment Services (GEM flare; permanently removed
December 9, 2014). An unexpectedly high gas production was initially encountered in December
2013 (higher than any concentrations of gas previously encountered at the Field since
approximately 1977), exceeding the capacity of the existing Bell flare. For much of 2014, the
temporary SCAQMD-permitted GEM flare was staged in the 400 Block to help accommodate
the excess gas. Gas levels are decreasing, and have nearly returned to the lower levels
historically encountered at the site.

2.5 Project Objectives

CEQA Guidelines 815124(b) requires the project description to include a statement of objectives
sought by the proposed project, including the underlying purpose of the proposed project.
Compatibility with project objectives is one criterion for selecting a range of reasonable project
alternatives and provides a standard against which to measure project alternatives. The Project
objectives listed below were developed: 1) in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 815124 (b);
and, 2) to be consistent with policy objectives of the SCAQMD’ s New Source Review program.

Breitburn developed the proposed Project in response to its current fluids handling systems
operating near or at maximum capacity, limiting its ability to produce oil from existing wells
(some of which are now shut-in), as well as from potential future wells. As a mature oil field that
has been producing for over 100 years, Breitburn wells typically produce approximately
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49 barrels of water for every barrel of oil produced (total produced fluids are approximately 2%
oil and 98% water) and the water must be separated and treated.

Breitburn currently beneficially uses its produced gas in 20 third-party microturbines as well as
in 14 new on-site microturbines owned by Breitburn to produce electricity for the facility. The
remaining produced gas is combusted in the existing John Zink Flare that was permitted prior to
the most recent and more stringent BACT standards. Breitburn proposes to replace this flare with
anew Flare Industries CEB that meets these newer BACT standards. In addition to being newer,
the CEB is 80% more efficient in removing nitrogen oxide (NOx) and can process 55% more gas.
Up to three additional CEBs may aso be instaled (athough one additiona CEB would
sufficiently handle all previously seen levels of produced gas, including recent atypically high
levels observed in early 2014) in the event another high gas production is encountered and to
ensure redundancy in the system.

Although almost all of the oil from the Breitburn facility is transported by the Crimson Pipeline,
a portion of the oil is trucked off-site. In the past there have been times when the Crimson
Pipeline has been unavailable to Breitburn, primarily due to pressure balance issues (i.e. the
pressure of the pipeline is different from that which Breitburn is able to connect with). The truck
capacity allows some ail to be transported when the pipeline is not available. In addition trucking
may be used when warranted by favorable market conditions for local refineries or special use
customers. The existing system only alows 476 barrels per day of oil to be trucked off-site,
which is much lower than the current oil production capacity of about 4,000 barrels per day. The
addition of one additional truck loading connection to the existing connection would allow two
trucks to be loaded simultaneously (17 additional trucks per day), and up to 3,100 barrels per day
of oil to be trucked off-site (which is still within current production levels).

The Project objectives are as follows:

1. Increase the ability to process produced water, oil and gas separation capacity
to produce oil from currently shut-in wells and eventually future wells, when
economics (consumer demand and world supply) are favorable;

2. Replace the older existing flare with a BACT burner to reduce emissions, and
to add additional burnersto the extent they are needed for safety and redundancy;

3. Increase produced oil truck loading capacity for use when warranted by market
conditions and/or there are pressure balance issues or other issues rendering the
Crimson Pipeline unavailable; and

4. Maintain operationa efficiency, safety, flexibility, and economic viability of
the Breitburn Facility and continue oil production operations from the mature
Santa Fe Springs Oil Field.

2.6 Project Description

The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities are currently operating near or at the maximum
capacity for the fluids processing systems. In addition, although produced gas levels are
declining to the lower historical levels, any future excursion to the type of high levels seenin late
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2013/early 2014 could exceed current flaring capacity resulting in the need for an additional
on-site burner. Breitburn has determined that it is likely that sufficient oil reserves remain at the
Santa Fe Springs Oil Field to economically justify construction of additional facilities. The
proposed Project aims to provide additional capacity to accommodate existing well production
capacity, including any pockets with unusualy high amounts of gas in the future. But it would
also accommodate potential future increases in production. Therefore, while there are no current
plans to expand production, this EIR analyzes increases in daily production up to the maximum
design capacity of the subject equipment.

The scope of the Project is divided into three components that are covered by three distinct
SCAQMD permit application submittals. Each component is independent, i.e., not contingent on
the permitting and/or implementation of the others.

Component 1: A new oil/water/gas processing plant in the 400 Block, referred to as the
“400 Block Reinjection Facility,” would serve the following purposes:

1. Separate the oil, gas, and water that is produced from wells within a proposed
new crude oil/water/gas separation system, able to process up to the equipment
design maximum of an additional 4,000 bpd of oil, 196,000 bpd of produced
water, and 2 million standard cubic feet per day (MMscfd) of produced gas for the
Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities;

2. Export the qil via the existing Crimson Pipeline system or viathe truck loading
system discussed in Component 2;

3. Recover gas, up to approximately 2 MMscfd, from the new storage tanks and
process vessels in the new proposed vapor recovery system; and

4. Treat water, up to a total of 196,000 bpd, using a proposed new wastewater
treatment system so that it can be reinjected (without chemicals).

Any produced gas not used for electricity generation in the microturbines would be sent to the
flares discussed in Component 3 below. The proposed Project site covers approximately 2 acres
of the Field for the 400 Block Reinjection Facility (an approximately 480" by 220" area for the
plant), aswell as less than one acre for a new, paved access road (approximately 1,200" by 24°).

Component 2: An upgrade to the existing truck loading system, located at the Main Facility
(700 Block) would increase the volume of oil that could be transported from the site via trucks.
The proposed upgrade is referred to as the “Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System” and
includes:

1. Addition of one new crude ail truck loading connection;

2. Modification to the existing thermal oxidizer (Figure 2-12) to control emissions
from the new loading connection; and

3. Modification of the existing truck loading connection on the crude oil/gas/water
separation system to accommodate the new connection.
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These additions and modifications would accommodate the additiona oil that is processed at
either the new “400 Block Reinjection Facility” discussed in Component 1 or the existing
700 Block Facility. Oil would continue to be exported via the Crimson Pipeline pursuant to
Crimson’s conditions and requirements at the time. This expanded truck loading system would
serve as a back-up to the Crimson Pipeline if the Pipeline is undergoing maintenance, testing, is
under repairs or is otherwise unable to transport the Santa Fe Springs crude oil to market. The
truck loading may occasionally be used to transport crude oil to other refineries/markets not
served by Crimson due to favorable market conditions at local refineries or when there are
pressure balance issues or other issues rendering the Crimson Pipeline unavailable. The Crimson
Pipeline would remain the primary method of crude oil shipment.

Component 3: Replacement of the existing flare system, located within the 400 Block, with the
Flare Industries CEB low-emission burners to dispose of volumes of produced gas anticipated
during oil field operations and any unanticipated high produced gas/oil levels as observed in late
2013/early 2014. Note that the high gas levels seen in are atypical and that high levels of gas
production are not necessarily related to oil production levels. Two CEBs would be sufficient for
such high gas levels, which had rarely been experienced before in this field. Two additional
CEBs (for atotal of four) were added to the proposed Project to provide redundancy and alarge
margin of safety in the event high gas levels are experienced again.

1. Replace the SCAQMD permitted Bell (John Zink) flare with one new,
low-emission enclosed burner, Flare Industries CEB-800-CA (CEB); and

2. Add up to three additional identicall CEBs to accommodate the additional
produced gas from the wells or a reoccurrence of an atypical high gas pocket in
the wells.

The four CEB units would be capable of running at full capacity to accommodate disposal of any
produced gas not burned in the microturbines. The proposed CEBs would cover approximately
0.1 acrestotal (the footprint dimensions for each CEB are approximately 28 ft x 10 ft, with 10 ft
between each CEB).

Existing and proposed Project components are identified in Figure 2-4. The following sections
provide additiona detail on each proposed Project component.

2.6.1 400 Block Reinjection Facility (Total Fluids Processing Facility)

A new total fluids handling system is proposed to be installed within the 400 Block. The facility
would be located north of Telegraph Road and approximately 0.25 miles west of the existing
700 Block facilities. The new facility would occupy approximately two acres of the 37-acre 400
Block (Figure 2-4). The primary purpose of the proposed new 400 Block Reinjection Facility is
to process the total produced fluids. The proposed facility has been designed in two phases, each
with a capacity of 100,000 bpd of total fluids (i.e. oil and wastewater).e The proposed facility
components and processes, construction, and operation are described in detail below.

8 The maximum capacity of the facility was established based on the largest unit easily transportable by road; Breitburn
concluded that there would be no significant economic savingsin installing a smaller unit.
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2.6.1.1 Overview of 400 Block Reinjection Facility Equipment and Processes

A mixture of oil, gas, and water would be pumped via flowlines and gathering lines from
producing wells to the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility. The mixture, which typically consists
of approximately 98% water and 2% oil, would be processed by the proposed new oil/gas/water
separation system to separate it into its components. The oil/gas/water separation system
includes two free water knockout tanks, a crude oil storage tank with a capacity of 2,000 bbls,
one 100 bbl slop tank, one pressure vessel, and miscellaneous electric pumps. The wastewater
treatment and injection system includes two WEMCOs, two water surge tanks (7,500 bbls and
3,000 bbls), one 7,500 bbl clarifier tank, and miscellaneous electric pumps. The vapor recovery
system will consist of two compressors and several pressure vessels.

The produced fluid comes out of the well at a pressure of 30 psi and temperature of ~180 degrees
Fahrenheit and would first travel through the free water knockout (Figure 2-5). Because the
produced fluid temperature is naturally high, separation of the constituents is easier than for
lower-temperature produced fluids. The free water knockout is a pressure vessel built to
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) code and rated for a pressure of 75 psi.
Fluids in any particular well do not flow out of the well on their own; the inlet pressure is a
function of the design of the downhole pumps, which would not be rated to produce 75 psi at the
processing facility. In the extremely unlikely event of overpressure (since thisis a very mature,
de-pressurized field), the pressure release valve would vent to the atmosphere via the pressure
safety valve blowout vessel.

Figure2-5. FreeWater Knock Out Vessel at the 700 Block Main Facility.
Two comparable Free Water Knock Out Vessels will beincluded at proposed 400 Block
Reinjection Facility.

After this stage the oil is“dry” enough to meet required pipeline specifications. The oil would be
temporarily stored in the proposed 2,000 barrel oil storage tank (Figure 2-6) before it is pumped
to ametering system in the 700 Block Main Facility and then transferred to the Crimson Pipeline
system connection. There would be no loading of crude oil or other petroleum hydrocarbons to
trucks at 400 Block facility. Instead, if the oil is not shipped via the Crimson Pipeline once at the
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Main Facility, the oil would be loaded to trucks at the new Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading
station at the 700 Block (Figure 2-7).

Figure2-6. Storage Tanksat the 700 Block Main Facility.
Similar to those that will be a part of Proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility.

Figure2-7. Existing Truck Loading Connection.
In the foreground of the Baker Humbl e tank, located at the 700 Block.
The proposed new connection would be added immediately adjacent to existing connection.

From the free water knockout, the water flows to the clarifier. This is a large tank that is
designed to allow sufficient time for the oil that remains in the water to float to the surface. This
oil isoccasionally skimmed off the water and sent to a slop tank.
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The water from the clarifier tank flows to the WEMCOs (Figure 2-8). Each WEMCO would
have the capacity to process approximately 4.12 million gpd (~130,800 bpd). This is the last
stage of separation, and by this point most of the oil has already been removed and any
remaining oil is emulsified in the water. The WEMCOs generate air bubbles in the water at the
bottom of the tank, and as they rise to the surface oil droplets and small solids cling to them. The
residue is skimmed off of the surface of the water and sent to the slop tank. The liquids that are
collected in the slop tank, primarily oily water, are pumped back into the inlet of the separation
and treatment system for reprocessing. The WEMCOs are divided into four cells in series that
progressively reduce the oil in the water until the oil content is about 10 ppm (for comparison,
the offshore produced water discharge limit is 29 ppm oil averaged monthly).

Figure2-8. WEMCO Separator at the 700 Block Main Facility.
Similar to that which will be installed at the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility.

From the WEMCO unit, the clean water is pumped to a surge tank where it is held briefly before
it is reinjected into the producing reservoir wells; currently there are 80 active and 3 idle
reinjection wells at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities (Figure 2-9). Injection occurs using
large horsepower electric pumps that are each designed to inject about 25,000 bpd at
approximately 2,000 psi. Water is reinjected more or less continuously. As noted in Section
1.4.1, up to 12,500 bpd of produced water are also permitted to be disposed of in the public
sewer system via pipeline to the connection in the 800 Block (Figure 2-10).

The sand that is entrained in the produced fluid drops out during the free water knockout and
clarifier tank stages of the separation process. These solids are dewatered and these
nonhazardous components are trucked off-site for disposal at licensed disposal facility regularly
(e.g., up to several times per month). The solids removed by the WEMCOs are much smaller.
The free water knockout, the clarifier tank, and the water surge tank all utilize pipework and
nozzles to propel the accumulated sand into a slurry that is sent to the cone bottom tank. The
solids settle in that tank, where they are removed by a vacuum truck, dewatered and then sent
off-site for proper disposal. At full capacity of 196,000 bpd of water, these periodic solids
removals could produce approximately 37 to 42 bpd of a wet solids/slurry mixture that will be
trucked off-site. At peak capacity, approximately 11 to 13 trucks per month of this mixture will
be transported off-site from the new 400 Block Facility. For comparison, the current operation at
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the 700 Block, with approximately 160,000 bpd of water, produces approximately 30 bpd of
solids, requiring about 9 trucks per month to transport the mixture off-site. On a peak day,
however, the Project will not result in an increase above baseline conditions in trucking this wet
solids/slurry mixture off-site.
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Figure 2-10. 700 Block Main Facility Pump and Ancillary Equipment Area.

Gas that is dissolved in the oil is for the most part released during the free water knockout phase
and is sent to a vapor recovery unit. Small amounts of gas may be released from the oil during
each subsequent phase of the separation process; this gas would also be piped to the vapor
recovery unit. As the gas cools in the vapor recovery unit, liquids may drop out. The liquids are
collected in the vapor recovery unit inlet knockout vessel and pumped to the slop tank. Two
rotary screw compressors provide the suction for the vapor recovery system. After the gas is
compressed it is cooled in a heat exchanger to induce any remaining liquids to drop out. The
compressed gas would then be delivered to the proposed low emission burners. The vapor
recovery system would operate at a 95% or greater control efficiency, as required by SCAQMD
Rule 463, Organic Liquid Storage. Actual control efficiency is approximately 98%.

2.6.1.2 400 Block Reinjection Facility Construction and Operation Phases

The 400 Block Reinjection Facility would be developed in two phases that would be spaced at
least 12 months apart.

During the first phase, Breitburn anticipates that approximately 2,000 bpd oil would be produced
from wells, processed at the 400 Block Reinjection Facility, and transferred to the export system
of the 700 Block Main Facility, which includes export via the Crimson Pipeline or via truck
using the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System. All produced water, up to 98,000 bpd,
would be treated and injected into reinjection wells. All rainwater would also be treated and
injected. All gas would be transferred to the new flare system discussed in Section 2.6.3 or
utilized for electricity generation in the microturbines.

During the second phase, Breitburn proposes to double the additional processing capacity
described for the first phase. As such, processing would increase by approximately an additional
2,000 bpd in the first phase of operation and then an additional 2,000 bpd of oil with the second
phase of construction, which would continue to be transported to the Main Facility for export.
All additional produced water would be treated and re-injected, up to a maximum of 196,000
bpd. The proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility would allow for atotal increase in current oil
processing capacity at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities by 4,000 bpd, but it may also be
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used to transfer some fluid service from the current main 700 Block fluid handling facility to this
newer, more efficient facility.

The majority of the new equipment would be installed during Phase 1, including one free water
knockout, the water tanks, the oil storage tank, the water surge tanks, one WEMCO flotation
separator, oil transfer and skim pumps, water charge pumps, injection pumps and the vapor
recovery system. During Phase 2, additional equipment would be installed to accommodate
increased processing, including the second free water knockout tank and the second WEMCO,;
additional oil skim, water charge and injection pumps, and additional collection lines on the
vapor recovery unit.

No additional employees would be required on-site to operate the new equipment.

The tank farm would be enclosed within a secondary containment system consisting generally of
concrete block walls, and the tanks contained within it would be painted according to the City of
Santa Fe Springs requirements and have maximum heights of approximately 32 feet. The tanks
would all have leak detection systems as required by DOGGR. Non-hydrocarbon equipment,
such as the injection pumps, would be located outside the secondary containment system. In
addition, there would be new sources of light at the 400 Block Reinjection Facility similar to
eguipment/area lighting used at the 700 Block Main Facility.

Construction of the tank farm enclosure and storage tanks, and installation of the pumps and
compressors would require grading of approximately two acres during Phase 1. Installation of
the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility would involve bringing new equipment on-site and
installing the equipment, requiring a large crane for tank construction, installation of the
WEMCOs and free water knockout; however, construction would not require any demolition.
During the installation of new equipment, Breitburn would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403,
Fugitive Dust, to minimize fugitive dust during construction. Additional truck and commuter
trips will be generated during the construction phase; however, this will be short term and is
expected to be small. Construction equipment activity details are included in Appendix B.

2.6.2 Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System

The second component of the proposed Project is the modification of the truck loading
connection at the 700 Block Main Facility, which includes the addition of a new loading
connection and the minor modification of the existing thermal oxidizer system. This is necessary
to accept vapors from the one modified truck loading connection and the new truck loading
connection.

2.6.2.1 Overview of Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System Equipment and Processes

The Main Facility is currently the primary oil and water processing facility for Breitburn’'s
operations; however, with the addition of the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility, oil, gas,
and water would be separated and processed at both facilities. After processing and temporary
storage in a holding tank, all of the oil would be transported to the Main Facility, and the
majority of the oil would be sold and transported via the Crimson Pipeline. However, a portion
of the oil could continue to be trucked off-site, primarily when there are pressure balance issues
with the Crimson Pipeline and/or when warranted by market conditions.
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When trucked, the ail is currently loaded to trucks from a single loading connection at the Baker
Humble Lease facility, immediately adjacent to the Main Facility tank farm. The proposed new
Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System would add a new loading connection near the existing
Baker Humble Lease connection. The purpose of the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System
isto accommodate current production and potential future increases in production.

The new loading connection would be positioned so that two trucks could load simultaneously
within the loading station. Breitburn would load crude oil directly from the shipping tanks at the
Main Facility tank farm to either of these two loading connections, in addition to retaining the
ability to transport crude oil off-site via pipeline. Current operations, which are limited by the
SCAQMD permit, allow for loading of approximately 476 bpd (approximately three trucks per
day). The proposed future maximum loading rate would be approximately 3,100 bpd, which is
within current production levels. Breitburn has proposed in its SCAQMD permit applications to
load up to a maximum of 20 trucks per day using this upgraded loading system. It takes
approximately one hour to load a truck, and the proposed new facility would allow two trucks to
be loaded simultaneously. The trucks would be loaded mostly during daylight hours; however,
scheduling may require loading at night if production levels or truck scheduling warrant the
loading of the maximum of 20 trucksin one day.

The proposed modification would involve the instalation of one new oil loading connection,
comprised of one oil loading hose and one vapor recovery hose, as well as minimal
modifications to other system components to adjust for the second connection, described below
(Figure 2-11).
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Figure2-11. Existing Truck Loading Connection/Hoses at 700 Block.
The proposed new connection would add one crude oil loading hose and one vapor recovery line
such that trucks could be loaded simultaneously.

At the Main Facility on the 700 Block, the existing thermal oxidizer controls vapors vented from
the air stripper that is used to remove volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and toxics from
produced water that is treated prior to discharge to the sewer connection. See Figure 2-12. The
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primary purpose of the proposed thermal oxidizer modification is to enable the system to accept
vapors from both loading connections associated with the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading
System. The vapors would join in a header prior to being sent to the modified thermal oxidizer.
The thermal oxidizer would be used to control hydrocarbons vented from the wastewater that
goesinto the air stripper system.

Figure2-12. Existing Thermal Oxidizer at the 700 Block

Pressure and flow transmitters would provide measurements to the control system to optimize
combustion of the combined vapors removed from the produced water currently vented from the
Main Facility air stripper and the truck loading system in the thermal oxidizer. The vacuum relief
valve on the truck loading header protects the truck tank against vacuum or over pressure. The
thermal oxidizer, which runs continuously, is fueled by make-up gas from the vapor recovery
unit.

The Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System would be designed, installed, and operated in
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 462 for Organic Liquid Loading for a Class A loading
operation, with a volume of 20,000 gpd or greater loaded. In addition to the increased |oading
capacity, the mgjor change would be to improve the vapor recovery efficiency. This would be
accomplished with the installation of a blower that would send the vapor to the small existing
thermal oxidizer.

No additional employees would be required on-site to operate the new equipment. There will be
an increase of up to 17 truck trips per day (for a maximum of 20 trucks per day) as aresult of the
increased capacity provided by the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System. Consistent with
current configurations, the trucks would access the loading station by traveling eastbound on
Telegraph Road. Once loaded, the trucks would exit and continue eastbound onto Telegraph
Road, turn south onto Shoemaker Avenue and turn west onto Florence Avenue to access |- 5 or
[-605.
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2.6.2.2 Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System Construction

No demoalition or ground disturbing activities are required during modification of the bulk truck
loading station. Construction of the modified bulk truck loading system would be limited to the
equipment required to bring new Project components on-site and install them. Installation of new
equipment or modification of existing equipment would require light-duty trucks and welding
equipment over the course of approximately two weeks.

2.6.3 Flare Replacement

Breitburn currently operates one permitted John Zink ground flare (Figure 2-13), located in the
400 Block, which has a maximum capacity of 0.450 MMscfd. In December 2013/early 2014,
Breitburn experienced an unexpected and atypical surge in gas production resulting in a volume
of gas production up to 1.4 MMscfd. In response, Breitburn brought a rental GEM flare on-site
to combust the excess gas, which has declined over the second half of 2014 to a gas-to-oil ratio
that is more typical of historic produced fluid ratios at the Breitburn Santa Fe Spring Facilities.
In the future, an increase in oil production could also increase gas production (although generally
not on a 1.1 ratio). Owing to a combination of the natural characteristics of the
petroleum-bearing reservoir, and the manner in which it is developed, the ratios of oil, gas, and
water typically change over time. This ratio is monitored by the operator and used to modify the
extraction and injection array as needed. The Project proposes to replace the existing John Zink
flare with a newer, lower-emitting CEB-800 burner with a gas-combusting capacity of up to
0.70 MMscfd capacity. In addition, Breitburn proposes to install up to three additional new,
identical lower-emitting burners on-site, which would more than double the gas combustion
capacity required historically on-site.

N A ;ir'-{ i PR Pt el
Figure 2-13. Existing Flare L ocated at the 400 Block.
Thiswill be replaced with one new, low emitting CEB in the same location with the possible

addition of up to three more identical CEBs for redundancy and contingencies.
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2.6.3.1 Flare Replacement Equipment and Processes

Breitburn proposes to replace the existing flare unit with one new lower-emission enclosed
burner. In addition to the replacement burner, up to three additional identical enclosed burners
would be installed, one to handle more gas at the peak levels and two for redundancy. As such,
the proposed burners would be capable of handling double the recent peak capacity of gas. The
four new proposed burners would be Flare Industries CEB-800-CA units (CEBs) with a heat
rating of 39 MMBTU/hr each. Each would have a maximum capacity of approximately 0.70
MMscfd. While the capacity is larger, the new CEBs have more efficient burners and lower
emission guarantees, with a destruction and removal efficiency of at least 99% for each unit
(99.9% based on manufacturer’s specifications). Even if future production levels call for
operation of al four units, the operation of the new CEBs would reduce emissions from flaring
activities at the Project site as compared to current emission levels.

2.6.3.2 Flare Replacement Equipment Construction and Operation

The CEBs would be located in the 400 Block to the west of the proposed 400 Block Reinjection
Facility. The CEBs would combust produced gas from both the proposed new facility and the
existing 700 Block Main Facility. The CEBs would be brought online and made operational as
needed to accommodate increased gas production with the ability to run full-time, if necessary.
The CEBs would combust the produced gas at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities only for
gas above that which is beneficialy reused in the existing 20 third-party microturbines, as well
asin the new 14 Breitburn-owned microturbines installed in November 2014.

The installation of the CEBs would require the removal and hauling off of the existing Bell (John
Zink) flare. The footprint for the concrete foundation for each new CEB would be approximately
250 square feet; therefore, minimal grading is anticipated. Welding equipment and a lightweight
crane (20 ton) would be required to install the new CEBs. Additional traffic generated during the
construction phase would be minimal consisting of truck trips for delivery of the two CEBs (two
are adready on-site), removal of the existing flare, and commuter trips for workers to install the
four units. Construction schedule and equipment details are included in Appendix B.

2.6.4 Redated Oil Field Activities

As part of its ongoing operations, Breitburn plans to continue to operate and produce oil within
the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field. Existing wells located throughout Breitburn’s oil field lease area
(Figures 2-3 and 2-4) may be reworked, as necessary, as part of on-going maintenance and
production activities at the Field. Reworking refers to any well maintenance that is undertaken to
improve the condition or safety of a well. In addition, wells that are currently shut-in may be
brought back on-line. Breitburn may also drill reinjection and/or production wells throughout its
oil field lease area. These activities are a part of normal, ongoing operations and necessary for
prudent reservoir management (See Section 2.6.4.1 below). No new drilling would occur in the
one residential area near the site.

Based on the chemical disclosure lists provided by oil field contractors, reworking and drilling
typically involves primarily injection of sand and water (99%) with minimal amounts of non-
hazardous additives to improve viscosity and provide a pH buffer. Note that the
sand/water/chemical mixture injected into the well is not hydraulic fracturing; it is used as part of
normal drilling operations and is not injected at high pressure. All chemical containers are
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maintained within appropriate secondary containment or in a location where fluids cannot spill
off-site, in accordance with the facility’s Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures
Plan (SPCC Plan).

These activities would all be performed in accordance with the City of Santa Fe Springs
Municipal Code Zoning regulations for the M-2 zone and applicable DOGGR regulations for oil
well-related activities. Breitburn also has installed fourteen new microturbines that operate on
field gas. The microturbines are CARB distributed generation (DG)-certified to run on this fuel
and do not require permits (see Section 2.6.4.2 below). Although these activities are not part of
the proposed Project, the potential indirect environmental impacts of these activities are
evaluated within the appropriate environmental areadiscussionsin thisEIR.

2.6.4.1 Oil Fidld Production

The production of oil from a reservoir is never completely efficient. Worldwide, oil recovery
efficiency is typically around 35%. The Field is a mature oil field, and it is not unusual for a
mature oil field to have significant remaining reserves that are untapped due to inefficient
drainage, declining pressure, sand production problems, aging production systems, uneconomic
conditions, and recent evolution in production technology. At the Field, even a 0.5% increase in
recovery would produce on the order of 8 million barrels. A substantial amount of effort is
needed to extract oil from the Field currently. Maintaining and potentially increasing recovery
requires a detailed understanding of the geology and reservoir conditions and the application of
new technologies.

Oil and water injection wells (Figure 2-14 and 2-15) are present throughout the Project site and
additionally in the lease Blocks that overlay the Field. Under normal operating conditions,
Breitburn operates about 250 active wells: 169 production wells and 80 injection wells. In 2013,
Breitburn produced an average of approximately 2,850 barrels of oil per day from approximately
129-149 active production wells. Of the 169 active production wells at the field, 20 active wells
are typicaly off-line due to capacity limitations, mechanica problems or uneconomic oil
production rates. These wells, if brought back on-line, could potentially produce approximately
287 barrels of oil per day and approximately 35,000 barrels of produced water per day (although
production rates naturally vary dependent on the arrangement of wells on-line at any one time
and the characteristics of the reservoir at the location point of each well). This incremental
projected increase in produced fluids may be sufficient on its own for Breitburn to economically
justify the construction of the Proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility. In addition to the active
wells described above, Breitburn maintains approximately 55 idle production wells, and 3 idle
injection wells.
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Figure2-14. Typical Well with Electric Pumpjack L ocated at 700 Block.

In the future, Breitburn may drill additional wells to maintain production at the Field (i.e. to
replace wells that are no longer economically viable or to improve waterflood efficiency). The
rate of drilling new wells varies substantially each year. For example, between January 2012 and
January 2014, approximately 40 wells were drilled. In contrast, between 2010 and 2012,
approximately 7 wells were drilled. Breitburn conducts evaluations of the geology of the Field to
help increase recovery and optimize locations for new wells. Also, a modern well logging tool
has been used in about 100 wells.® New developments in well logging technology may further
enhance the ability to further evaluate the Field. Consequently, at this time there are no
established plans or applications for new well permits to be filed by Breitburn for the Breitburn
Santa Fe Springs Facilities, and any estimates about future drilling would be speculative.
However, it is reasonably foreseeable that new wells will be drilled in the future, in connection
with Breitburn’s ongoing operations in an active oil field. In addition, the new facilities proposed
as part of this Project would increase the capacity to process an increased volume of produced
water and gas which would accompany any increases in oil production (achieved through new
wells, reestablishing shut-in wells, or other common means as described below). If Breitburn
were to drill new wells at the Field in the future, Breitburn would not drill more than one new
well at any given time at the Project site. For this purpose, Breitburn has included an analysisin
this EIR of the potential impacts of drilling one new well at any given time. Drilling one new
well would be completed in no more than 20 days and involve a number of pieces of
equipment.z° Potential environmental impacts from any increased oil production resulting from

9 The well log provides information about the characteristics of the rock at every depth over the productive zones. Incremental
knowledge about the reservoir is gained with each new well. At the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field, the productive zones extend
more or less continuously from the Foix reservoir at 3,400 feet to the Upper Santa Fe reservoir at a depth of 8,100 feet. Not
every well is drilled to the deepest producing horizon. Geologists combine the log data with the seismic data to produce
structure maps at each producing zone, which show the sands that are most likely to be hydrocarbon bearing. The reservoir
engineers can then estimate the location and likely volumes of remaining oil in the formations.

10 No unconventional resources exist beneath the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field; therefore, no wells would be completed using
hydraulic fracturing techniques.
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one new well on a given day or any other oil field enhancements described above are considered
as part of the analysis of the operations of the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility and other
Project oil-related equipment modifications.

Figure 2-15. Typical Water Injection Well Located at 700 Block.

Current production rates would also be maintained or increased in ways other than the drilling of
new wells. There are a number of methods to achieve this, especially at a mature oil field. The
oil bearing sands are continuous in some parts of the field and one well can drain a fairly wide
area. Therefore, another method to enhance production without drilling new wells is to
recomplete an unproductive well at a different depth by isolating the existing perforations,
closing off production from that layer and then perforating the well at a more productive depth.
For idle or uneconomic wells, this approach is normally used. Another method is to change the
depth or the size of the downhole pump. This method can help sometimes by producing more
fluid and by sometimes increasing the percentage of oil produced in comparison to water. In
addition, it is common to convert uneconomic production wells to water injection wells if they
are favorably located to enhance secondary oil recovery.!!

Breitburn uses a large variety of tools and equipment that can be placed within an existing well
bore to reduce the percentage of produced water, increase the percentage of produced oil, reduce
sand production, or increase the lifespan of a pump. Breitburn uses the waterflood method of
enhanced oil recovery, which utilizes carefully placed water injection wells to sweep the
remaining oil towards the production wells. Breitburn may change the distribution of wells that
are shut-in and online based on review of water production/oil production ratios in order to
increase production. Well workovers are performed continuously throughout the year, which can

11 Secondary oil recovery is a form of enhanced oil recovery that uses Class 2 injection wells (permitted through the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Underground Injection Control program) to inject water (typically treated produced water) into
the producing formation at locations and depths that result in greater rates of il recovery. Secondary recovery also minimizes
the potential for ground subsidence.
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also help increase production. A typical well workover rig used at the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field
is depicted in Figure 2-16. Most workovers are for maintenance, replacing a pump, removing
scale build up, replacing worn tubing or pump rods, etc. As such, water production is
independent of drilling operations and rates can increase without the drilling of new wells.

Figure 2-16. Typical Well Workover Rig.

2.6.4.2 Fourteen New Microturbines

Breitburn sends a portion of its produced gas to 34 microturbines located on-site. Twenty of the
micro-turbines are owned and operated by a third-party which are part of the existing baseline.
The other fourteen micro-turbines are owned and operated by Breitburn to increase on-site
electrical generation; the 14 microturbines were installed at the end of 2014 and are being
assessed as part of the cumulative impacts. These microturbine operations will continue to
operate.

In early November 2014, Breitburn installed 14 additional microturbines (Figure 2-17), owned
and operated by Breitburn, to increase on-site electrical generation. The proposed turbines are
CARB DG-certified microturbines (Capstone, 65kW). The installation of these 14 microturbines
did not require adiscretionary SCAQMD air permit because they are exempt per SCAQMD Rule
219(b)(1) (i.e., CARB certified, less than 2 MW in total). However, as required, they have been
registered with the SCAQMD pursuant to Rule 222. Breitburn began operation of the
microturbines in November 2014.
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Figure 2-17. Breitburn’sMicroturbines.
Noise dampers are visible on the top of each turbine.

2.7 Construction of the Proposed Project

Construction activities for the proposed Project are expected to begin when the EIR is certified
and required agency permits and approvals are received. The actual dates of each construction
phase may change, but the construction analysis and emissions will remain the same (i.e., the
construction analysis is conservative and all reported emissions will be the same or greater than
actual emissions if construction is delayed). An estimated construction schedule is provided
below assuming that the necessary air quality permits are issued by June 2015; construction
schedule and equipment details are included in Appendix B.

Project Construction Component Estimated Start Date of Construction?
Flare Replacement and up to 3 Additional CEBs Quarter 3, 2015
Moadifications for Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System Quarter 3, 2015
400 Block Reinjection Facility Quarter 1 or 2, 2016

1 Estimated construction schedule assumes that the necessary air quality permits are issued by June 2015.

2.8 Operation of the Proposed Project

The multiple components of the proposed Project would be implemented in phases after the EIR
is approved and the required permits are obtained. An estimated operational start date for each
Project component is provided below, illustrating the transition from current operations to full
proposed Project implementation.

Project Component Estimated Start Date of Oper ation*
Flare Replacement and up to 3 Additional CEBs Quarter 3, 2015
Modifications for Consolidated BulkTruck Loading System Quarter 3, 2015
400 Block Reinjection Facility Quarter 3 or 4, 2016

! Estimated construction schedule assumes that the necessary air quality permits are issued by June 2015.
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2.9 Permitsand Approvals

The proposed Project requires Permits to Construct and to Operate from the SCAQMD.
A building permit from the City of Santa Fe Springs will be required for the tank farm structure
at the 400 Block Reinjection Facility. These permits are ministerial in nature. Grading permits
are not required for the miscellaneous project construction activities per applicable ordinances.
No other permits are expected to be required.

Breitburn may drill additional injection and/or production wells, or rework an existing well, as
needed. These activities would all be performed in accordance with the City of Santa Fe Springs
Municipal Code Zoning regulations for the M-2 zone and applicable DOGGR regulations and
permitting procedures for oil well-related activities when, and if, Breitburn elects to apply for a
new well permit in the future.
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3.1 Introduction

CEQA Guidelines 815360 (see also Public Resources Code §21060.5) defines “environment” as
“the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or
aesthetic significance.” According to CEQA Guidelines 815125, a CEQA document must
include a description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists at the
time the NOP is published, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be
no longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed
project and its alternatives.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815126.2(a), Chapter 3 evaluates those impacts that are
considered potentially significant for those environmental areas identified in the NOP/IS as being
potentially significant (see Appendix I-A). An impact is considered significant under CEQA if it
leads to a "substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment" (Public
Resources Code 821068). I mpacts from the project fall within one of the following categories:

Beneficial - Impacts would have a positive effect on the environment.

No impact - There would be no impact to the identified resource as a result of the proposed
project.

Adverse but not significant - Some impacts may result from the project; however, they are
judged to be less than significant. Impacts are frequently considered less than significant when
the changes are minor relative to the size of the available resource base or would not change an
existing resource.

Potentially significant but mitigation measures reduce impacts to less than significant —
Significant impacts may occur; however, with proper and feasible mitigation the impacts can be
reduced to aless than significant level.

Potentially significant and mitigation measures are not available to reduce impacts to less
than significant - Impacts may occur that would be significant even after mitigation measures
have been applied to lessen their severity or no mitigation measures are available.

The following sections summarize the existing setting for the environmental areas identified in
the IS as either having potentially significant impacts (Air Quality) or requiring further
description/analysis in the EIR (Energy, Geology and Soil, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Solid and Hazardous Waste).
The last section (Section 3.12) discusses those areas where environmental effects were found to
not be significant in the IS.

3.2 Air Quality
As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, the project site is located at the Santa Fe Springs Facilities, in
the City of Santa Fe Springs in Los Angeles County within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).
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Therefore, air quality and potential impacts will be discussed relative to the SCAB for
construction and operation of the project.

3.2.1 Existing Setting
3.2.1.1 South Coast Air Basin

The SCAB includes the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside
Counties, and all of Orange County (Figure 3-1). This area of 10,743 square miles is home to
over 16.8 million people - about half the population of the whole state of California. It is the
second most populated urban area in the United States and one of the smoggiest. The air quality
within this basin is primarily influenced by a wide range of emissions sources (e.g., dense
population centers, heavy vehicular traffic, and industry) and meteorology. The SCAB currently
exceeds state standards for ozone (Oz), particulate matter (PM) less than 2.5 microns in diameter
(PM25), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and lead (Pb), but meets the state standards for carbon
monoxide (CO), PM less than 10 microns in diameter (PM1o), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and sulfate.
The basin currently exceeds federal standards for Oz, PM2s, and Pb, but meets the federd
standards for PM10,2 CO, NO2, and SOx. The attainment status is described in further detail
below in Section 3.2.2.

Local ambient air quality data are available from the La Habra air quality monitor (Source
Number 16: “Northern Orange County”) for NO2 and CO and from the Los Angeles (Main St.)
air quality monitor (Source Number 1 “Central LA”) for SOz, which are the closest monitoring
stations to Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities. The most recent maximum background
pollutant concentrations data were from years 2011, 2012, and 2013 and are shown in Table 3-1.

12 The USEPA found that the South Coast Air Basin isin attainment for PM 1o (USEPA 2013a).
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Table3-1. Historical Ambient Air Concentration Levelsin the SCAB
Y ear 2011 2012 2013

1-hr (maximum)4 19.8 52 6.3
SOz (ppb) 1-hr (99" percentile)l 11 5 5.2

24-hr? 54 1.8 1.7

1-hr® 34 3.6 6.5
CO (ppm)

8-hrl1 2.1 2.4 2.2

24-hr 14 53 80 57
PM 10 (ug/m?3)

Annual 29 30.2 29.5

24-hr 4 49.3 58.7 43.1
PM 25 (ug/m?3)

Annual 4 13 12.55 11.95
Sulfate (ug/m3) | 24-hr 4 8 5.7 5.8

Monthly!4 0.012 0.014 0.013
Lead (ug/m?3) Rolling 3-Month(4 0.011 0.011 0.011

Quarterly™ 0.011 | -- --

1-hr (maximum) ™ 69.8 67.5 85
NO:2 (ppb) 1-hr (98" percentile)™ 60.7 53.2 53.3

Annual 1 17.7 18 14.8

1 South Coast data from SCAQMD. Historical Data. La Habra (North Orange County) monitoring station

(SCAQMD N.D.).

12 South Coast data obtained from CARB. AQMIS: Air Quality and Meteorological Information Site. Los

Angeles Main St. monitoring station (CARB 20144).

(31 South Coast data obtained from CARB. AQMIS: Air Quality and Meteorological Information Site. La
Habra monitoring station (CARB 20144).

4 South Coast data from SCAQMD. Historical Data. Los Angeles Main St. (Central LA) monitoring
station (SCAQMD N.D.).
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3.2.1.2 Basdline Operating Conditions Used in Analysis

As discussed in Section 2.4, Breitburn operates on ten city “blocks’ within the Field that cover
approximately 784 acres (Figure 2-4). The Main Facility and Baker Humble Lease Facility,
located in the 700 Block, contain a variety of tanks and processing equipment. The existing flare
is located at the 400 Block, which is aso the location of the proposed new “400 Block
Reinjection Facility.” These are the only Blocks that contain SCAQMD-permitted equipment,
although there are production and injection wells located in other Blocks.

Because the CEQA environmental analysis is based on incremental changes from the project
compared to the baseline, the baseline emissions were calculated for current equipment/
operations that will be affected by the proposed Project. The usual baseline year isthe NOP year.
However, for the air quality analysis, 2013 was chosen as the baseline year because 1) complete
ambient air quality data or emissions data for 2014 was not available when work on the air
quality technical study began, and 2) the 2014 annual process gas levels were abnormally high,
leading to abnormally high NOx and other pollutant levels. Emission levels from 2013 are more
typical, even with the unusually high gas production amount that began in December 2013, and
represent a more conservative (i.e., lower emission) baseline. In addition, the 2013 annual
emission reports (AER) was the latest complete AER at the time the analysis began. During the
2013 baseline year, the John Zink flare was in operation. In addition, crude oil was loaded in up
to 3 trucks per day at the existing 700 Block truck loading station. Criteria pollutant emissions
were calculated for the John Zink flare based on 2013 fuel usage. Combustion emissions for the
idling trucks (up to 5 min/truck) were calculated using CARB’s EMFAC 2011 Idling Emission
Rates (CARB 2013) for 2014. In addition, the associated volatile organic compound (VOC)
emissions for the loading of crude oil into these 3 trucks/day were calculated for the baseline
scenario. Appendix B provides a detalled summary of the baseline emissions and the
methodology used. Table 3-2 provides the 2013 baseline operating scenario emissions.

Table 3-2. 2013 Baseline Operating Scenario

Baseline Emissions (Ib/day)
Baseline Operations
VOC NOx SO« CcoO PM

Truck Travel (off-site) 0.11 2.74 0.01 0.54 0.09
Main Truck Idling 0.004 0.04 0.00004 0.03 0.0002
Facility

Truck Loading Operations 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
400 Block | Existing Flare 2.25 41.78 0.19 11.25 241
Total Baseline Emissions 3.95 44.57 0.20 11.81 2.50
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3.2.2 Regulatory Setting

The following sections summarize the regulations governing air quality in the affected air basin
(SCAB).

3.2.2.1 Federal

The Air Pollution Control Act of 1955 was the first federal legidation involving air pollution,
which provided funds for federal research in air pollution. The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) in
1963 was the first federal legidation regarding air pollution control and has been amended
numerous times in subsequent years, with the most recent amendments occurring in 1990. At the
federa level, the USEPA is responsible for implementation of some portions of the CAA
(e.g., certain mobile source and other requirements). Other portions of the CAA (e.g., Stationary
source requirements) are implemented by state and local agencies.

The CAA establishes federal air quality standards, known as National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and specifies dates for achieving compliance. Two types of ambient air
quality standards have been established: primary (to protect the public heath with an adequate
margin of safety) and secondary (to protect the public welfare against adverse non health-related
environmental effects). Primary NAAQS, as well as primary California ambient air quality
standards (CAAQS), are limits set to protect public health, including the health of "sensitive"
populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly (USEPA 2014a). The CAAQS define
clean air and are established to protect even the most sensitive individuals in our communities
(CARB 2009).

Table 3-3 includes the NAAQS and CAAQS currently in effect for each of the criteria pollutants
as well as other pollutants recognized federally. Table 3-4 includes a summary of the health
effects of the various criteria pollutants.

Under the CAA, the USEPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the NAAQS. The CAA
mandates that the state submit and implement a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for areas not
meeting these standards (i.e., nonattainment areas). The SIP must integrate federa, state, and
local actions and regulations to identify specific control measures to reduce pollution to attain the
NAAQS by the required compliance date. The proposed Project may have potential impacts in
the SCAB, which is an area designated as non-attainment for specific pollutants regulated under
the CAA.
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Table3-3. California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Attainment Statusfor SCAB
. . California Federal
Pollutant Averaging Period Standar it Standardi? california Cdoral
Standar dt® Standardi“
0.09 ppm . N
1 hour (180 pg/m?) Revoked Noneattai nment
Ozone (Os)
0.07 ppm 0.075 ppm . .
8 hour (137 pgm?) (147 pg/m?) Nonattainment Nonattainment
Respirable 24 hour 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m? Nonattai nment Attainment
Particulate
Matter (PM 10) Annual 20 pg/m? Revoked Nonattainment --
Fine 24 hour 35 pg/m? Nonattainment
Particulate
Matter (PM ) Annual 12 pg/m?® 12 pg/m® Nonattainment Nonattai nment
20 ppm 35 ppm . .
Carbon 1 hour (23 mg/m?) (40 mg/m?) Attainment Attainment
Monoxide
(CO) 9.0 ppm 9 ppm . .
8 hour (10 mg/m?) (10 mg/m?) Attainment Attainment
_ 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm . _
Nitrogen 1 hour (339 ug/m?) (188 ug/m?) Nonattai nment
Dioxide
(NOy) 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm _ .
Annual (57 ug/m?) (100 pg/m?) Maintenance
30 day average 1.5 pug/m? -- Nonattai nment
Lead (Pb) .
Rolling 3-month -- 0.15 pg/m3 Nonattainment
average
0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm .
1 hour (655 ug/m?) (197 ug/m?) Attainment
0.5 ppm
Sglfgr 3 hour 81 (1300 Attainment
Dioxide (SOy) 3
pg/m?)
0.04 ppm . ;
24 hour (105 pg/m?) Attainment
Hydrogen 0.03 ppm -
Sulfide (Hz9) 1 hour (42 ug/m?) Unclassified
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Table3-3. California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Attainment Statusfor SCAB
. . California Federal
Pollutant Averaging Period Standar it Standardi? california Cdoral
Standard!® Standard*
Vinyl 0.01 ppm - N
Chloride 24 hour (26 pg/m?) Unclassified
Sulfates 24 hour 25 pug/m? Attainment
Extinction
coefficient of
0.23 per
T kilometer
Visihility- L
Reducing 8 hour (v'|sb|I|ty often | Unclassified ---
Particles miles or mpre
due to particles
when relative
humidity isless
than 70 percent)

1 California standards as listed on CARB website (CARB 2009).

12 Federal Standards as listed on USEPA website (USEPA 2014a).

(3 California standard attainment status as listed on CARB website (CARB 2014b).
[l Federal standard attainment status as listed on USEPA websites (USEPA 2015a).
I8 This is a secondary standard.

Table3-4. Criteria Pollutants, Their Precursors, and Related Health Effects

Pollutant Health Effects

Respirable particulates (PM2s and PM10) pose a serious health hazard, alone or
in combination with other pollutants. More than half of the smallest particles

PM2s and PM1o inhaled get deposited in the lungs and can cause permanent lung damage.

In addition to directly emitted Respirable particles have been found to increase morbidity and mortality viathe
particulates, NOy, SOy are following adverse health effects: decreased lung function, aggravated asthma,
precursors of PM2s and PM . exacerbation of lung and heart disease symptoms, chronic bronchitis and

irregular heartbeats. In addition, respirable particles can act as a carrier of
absorbed toxic substance.?

Ozone
Elevated o0zone concentrations have been shown to induce airway irritation,

Ozoneisnot adirectly anitteq cause airway inflammation, induce wheezing and difficulty breathing, aggravate
pollutant from project Sources; | reaxisting respiratory conditions such as asthma, and can lead to permanent

VfOCS and NOy are precursors | |ng damage after repeated exposure to elevated concentrations.?
of ozone.
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Table3-4. Criteria Pollutants, Their Precursors, and Related Health Effects

Pollutant Health Effects

Carbon monoxide is a colorless and odorless gas that is known to cause
aggravation of various aspects of coronary heart disease, dizziness, fatigue,
impairment to central nervous system functions, and possible increased risk to
fetuses.

CO

Sulfur dioxide is known to cause irritation in the respiratory tract, shortness of
SO, breath, and can injure lung tissue when combined with fine PM. It also reduces
visibility and the level of sunlight.

Long-term exposure to nitrogen dioxide has the potential to decrease lung
function and worsen chronic respiratory symptoms and diseases in sensitive
population. It has aso been associated with cardiopulmonary mortality and
emergency room asthmavisits. USEPA recently adopted a 1-hour federal
standard to address short-term exposure impacts (e.g., adverse respiratory
effects), particularly near major roadways.

NO:

(1 SCAQMD 2012a.
(2 USEPA 2014b.
(31 USEPA 2014c.

The USEPA also promulgated New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for major and minor
sources on a category-by-category basis. The NSPS are national emission standards that are
progressively tightened over time to achieve a steady rate of air quality improvement without
unreasonable economic disruption. The NSPS impose uniform requirements on new and
modified sources throughout the nation. These standards are based on the Best Demonstrated
Technology (BDT). BDT refers to the best system of continous emissions reduction that has
been demonstrated to work in a given industry, considering economic costs and other factors,
such as energy use. In other words, any new source of air pollution must install best available
control system currently in use within that industry.

3.2.2.2 State

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) requires all areas of the state to achieve and maintain the
CAAQS by the earliest practicable date. CARB, a part of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA), is responsible for the coordination and administration of both state
and federal air pollution control programs within California. In this capacity, CARB conducts
research, sets CAAQS, compiles emission inventories, devel ops suggested control measures, and
provides oversight of local programs. CARB establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles
sold in California, consumer products, and various types of commercial equipment. It also sets
fuel specificationsto further reduce vehicular emissions.

Table 3-3 includes the CAAQS currently in effect for each of the criteria pollutants as well as
other pollutants recognized by the State. The CAAQS include more stringent standards than the
NAAQS for many pollutants.
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3.2.2.3 Local
City of Santa Fe Springs

There are no specific City air quality requirements that apply to this project. Asthe lead agency,
the SCAQMD has relied on its own CEQA Guidance. These thresholds are described in more
detail below.

South Coast Air Quality M anagement District

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of approximately 10,743 square miles. This area
includes all of Orange County, Los Angeles County except for the Antelope Valley, the urban
portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and Coachella Valley portions of
Riverside County. The Basin is a sub-region of the SCAQMD jurisdiction.

The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the
CAAQS and NAAQS. These AQMPs contain a comprehensive strategy aimed at controlling
pollution from all sources, including stationary sources, on-road and off-road mobile sources,
and area sources. The most recent AQMP, Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan was
adopted by the Governing Board in December 2012 and amendments in February 1, 2013 (2012
AQMP). The 2012 AQMP employs the most up-to-date science, primarily in the form of updated
emissions inventories, ambient measurements, meteorological data, and air quality modeling
tools (SCAQMD 2012a). An inventory of existing emissions from industrial facilites is included
in the baseline inventory for the 2012 AQMP. The 2012 AQMP builds upon improvements
accomplished from previous plans and aims to incorporate all feasible control measures while
balancing costs and socioeconomic impacts for the attainment of air quality standards. The 2012
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. The 2012 AQMP demonstrates that applicable ambient air quality standards
can be achieved within the timeframes required under federal law.

The 2012 AQMP focuses on a comprehensive and integrated control approach aimed at
achieving the PM2s standard by 2014 through implementation of short- and mid-term control
measures and provides an update on the strategy to achieve the Os standard by 2023 (SCAQMD
2012a). These reductions are expected to be achieved through implementation of new and
advanced control technologies as well as improvements on existing control technologies. Control
techniques requiring substantial levels of committed funding for implementation would also fall
under this category of long-term emission reductions. The 2012 AQMP control measures consist
of four categories. (1) basin-wide short-term PM2s measures, (2) contingency measures, (3) 8-
hour Os measures, and (4) transportation control measures. Overal, the Plan includes 23
stationary and 17 mobile source measures. The SCAQMD’ s control measures were chosen based
on the following: (1) technical feasibility, (2) economic feasibility, (3) fair share responsibility,
and (4) maximizing private and public partnerships.

The SCAQMD implements conclusions in the AQMP through rule development. 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 XIIl - New Source Review, including BACT, offsets,
and modeling requirements, as applicable. The proposed Project must also comply with
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prohibitory rules, as applicable, such as Rule 403, for the control of fugitive dust. SCAQMD
Rule 403 requires the implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures during
active construction periods capable of generating fugitive dust emissions from on-site earth-
moving activities, construction/demoalition activities, and construction equipment travel on paved
and unpaved roads. Other rules regulate the sulfur content of the fuel, and emissions from
operational sources such as electric power generating equipment and steam generating
equipment.

The SCAQMD has prepared the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality
Handbook (Handbook) to assist project proponents, as well as consultants, and other interested
parties and lead agencies, in evaluating potential air quality impacts of plans and projects
proposed in the Basin (SCAQMD 2014a).

The SCAQMD published the Handbook in November 1993 to provide local governments with
guidance for analyzing and mitigating project-specific air quality impacts. The Handbook
provides standards, methodologies, and procedures for conducting air quality analyses in EIRSs,
and was used extensively in the preparation of this analysis. However, the SCAQMD is currently
in the process of replacing the Handbook and has provided several updates to the tables and
methods in the original Handbook on its website. The SCAQMD recommends using approved
models to calculate emissions from projects, such as the California Emissions Estimator Model®
Verson 2013.2.2 (CaEEMod®) (CAPCOA 2013) and other online models. These
recommendations were followed in the preparation of this analysis.

The SCAQMD also has developed the Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTS) in response to
the SCAQMD Governing Board's environmental justice initiatives in recognition of the fact that
criteria pollutants can have local impacts as well as regional impacts (SCAQMD 2008). A
methodology for PM2s was established in October 2006. The mass emission LSTs represent the
maximum emissions resulting from the construction or operation of a project that will not cause
or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable Federal or State ambient air
quality standard for CO, NOz, PM 1o, and PM25. This methodology is voluntary and applies only
to projects that are five acres or smaller in size. The analyses included in this EIR are based on
methodol ogies devel oped by the SCAQMD for CEQA (i.e., the SCAQM D Handbook).

3.2.3 Environmental Impactsand Mitigation

Environmental impacts of the proposed Project were assessed based on the SCAQMD’s CEQA
significance thresholds. This section outlines the thresholds of significance and describes the air
quality impact analysis for construction and operation of the proposed Project as well as the
related drilling operations.

3.2.3.1 Project Design Features

The proposed Project will comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements to reduce fugitive dust
PM emissions during construction. Specifically, Breitburn shall water active construction areas
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with exposed soil at least twice daily to minimize fugitive dust emissions.2® This design feature
is accounted for in the construction analysis.

In addition, the proposed Project shall implement and include in construction contracts control
measures in accordance with SCAQMD Rules 403. These measures shall be at least as effective
asthe following:

e Maintain soil stabilization of inactive construction areas with exposed soil via water, non-
toxic soil stabilizers, or replaced vegetation;

e Covering al haul trucks or maintaining at least six inches of freeboard,;

« Suspending earthmoving operations or increasing watering to meet Rule 403 criteria if winds
exceed 25 mph;

e Minimizing track-out emissions using the allowable methods;
o Limiting vehicle speedsto 15 mph or lessin staging areas; and
« Prevent any visible fugitive dust plume from exceeding 100 feet in any direction.

3.2.3.2 SignificanceCriteria

The SCAQMD’s CEQA Thresholds Guide indicates that a significant impact related to air
quality may occur if the proposed project would:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 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 federa or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors);

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

The SCAQMD has established significance thresholds (SCAQMD 2011) to assess the impacts of
project-related construction and operational emissions on regional ambient air quality
(Table 3-5). The analysis summarized in this EIR estimates project-related construction and
operational mass emissions and compares the emissions to the mass daily significance
thresholds. SCAQMD has established concentration significance thresholds for one-hour average
(NO2, CO and SOz), eight-hour average (CO), 24-hour average (PM2zs., PM1o, and SO2), and
annual average (NOz, PMio, and SO2) concentrations, as well as 30-day average, rolling
3-month average, and quarterly average concentrations for Pb. This EIR analysis estimates and
compares the proposed Project’ s impacts to these concentration standards (i.e. NO2 and CO) and

13 Note that the control efficiency of watering is dependent on numerous variables such as soil/ground conditions, temperature,
and vehicle travel specifics. For unpaved roads, increased frequency and/or water amounts are expected to improve control
efficiency.
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to incremental standards for pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment (i.e. PM 1o, PM2s,
and sulfate).4

In addition, the SCAQMD has developed mass-equivalent localized significance thresholds
(LSTs) for oxides of nitrogen (NOx), CO, PM1o0 and PM2s (SCAQMD 2008). L STs represent the
maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance
of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed
based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance
to the nearest sensitive receptor. For PMio, LSTS were derived based on requirements in
SCAQMD Rule 403. LSTs only apply to projects that are five acres or less such as the proposed
Project. This EIR analysis compares the construction emission activities to these LSTs to assess
the potentia impact on the localized air quality.

Table 3-5. SCAQMD Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds (Ibs/day)

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOx 100 55
VOC 75 55
PM1o 150 150
PM2s 55 55
SO« 150 150
CO 550 550
Lead 3 3

Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) Thresholds

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk > 10 in 1 million

TACs Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas > 1 in 1 million)
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index > 1.0 (project increment)
Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

Ambient Air Quality Standardsfor Criteria Pollutants

SCAQMD isin attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an
exceedance of the following attainment standards:
0.18 ppm (state)
0.03 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)

NO,
1-hour Average
Annual Arithmetic Mean

PM g
24-hour Average 10.4 pg/m? (construction); 2.5 ug/ms3 (operation)
Annua Average 1.0 yg/m?®

PM2s
24-hour Average 10.4 pg/m? (construction); 2.5 pg/m? (operation)

14 The USEPA found that the Basin isin attainment for PM10. This attainment status refers to the Federal standard; the Basinisin
nonattainment for the State standard, which is the standard used for this analysis. The SCAQMD significance threshold is till
based on the incremented concentration only.
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Table3-5. SCAQMD Significance Thresholds

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 pg/m3 (state)
co SCAQMD isin attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an

exceedance of the following attainment standards:

1-hour Average 20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)

8-hour Average

9.0 ppm (state/federa)
Lead
30-day Average 1.5 pg/m? (state)
Rolling 3-month Average 0.15 pg/m? (federal)

3.2.4 Environmental Impact Analysis

Asindicated in Section |11 of the December 4, 2014 IS, there are less than significant impacts for
item (@) and (e) of the checklist included in Section 3.2.3.2 above:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; and
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Therefore, thisimpacts analysis focuses only on items (b) through (d).

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 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; or

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

3.2.4.1 Methodology

This analysis concentrates on the change in the air quality environment due to implementation of
the proposed Project. The proposed Project would result in air emissions of criteria pollutants
and toxic air contaminants (TACs) from both construction and operational sources.

The construction and operational emissions were estimated using commonly accepted
techniques. The methodology uses site-specific data and calculations as appropriate, or
assumptions when site specific data were not available, as the basis for identifying applicable
emission factors. The emission factors are obtained from standard sources such as SCAQMD and
USEPA AP-42. The CalEEMod® tool was also used to assist with emission estimates, when
applicable. Additional details for each emissions activity are discussed below. Assumptions,
emission factors and detailed calculations are included in the tables found in Appendix B.
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Construction

The proposed Project will involve the replacement of the existing John Zink flare with one new
CEB, the addition of up to three more CEBs, modification of the truck loading system to allow
for loading of up to 20 trucks/day with crude oil, and construction of the new 400 Block
Reinjection Facility. Construction activities would generate emissions at the Project site from
off-road construction equipment activity, and on roadways resulting from construction-related
truck hauling, vendor deliveries, and worker commuting. As summarized in Section 2.6, the
proposed Project will require the installation of the following:

e Uptofour CEBS,

« Two free water knockout tanks, a crude oil storage tank, one slop tank, one pressure vessel,
two WEMCOs, two water surge tanks, one clarifier tank, and severa electric pumps,
compressors and pressure vessels, as well as adequate secondary containment for the new
400 Block Reinjection Facility; and

« One new ail loading connection, comprised of one oil loading hose and one vapor recovery
hose, as well as minima modifications to other system components to adjust for the second
connection, and modification of the existing thermal oxidizer.

The proposed construction schedule for the Project is estimated to begin in the 3 quarter of
2015 and end the 2" quarter of 2016, assuming the necessary air quality permits are issued by
June 2015 (Section 2.7). Depending on the project phase, start-up is projected to begin in the 3™
quarter of 2015 for the new CEBs and the truck loading modification and in the 3 quarter of
2016 for the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility (Section 2.8). If any phase is deferred or
delayed, the phase, when later implemented, would be the same as originally proposed and
potential impacts would be the same as discussed in this EIR.

Construction vehicles consist of off-road construction equipment (e.g. excavators, loaders,
dozers, backhoes, concrete trucks, cranes, etc.), on-road trucks (e.g. water trucks, delivery trucks,
boom truck, and haul trucks), and worker commuter trips. Only minimal painting is expected, if
any, and will comply with the VOC limits specified in SCAQMD Rule 1113. Construction
emissions will result from welding, on-site diesel-powered construction equipment, on-road
gasoline powered trucks, on-site fugitive dust from earthmoving activities and vehicular travel,
and off-site vehicular activity from workers commuting, dump trucks trips, and vendor delivery
trucks trips.

Construction is comprised of two main phases:

1. Phasel
a. Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System modifications;
b. Grading and removal of the John Zink Flare; and
c. Installation of up to four CEBs.

2. Phase?2
a. Construction of the 400 Block Reinjection Facility which includes
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i. Site preparation
ii. Grading
lii.  Construction

The emissions were estimated utilizing the CAlEEMod® tool which is based upon CARB-
approved Off-Road and On-Road Mobile-Source Emission Factor models (OFFROAD and
EMFAC, respectively), and is designed to estimate construction and operational emissions and
allows for the input of project specific information (CAPCOA 2013). OFFROAD is an emissions
factor model used to calculate diesel emission rates from off-road mobile sources (e.g.,
construction equipment, agricultural equipment) (CARB N.D.). EMFAC is an emissions factor
model used to calculate emissions rates from on-road vehicles (e.g. passenger vehicles, haul
trucks) (CARB 2013). Instead of using CAlEEMod®, EMFAC alone was also used to calculate
on-road emissions directly. The number of equipment units and hours of usage were based on a
combination of project-specific information, similar construction activities, and model defaults.
The amount of material to be removed from the facility during construction and the number of
construction workers expected were based on information provided by Breitburn. For other
parameters such as horsepower, load factor, and trip length, the model defaults were used. The
detailed construction analysis can be found in Appendix B.

Operation

Operational activities would generate emissions at the Project site from the equipment operations
summarized in Section 2.6, as well as on-site truck idling and travel emissions. No additional
workers or deliveries are expected to be needed for the proposed Project operations compared to
the 2013 baseling; thus, emissions from worker commuting trips or vendor deliveries during the
operation phase were not calculated. The following is a summary of the on-site operational
equipment and operations for which emissions were cal cul ated:

o Combustion emissions from operation of up to four CEBSs;

 Fugitive VOC emissions from the oil/water/gas separation system, WEMCO separators, and
tank farm at the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility;

e Combustion emissions from truck idling (5 min/truck) and travel (30 miles/each way)
associated with truck loading operations;

« Fugitive VOC emissions from loading of the trucks and from additional components required
in the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System; and

e VOC emissions assicated with the storage tanks.

The off-site operational emissions result from worker commuting trips and additional truck trips
to the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System. Up to 17 additional truck trips will occur each
day (for a total of 20 trucks/day). No additional workers will be required for the project
operations. Additional trucking needs related to deliveries, off-site removal of material, such as
the wet solids/slurry mixture from the oil processing, to landfills, etc. were assessed. The Project
was found to not result in an increase in peak daily trucking related to these activities beyond
baseline trucking requirements and thus, air quality emissions associated with trucking other than
from the Consolidated Bulk Loading System were not included in this analysis.
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Operational emissions from the on-site equipment were calculated using emission data provided
by the manufacturer, standard emission factors from AP-42, EMFAC or SCAQMD guidance, as
applicable, estimated tank turnovers associated with the 400 Block Reinjection Facility tank
farm, and other equipment specific assumptions. Emissions from off-site mobile sources (i.e.
worker and truck trips) were based on anticipated vehicle type, expected number of trips,
CalEEMod® default trip lengths, and default emission factors. Detailed emission estimation
information isincluded in Appendix B.

Related Project Operations— Drilling

In addition, as discussed in Section 2.6.4.1, this EIR includes analysis of the potential impacts of
drilling one new well at any given time. Drilling of one well would be completed in no more
than 20 days and involve a number of pieces of equipment.:s Potential environmental impacts
from any increased oil production resulting from one new well on a given day or any other ail
field enhancements described above are considered as part of the analysis of the operations of the
proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility and thus, would not begin until the 400 Block
Reinjection Facility is constructed and operational (i.e. in 2016). The CalEEMod® tool was used
for estimating criteria pollutant emissions from drilling. Emissions were estimated based on the
schedule and equipment list provided by Kenai Drilling for a Kenai Drill Rig #15. The Kenai
Drill Rig #15 is a typica drill rig that Breitburn would use, and is representative of emissions
from other drill rigs. It is assumed that there would be 20 workers trips per day and a total of
12 tractor trailer truck trips for each phase of drilling. A detailed equipment list, schedule and
emission estimation results are included in Appendix B.

As part of its ongoing operations, Breitburn reworks wells within the Block boundaries,
industrial area, and within the residential area. Reworking rigs are significantly shorter than
drilling rigs (40 feet versus 120 feet). Reworking is typically done during daytime hours and is
completed in approximately 1 day or less. Reworking rigs are powered by truck-mounted
engines, which are much smaler than new well-drilling rigs. Fuel use for reworking is
approximately 60 percent to 85 percent less fuel than that used for new well drilling.:
Reworking potentially attributable to the Project is small compared to reworking that would be
done for maintenance, pump replacement, removal of scale build-up, replacing worn tubes, etc.
Air quality emissions from re-working a well are short-term (one day), and much lower than new
well drilling, which requires substantially larger diesel engines running over several days on
much higher fuel throughput. Thus, any air quality impacts from well workovers potentially
attributable to the Project, if any, would be significantly less than those associated with new well
drilling.

Dispersion M odeling

The ambient air quality impacts and potential impacts to human health from on-site operations
and associated drilling were estimated by comparing air dispersion modeling results to the
SCAQMD’s ambient air quality criteria in Table 3-5. The AMSEPA Regulatory Model

15 No unconventional resources exist beneath the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field; therefore, no wells would be completed using
hydraulic fracturing techniques.

16 From Appendix B, average daily fuel use for drilling is 400-420 gallons. Truck-mounted reworking rigs (see Figure 2-16) use
truck fuel from their fuel tank (e.g. no more than 100-200 gallons on even peak use day).
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Improvement Committee (AERMIC) Model (AERMOD), Version 14134, was used to predict
the concentrations of emitted pollutants at individual receptor locations from on-site operational
emissions. AERMOD is recommended by the USEPA and is a steady-state model used to
estimate off-site ambient air concentrations in simple and complex terrain (USEPA 2014d,
USEPA 2005). This analysis followed the SCAQMD’ s guidance using data from the associated
permit applications, industry assumptions, and in the case of impacts from the drilling engines,
from default parameters provided by a contractor for the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) (Sonoma2011). A detailed description of the methodology is found in
Appendix B.

Health Risk Assessment

The proposed Project will generate various air contaminants that are potentialy carcinogenic,
toxic, or hazardous, depending on concentration levels and the duration of exposure. Cancer
risks, chronic hazard indices, and acute hazard indices were calculated at each receptor following
the risk assessment procedures for SCAQMD’s Rule 1401 New Source Review of Toxic Air
Contaminants (SCAQMD 2014b) and using AERMOD outputs. The remaining required
parameters were from Attachment L of the SCAQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures
(SCAQMD 2012b).

The HRA included in this EIR incorporates various conservative assumptions. For example, risk
is calculated for residential exposure using the standard upper-bound assumptions that every
resident is exposed for every hour of every day for 70 years. However, it is unlikely that any
person will actually be present at any of the receptor locations for the entire duration of
operational activities, 24 hour per day every day for 70 years. Similarly for off-site worker
exposure, risk is calculated using the standard upper-bound assumption that all off-site workers
are exposed to operational emissions continuously every working day (e.g., 250 days as
estimated based on a standard five day work week) for every working hour (e.g., 8 hours as
estimated based on a standard work day) for 40 years. It is unlikely that such worker exposures
actualy will occur, every day for 40 years. Furthermore, for both residential and off-site
workers, risks are calculated assuming continuous exposure to outdoor/ambient concentrations,
even though people typically spend a majority of their time indoors. People also move from
place to place (and often away from project emissions) during the day for work, school,
shopping, or other purposes. For this reason, the estimated cancer risks and noncancer hazard
indices reported in this analysis are likely upper-bound estimates for potential exposure to
project-related emissions. In addition, the estimated cancer risks and noncancer hazard indices
represent the maximum exposed individual (resident and worker) and do not represent the risk
over a broad area. The actual risks of cancer or noncancer effects from the proposed Project are
likely to be lower than presented herein. A detailed description of the methodology is found in
Appendix B.

On March 6, 2015, the Office of Environment Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) approved
the updated Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk
Assessments (OEHHA Guidance Manual, 2015). At the March 6, 2015 SCAQMD Governing
Board meeting, the Governing Board approved a work plan for implementing the OEHHA
Guidance Manual. According to the SCAQMD, the updated OEHHA Guidance Manual is
anticipated to result in HRAS estimating a 2.7-fold increase in residential cancer risk. Although
the updated OEHHA Guidance Manual came out after the EIR NOP date and this analysis, even
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a 3-fold increase to the Project’s estimated cancer risk would still be well below the health risk
significance threshold (see Section 3.2.4.4, Table 3-12).

3.2.4.2 Maximum Mass Emissions and Results
Construction

The estimated maximum daily construction emissions are shown in Tables 3-6 and 3-7. The
construction phases were separated by those that would potentially occur at the same time
(e.g. modifications for the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System and instalation of the
CEBs) and those that would occur at distinct times such as different phases of grading or
construction activities for the 400 Block Reinjection Facility. Additional detail can be found in
Appendix B.

The maximum peak day emissions for the different potential construction phases were compared
to the SCAQMD thresholds. The estimated emissions are below the SCAQMD’s mass daily
significance thresholds from Table 3-5 for peak day construction activities for al pollutants. In
addition, the peak day construction emissions were compared to the SCAQMD’s LSTs and
found to be below the applicable thresholds for each pollutant. Less than significant impacts are
expected due to construction activities. Therefore, additional analysis (e.g. dispersion modeling)
IS not required.

Table 3-6. Summary of Total Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (Peak Day, Regional)

VOC | NOx | CO | SO .Fr’Mt 3 ?Mtz'f
Year Activity Construction Phase otal | Tota
Maximum (Ibs/day) [@
Main Facility | Construction (bulk truck loading,
(700 Block) thermal oxidizer modification, 0.65 193 | 210 0.003 0.16 | 0.16
Construction | O/G/W modification)
2015 Grading 0.93 9.03 | 5.90 0.01 068 | 057
4 CEBs
Installation of 4 CEBs 135 8.72 5.85 0.01 2.85 0.76
Total Daily Emissions
(700 Block construction, 4 CEBS) 2.92 19.68 | 13.85 0.02 3.70 1.49
Site Preparation 0.50 6.71 6.26 0.02 10.00 | 1.18
400 Block Grading 1 253 | 2917 | 1571 | 003 | 387 | 1.68
2016 E;ﬂ’f;“on Grading 2 0002 | 0003 | 0.04 | 0.00004 | 7.46 | 0.75
Construction | Construction 1 526 | 4533 | 26.26 | 007 | 1392 | 324
Construction 2 0.66 6.97 | 341 0.004 2.67 | 0.58
Maximum Daily Emissions? 5 45 26 0.1 14 3
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Above Threshold? No No No No No No

aThe maximum daily emissions are based on the overall maximum for each pollutant. For the proposed Project, all maximum
daily emissions occur during the Construction 1 phase of the 400 Block Reinjection Facility construction.
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Table 3-7. Summary of On-site Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (Peak Day, L ocal)

NOx CcoO PM1oTotal PM2sTotal

Activity Construction Phase Year?!
Maximum Day (Ib/day)

Main Facility Construction (bulk truck loading,
(700 Block) thermal oxidizer modification, 2015 1.9 21 0.2 0.2
Construction O/G/W modification)

Grading 2015 8.9 53 0.6 05
4 CEBs
Installation of 4 CEBs 2015 8.6 53 2.8 0.7
Total Daily Emissions
(700 Block Bulk Truck Loading Construction, 4 | 2015 194 12.7 35 14
CEB9)
SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold? 80 571 4 3
Above Threshold? No No No No
Site Preparation 2016 0.02 0.05 9.3 0.9
400 Block Grading 13 2016 289 145 3.7 1.6
Reinjection Grading 2* 2016 | 0003 | 004 75 0.7
Facility
Construction | congtruction 1° 2016 | 44.2 233 135 31
Construction 28 2016 7.0 34 2.7 0.6
Maximum Daily Emissions
2016 44.2 23.3 135 31
(All 400 Block Phases)
SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold’ 111 1,082 21 6
Above Threshold? No No No No

11 The exact construction schedule may vary from what was assumed in CalEEMod®.

121 SCAQMD CEQA localized significance thresholds (LSTs) for a 1 acre site in Southeast LA County at a25 m
receptor distance.

(3 The 3/4-ton pickup trucks would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment for the
Grading phase. The "Grading 1" phase includes al of the construction equipment except for the 3/4-ton pickup
trucks.

(4l The 3/4-ton pickup trucks would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment for the
Grading phase. The "Grading 2" phase includes only the 3/4-ton pickup trucks.

[ The 60-ton crane and boom truck would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment
for the Construction phase. The "Construction 1" phase includes all of the construction equipment except for the 60-
ton crane and boom truck.

[l The 60-ton crane and boom truck would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment
for the Construction phase. The "Construction 2" phase includes only the 60-ton crane and boom truck.

[ SCAQMD CEQA localized significance thresholds (LSTs) for a2 acre site in Southeast LA County at a50 m
receptor distance.
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Operation

The estimated maximum daily operational emissions associated with the proposed Project and
emissions from drilling of up to one well at a time (consistent with current operations) are shown
in Table 3-8. Additional detail can be found in Appendix B. The emission summary includes
overall operational emissions from operation of the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System,
operation of up to four CEBs after removal of the existing John Zink flare, and operation of the
400 Block Reinjection Facility. The maximum peak day emissions are taken to be find
operational emissions and will not overlap with the construction phase; potential project-related
oil well drilling would not begin until all construction is complete. Regardless of whether the 400
Block Reinjection Facility is constructed, oil well drilling will still occur. Table 3-8 also includes
a comparison of the incremental change in emissions of the proposed Project operational
equipment alone, and the proposed Project plus drilling, to the baseline emissions. Total
equipment operational emissions alone are below the SCAQMD mass daily significance
thresholds in Table 3-5 for all pollutants. As discussed in Section 2.6.4.1, the proposed Project
includes analysis of drilling of up to one additional well per day. As shown in Table 3-8, with the
incremental increase in emissions associated with drilling of one well, the mass daily incremental
emission increase are greater than the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for VOC and NOx.
Thus, operation of the proposed Project may result in potentially significant impacts due to mass
emissions associated with peak-day drilling of one well at any one time. This represents the
maximum daily impact and would not occur on most days.*”

Table 3-8. Comparison of Proposed Project Operational Emissionsand Drilling to
Baseline Emissions

Peak Day Emissions (Ib/day)

Project Phase

vVOoC NOx SO« co PM

Total 2013 Baseline Emissions 3.95 44.57 0.20 11.81 250
Proposed Project Operational Equipment Components

Upto 4 CEBs 1591 68.19 18.91 28.03 6.99

Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System 11.49 15.01 0.04 351 0.55

400 Block Reinjection Facility 14.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total Operational Equipment Emissions 41.44 83.20 18.96 31.54 7.54

Incremental Emissions Increase - Operational 37.49 38.63 18.76 19.72 504

Equipment Only

SCAQMD Sgnificance Threshold (Ib/day) 55 55 150 550 55
SCAQMD Sgnificance Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No
Maximum Incremental Drilling Emissions * 31.51 378.67 0.68 151.29 11.89

17 Regardless of whether the 400 Block Reinjection Facility is constructed or not, il drilling in support of existing operations
will continue.
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Table 3-8. Comparison of Proposed Project Operational Emissionsand Drilling to

Baseline Emissions

Peak Day Emissions (Ib/day)
Project Phase
vVOC NOx SOx CO PM
Total Operational and Drilling Emissions 72.96 461.87 19.63 182.83 19.43
I ncremental Emissions Increase With Drilling 69.00 417.30 19.44 171.02 16.93
SCAQMD Significance Threshold (Ib/day) 55 55 150 550 55
SCAQMD Significance Threshold Triggered? Yes Yes No No No

* Asdiscussed in the Initial Study, Section 1.5.4.1, Breitburn has established that it is possible to increase oil production enough

to necessitate the proposed Project even without drilling any new wells. Nonetheless, the EIR will evaluate the potential impacts

of drilling one new well at atime because it is reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wellsin the future to maintain
or increase production as related to the operation of the newly proposed facilities (the proposed Project islocated on an active ail

field, where drilling and oil production are part of baseline operations).

3.2.43 Maximum Air Dispersion Emission Analysis

The operational ambient air quality impacts were based on the on-site emission rates and air
dispersion modeling as described in Section 3.2.4.1 and Appendix B. Criteria pollutant impacts
from operation of the proposed Project equipment as well as the proposed Project equipment plus
drilling of one additional well per day are summarized in Tables 3-9 and 3-10, respectively. For
al pollutants, averaging times and standards, the incremental concentration was taken as the
maximum incremental concentration among all receptors. The 1-hour NO2 and 1-hour SO2
NAAQS is for the 98" and 99" percentile, respectively, of the daily maximum 1-hour
concentration; however, using the absolute maximum incremental concentration is a more
conservative approach. The air quality impacts of the proposed Project equipment alone are
below all of the ambient air quality standards as shown in Table 3-9. Air quality impacts from
operations plus drilling would exceed the 24-hour PM1o and 24-hour PM25s incremental impact
thresholds but would not exceed SCAQMD air quality significance thresholds for the 1-hour and
annual NOz thresholds, annual PM1o thresholds, 1-hour and 24-hour SOz thresholds, 1-hour and
8-hour CO thresholds, and 24-hour sulfates thresholds. The proposed Project when accounting
for incremental drilling impacts will be potentially significant for PM1o and PM2s. Significant
PM10 and PM25s could result in adverse health effects such as those listed in Table 3-4.
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Table3-9. Ambient Air Quality Impactsfrom Proposed Project Equipment Alone

Pollutant Averaging Background Incremental Total Ambient Air Quality Standard or
Time Concentration* Concentration? Concentration?® Threshold*
85 ppb 1 ppb 86 ppb 180 ppb CAAQS
1-Hour th
53.3 ppb 1 ppb 54 ppb 100 ppb NAAQS .(98
NO,5 percentile)
30 ppb CAAQS
Annua 14.8 ppb 0.8 ppb 16 ppb
53.4 ppb NAAQS
24-Hour -- 0.1 ug/md - 25 | pg/md SCAQMD
PM10®
Annual - 0.0 ug/md - 1.0 | ug/md SCAQMD
PM255 24-Hour -- 0.1 pug/mé -- 25 | pug/md SCAQMD
250 ppb CAAQS
1-Hour 6.3 ppb 5.9 ppb 122 ppb NAAQS
SO,8 75 ppb .
(99" percentile)
24-Hour 1.7 ppb 18 ppb 35 ppb 40 ppb CAAQS
20 ppm CAAQS
1-Hour 6.5 ppm 0.00 ppm 6.50 ppm
Cco 35 ppm NAAQS
CAAQS,
8-Hour 2.2 ppm 0.00 ppm 2.2 ppm 9 ppm NAAQS
Sulfates’ 24-Hour - 0.1 pug/m? - 25 ug/m? CAAQS

111 From the SCAQMD 2013 Air Quality Data Table; NO2 and CO are from the La Habra air quality monitor (Source Number 16,
"Northern Orange County") and SOz is from the Los Angeles (Main St.) air quality monitor (Source Number 1, "Central LA").
Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/agmis2/aqdsel ect.php?tab=specialrpt for 1-hr SOz and 1-hr CO and at:
http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical -data-by-year for the other background concentrations.

12 For all pollutants, averaging times, and standards, the incremental concentration is the maximum incremental concentration
among al the receptors. The 1-hour NO2 NAAQS is for the 98" percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentrations, but
using the absolute maximum incremental concentration is a more conservative approach. The 1-hour SO, NAAQS is for the 991
percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentrations, but using the absolute maximum is more conservative.

131 For NO2, SO, and CO, the incremental concentrations were added to the background concentrations to get the total
concentrations.

41 SCAQMD 2011.

15 The annual NO2:NOx ratio is 75%, as specified in the USEPA guidance (USEPA 2014e). According to Table 2-4 of the
SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (SCAQMD 2008), the hourly NO2:NOx ratio is 11.4% for
receptors within 200 m and 25.8% for receptors between 200 and 500 m. The 1-hour NO2:NOx ratio used for the remaining
receptors was the most recent value of 80% from the USEPA guidance.

161 To be conservative, it is assumed that all PM is PM1o and PM25s and all SOx is SO».

[7 Sulfates are estimated by assuming 2% of SOx emissions are sulfate. It is assumed that maximally impacted receptors are
located within 100 m of sources and atmospheric conversion from SOx to sulfatesis minimal.
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Table 3-10. Ambient Air Quality Impactsfor Proposed Project Equipment Plus Drilling

Pollutant Averaging Background Incremental Total Ambient Air Quality Standard Exceeds
Time Concentration® | Concentration? | Concentration® or Threshhold* Standard?
85 ppb 19 ppb 104 ppb 180 ppb CAAQS NO
1-Hour NAAQS
53.3° ppb 19 ppb 72 ppb 100 ppb (98th NO
NO2® percentile)
30 ppb CAAQS NO
Annua 14.8 ppb 0.8 ppb 16 ppb
534 ppb NAAQS NO
24-Hour -- 35 | pug/md - 25 ug/mé | SCAQMD YES
PM105
Annual -- 0.0 | pg/md - 1.0 ug/mé | SCAQMD NO
PM25© 24-Hour -- 35 | pg/md - 25 ug/m® | SCAQMD YES
250 ppb CAAQS NO
1-Hour 6.3 ppb 59 ppb 12.2 ppb NAAQS
SO6 75 ppb (99" NO
percentile)
24-Hour 17 ppb 18 ppb 35 ppb 40 ppb CAAQS NO
20 ppm CAAQS NO
1-Hour 6.5 ppm 0.11 ppm 6.61 ppm
co 35 ppm NAAQS NO
CAAQS,
8-Hour 22 ppm 0.08 ppm 23 ppm 9 ppm NAAQS NO
Sulfates” | 24-Hour -- 01 | pg/md - 25 ug/m3 CAAQS NO

11 From the SCAQMD 2013 Air Quality Data Table; NOz and CO are from the La Habra air quality monitor (Source Number 16,
"Northern Orange County") and SOz is from the Los Angeles (Main St.) air quality monitor (Source Number 1, "Central LA").

Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/agmis2/aqdsel ect.php?tab=specialrpt for 1-hr SOz and 1-hr CO and at:
http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical -data-by-year for the other background concentrations.

12 For all pollutants, averaging times, and standards, the incremental concentration is the maximum incremental concentration
among al the receptors. The 1-hour NO2 NAAQS is for the 98" percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentrations, but
using the absolute maximum incremental concentration is a more conservative approach. The 1-hour SO NAAQS is for the 99"
percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentrations, but using the absolute maximum is more conservative.

[31 For NO2, SO, and CO, the incremental concentrations were added to the background concentrations to get the total

concentrations.
[ SCAQMD 2011.
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3.2.4.4 Health Risk Assessment

The estimated annual TAC emissions are shown in Table 3-11 for both the equipment
operational emissions and for worst-day incremental drilling emissions as well as comparison to
the baseline operational emissions. The incremental operational health risk impact analysis is
based on the on-site TACs emission rates and the air dispersion modeling discussed in Section
3.24.1 and the SCAQMD’s Rule 1401 guidance. For acute impacts, the maximum daily
emission rates were used to calculate the maximum hourly emissions; for all other impacts, the
maximum annual emission rates were used. The incremental health risk impacts from the
operation of the proposed Project equipment with the incremental impact associated with drilling
are summarized in Table 3-12. Additional detail can be found in Appendix B. Results indicate
that the potential health risk impacts associated with the proposed Project will be below all of the
SCAQMD significance thresholds.

According to the SCAQMD, the updated OEHHA Guidance Manual is anticipated to result in
HRASs estimating a 2.7-fold increase in residential cancer risk. Although the updated OEHHA
Guidance Manual came out after the EIR NOP date and this analysis, even a 3-fold increase to
the Project’s estimated cancer risk would still be well below the health risk significance
threshold (see Section 3.2.4.4, Table 3-12). The potential increase in residential cancer impacts
of 3.39 x 10°® after accounting for an estimated 3-fold increase from the updated OEHHA
Guidance Manual would still be well below the health risk significance threshold of 1 x 107,
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Table3-11.  Annual TAC Emissions Resulting from the Proposed Project Operational Equipment and Related Drilling Compar ed to Baseline Emissions
Peak Day Emissions (Ib/day)
Project Phase PAH Formaldehyde | Benzene | 1,3-Butadiene | Naphthalene | Acetaldehyde Acrolein Ammonia | Ethylbenzene Prg)p()iyélheene
Total Baseline Emissions 0.00 0.38 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.47 0.00
Proposed Project Operational Equipment Components
Upto4 CEBs 0.01 3.27 0.45 0.00 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.00 4.04 0.00
Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00
400 Block Reinjection Facility 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00
Total Operational Equipment Emissions 0.01 3.27 0.61 0.00 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.00 4.13 0.00
Incremental Emissions Increase - Operational Equipment Only 0.01 2.90 0.55 0.00 0.03 011 0.02 0.00 3.66 0.00
Maximum Day Incremental Drilling Emissions * 0.03 0.86 0.09 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00
Total Operational and Drilling Emissions 0.04 4.14 0.70 0.11 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.40 4,13 0.00
Incremental Emissions I ncrease With Drilling 0.04 3.76 0.64 011 0.03 0.11 0.02 0.40 3.66 0.00

Peak Day Emissions (Ib/day)

Project Phase Toluene Xylene Hexane Cadmium Hexavglent Arsenic Lead Nickel DPM
chromium
Total Baseline Emissions 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05
Proposed Project Operational Equipment Components
Upto 4 CEBs 0.16 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System 0.11 0.15 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29
400 Block Reinjection Facility 0.13 0.16 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Operational Equipment Emissions 0.40 0.40 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29
Incremental Emissions Increase - Operational Equipment Only 0.36 0.36 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24
Maximum Day Incremental Drilling Emissions * 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Operational and Drilling Emissions 0.40 0.40 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29
Incremental Emissions Increase With Drilling 0.36 0.36 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24

* As discussed in the Initial Study, Section 1.5.4.1, Breitburn has established that it is possible to increase oil production enough to necessitate the proposed Project even without drilling any new wells.
Nonetheless, the EIR will evaluate the potential impacts of drilling one new well at atime because it is reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wellsin the future to maintain or increase production as
related to the operation of the newly proposed facilities (the proposed Project is located on an active ail field, where drilling and oil production are part of baseline operations).
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Table 3-12. Maximum Health Risk Impacts from Operation of the Proposed Proj ect
Maximum Maximum
Estimated . SCAQMD Above
Health : Estimated e
Endpoint Receptor Incremental Risk Incremental Risk Significance SCAQMD
for Project . - Threshold Threshold?
. with Drilling
Equipment Only
Resident* 9.84 x 107 1.13x 108 1.00 x 10 No
Cancer Risk
Worker 5.84 x 1077 6.14 x 107 1.00 x 10 No
Chronic Resident 0.00 0.00 1.00 No
Noncancer
Hazard Index | Worker 0.01 0.01 1.00 No
PMI/Maximum 0.07 0.07 1.00 No
Acute
Noncancer Resident 0.01 0.01 1.00 No
Hazard Index
Worker 0.03 0.04 1.00 No

* As noted in Section 3.2.4.4, even with the recent OEHHA adopted updated Guidance for HRAS (residential cancer
risks were as high as 3 times higher, the Project’s residential cancer risk would be less than the current SCAQMD
threshold and impacts would still be less than significant.

3.2.5 Significance Deter mination

As noted above, the IS determined that the Project had less than significant impacts for the
following criteria

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;
€) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Project equipment would result in less than significant ambient air quality impacts during Project
construction and operation. With the potential related drilling of one new well at a time, the
Project has significant 24-hour average PM 10 and PM 25 impacts.

Project equipment would result in less than significant operational and construction emissions.
With the potential related drilling of one new well at a time, the Project would result in
significant regional NOx and VOC emission impacts.

Thus, the proposed Project does exceed the significance criteria outlined in Section 3.2.4:
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 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.
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However, the proposed Project (both with or without potential related oil well drilling) would
result in less than significant health risk impacts and thus, does not (see Section 3.2.4):

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

3.2.6 Mitigation Measures

No significant air quality impacts are anticipated due to construction of the proposed Project and
thus, no additional mitigation measures for construction-related emissions are required.

The operation of the proposed Project results in a significant impact due to the incremental
emissions associated with potential drilling related to maximum daily emissions of NOx and
VOC, and ambient air quality impacts of 24-hour PMiwo and 24-hour PMzs. A review of
SCAQMD guidance, similar projects, and available guidelines identified the following potential
mitigation measures that could be incorporated into this proposed Project.

The SCAQMD recommends limiting the maximum speed of on-site vehicles to 25 miles per
hour and to implement watering twice a day to mitigate fugitive dust during drilling operations.
Breitburn will continue to incorporate this mitigation measure as part of its drilling operations.

In addition, the cleanest drill rigsin the South Coast Air Basin are generally Tier 3 engines. The
Kenai Drill Rig #15 has been used by Breitburn in the past and is representative of atypical drill
rig Breitburn would use for future drilling operations. Breitburn will be hiring the drilling
company, and, thus, not purchasing the rigs. As a mitigation measure, Breitburn will require that
at a minimum the drilling contractor shall use Tier 3 engines for offroad equipment and conduct
adue diligence effort to secure available Tier 4 engines for new oil well drilling on its site.

The Project operations are permittable under SCAQMD and federal requirements, which means
that BACT has been met where required, such as for the proposed CEBs.

The SCAQMD provides recommendations online under “Mitigation Measures and Control
Efficiencies’ (SCAQMD 2010):, including those for on-road mitigations® and off-road
mitigations.2e The trucking fleet used to transport the crude oil is expected to incorporate model
year 2007 or newer trucks, which have much lower PM and NOx emissions than older trucks.
Note that, as stated above, applicable construction related on- and off-road measures have been
included in the Project design feature or are required by rule and thus, are not considered
mitigation measures. No additional applicable operational or construction mobile source
mitigation measures were identified for these sources.

Therefore, the following mitigation measures were identified for this proposed Project:

MMAIrl — Limit maximum speed for on-site vehicles on unpaved roads to 25 miles per
hour during drilling activities.

18 www.agmd.gov/home/regul ations/cegalair-qual ity-analysis-handbook/miti gati on-measures-and-control -efficiencies

19 www.agmd.gov/home/regul ati ons/ceqalai r-quality-analysi s-handbook/miti gation-measures-and-control -efficiencies/on-road-
engines

20 www.agmd.gov/home/regul ations/cega/air-quality-analysis-handbook/miti gation-measures-and-control -effi cienci es/of f-road-
engines
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MMAIr2 — Water unpaved roads twice a day during drilling activities.

MMAIr3 — Require the drilling contractor to use, at a minimum, Tier 3 engines, and to
conduct due diligence effort to secure available Tier 4 engines for new oil well drilling at
the site (e.g., contact 3 separate contractors requesting written confirmation regarding
availability of Tier 4 engines).

3.3 Energy
3.3.1 Existing Setting

The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities are currently served by Southern California Edison
(SCE) for electricity supply. SCE supplies more than 99 gigawatt hours (GW-h) of electricity
each year to customers throughout Southern California. The California Energy Commission’s
(CEC) 2014-2024 Preliminary Forecast Report indicates that electricity consumption is expected
to increase by 0.64% to 1.37% each year in the SCE Planning area (service territory), resulting in
a projected electricity consumption of 107,929 to 118,193 GW-h within SCE’s Planning area by
2024 (peak demand is projected to be 23,499 to 26,602 MW by 2024) (CEC 2013).

3.3.1.1 Existing Energy Use

The facility is energy confined, meaning that the transmission lines that serve the field can only
supply a small amount of energy that is negligible in comparison to the greater service area. The
historic average electrical supply from SCE to the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities was 15
to 16 MW per day, distributed around the site on Breitburn’s own 12 kV distribution system. The
facility also purchases electricity supplied by 20 small on-site, third-party microturbines to
supply additional electricity needs (~1.3 MW). The third-party microturbines were installed in
October 2011. These existing third-party microturbines use produced gas from the Breitburn
Santa Fe Springs Facilities to generate electricity for purchase by Breitburn for use on-site. In
addition, in November 2014, Breitburn installed 14 additional microturbines on-site to
beneficialy use more produced gas from Breitburn’s operations to generate additional electricity
for use on-site. Also in 2014, SCE up-rated a dedicated substation for Breitburn; SCE can now
supply a minimum of 28 MW to the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities: 26 MW per day from
the dedicated uprated substation for the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facility and 2 MW per day
from a dedicated feed in the 400 Block.

3.3.1.2 Regulatory Background

No specific federal, state, or local regulations apply to energy demand at the Breitburn Facilities.
Energy supply and demand is provided by a public utility company that is regulated by a number
of federal and state laws.

3.3.2 Environmental Impactsand Mitigation
3.3.2.1 SignificanceCriteria
The impacts to energy will be considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:

» The proposed project resultsin substantial depletion of existing energy resource supplies.

e Anincrease in demand for utilities impacts the current capacities of the electric and natural
gas utilities.
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The Project was determined to have no impact with regard to the following two significance
criteriain the IS; therefore, these impacts are not addressed further in the EIR:

« The proposed project conflicts with adopted energy conservation plans or standards.
« The proposed project uses non-renewable resources in a wasteful and/or inefficient manner.

In the IS, the proposed Project was found to be less than significant for the remaining two criteria
above; however, because the Project aternatives may be potentially significant related to energy
impacts, the potential energy impacts of the proposed Project are further discussed in the
following section.

3.3.2.2 Environmental Impacts

Would the project result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas
utility systems?
Less Than Significant Impact

Construction of the proposed Project would not increase electricity demand because most of the
construction equipment is powered by diesa fuel. Following completion of construction
activities and commencement of operations at the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility, the
proposed Project would increase the power load used by Breitburn. The 400 Block Reinjection
Facility will require approximately 10 to 20 MW per day, depending on the throughput of
produced fluids. The majority of the additional power load increase will be due to increased use
of electrical pumps for reinjection of produced water generated from the optimization or rework
of existing idle wells, and potentially newly drilled wells, as well as any additional lighting
required for the facilities. It is anticipated that the 28 MW available from these confirmed SCE
sources, in addition to the energy provided by the on-site microturbines and third-party
microturbines, would be sufficient to meet the facility’s needs for the Project. The Project would
result in less than significant increases in electrica demand. With the existing dedicated
substation, as well as energy supplied from on-site microturbines, the Project would not require
new or substantially altered power or other natural gas utility systems.

Would the project create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on
requirements for additional energy?

Less Than Significant Impact

Construction of the proposed Project would not increase e ectricity demand because most of the
construction equipment is powered by diesel fuel. The amount of diesel fuel used to run
construction equipment is not considered significant relative to the pool of diesel fuel available
for purchase.

Operation of the proposed Project would not result in significant effects to energy supplies
because the electricity used would represent only approximately 0.095% of the current peak SCE
Planning area supply of ~21,000 MW per day. As noted in Chapter 1, related field activities,
such as drilling of new wells or reworking existing wells, would continue in and around the
Project site. Any drilling that occurs would require small amounts of electricity to operate
portable lighting near the construction staging areas. In addition, the drill rigs themselves require

EXISTING SETTING, IMPACTSAND MITIGATION 331 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

energy to operate. However, both the lights and the rigs themselves are powered by diesel-fired
electrical generators and thus would result in no impacts on the electricity demand from the
power grid. Electrical supply at the Breitburn Santa Fe Facilities includes power provided by
SCE, existing third-party oil field gas-fired microturbines, as well as 14 new oil field gas-fired,
CARB-certified, microturbines that were installed in 2014 to supply additional electrical needs.
Energy use would increase by approximately 10-20 MW per day, which would be supplied from
SCE and the gas-fired microturbines. No significant additional energy sources would be required
for the proposed Project.

The gas used to power the microturbines is produced from the field during oil extraction. Any
produced gas at the field that is not used to provide electricity via the microturbines would be
sent to the CEB(S). The gas produced at the field does not meet the quality standards set by
SoCalGas (i.e., it is not pipeline quality gas) and is not suitable for sale and distribution on local
gaslines. Thus, in order to sell the produced gas, a gas processing/conditioning plant would need
to be constructed that would process the gas such that it is pipeline quality. Historically and
currently, the volume of gas produced at the Field is not sufficient to make a connection project,
the necessary clean up equipment, or a contract with SoCal Gas economically feasible.
Therefore, the Project, production of gas at the Field, and operation of the gas-fired
microturbines would have no effect on regional pipeline gas supplies or demand for natural gas.

Would the project create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for
electricity and other forms of energy?

Less Than Significant Impact

Construction of the proposed Project would rely on diesel fuel and would therefore have no
impact on the electricity demand. Once Project components are operational, the relatively small
increases in electricity of about 10- 20 MW per day (or only 0.095% of the current peak SCE
Planning area supply of ~21,000 MW) that would result from the proposed Project would not
result in any significant adverse effects on local or regiona energy supplies and would not
significantly increase either peak or base-load energy demand. Demand for natural gas would not
be impacted as a result of the proposed Project because all natural gas used in the on-site
microturbinesis field gas produced on-site.

3.3.2.3 Significance Determination
The Project would result in less than significant impacts related to energy.

3.3.2.4 Mitigation Measures

The Project would not result in any significant impacts related to energy. No mitigation measures
are required.

3.4 Geology and Soil
3.4.1 Environmental Setting
3.4.1.1 Soilsand Topography

The City of Santa Fe Springs is situated on a broad alluvial fan that slopes gently from the San
Gabriel Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. The land is underlain by bedrock and surficial deposits
characteristic of the region as a whole. The bedrock units derive from the Miocene Age (Puente
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Formation), the Pliocene Age (Fernando Formation), and the Pleistocene age (La Habra
Formation). The surficial deposits are composed of poorly consolidated sediments of the
Pleistocene and Holocene ages including colluvium/aluvium and ancient landslide debris.
Topography in the City ranges from 135 feet above sea level to 170 feet above sea level.
Although the Puente Hills are located north of the City, no significant landforms or topographic
features are present within the City. The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities are generally flat
at an elevation of 158-160 feet above mean sea level throughout the facility. Soils at the Project
site were not mapped in the more recent efforts by the Natural Resources Conservation Service
in Los Angeles County. Review of the printed Soil Survey for southeastern Los Angeles County
indicates that soils in al of the City of Santa Fe Springs consist of Placentia sandy loam. This
soil type is described as well-drained, occupying low-rolling hills, mesas and doping plains
(Mesmer 1903). Soil testing at the Project site prior to instalation of the SCE substation found
natural soils consist of silty sand, overlying fill to a depth of approximately 6 feet below ground
surface (Geo-Etka 2013).

3.4.1.2 Seismic Hazards

Seismic hazards include ground motion, ground surface fault rupture, liquefaction, settlement,
lateral spreading, and seismically-induced slope instabilities. The Project site is located in a
seismically active region of California. There are no known faults within the City. The nearest
fault systems are the Sierra Madre fault system, located approximately 25 miles north of the City
and the San Andreas Fault of which the south-central segment is located approximately 37 miles
east of the City. Surface faulting develops scarps, trenches (grabens), fractures, and pressure
ridges in the areas directly associated with the fault line. Because there are no known fault
systems within the City, the likelihood of surface faulting is minimal to none. However, the
degree of ground shaking from an earthquake is dependent on the distance from the epicenter.
Ground shaking in Santa Fe Springs can be expected from any moderate earthquake in the Los
Angeles basin. The Project site is not located within the liquefaction hazard zone designated by
the California Geologic Survey (CGS). As stated in the Santa Fe Springs General Plan, Safety
Element, the potentia for liquefaction to occur at the Project site is considered remote (City of
Santa Fe Springs 1994a).

3.4.2 Regulatory Background
3.4.2.1 Federal Regulations
Underground Injection Control Programs

The Underground Injection Control Program administered by the U.S. EPA regulates the
construction, operation, permitting, and closure of injection wells that place fluids underground
for storage or disposal. In 1974, Congress passed the Safe Drinking Water Act, part of which
required EPA to report back to Congress on waste disposal practices, and develop minimum
federal requirements for injection practices that protect public health by preventing injection
wells from contaminating underground sources of drinking water. Oil and gas production
injection wells (Class Il wells) are regulated. DOGGR has primary authority for implementing
and enforcing the regulations, which include construction, operating, monitoring and testing,
reporting, and closure requirements for well owners or operators.
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3.4.2.2 State Regulations
California Building Code

The Cdifornia Building Standards Commission provides a minimum standard for building
design with the 2013 California Building Code (CBC 2013), which is based on the International
Code Council but has been modified for California conditions. Chapter 16 of the 2013 CBC
contains specific requirements for seismic safety. Chapter 18 of the 2013 CBC regulates
excavation, foundations, and retaining walls. Appendix J of the 2013 CBC contains specific
reguirements pertaining to site demolition, excavation, and construction to protect people and
property from hazards associated with excavation cave-ins and falling debris or construction
materials, and also regulates grading activities, including drainage and erosion control.
Construction activities are subject to occupational safety standards for excavation, shoring, and
trenching, as specified in California Occupational Health and Safety Administration [8 California
Code of Regulations (8 CCR)].

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act of 1994:

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act addresses only surface fault-rupture hazards.
These legidative guidelines determine fault activity status and are based on the age of the
youngest geologic unit offset by the fault. An active fault is described by the California
Geological Survey as a fault that has “had surface displacement within Holocene time,” or about
the last £11,000 years. A potentially active fault is defined as “any fault that showed evidence of
surface displacement during Quaternary time (within the last 1.6 million years).” This legidation
prohibits the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on active and potentially
active surface faults. However, only those potentially active faults that have a relatively high
potential for ground rupture are identified as Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. Therefore,
not all active or potentially active faults are zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone Act (California Geologic Survey 2014). The proposed Project site is not within an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.

Seismic Hazards M apping Act:

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was created to map and address non-surface fault rupture
hazards, including liquefaction and earthquake induced landslides, pursuant to the Seismic
Hazards Mapping Act (Public Resources Code, Chapter 7.8, Section 2690 et seq.). The purpose
of the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act is to reduce the threat of seismic hazards to public safety
and to minimize the loss of life and property, by identifying and mitigating these seismic
hazards. Once Official Seismic Hazard Zones Maps are released, cities and counties affected by
the Official Seismic Hazard Zone Maps must require a site-specific geotechnical investigation be
conducted within the Zones of Required Investigation, to identify and evaluate seismic hazards
and formulate mitigation measures prior to permitting most developments designed for human
occupancy. The Project site is not located in zones identified by the Seismic Hazards
Mapping Act (CGS 1998).

3.4.3 Environmental Impactsand Mitigation
3.4.3.1 SignificanceCriteria

The impacts on the geological environment will be considered significant if any of the following
criteriaapply:
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« Expose people or structures to major geologic hazards such as earthquake surface rupture,
ground shaking, liquefaction, or landslides.

» Expose people or structures to geologic hazards such as subsidence.

The Project was determined to have no impact with regard to the following significance criteria
in the IS; therefore, these criteria are not addressed further:

e 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 unigue outcrops) are present that
could be disturbed by the construction of the proposed project.

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

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

3.4.3.2 Environmental I mpacts

Would the project expose people or structures to major geologic hazards such as earthquake
surface rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, or landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site is located in a seismically active region of Southern California. Therefore, it is
conceivable that a strong ground-shaking event could occur during construction or operation of
the facilities. As with all properties in the seismically active southern California region, the area
is susceptible to ground-shaking and ground failure during seismic events. Seismic ground-
shaking could damage the proposed structures and oil field operations. The Project would result
in the construction and installation of equipment that is similar to that already in place at the
facility. Breitburn would design and construct the Project components in conformance to the
most recently adopted building codes. Operation of the Project would not require any additional
employees at the Field; therefore, the Project would not expose a greater number of people to
any impacts that could result from major ground-shaking. All oil field employees are required to
wear personal protective equipment at al times on the field, in accordance with Occupational
Safety and Health Administration standards. Further, all oil field employees are trained in
emergency response procedures. Therefore, in the event of major ground-shaking, all persons on
the field would be expected to follow specific safety and health procedures.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities will continue to drill new wells
and rework existing wells are part of regular operations in the future.2r Well drilling and
waterflood operations have occurred at the Field for nearly 100 years and occur at pressures that
do not affect or change the structure of the geologic formations below the Field. Moreover,
produced water is reinjected into the same formations from which oil has previously been

21 The ail extraction process does not involve hydraulic fracturing, nor are there plans to conduct hydraulic fracturing in the
future.
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extracted such that the reservoir is pressure depleted which can be offset by fluid reinjection. As
such water injection would not increase the risk of an earthquake. Therefore, well drilling and
reworking operations would have no impacts with regard to causing any seismic shaking, surface
rupture, or ground-shaking.

Would the project expose people or structure to major geologic hazards such as subsidence?
No I mpact

There is no evidence of existing or historic ground subsidence at the Project site. Subsidence is
caused by the reduction of pore pressure within the reservoir resulting from fluids production.
Poorly consolidated sediment may be compacted after fluids (oil, water and gas) are removed
from producing reservoirs, potentially resulting in the sinking of the ground surface. The
resulting increase in the effective stress causes compaction that is propagated to the surface,
typically causing a bowl-shaped subsidence at the surface, centered over the oilfield. The most
well-known example of such subsidence occurred at the Wilmington Oil Field. Since then it has
become public policy in the State of California to arrest subsidence, especialy in coastal areas,
through the use of water injection (Chilingar and Endres 2005). As such, reinjection of water into
the depleted reservoir is a widely practiced and accepted method of countering subsidence.
Water reinjection is also used to enhance secondary oil recovery. At the Field, produced water is
currently almost entirely reinjected into oil-bearing zones, via Class Il injection wells permitted
by DOGGR, in an essentially “closed loop system” (the majority of produced water is reinjected
back into the formation, with the exception of up to 12,500 bpd that is discharged under permit
to the public sewer system). As such, water is generally reinjected to the same depth from which
it is extracted. The formation depth ranges from approximately 3,450 feet in the shallowest
formation to more than 8,000 feet in the deepest formation. Any increases in volumes of
produced water generated that may result from the proposed Project (up to an additional 196,000
bpd) would aso be reinjected into depleted reservoirs to counter subsidence and help increase oil
production; water is reinjected into the producing formations in effort to guide oil towards
producing wells. The production to injection ratio would remain relatively constant over time,
and all reinjection wells are permitted by DOGGR. Therefore, the Project would not result in
exposure of people or structures to hazards related to subsidence.

3.4.3.3 Significance Determination
The Project would result in less than significant impacts related to geology and soils.

3.4.3.4 Mitigation Measures

The Project would not result in any significant impacts related to geology and soils. No
mitigation measures are required.

3.5 Greenhouse GasEmissions
3.5.1 Existing Setting
3.5.1.1 Background

Unlike criteria pollutants emissions, GHGs emissions do not cause direct adverse human health
effects. Rather, the environmenta effect of GHG emissions is a result of their accumulation in
the atmosphere. GHGs absorb long wave radiant energy reflected by the earth both upward to
gpace and back down toward the surface of the earth. The downward part of this long wave
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radiation that accumulates in the atmosphere is known as the "greenhouse effect.” The
accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere causes climate change. Global climate change refers to
changes in average climatic conditions on earth as a whole, including temperature, wind patterns,
precipitation, and storms. Some studies indicate that the potential effects of global climate
change may include rising surface temperatures, loss in snow pack, rising sea levels, more
extreme heat days per year, and more drought years. These climatic changes in turn may have
numerous indirect effects on the natural environment and humans.

The six major GHGs identified by the Kyoto Protocol are carbon dioxide (COz), methane (CHa),
nitrous oxide (N20), sulfur hexafluoride (SFe), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and
perfluorocarbons (PFCs). The first three (CO2, CH4, and N20) occur naturally in the atmosphere
whereas the last three are not naturally present in the atmosphere but result from anthropogenic
activities. There are other GHGs that are not recognized by the Kyoto Protocol or the State of
California because of the smaller role that they play in climate change or the uncertainties
surrounding their effects. Atmospheric water vapor is not recognized by the governments
because there is not an obvious correlation between water vapor concentrations and specific
human activities. Water vapor appears to act in a positive feedback manner; higher temperatures
lead to higher water concentrations, which in turn cause more global warming.

Atmospheric concentrations of GHGs have increased since the pre-industrial era compared to
modern-time concentrations in 2012: CO2 increased from 275 ppm to 391 ppm; CHa4 increased
from approximately 700 ppb to 1,803 ppb; and N20 increased from 270 ppb to 324 ppb
(IPCC 2013).

The effect of GHGs is a combination of their emissions and their global warming potential
(GWP). Global warming potentia is a relative measure that indicates, on a mass for mass basis,
how much a gas will contribute to climate change relative to CO2. Both CH4 and N2O are more
potent GHGs than COz, with GWPs (100-year horizon) of 21 and 310, respectively.22 The other
GHGs that are not naturally found in the atmosphere are also more potent and have greater
GWPsthan CO2 (e.g., SFe GWP = 23,900; HFCs and PFCs GWP = 140 to 11,700).

3.5.1.2 Basdline Operating Conditions Used in Analyses

As discussed in Section 2.4, Breitburn operates on ten city “blocks’ within the Field that cover
approximately 784 acres (Figure 2-4). The Main Facility and Baker Humble Lease Facility,
located in the 700 Block, contain a variety of tanks and processing equipment. The existing flare
is located at the 400 Block, which is also the location of the proposed new “400 Block
Reinjection Facility.” These are the only Blocks that contain SCAQMD-permitted equipment,
although there are production and injection wells located in other Blocks.

Because the CEQA environmental analysis is based on incremental changes from the project
compared to the baseline, the baseline emissions were calculated for current equipment/
operations that will be affected by the proposed Project. The usual baseline year isthe NOP year.

2 GWP vaues from IPCC’s Second Assessment Report (SAR, 1996) are still used by international convention and are used in
this analysis, even though more recent (and slightly different) GWP values were developed in the IPCC's Third, Fourth, and
Fifth Assessment Report (TAR, 2001). The values cited here and most commonly used refer to the gases globa warming
potential averaged over 100 years' time in the atmosphere.

EXISTING SETTING, IMPACTSAND MITIGATION 3-37 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

However, for the air quality analysis, 2013 was chosen as the baseline year because 1) complete
ambient air quality data or emissions data for 2014 was not available when work on the air
quality technical study began, and 2) the 2014 process gas levels were abnormally high, leading
to abnormally high NOx and other pollutant levels. Emission levels from 2013 are more typical
and represent a more conservative (i.e., lower emission) baseline. Specifically, during the 2013
baseline year, the John Zink flare was in operation. In addition, crude oil was loaded at the
existing truck loading station at the 700 Block up to 3 trucks per day. GHG emissions for the
John Zink flare were obtained from Breitburn’s 2013 CARB GHG report. GHG emissions for
the idling trucks (up to 5 min/truck) were calculated using CARB’'s EMFAC 2011 Idling
Emission Rates for 2014. GHG emissions associated with truck travel were calculated using
2014 emission factors from EMFAC2011 (CARB 2013), assuming 30 miles of travel to and
from loading of crude oil. GHG emissions from truck loading operations and fugitive emissions
were calculated based on the annual VOC emissions reported on the 2013 AER and calculation
of associated CH4 emissions. Appendix B provides a detailed summary of the baseline emissions
and the methodology used. Table 3-13 provides the 2013 baseline operating scenario GHG
emissions.
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Table 3-13.2013 Baseline Oper ating Scenario

Baseline Emissions (M T/yr)
Baseline Operations
CO2e
Truck Travel 113
Main Facility Truck Idling 0.6
Truck Loading Operations 5.8
400 Block Existing Flare 11,166
Total Equipment Operational Emissions 11,285

3.5.2 Regulatory Setting

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

3.5.2.1 Federal
April 2007 Supreme Court Ruling

In Massachusetts et al. vs. Environmental Protection Agency et al., the US Supreme Court ruled
that GHGs were air pollutants under the CAA and that provided authorization to the USEPA to
regulate CO2 emissions from new motor vehicles, should those emissions endanger the public
health or welfare. The USEPA was not required to implement regulations to reduce GHG
emissions under this decision; instead, the Court found that the only times when the USEPA
could avoid taking action were (1) if it found that GHGs do not contribute to climate change or
(2) if it offered a “reasonable explanation” for not determining that GHGs contribute to climate
change. In 2009, the USEPA Administrator signed two separate and distinct findings related to
GHGs.

« Endangerment Finding: The Administrator finds that the current and projected concentrations
of the six key well-mixed GHGs — CO2, CH4, N20O, HFCs, PFCs, and SFs — in the atmosphere
threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations.

e Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator finds that the combined emissions of these
well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the
GHG pollution which threatens public health and welfare.

There were no requirements imposed on industry or other entities as a result of these findings,
the findings instead were a prerequisite for setting GHG emissions standards for vehicles and
allowed the USEPA to finalize the proposed emissions standards for light-duty vehicles
(USEPA 2013b).
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Energy | ndependence and Security Act of 2007

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) was signed into law on
December 19, 2007, and includes provisions covering:

« renewable fuel standard,

« biofuesinfrastructure;

« building energy efficiency; and
o average fuel economy standards.

The EISA aso addressed energy savings in government and public institutions, promoting
research for aternative energy, additional research in carbon capture, international energy
programs, and the creation of “green jobs’” (USEPA 2014f).

The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) regulations require annual increases in the amount of
renewable fuel that is blended into gasoline. The EISA expanded this program to include diesel
aswell as gasoline, and increased the volume to 36 billion gallons by 2022 (USEPA 2014g).

Reporting Requirements

The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008 (HR 2764), which was passed by Congress in
December 2007, required the USEPA to develop a rule for mandatory reporting of GHGs. As a
result, the GHG Reporting Rule was issued in 2009 (USEPA 2013c). The stated purpose of the
rule is to collect accurate and timely GHG data to inform future policy decisions. Facilities that
emit 25,000 metric tonnes (MT) or more per year of GHGs are required to submit annual reports
to the USEPA. Direct emissions from on-site sources counted toward the threshold. Suppliers of
certain products that result in GHG emissions if released, as well as facilities that inject CO2
underground for geologic sequestration, are aso covered (USEPA 2015b).

Clean Air Act Permitting for GHGS

GHG emissions from the largest stationary sources are covered by the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Operating Permit Programs. The PSD program applies to new
major sources and major modifications to existing major sources in attainment areas. The Title V
program requires major sources to obtain and operate in compliance with a facility-wide
operating permit. However, the thresholds established in the Act for determining when emissions
of pollutants trigger a source “major” classification, i.e. subject to these permitting programs
(100 and 250 tons per year), were based on traditional pollutants and were not originally
intended to be applied to GHGs.

To address this issue, the USEPA’s GHG Tailoring Rule, issued in May 2010, established a
phased approach to incorporating facilities emitting GHG emissions at higher thresholds into
these programs. Under the rule, GHG permitting initially focused on the largest industrial
sources. Effective July 1, 2011, PSD permitting requirements covered new projects that emit
GHG emissions of at least 100,000 tons/year even if they do not exceed the PSD permitting
thresholds for any other pollutant. Modifications at existing facilities that increase GHG
emissions by at least 75,000 tons/year are subject to PSD permitting requirements, even if they
do not significantly increase emissions of any other pollutant. Facilities that emit at least
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100,000 tons/year CO2 equivaents (CO2eq) are also subject to Title V permitting requirements.
However, in June 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a decision in which the USEPA is no
longer allowed to permit sources under PSD or Title V solely on afacility’s GHG exceeding the
above limits (USEPA 2015c). Instead, a source has to first have exceed the 100 or 250 tpy
thresholds under PSD and Title V applicable to the other criteria pollutants. The USEPA is
currently evaluating the implications of the Court’s decision.

3.5.2.2 State
Executive Order S-3-05

This executive order 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 Team (CAT), led by the Secretary of the California State Environmental
Protection Agency (CaEPA), was formed (Executive Order S-3-05).

AB 32

AB 32 required 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 (CARB 2014c).

AB 32 Reporting Requirements

AB 32 specified mandatory reporting of GHG emissions from certain facilities in California.
CARB'’s mandatory GHG reporting regulation is a set of rules that establishes who must report
GHG emissions to CARB and sets forth the requirements for measuring, calculating, reporting,
and verifying those emissions. Industrial facilities are generally required to report their GHG
emissions to the State annually if they exceed 25,000 MT of direct emissions from operations
(CARB 2015a).

AB 32 Cap-and-Trade

Asaresult of AB 32, the cap-and-trade program established an enforceable GHG limit (i.e., cap),
with this limit decreasing over time. Allowances (i.e., tradable permits) are distributed by ARB
aswell as traded. Facilities from capped sectors will be allowed to trade these allowances to emit
GHGs (CARB 2015b).

Senate Bill (SB) 97

SB 97 required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop and adopt CEQA
guidelines for GHGs by January 1, 2010. As a result, the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines
related to GHGs were adopted on December 30, 2009, and became effective on March 18, 2010
(Dutton 2007). These amendments state that the lead agency must “ make a good-faith effort... to
describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from a project” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 16064.4). When determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions,
SB 97 directs alead agency to consider:

e The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the
existing environmental setting;
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o Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency
determines applies to the project;

e 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 substantia evidence that the possible effects of a particular
project are till cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted
regulations or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project (Natural Resources
Agency 2009).

3.5.3 Environmental Impactsand Mitigation

The proposed Project site is located within the SCAB. As the lead agency, cumulative
environmental impacts of the proposed Project will be calculated and compared to the
SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds for industrial projects. This section describes the
SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance and the GHG impact analysis for construction and
operation of the proposed Project.

3.5.3.1 Significance Criteria

The SCAQMD’s CEQA Thresholds Guide indicates that a significant impact related to
greenhouse gases may occur if the proposed project would:

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

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

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

The proposed Project is located in the City of Santa Fe Springs, which is part of the SCAB; the
SCAB is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. In December 2009, the SCAQMD adopted an
interim significance threshold for industrial projects of 10,000 MT CO2eq per year for
assessment of the above significance criteria Consistent with OPR’s guidance and for this
specific evaluation and case, the GHG emissions of the proposed Project are calculated and
reported herein. In addition, the GHG emissions have been compared to the SCAQMD’s
significance threshold after taking into account offsets required under the AB 32 program.

3.5.4 Environmental Impact Analysis
3.5.4.1 Methodology

This analysis concentrates on the change in the GHG emissions due to implementation of the
proposed Project. The proposed Project would result in GHG emissions from both construction
and operational sources. The construction and operational emissions were estimated using
commonly accepted techniques. The methodology used site-specific data, or assumptions when
site specific data was not available, as the basis for identifying applicable emission factors and
for calculations as appropriate. The emission factors were obtained from standard sources such
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as SCAQMD and USEPA AP-42. The CAEEMod® tool and EMFAC were also used to assist
with emission estimates. Additional details for each emissions activity are discussed below.
Assumptions and emission factors are included in the tables found in Appendix B.

Construction

The proposed Project will involve the replacement of the existing John Zink flare with one new
CEB, the addition of up to three more CEBs, modification of the truck loading system to allow
for loading of up to 20 trucks/day with crude oil, and construction of the new 400 Block
Reinjection Facility. Construction activities would generate emissions at the Project site from
off-road construction equipment activity, and on roadways resulting from construction-related
truck hauling, vendor deliveries, and worker commuting. As summarized in Section 2.6, the
proposed Project will require the installation of the following:

e Uptofour CEBs;

o Two free water knockout tanks, a crude oil storage tank, one slop tank, one pressure vessel,
two WEMCOs, two water surge tanks, one clarifier tank, and severa electric pumps,
compressors and pressure vessels, as well as adequate secondary containment for the new
400 Block Reinjection Facility; and

« One new oil loading connection, comprised of one oil loading hose and one vapor recovery
hose, as well as minimal modifications to other system components to adjust for the second
connection, and modification of the existing thermal oxidizer.

Construction vehicles consists of off-road construction equipment (e.g. excavators, loaders,
dozers, backhoes, concrete trucks, cranes, etc.), on-road trucks (e.g. water trucks, delivery trucks,
and boom truck, haul trucks), and worker commuter trips. Construction GHG emissions will
result from on-site diesel-powered construction equipment, on-road gasoline powered trucks, on-
site vehicular travel, and off-site vehicular activity from trips for workers commuting, dump
trucks, and vendor delivery trucks. The same construction phases that were used for the air
quality analysis were used for estimating GHG emissions (see Section 3.2.4.1).

As with criteria pollutant emissions in Section 3.2, GHG emissions were estimated utilizing
CalEEMod® and EMFAC. The number of equipment and hours of usage were based on a
combination of project-specific information, similar construction activities, and model defaults.
The amount of material to be removed from the facility during construction and the number of
construction workers expected were based on information provided by Breitburn. For other
parameters such as horsepower, load factor, and trip length, the model defaults were used. This
analysis assumes that individual construction phases and activities listed above do not occur
concurrently. The detailed construction analysis can be found in Appendix B.

The estimated maximum annual construction emissions are shown in Table 3-14. For this
analysis, total annual construction emissions were amortized over 30-years. Additional detail can
be found in Appendix B.
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Table 3-14. Incremental Increasein Construction Emissions
Off-road
o | 1193% | On-road Vehidles Total
Construction Activity Construction Phase Year? Equipment
COz2e Emissions (M T/year
Main Facility (7QO an;tructlon .(t_)ulk_ truck loading, tr_le_rma_tl 2015 11 0.0 11
Block) Construction oxidizer modification, O/G/W modification)
Grading 2015 3.6 05 4.1
4 CEBs .
Installation of 4 CEBs 2015 8.7 1.3 10.1
Site Preparation 2016 0.05 9.4 9.5
400 Block Rein edi Grading 13 2016 13.0 12 14.1
 BIOCKIRANJECUON 1" ading 24 2016 0.03 0.0 0.03
Facility Construction )
Construction 1° 2016 309.4 274 336.8
Construction 26 2016 20.9 0.0 209
Total for All Construction (MT COz€) 396.5
30-year Amortized (MT/year CO2€) 13.2

Notes:

1 The exact construction schedule may vary from what was assumed in CalEEMod®.
14 The off-road equipment category also includes on-road vehicles that primarily travel on-site (pickup trucks, water trucks, boom trucks).
[31 The 3/4-ton pickup trucks would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment for the Grading phase. The "Grading 1" phase
includes all of the construction equipment except for the 3/4-ton pickup trucks.
(41 The 3/4-ton pickup trucks would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment for the Grading phase. The "Grading 2" phase
includes only the 3/4-ton pickup trucks.
[l The 60-ton crane and boom truck would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment for the Construction phase. The
"Construction 1" phase includes all of the construction equipment except for the 60-ton crane and boom truck.
18 The 60-ton crane and boom truck would not operate on the same days as the rest of the construction equipment for the Construction phase. The

"Construction 2" phase includes only the 60-ton crane and boom truck.
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Operation

Operational activities would generate emissions at Project site from the equipment operations
summarized in Section 2.6, as well as on-site truck idling and truck travel emissions. No
additional workers or deliveries are expected to be needed for the proposed Project operations
compared to the 2013 baseling; thus, emissions from worker commuting trips or vendor
deliveries during the operation phase were not calculated. In addition, most equipment will
operate on fossil fuel and will not require significant electrical power or water demands (other
than produced water obtained the Project process). Thus, indirect emissions from electricity and
water usage are expected to be negligible.

The operational emissions are comprised of on-site and off-site emission sources. The on-site
operational emissions result from operation of the proposed Project equipment and consist of:

Combustion emissions from operation of up to four CEBS;

CH4 emissions from the oil/water/gas separation system, WEMCO separators, and tank farm
at the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility;

Combustion emissions from truck idling (5 min/truck) and travel; and

Fugitive CH4 emissions from loading of the trucks and from additional components
required at the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System.

The off-site operational emissions result from worker commuting trips and additional truck trips
to the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System. Up to 17 additional truck trips will occur each
day. No additional workerswill be required for the project operations.

Direct operational emissions of GHGs from the on-site equipment were calculated using
emission data provided by the manufacturer, standard emission factors from AP-42, EMFAC or
SCAQMD guidance, estimated tank turnovers, and other equipment specific assumptions.
Emissions from off-site mobile sources (i.e. worker and truck trips) were based on anticipated
vehicle type, expected number of trips, CalEEMod® default trip lengths, and default emission
factors. Detailed emission estimation information isincluded in Appendix B.

Related Project Operations— Drilling

In addition, as discussed in Section 2.6.4.1, this EIR includes an analysis of the potential impacts
of drilling one new well on any given day to represent worst case drilling operations. Drilling of
one new well would be completed in no more than 20 days and involve a number of pieces of
equipment.2: Potential environmental impacts from any increased oil production resulting from
one new well on agiven day or any other oil field enhancements described above are considered
as part of the analysis of the operations of the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility and other
Project oil-related equipment modifications and thus, would not begin until completion of the
400 Block Reinjection Facility (i.e. in 2016). CAEEMod® was used for estimating GHG
emissions from drilling. Emissions were estimated based on the schedule and equipment list
discussed in Section 3.2.4.1 for air quality.

23 No unconventional resources exist beneath the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field; therefore, no wells would be completed using
hydraulic fracturing techniques.
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The estimated maximum annual operational equipment and related drilling GHG emissions are
shown in Table 3-15. For this analysis, and consistent with SCAQMD Guidance, total annual
construction emissions were amortized over 30-years. A detailed equipment list, schedule and
emission estimation results are included in Appendix B.

3.5.5 Significance Deter mination

Breitburn is required to offset all GHG emissions for operational equipment because the
Facilities annual GHG emissions already exceed the AB 32 25,000 M T/yr threshold. Therefore,
any incremental increase in GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project operational
equipment will also have to be offset as part of on-going compliance with AB 32. The remaining
incremental increase in GHG emissions for the proposed Project are then only related to
construction and drilling emissions as summarized in Table 3-16. The proposed Project is
expected to result in less than significant impacts related to GHGs.

EXISTING SETTING, IMPACTSAND MITIGATION 3-46 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report

Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

Table 3-15. Operational Equipment and Related Drilling GHG Emissions Compar ed to Baseline
CO2e (MTl/yr)
Proposed Project Phases . - Project and Related Incremental
Baseline Emissions - e o
Drilling Emissions Emissions
Truck Trips 113 742 629
i . Truck Idling 0.6 4.2 35
Main Facility ) X
Truck Loading Operations 5.8 37.7 320
Truck Loading Fugitives 0.00 14 14
400 Block
Flar:; Existing Flare (Baseline) / 4 CEBs (Project) 11,166 75,752 64,586
O/WIG Separation System Fugitives 0.00 30.6 30.6
400 Block v Emcos 0.00 103 103
Reinjection
. Tank Farm 0.00 10.0 10.0
Facility
Wet Solids Removal Truck Tripst 0.00 39.8 39.8
Total Equipment Operational Emissions 11,285 76,627 65,342
Maximum Day Incremental Drilling Emissions 2 NA 581 581
Total Operational and Drilling Emissions 11,285 77,209 65,923

1 Additional monthly truck trips needed for the 400 Block Reinjection Facility. The wet slurry removal truck trips for the Main Facility in the 700 Block will
remain the same between the baseline and the Project scenarios and thus, has not included those emissions here.

12 As discussed in the Initial Study, Section 1.5.4.1, Breitburn has established that it is possible to increase oil production enough to necessitate the proposed
Project even without drilling any new wells. Nonetheless, the EIR will evaluate the potential impacts of drilling one new well at a time because it is
reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wells in the future to maintain or increase production as related to the operation of the newly proposed
facilities (the proposed Project is located on an active oil field, where drilling and oil production are part of baseline operations).
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Table 3-16. Proposed Project GHG Emissions After AB 32 Offsets

. Incremental CO2e Emissions
Proposed Project Phases 2 !
(MTlyr)
Truck Tripd4 629
Main Eagilit Truck Idling™™ 35
ain Facili
y Truck Loading Operations™™ 32.0
Truck Loading Fugitivedl 14
400 Block
Existing Flare (Baseline) / 4 CEBs (Project) 64,586
Flares
O/WIG Separation System Fugitives 30.6
400 Block —\yEmcos 103
Reinjection
- Tank Farm 10.0
Facility
Wet Solids Removal Truck Trips!@ 39.8
Maximum Day Incremental Drilling Emissions * 581
Total Equipment Operational and Drilling Emissions 65,923
AB 32 Offsets Required® 65,185
Total Equipment Operational and Drilling Emissions After AB 32 Offset 739
30-Y ear Amortized Construction Emissions 13.2
Total Incremental GHG Emissions 752
SCAQMD Significance Threshold (MT/yr) 10,000
SCAQMD Significance Threshold Triggered? NO

1 Mobile source emissions are not subject to CARB’s GHG Mandatory Reporting Requirement (MRR) per Title 17 of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 95152, and are thus not required to be offset per CARB’s Cap and Trade
program per CCR Section 95852(h).

12 Additional monthly truck trips needed for the 400 Block Reinjection Facility. The wet slurry removal truck trips for the Main
Facility in the 700 Block will remain the same between the baseline and the Project scenarios and thus, has not included those
emissions here.

[31 The amount of AB 32 offsets that are required is based on the categories for which a compliance obligation is required per
CARB’s Cap and Trade program. In addition to mobile source emissions, vented and fugitive emissions from storage tanks
(2.4 MT/yr) used in petroleum and natural gas production and sources for which emissions are estimated using leak detection
and leaker emission factors as required by Section 95153(q) of the MRR (30.6 MT/yr) are not counted towards a facility’s
compliance obligation per CARB’s Cap and Trade program per 17 CCR Section 95852.2.

* As discussed in the Initial Study, Section 1.5.4.1, Breitburn has established that it is possible to increase oil production
enough to necessitate the proposed Project even without drilling any new wells. Nonetheless, the EIR will evaluate the potential
impacts of drilling one new well at atime because it is reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wells in the future to
maintain or increase production as related to the operation of the newly proposed facilities (the proposed Project is located on
an active ail field, where drilling and oil production are part of baseline operations).
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3.5.6 Mitigation Measures

The proposed Project is not expected to result in significant impacts or be cumulatively
considerable related to GHGs and thus, no mitigation measures are required or recommended.

3.6 Hazardsand Hazardous Materials
3.6.1 Environmental Setting
From the 1920’ s to the present, the Project site has been an oil-producing field.

Programs are in place at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities that address hazardous
materials storage locations, emergency response procedures, employee training requirements,
and hazardous materials release containment and control procedures.

3.6.1.1 On-site Hazardous Materials (Hazardous Materials Generation, Storage, and
Disposal)

No underground storage tanks are present within the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities.
During routine operation no hazardous waste is generated or stored on-site. The only instances in
which hazardous wastes would potentially be generated is during infrequent, non-routine work
such as mgjor tank cleanouts, or in the event of an oil spill (i.e. oil soaked debris generated
during spill cleanup), at which time the waste would be tested to determine if it is hazardous per
applicable regulations. If hazardous wastes are generated at any time in the future, they would be
disposed of by an outside contractor at McKittrick Waste Landfill, the nearest facility that
accepts hazardous waste, or another appropriately permitted hazardous facility off-site.
Hazardous materials that are used during typical operations include standard oil-based and
synthetic lubrication oils used in the compressors and microturbines, solvents, and water or oil
treatment additives. Hazardous materials currently stored on-site, as reported to the Santa Fe
Springs Fire Department CUPA through the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS)
include corrosion inhibitors, water clarifiers, scale inhibitors, antifreeze and coolants, solvents,
and various oils and lubricants. All hazardous material is stored in proper containers and handled
in accordance with applicable regulations and safety requirements, including the California Fire
Code National Fire Protection Association 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; Title 22 California Code of Regulations; 49 CFR Parts
100-185, and Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).

Breitburn maintains a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for its Santa
Fe Springs Facilities. The SPCC Plan was last certified in October 2011 and is reviewed and re-
certified at least every five years, per EPA requirements and guidelines. The SPCC Plan provides
measures including steps to minimize the potential for a release of oil-containing fluids,
including crude oil, produced water or oil-containing hazardous materials, and requires adequate
containment, thorough inspections and maintenance activities, cleanup and spill response
procedures, training, and spill response supplies, such as booms, absorbent materials, portable
pumps and grit/sandbags, to be kept at the Santa Fe Springs Facilities (Barkley Environmental
Engineering Service 2011). An addendum, prepared pursuant to California DOGGR AB 1960
Spill Contingency Plan requirements, provides additional facility information, initial spill
response procedures, and emergency shutdown and response procedures. The Spill Contingency
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Plan addendum was last updated in July 2014 (Barkley Environmental Engineering
Service 2014).

In the event of spill response and cleanup, Breitburn has contracted Patriot Environmental
Services as the primary Oil Spill Response Organization (OSRO). Breitburn also has secondary
response companies contracted in case Patriot cannot supply all necessary resources. All OSROs
are licensed and prepared for such activity.

There are no known areas of contaminated soil on the site and no contaminated soils have been
encountered. As such, the Breitburn facility is not listed in the State of California EnviroStor
database. However, if activities in the field require excavation of soils that may contain
VOC-containing materials, SCAQMD Rule 1166 Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from
Decontamination of Soil would be followed and a Rule 1166 Plan would be developed and
implemented as applicable if a sufficient acreage of soil, per Rule 1166, if affected. In addition,
Breitburn developed, in consultation with the Santa Fe Springs Fire-Rescue Department, a
“Generic Soil Mitigation Plan for Incidental Produced Liquid Spills or Pipeline Leaks,” which
sets forth the requirements for evaluating, responding to and cleaning up liquid produced fluid
spillswithin the field (Waterstone 2012).

3.6.1.2 Sensitive Receptors

The nearest public receptors from the Santa Fe Springs Facilities are residents in a housing tract
located immediately south of Telegraph Road and west of Bloomfield Ave. The nearest schools
to the Project site are Richard Graves Middle School, located 0.7 mile east of the Project site,
Lakeview Elementary School and Santa Fe High School, both located approximately 1.25 mile
west of the Project site.

3.6.1.3 Regulatory Background
Federal Regulations
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA)

The objective of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act (EPCRA) is to:
(1) dlow state and local planning for chemical emergencies, (2) provide for notification of
emergency releases of chemicals, and (3) address communities right-to know about toxic and
hazardous chemicals. EPCRA Section 302 requires facilities to notify the State Emergency
Response Commission and any Local Emergency Response Committees of the presence of any
"extremely hazardous substance" (the list of such substances is in 40, CFR Part 355) if it has
such a substance in excess of the substance's threshold planning quantity, and directs the facility
to appoint an emergency response coordinator. Implementation of the Act has been delegated to
the State of California. The California Emergency Management Agency requires businesses to
develop a Hazardous Materials Business Plan if they handle (including storage) hazardous
materials in quantities equal to or greater than 55 gallons for liquids, 500 pounds for solids,
200 cubic feet of gas, or extremely hazardous substances above the threshold planning quantity.
The Plan includes inventories of hazardous materials, an emergency plan, and implements a
training program for employees. This plan is provided to State and local emergency response
agencies. Breitburn’s Business Plan, which presents hazardous materials currently stored on-site
as well as an emergency response contingency plan and training plan, has been submitted to the
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City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department CUPA through the California Environmental
Reporting System (CERS), as discussed in Section 3.6.1.1.

Occupational Health and Safety Administration

The Occupational Health and Safety Administration published Standard 1910 which addresses
worker protection and includes provisions for worker safety with regard to hazardous materials
and hazardous waste (29 C.F.R., 81910). The standard requires that employers evaluate the
potential health hazard that hazardous materials pose in the workplace and communicate
information concerning hazards and appropriate protective measures to employees. Under
Standard 1910.120, a health hazard is defined to mean "a chemical which is classified as posing
one of the following hazardous effects. acute toxicity (any route of exposure); skin corrosion or
irritation; serious eye damage or eye irritation; respiratory or skin sensitization; germ cell
mutagenicity; carcinogenicity; reproductive toxicity; specific target organ toxicity; or aspiration
hazard”. The criteria for determining whether a chemical is classified as a headth hazard are
detailed in Appendix A to29 C.F.R., 81910.1200. Breitburn maintains both a complete electronic
database and a hard copy of every safety data sheet for hazardous materials utilized at the Santa
Fe Springs Facilities. These materia safety data sheets are available to all employees. In
addition, Hazard Communication training is provided to all employees as required.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) authorizes EPA to control the
generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. In 1984, RCRA
was amended with addition of the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments, which authorized
increased enforcement by EPA, stricter hazardous waste standards, and a comprehensive
underground storage tank program. Likewise, the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments
focused on waste reduction and corrective action for hazardous releases. The use of certain
techniques for the disposa of some hazardous wastes was specifically prohibited by the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments. Individual states may implement their own hazardous
waste programs under RCRA, with approval by EPA.

Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Rule (40 CFR Part 112)

The SPCC rule includes requirements for oil spill prevention, preparedness, and response to
prevent oil discharges to navigable waters and adjoining shorelines. The rule requires specific
facilities to prepare, amend, and implement SPCC Plans. SPCC Plans require applicable facilities
to take steps to prevent oil spills including: (1) using suitable storage containers/tanks,
(2) providing overfill prevention, e.g., high-level alarms; (3) providing secondary containment
for bulk storage tanks; (4) providing secondary containment to catch oil spills during transfer
activities; and (5) periodically inspecting and testing pipes and containers. The SPCC rule is part
of the Oil Pollution Prevention regulation which also includes the Facility Response Plan rule.
Section 3.6.1.1 describes Breitburn’s SPCC Plan program, as well as its Spill Contingency Plan
prepared pursuant to California’'s AB 1960.

Process Safety Management (29 CFR 1910.119)

Under this section, facilities that use, store, manufacture, handle, process, or move hazardous
materials above specified thresholds or quantities are required to conduct employee safety
training; have an inventory of safety equipment relevant to potential hazards; have knowledge on
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use of the safety equipment; prepare an illness prevention program; provide hazardous substance
exposure warnings, prepare an emergency response plan; and prepare a fire prevention plan. In
addition, 29 CFR 1910.119, Process Safety Management of Highly Hazardous Chemicals,
specifically requires prevention program elements to protect workers at facilities that have toxic,
flammable, reactive, or explosive materials. Prevention program elements are aimed at
preventing or minimizing the consequences of catastrophic releases of chemicals and include
process hazard analyses, formal training programs for employees and contractors, investigation
of equipment mechanical integrity, and an emergency response plan. The Breitburn Santa Fe
Springs Facilities are not subject to OSHA’s Process Safety Management regulations in 29 CFR
Part 1910.119 (a)(2)(ii) because oil and gas drilling or servicing operations are exempt from this
provision and none of Breitburn’s operations involve chemicals use or storage above specified
thresholds or storage quantities.

State Regulations
California Accidental Release Program (Title 19 CCR, Division 2, Chapter 4.5)

The California Accidental Release Program requires stationary sources with quantities of a
regulated substance above a threshold specified in the regulation to develop and submit a Risk
Management Plan. 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.” Field gas is defined as “gas extracted from a production well before the gas enters a
natural gas processing plant.” The quantification of methane that is on the site as ail field gasis
not counted toward the threshold quantity and Breitburn does not use or store any other regulated
substances in quantities above a threshold specified in the regulation. Therefore a Risk
Management Plan is not required at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities.

California Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
(DOGGR)

The Public Resources Code, division 3, Chapters 1 through 4, governs the regulatory functions
of DOGGR. The code charges DOGGR with the responsibility of supervising oil, gas, and
geothermal well drilling, operation, maintenance, and abandonment operations to prevent
damage to life, health, property, and natural resources. More specifically, DOGGR must:

« Prevent damage to underground oil, gas, and geothermal deposits;
Prevent damage to underground and surface waters suitable for irrigation or domestic use;

Prevent other surface environmental damage, including subsidence;

Prevent conditions that may be hazardous to life or health; and

Encourage the wise development of oil, gas, and geotherma resources through good
conservation and engineering practices.
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California Hazardous Waste Control Law

The California Hazardous Waste Control Law is administered by the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA) to regulate hazardous wastes within the State of California. While
the California Hazardous Waste Control Law is generally more stringent than the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, both the state and federal laws apply in California The
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the primary agency in charge of
enforcing both the federal and state hazardous materials laws in California. The DTSC regulates
hazardous waste, oversees the cleanup of existing contamination, and pursues avenues to reduce
hazardous waste produced in California. The DTSC regulates hazardous waste in California
under the authority of RCRA, the California Hazardous Waste Control Law, and the California
Health and Safety Code. Under the direction of the CalEPA, the DTSC maintains the Cortese
and EnviroStor databases of hazardous materials and waste sites as specified under Government
Code § 65962.5.

The Hazardous Waste Control Law (22 CCR Chapter 11, Appendix X) also lists 791 chemicals
and approximately 300 common materials which may be hazardous; establishes criteria for
identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes, prescribes management controls;
establishes permit requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies
some wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills.

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) is the primary
agency responsible for worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace. The
CalOSHA requires the employer to monitor worker exposure to listed hazardous substances and
notify workers of exposure (8 CCR Sections 5191). The regulations specify requirements for
employee training, availability of safety equipment, accident prevention programs, and
hazardous substance exposure warnings. The CalOSHA standards are generally more stringent
than federal regulations.

L ocal Regulations
South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1166

SCAQMD Rule 1166 establishes requirements to control the emission of VOCs from excavating,
grading, handling, and treating soil contaminated from leakage, spillage, or other means of
VOCs deposition. Rule 1166 stipulates that any parties planning on excavating, grading,
handling, transporting, or treating soils contaminated with VOCs must first apply for and obtain,
and operate pursuant to, a mitigation plan approved by the Executive Officer prior to
commencement of operation. BACT is required during al phases of remediation of soil
contaminated with VOCs. Rule 1166 also sets forth testing, record keeping and reporting
procedures that must be followed at al times. Non-compliance with Rule 1166 can result in the
revocation of the approved mitigation plan, the owner and/or the operator being served with a
Notice of Violation for creating a public nuisance, or an order to halt the offending operation
until the public nuisance is mitigated to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer.
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City of Santa Fe Springs
The Santa Fe Springs General Plan, Conservation Element (City of Santa Fe Springs 1994b)

includes a goal and specific policies related to contamination associated with hazardous
materials, listed below:

Goal 4: Protect, preserve, and improve the soil within the City.

Policy 4.1: Continue to develop programs that minimize the contamination of
soils.

Policy 4.2: Encourage the development of new methods for the remediation of
soilsthat are contaminated.

Policy 4.3: Continue to work with the Department of Toxic Substance Control
and other regulatory agencies to assure that contaminated sites are properly and
completely remediated.

Policy 4.4: Continue to enforce the guidelines as set forth in the City’s Methane
Ordinance.

In addition, the City and DOGGR have designated oil field areas as Methane Gas Zones.
The City’s Methane Ordinance identifies specific areas of concern and establishes
guidelines for the mitigation of hazards associated with methane gas (City of Santa Fe
Springs 2004, City of Santa Fe Springs)

3.6.2 Environmental Impactsand Mitigation
3.6.2.1 SignificanceCriteria
The impacts associated with hazards would be considered significant if:

e The project could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 1) through
routine transport, use, and disposa of hazardous materials or 2) through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials due to
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.

The Project was determined to have no impact with regard to the following significance criteria
inthe IS; therefore, these criteria are not addressed further:

« Non-compliance with any applicable design code or regulation;

« Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Association standards; and

« Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentrations equal to or greater than the Emergency
Response Planning Guideline 2 levels.
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3.6.2.2 Environmental Impacts

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact

The equipment used for Project construction would use a variety of hazardous materials,
including lube ails, gasoline and/or diesel fuels, sealants, welding gases, and paints. Additional
hazardous materials on site include oil produced and processed on site, lubrication oils used for
the compressors, diesel and other fuels to operate equipment, and natural gas produced from the
field. All of the hazardous materials being used at the site for the construction and operation of
the proposed Project have been used on the site in the past. They are currently and would
continue to be handled and stored in accordance with applicable regulations and safety
requirements. The total amount of materials may increase as a result of the proposed Project;
however, no new types of hazardous materials are being introduced.

Some of the new equipment included in the proposed Project would use produced field gas,
consisting primarily of methane, for electricity or for disposal of the produced field gas through
combustion. Methane is defined as a hazardous material by the USEPA (USEPA; 40 CFR
68.130). The produced gas may also contain trace amounts of other hazardous gases
(e.0., propane, butane, or pentane). However, none of these compounds, including methane, are
stored on the site.

While the Project may result in a slight increase in use, storage and transport of hazardous
materials, these materials would be handled and stored in accordance with applicable regul ations
and would therefore result in aless that significant hazard to the public or the environment.

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materialsinto the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact

During construction of the proposed Project, potential hazards include accidental releases during
vehicle and equipment maintenance as well as a potential increase in off-site hazards due to
additional vehicle trips during project construction.

During operation of the proposed Project, potentia hazards include accidental releases during
vehicle and equipment maintenance, spills from new proposed oil tanks or oil/gas separators at
the 400 Block, a pipeline breach, or spills during the loading of oil at the 700 Block for transport
off-site during operation of the proposed Project. Operation of the proposed Project may also
increase potential off-site hazards in the event of a traffic accident involving the proposed
increase in the number of tanker truck trips taking oil from the site. Also, additional oil field gas
would be combusted in either the 14 new microturbines or up to four new CEBSs, which could
result in an increased risk of a hazard during natural gas pipeline transport or combustion.
Finally, during well drilling there is the potential for an accidental release of drilling fluids or a
release from a drill rig; however, the potential impacts are not greater than continuing non-
Project drilling and are less than significant with implementation of all the measures and
regulatory requirements described below.
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The storage requirements and spill prevention measures for applicable materials, including crude
oil, produced water, and hazardous material, are addressed by the facility SPCC Plan that
includes action measures to minimize the potential for accidental releases of these hazardous
materials into the environment. The SPCC Plan provides measures including steps to minimize
the potential for a release of petroleum-containing fluid and requires cleanup and response
procedures and adequate secondary containment at the Santa Fe Springs Facilities. The SPCC
Plan would be updated and re-certified to incorporate the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility
prior to becoming operational.

All hazardous materials would be stored in proper containers and handled in accordance with
applicable regulations and safety requirements, including California Fire Code National Fire
Protection Association 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 Cadlifornia Code of Regulations (CCR); 49 CFR Parts 100-185, and
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).

Although no contaminated soils have been encountered at the site in the past and it is not
anticipated that any such soils will be encountered as aresult of the proposed Project, if activities
in the Field require excavation of contaminated soils that may contain VOC-containing
materials, SCAQMD Rule 1166 would be followed and a Rule 1166 Plan would be developed
and implemented as applicable, and Breitburn’s CUPA-approved Generic Soil Mitigation Plan
would be implemented in response to an incidental produced liquid spills or pipeline leak.

Because al applicable regulations would be followed and there is operational, response, and
emergency plansin place, the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts with
regard to potential hazards to the public and the environment in the event of an unexpected
release of a hazardous material.

3.6.2.3 Significance Determination

The Project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous
materials.

3.6.2.4 Mitigation Measures

The Project would not result in any significant impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous
materials. No mitigation measures are required.

3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality
3.7.1 Environmental Setting
3.7.1.1 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality

Groundwater beneath the City of Santa Fe Springs is part of the Central Groundwater Basin
within the larger Los Angeles Basin. The Central Basin is bounded on the northeast and east by
the Elysian, Repetto, Merced and Puente Hills. The southeast boundary of the Central Basin is
along Coyote Creek, which is used to separate the Central Basin from the Orange County Basin,
although there is no physical barrier between the two basins. The southwest boundary is the
Newport-Inglewood fault system.
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The depth of the Central Basin ranges from 1,600 to more than 2,200 feet. The main source of
potable groundwater in the Central Basin is from the deeper aquifers of the San Pedro Formation
(including from top to bottom, the Lynwood, Silverado and Sunnyside aquifers), which generally
correlate with the Main and Lower San Pedro aquifers of Orange County. The shallower aquifers
of the Alluvium and the Lakewood Formation (including the Gaspur, Exposition, Gardena-Gage,
Hollydale and Jefferson aquifers) locally produce smaller volumes of potable water (such as
within the City of Santa Fe Springs, see Figure 3-2). Groundwater is generally reported to occur
in Santa Fe Springs at a depth of approximately 50 feet below ground surface (City of Santa Fe
Springs 1994c). In the northern portions of the Central Basin, referred to as the Forebay Area,
many of the aquifers are merged and allow for direct recharge into the deeper aquifers.
Historically, groundwater flow in the Centra Basin has been from the recharge areas in the
northeast toward the Pacific Ocean on the southwest. Pumping patterns have lowered the water
level in large portions of the Central Basin (Metropolitan Water District 2007).

Drinking water in the City is supplied by the Santa Fe Springs Water Utility Authority from
water purchased from the Metropolitan Water District and from a groundwater supply well in the
City and eight groundwater wells located in the Whittier Narrows area in the City of Whittier.
Review of water quality reports produced by the Santa Fe Springs Water Utility Authority
indicate that groundwater pumped in the City is of generaly good water quality with low levels
of trichloroethylene (2.2 pg/L) and tetrachloroethylene (1.8 pg/L) detected (City of Santa Fe
Springs Water Utility Authority 2013). These detection levels are well below the EPA Maximum
Contaminant Level of 5 pg/L and indicative of releases from degreasing sites and other industrial
areas. These contaminants are constituents of concern throughout the Central Basin.

EXISTING SETTING, IMPACTSAND MITIGATION 3-57 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report

Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

Nota:

1. Depth Ia In Feat
lpelow ground surface.

2. Preducing formutions
cantain @ combination
of unpotable wabsr, ofl,
and produced gas.

Legend

Groundwater
Aquifer

[ shale

ﬁ Sandy Shale

[z Cementing
Shale

- Producing
Formation

500 :
1,000
1,500 |
2,000+
2,500
3,000
3,500
4,000+
4,500+
5,000
5,500
6,000
6,500
7,000

7,500

8,000~

Meyer.

Nordstrom

Buckbree

®:Connell

Clark

Hathaway

USE

Path: Z:\01_Projects\_Phase_[\Breitburn\05-35510A Santa Fe Springs CEQA\Santa Fe Springs Qil Field - Aquifer lllustration\Figure - Santa Fe Springs Oil Field - Aquifer lllustration - 2015-01-28.mxd

4 ENVIRON

Groundwater Hydrology
in the Project Vicinity

DRAFTED BY: SShin

| oate: 1302015

Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

Figure

3-2

PROJECT. 05-355610A

Figure 3-2.

Groundwater Hydrology in the Project Vicinity.

EXISTING SETTING, IMPACTSAND MITIGATION 3-58

August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

3.7.1.2 Surface Water and Stormwater M anagement

The San Gabriel River runs north to south from the San Gabriel Mountains to the Pacific Ocean
and runs parallel to the western border of Santa Fe Springs along Interstate-5. The river was once
used for irrigation and is now primarily used as a flood control channel that is maintained by the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District. It is also used as a spreading ground to replenish the
Montebello Forebay. The Coyote Creek runs along the eastern border of the City and cuts
through the northern and southern corners of the City. It is aso mainly used for flood control and
drainage. No surface water is present on the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities.

The topography of the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities is generally flat. Stormwater runoff
at the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field is managed on the oil field using Best Management Practices
and discharged to the City of Santa Fe Springs Stormwater Discharge System. Breitburn does not
hold a stormwater discharge permit; under the Santa Fe Springs municipal code, oil and gas
fields are not required to obtain a stormwater discharge permit unless they discharge
contaminated stormwater at concentrations above reportable quantities.

Following construction of the 400 Block Reinjection Facility, additional foundation pads would
reduce some of the permeable surface area and potentialy increase stormwater volumes
discharged from the site. However, as of July 1, 2015, stormwater runoff at the Santa Fe Springs
Oil Field will be limited in its stormwater discharge under NPDES No. CAS000001 Genera
Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (Industrial General
Permit). A Notice of Intent and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared
and implemented in accordance with the general industrial statewide permit. As such, future
stormwater discharges would be in accordance with permit conditions.

At the Field, the majority of produced water is reinjected back into the formation. The remaining
portion is treated and sent to the sanitary sewer system. The produced water is reinjected into
oil-bearing zones for enhanced oil recovery and to counter subsidence with the exception of up
to 12,500 bpd that is discharged to the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts' (LACSD) public
sewer system. Beyond the recycling of produced water, the Field does not have any other
demand for water. Nominal quantities of water are used at on-site administrative buildings (e.g.
bathroom and kitchen use). However, the proposed Project would not result in substantial
changes to employment and therefore would not affect water demand at these administrative
buildings. Project construction workers would not utilize the administration buildings.

Breitburn has an Industrial Wastewater Discharge permit that allows for the discharge of treated
produced water to the LACSD public sewer system. The permit, issued by LACSD, alows
Breitburn to discharge up to 12,500 bpd (525,000 gpd) of water viaa LACSD sewer connection,
located in the southwest corner of the 800 Block. LACSD has established numerical limits for
temperature, pH, flashpoint and maximum concentrations of heavy metals and other toxic
materials permissible in an industrial discharge to the public sewer with which Breitburn must
comply. Prior to discharge into the public sanitation system, the produced water is treated on-site
in awastewater treatment system consisting of an air stripper, which removes benzene and other
organics. These vapors are combusted in the thermal oxidizer at the Main Facility. Prior to
discharge the produce water undergoes minor treatment in which a light bleach compound is
added to control bacteria growth and scumming that can cause problems with the flow meter.
Before it is discharged into LACSD system the produced water must meet all water quality
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requirements specified in the discharge permit; the water is analyzed at least quarterly to ensure
that al constituents are below permitted levels. The water is transported by pipeline to the
sewage connection. The discharges are monitored with an automatic full-time flow measurement
system.

During the most recent reporting year (from July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2014), approximately
8,105 bwpd (340,431 gwpd) were discharged to the LACSD each day. Breitburn discharges to
the system 24 hours a day amost every day (348 days during the last reporting year of
2013-2014). The total discharge to the LACSD sewer system through the sole Santa Fe Springs
meter (located on Romandel Avenue) was 118.47 million gallons for the last reporting year of
2013-2014. The proposed Project would not result in a modification to the existing wastewater
pipeline, since the majority of the additional wastewater would be reinjected.

3.7.1.3 Regulatory Background

Protection of water resources is regulated under a number of federal and state regulations
including the Federal Clean Water Act, Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, California
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, Basin Plans prepared by the Regional Water Quality
Control Boards, and local master plans and ordinances. These regulations are designed to
minimize impacts to surface and groundwater resources and set numerical water quality
standards for such resources. No natural surface water resources are present on the Project Site.
However, any discharge of stormwater or produced water would be subject to regulation under
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, Construction and operation permits for water discharges,
and policies of the City of Santa Fe Springs Conservation Element. These are described below.

Clean Water Act:

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit program to control discharges of pollutants from point sources. The
State Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards
administer and enforce the NPDES program in California. Section 402 addresses both
construction and industrial activities. The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities are subject to the
Industrial General Permit for stormwater discharges from the Field and any construction activity
greater than one acre in size would be required to obtain coverage under the NPDES General
Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (General
Construction Permit). Coverage under the NPDES permits requires preparation of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Notice of Intent. The SWPPP includes pollution
prevention measures (erosion and sediment control measures, and measures to control
non-stormwater discharges and hazardous spills, demonstration of compliance with al applicable
local and regional erosion and sediment control measures, identification of responsible parties, a
detailed construction timeline (for the Construction General Permit), and a Best Management
Practices monitoring and maintenance schedule.

Construction Stormwater General Permit:

Dischargers whose projects disturb one or more acres of soil are required to obtain coverage
under the General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity
Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ. The permit is issued by the SWRCB.
Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the
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ground such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities
performed to restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General
Permit requires the development and implementation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP must list BMPs
the discharger will use to protect stormwater runoff and the placement of those BMPs.
Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring
program for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs; and a
sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the 303(d) list
for sediment.

Industrial Stormwater General Permit:

The Industrial Stormwater General Permit (Industrial General Permit) is an NPDES permit that
regulates discharges associated with 10 broad categories of industrial activities. The existing
Industrial General Permit expires on June 30, 2015, while the newly adopted Industrial General
Permit, which will apply to the Santa Fe Springs Facilities, takes effect on July 1, 2015. The
permit requirement is implemented through the SWRCB. The Industrial General Permit requires
the implementation of management measures that will achieve the performance standard of best
available technology economically achievable and best conventional pollutant control
technology. The Industrial General Permit also requires the development of a SWPPP and a
monitoring plan. Through the SWPPP, sources of pollutants are to be identified and the means to
manage the sources to reduce stormwater pollution are described. The Industrial General Permit
requires that an annual report be submitted.

City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Conservation Element

The City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Conservation Element includes the following godl
and associated policies related to water quality within the City (City of Santa Fe Spring 1994b):

Goal 3: Protect and Preserve the City’ s water quality

Policy 3.1 — Continue efforts with the Southeast Water Coalition to ensure that
water quality supplies are properly planned, conserved, protected and managed.

Policy 3.2 — Continue to coordinate water programs with other water agencies to
ensure the preservation and improvement of water quality and the conservation of
water.

Policy 3.3 — Publicize and encourage water conservation programs and continue
the enforcement of the Emergency Water Conservation Program, when necessary

Policy 3.4 — Encourage local water agencies to enforce conservation measures to
eliminate or penalize wasteful uses of water.

Policy 3.5 — Continue the efforts, as defended in the Reclaimed Water Master
Plan to make reclaimed water widely available.

Policy 3.6 — Continue cooperative efforts to assure that contaminated soils are not
athreat to groundwater.
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Policy 3.7 — Strive to ensure that all publically owned or controlled open space is
irrigated with reclaimed water.

3.7.2 Environmental Impact and Mitigation
3.7.2.1 Significance Criteria

The impacts to hydrology and water quality will be considered significant if any of the following
criteriaare met:

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

The Project was determined to have no impact with regard to the following significance criteria
in the IS; therefore, these criteria are not addressed further:

Water 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 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.

- Theproject results in alterations to the course or flow of floodwaters.

3.7.2.2 Environmental Impacts

Would the project substantially deplete groundwater 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 preexisting nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

Less than Significant Impact

Construction and operation of the proposed Project would not utilize groundwater and therefore
would not have any impact on groundwater quantity. With regard to interference with
groundwater recharge, construction of the 400 Block Reinjection Facility would result in the
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addition of approximately 15,000 square feet of impermeable surface area at the Project Site.
This facility would be surrounded by unpaved, permeable soil. The increase in impermeable
surface area would be minor in comparison to the amount of unpaved area across the entire
facility and would result in less than significant impacts to groundwater recharge and
groundwater supply, such that the groundwater table would be reduced or not be able to support
existing land uses. Moreover, future stormwater discharges would managed be in accordance
with a SWPPP that will be prepared and implemented in accordance with the general industrial
statewide permit conditions (effective July 2015) so any increases in stormwater volume would
result in less than significant impacts to City stormwater systems.

Oil production and reinjection of produced water occurs within formations ranging between
3,450 and 8,000 feet below ground surface. For any particular activity, reinjection generally
occurs within the same formation as production. The pressure of the water reinjected into a
reinjection well can be used to guide oil towards a production well. Drilling activities currently
and in the future would be conducted in accordance with all federal and state regulations for well
drilling and standard protections. These protections include placement of cement casing around
the well, placement of the well itself within the cement casing, and perforations well below
(at least 3,000 feet) the groundwater aquifer. Further, given the distance (at a minimum, over
3,000 feet) between the drinking water aquifer (which ranges from 50 feet below ground surface
to about 1,200 feet below ground surface) and production and injection activities, no impacts to
groundwater hydrology or water quality occur. No groundwater extraction activities or
groundwater dewatering occur on the Project site or are proposed as part of the project, therefore
the Project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to groundwater.

3.7.2.3 Significance Determination

The Project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to hydrology and water
quality.

3.7.2.4 Mitigation Measures

The Project would not result in any significant impacts with regard to hydrology and water
quality. No mitigation measures are required.

3.8 Noise

This section describes the existing noise and vibration environment in the vicinity of the Santa
Fe Springs Facilities, proposes limits for potential noise and vibration impacts associated with
Project activities and guidelines for any proposed mitigation measures. The analysisis based on
measurement and monitoring of noise and vibration levels in and around the Santa Fe Springs
Facilities and areview of noise and vibration studies and applicable regulations.

3.8.1 Environmental Setting
3.8.1.1 TheCharacteristics of Noise

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as
air. When sound becomes excessive or unwanted, it is referred to as noise. Although exposure to
high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing loss, the principal human response to
environmental noise is annoyance. The response of individuals to similar noise eventsis diverse
and influenced by the type of noise, the perceived importance of the noise and its appropriateness
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in the setting, the time of day and the type of activity during which the noise occurs, and the
sensitivity of theindividual.

Sound (noise) levels are measured and quantified with several metrics. All of them use the
logarithmic decibel (dB) scale with O dB roughly equal to the threshold of human hearing. A
property of the decibel scale is that the sound pressure levels of two separate sounds are not
directly additive. For example, if a 50-dB sound is added to another 50-dB sound, the total is
only a 3-dB increase (to 53 dB). Thus, every 3-dB change in sound levels represents a doubling
or halving of sound energy. Related to this is the fact that a less-than-3-dB change in sound
levelsisimperceptible to the human ear.

The frequency of sound is a measure of the pressure fluctuations per second, measured in Hertz
(Hz). Most sounds do not consist of a single frequency, but consist of a broad band of
frequencies differing in level. The characterization of sound level magnitude with respect to
frequency is the sound spectrum. Many rating methods exist to analyze sound of different
spectra. One rating method is called A-weighting (there are also B- and C-weighting filters). The
A-weighted scale (dBA) most closely approximates how the human ear responds to sound at
various frequencies by progressively deemphasizing frequency components below 1,000 Hz and
above 6,300 Hz and reflects the relative decreased sensitivity of humans to both low and
extremely high frequencies (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 2006). Table 3-17 lists
typical sound levels from representative sources.

Table 3-17. Typical NoiseLevels
(measur ed at distance a per son would typically be from the sour ce)

Sound Level

Typical Noise Source (dBA)
Grand Canyon at Night (no roads, birds, wind) 10
Computer 37-45
Refrigerator 40-43
Typical Living Room 40
Forced Hot Air Heating System 42-52
Microwave 55-59
Normal Conversation 55-65
Clothes Dryer 56-58
Dishwasher 63-66
Clothes Washer 65-70
Phone 66-75
Push Reel Mower 68-72
Hairdryer 80-95
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Table3-17. Typical Noise Levels
(measur ed at distance a person would typically be from the sour ce)

Sound L evel
Typical Noise Source (dBA)
Vacuum Cleaner 84-89
L eaf Blower 95-105
Circular Saw 100-104
Maximum Output of a Stereo 100-110
Jet Fly-over at 1,000 Feet 110

Source: Noise Pollution Clearinghouse 2012.

The duration of noise and the time period at which it occurs are important factors in determining
the impact of noise on sensitive receptors. Several methods are used for describing variable
sounds including the equivalent level (Leg), the maximum level (Lmax), and the percent-exceeded
levels. These metrics are derived from a large number of moment-to-moment A-weighted sound
level measurements. Some common metrics reported in community noise monitoring studies are
described below:

e Leg, the equivalent level, can describe any series of noise events of arbitrary duration,
although the most common averaging period is hourly. Because sound levels can vary
markedly over a short period of time, a method for describing either the average character of
the sound or the statistical behavior of the variations must be utilized. Most commonly,
sounds are described in terms of an average level that has the same acoustical energy as the
summation of all the time-varying events and Leg is the common energy-equivalent
sound/noise descriptor.

e Lmax is the maximum sound level during a given time. Lmax IS typically due to discrete,
identifiable events such as an airplane overflight, car or truck passing by, or adog barking.

e Loo is the sound level in dBA exceeded 90 percent of the time during the measurement
period. Leo is close to the lowest sound level observed. It is essentially the same as the
residual sound level, which is the sound level observed when no obvious nearby intermittent
NOi Se Sources occur.

e Lso is the median sound level in dBA exceeded 50 percent of the time during the
measurement period.

e Lio is the sound level in dBA exceeded only 10 percent of the time. It is close to the
maximum level observed during the measurement period. Lio is sometimes called the
intrusive sound level because it is caused by occasional louder noises like those from passing
motor vehicles.

In determining the daily measure of community noise, it is important to account for the
difference in human response to daytime and nighttime noise. Noise is more disturbing at night
than during the day, and noise indices have been developed to account for the varying duration
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of noise events over time as well as community response to them. The Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) is such an index. CNEL represents the 24-hour A-weighted equivalent
sound level with a 5-dB penalty added to “evening” hourly noise levels between 6:00 p.m. and
10 p.m. and a 10-dB penalty added to the “nighttime” hourly noise levels between 10:00 pm and
7:00 am. Because of the time-of-day penalties associated with the CNEL index, the Leg for a
continuously operating sound source during a 24-hour period will be numericaly less. The
Day-Night Average Level (Lan) is similar to CNEL in that it assigns a 10-dB pendty to
“nighttime” hourly noise levels between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 am. Noise is aso
more disturbing the closer a receptor is to the source; noise levels decrease by 6 dB as the
distance from its source doubles (FHWA 2011).

3.8.1.2 TheCharacteristicsof Vibration

Ground-borne vibration consists of waves transmitted through solid material. Several types of
wave motions exist in solids, unlike air, including compressional, shear, torsional, and bending.
The solid medium can be excited by forces, moments, or pressure fields. Ground-borne vibration
propagates from the source through the ground to adjacent buildings by surface waves. Vibration
may be composed of a single pulse, a series of pulses, or a continuous oscillatory motion. The
frequency of a vibrating object describes how rapidly it is oscillating, measured in Hz. Most
environmental vibrations consist of a composite, or “spectrum” of many frequencies, and are
generaly classified as broadband or random vibrations. The normal frequency range of most
ground-borne vibration that can be felt generally starts from alow frequency of lessthan 1 Hz to
a high of about 200 Hz.

Vibration may be defined in terms of the displacement, velocity or acceleration of the particlesin
the medium material. In environmental assessments, where human response is the primary
concern, velocity is commonly used as the descriptor of vibration level, expressed in millimeters
per second (mm/s). The amplitude of vibration can be expressed in terms of the wave peaks or as
an average, called the root mean square (rms). The rmslevel is generally used to assess the effect
of vibration on humans. Vibration levels for typical sources of ground-borne vibration are shown
in Table 3-18 below.

Vibration can produce several types of wave motion in solids including, compression, shear and
torsion, so the direction in which vibration is measured is significant and should generally be
stated as vertical or horizontal. Human perception also depends to some extent on the direction
of the vibration energy relative to the axes of the body. In whole-body vibration analysis, the
direction parallel to the spine is usually denoted as the z-axis, while the axes perpendicular and
parallel to the shoulders are denoted as the x- and y-axes respectively.
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Table 3-18. Typical Levelsof Ground-Borne Vibration

Typical Velocity at

Source 50-feet (mm/s, rms)

Human or Building Response

Blasting from Construction Projects 254 Minor Cosmetic Damage to Fragile Buildings

Bulldozers and Other Heavy Tracked 142
Construction Equipment : Workplace Annoyance; Difficulty with

Vibration Sensitive Tasks

Commuter Rail, Upper Range 0.56

Rapid Transit Rail, Typical Range 0.25 Distinctly Perceptible. Residential Annoyance
Commuter Rail, Typical Range 0.20 for Infrequent Events

Bus or Truck Over Bump 0.10 Barely Perceptible. Residential Annoyance for
Rapid Transit Rail, Typical Range 0.08 Frequent Events.

Busor Truck Typical 0.05 Threshold of Perception

Background Vibration 0.01 None

Source: Adapted from Transit Noise and Vibration Assessment (Federal Transit Administration 2006).

Human perception to vibration varies with the individual and is afunction of physical setting and
the type of vibration. Persons exposed to elevated ambient vibration levels, such as people in an
urban environment, may tolerate a higher vibration level.

3.8.1.3 Noiseand Vibration Environment in the Project Area

The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities are bordered primarily by commercial, light industrial,
and residential development. Various sources of noise and vibration are distributed throughout
the ail field and surrounding areas. Within the Santa Fe Springs Facilities, there are fixed noise
and vibration sources that operated either continuously or intermittently day and night; the
primary noise and vibration sources include processing equipment (e.g. various valves,
compressors, and pumps), reinjection pumps and oil well pumps, flares, microturbines, drilling
equipment, and on-site traffic. The dominant noise source at the Heritage Village Housing
Development is vehicular traffic traveling along Telegraph Road, Bloomfield Avenue, and
Norwalk Boulevard roadways.

Sensitive Receptors

The nearest sensitive receptor is the new Heritage Village Housing Development |ocated
approximately 1,200 feet west of the Main Lease in the northern portion of the 300 Block,
immediately south of the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility across Telegraph Road. The
500 Block is situated between the housing development and the Main Facility. The housing is
separated from the 400 Block by Telegraph Road, and the Project would be located towards the
middle of the 400 Block, approximately one quarter mile from the Heritage Village. In addition,
neighboring commercial areas surround the Project site to the west, north and east within a one
guarter mile radius. Other nearby sensitive receptors include the Richard Graves Middle School,
located 0.7 mile east, as well as Lakeview Elementary School and Santa Fe High School, both
located approximately 1.25 mile west.
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Ambient Noise Levels

The existing noise environment in the areas in and around the Project site was determined from
noise measurement and monitoring conducted on January 19, 2012. Breitburn has been operating
in the same manner since 2012, and no major changes have occurred in the noise environment.
Therefore, the noise levels measured in the 2012 survey are still representative of the ambient
noise environment. A total of 29 noise measurements were conducted at four separate areas
within the Santa Fe Springs Facility, including the 700 Block, an area within the 000 Block to
the northwest of the intersection of Norwalk Blvd and Telegraph Road, an area to the east of the
000 Block and south of Telegraph Rd and the Gas Plant, located in the 400 Block. Note that the
000 Block is located to the east of the proposed Project boundary and is not located within the
Project site boundary (See Figure 2-4). Noise measurement locations are depicted in Figure 3-3
(Breitburn Management Company, LLC 2012). However, monitoring sites 16-24, which are
located within or east of the 000 Block are not included in this analysis because they are
physically separate from the Project site. During the noise survey, each location was surveyed by
aradius of 5 feet. The results of the noise survey are detailed in Table 3-19.

Table 3-19. Noise Survey Results

M easur ed Noise

itori i dBA
Facility L ocation Monitoring Site Monitoring Site L ocation . ( )
Number distance <5 feet
from source
700 Block (Baker Humble Southwest of Produced Water
1 61.6
Lease) Tank
2 South of Thermal Oxidizer 85.2
3 South of LACT 1 Tank 80.5
4 Northeast of Air Stripper 86.7
Between Four (4) Out-of-Service
5 . 66.7
Divert Tanks
6 South of Gas Compressor 89.2
7 South of Gas Scrubber 735
700 Block (Main Tank Farm) 8 E:f of Cooler and West of Fin 76.6
9 North of High Pressure Pumps 85.4
10 Northwest of Low Pressure Pump 89.3
#3
11 Northeast of Charge Pumps 875
12 South of Charge Pumps 86.1
13 Southwest of Cone Bottom Tank 77.3
14 South of Turbine Area 90
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Table 3-19. Noise Survey Results

M easured Noise
Facility L ocation Monitoring Site Monitoring Site L ocation . ( )
Number distance <5 feet
from source
15 Central of Turbine Area 90
25 East of Transformers 711
26 Northeast of Flare 66.6
400 Block (Reinjection 27 South of Compressor (not 55.5
- functioning)
Facility)
8 North of_ Compressor Pump (not 551
functioning)
29 North Corner of Gas Plant 53.1

Source: Breitburn Management Company, LLC 2012

The location of the noise measurement sites and noise levels are illustrated in Figure 3-3. The
results of the 2012 noise survey indicate that nine locations at the main tank farm (700 Block)
measured at a sound level above 85 dBA (at a distance less than five feet from equipment).
However, according to the study, the noise levels measured at the property line ranged from
67 to 68 dBA (Breitburn Management Company, LLC 2012). The only new source of noise at
the Project site since 2012 is the 14 additional microturbines that were installed in November
2014. Noise associated with the operation of these microturbines is 87 dBA which is consistent
with ambient noise measurements taken at monitoring sites 14 and 15.
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As discussed above, the road traffic is the dominant noise source at the Heritage Village Housing
Development and contributes substantially to the ambient noise levels in the area of the Project
site. The Project site is bisected by Telegraph Road, running east to west, and Bloomfield
Avenue, Santa Fe Springs Road and the Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad running north to
south. Other major roads immediately surrounding the Project site include Norwalk Boulevard to
the west, Florence Avenue to the south, and Bell Ranch Road to the North. At the Heritage
Village Housing Development, noise levels were modeled as part of the Environmental Impact
Report for that project (Christopher A. Joseph and Associates 2005). The Heritage Village study
calculated the average noise levels at locations around the housing development based on
predicted traffic volumes and existing site environmental conditions. According to this study, the
modeling results indicated that the existing noise levels measured at that time (measured
approximately 50 feet from the center of roadways) were approximately 70.7 dBA aong
Telegraph Road, approximately 54.6 dBA along Clark Street, approximately 69 dBA aong
Norwalk Boulevard, and approximately 68.3 dBA aong Bloomfield Avenue (Christopher A.
Joseph and Associates 2005). The actual ambient noise levels surrounding the housing tract have
likely increased since these measurements were recorded in 2005. The primary contributions to
increased noise levels in this area since 2005 include an increase in road traffic associated with
the increase in residential housing in the area and the installation of the 20 microturbines
installed in 2011 at the Main Facility. The railroad was operating in 2005 and no studies or
reports indicate any changes in railroad operations. As current existing noise data at the Heritage
Village Housing Development was not available at the time of this analysis, the noise levels at
the nearest residential unit taking into consideration the noise from the 20 microturbines was
estimated for purposes of this anaysis using the methods described in Section 3.8.3
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation below. Specifically, alinear calculation based on the SO
9613-2:1996, Acoustics — Attenuation of Sound during Propagation Outdoors — Part 2: General
Method of Calculation was used to estimate the noise contribution of the 20 microturbines at the
nearest residential unit. The calculation propagates the noise of the 20 microturbines measured
during the 2012 study (sites 14 and 15 with anoise level of 90 dBA) over the 1,200-foot distance
to the residentia tract. Assuming the current day noise levels at the nearest residential unit
without the 20 microturbines has remained the same since 2005 (which is a conservative
assumption since increases in residential housing and traffic have likely increased noise levelsin
this area since 2005) with anoise level of 68.3 dBA at Bloomfield Avenue, the 20 microturbines
contribute an additional estimated 59.4 dBA at the nearest residential unit resulting in a total
daytime noise level of roughly 68.8 dBA because noise is calculated on a logarithmic scale and
sound pressure levels of two separate sounds are not directly additive. This noise level is
considered a conservative estimate of the current ambient noise at the nearest residential
receptor.

Ambient Vibration Levels

Similar to the environmental setting for noise, the vibration environment is dominated by traffic
from nearby roadways. Heavy trucks can generate ground-borne vibrations that vary depending
on vehicle type, weight, and pavement conditions. Existing ground-borne vibration in the Project
vicinity is largely related to heavy truck traffic on the surrounding roadway network. Based on
field observations, vibration levels from adjacent roadways are not perceptible at the Project site
although vibrations from transit of heavy equipment through the Project area may be detected
within close proximity to the source.
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3.8.2 Regulatory Setting
3.8.2.1 Federal
Noise Control Act of 1972

The EPA, pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1972, established guidelines for acceptable noise
levels for sensitive receivers such as residential areas, schools, and hospitals. The levels set forth
are 55-dBA Ldn for outdoor use areas and 45-dBA Ldn for indoor use areas, and a maximum
level of 70-dBA Ldnisidentified for all areas to prevent hearing loss (EPA 1974). These levels
provide guidance for local jurisdictions, but do not have regulatory enforceability. In the absence
of applicable noise limits, the EPA levels can be used to assess the acceptability of
proj ect-related noise.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has also established guidelines
for acceptable noise levels for sensitive receivers such as residential areas, schools, and hospitals
(24 CFR 51). HUD’s noise levels include a two-pronged guidance, one for the desirable noise
level and the other for the maximum acceptable noise level. The desirable noise level established
by HUD conforms to the EPA guidance of 55-dBA Ldn for outdoor use areas of residential land
uses and 45-dBA Ldn for indoor areas of residential land uses. The secondary HUD standard
establishes a maximum acceptable noise level of 65-dBA Ldn for outdoor use areas of residential
areas.

3.8.2.2 State

The California Code of Regulations has guidelines for evaluating the compatibility of various
land uses as a function of community noise exposure, as shown in Table 3-20 below. The State
has also established noise insulation standards for new multi-family residentia units, hotels, and
motels that would be subject to relatively high levels of transportation-related noise. These
requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards (Title 24,
California Code of Regulations). The noise insulation standards set forth an interior standard of
DNL (day-night average sound level) 45 dBA in any habitable room. They require an acoustical
analysis demonstrating how dwelling units have been designed to meet this interior standard
where such units are proposed in areas subject to noise levels greater than DNL 60 dBA.
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Table 3-20. Land Use Compaitibility for Community Noise Environments

Community Noise Exposure

Land Use Category Lan or CNEL, dBA

55 60 65 70 75 80

Residential: Low-density

Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes

Residential: Multiple

Family

Transient Lodging: Motels, Hotels

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals,

Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water

Recreation, Cemeteries

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and

M

Professional

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities,

Agriculture

INTERPRETATION

Normally Acceptable: specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved

are of normal construction without any special noise insulation requirements.

Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should only be undertaken after a detailed analysis

of the noise reduction requirements is made and the needed insulation features included in the design.
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Community Noise Exposure

Land Use Category Lan or CNEL, dBA

55 60 65 70 75 80

Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new development

is to proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and the needed insulation features

included in the design.

Clearly Unacceptable: New development or construction should not be undertaken.
Source: California Office of Planning and Research, 2003

The extensive State regulations pertaining to worker noise exposure are applicable to the
construction phase of the proposed Project (for example California Occupational Safety and
Hedth Administration Occupational Noise Exposure Regulations [8 CCR General Industrial
Safety Orders, Article 105, Control of Noise Exposure, Section 5095, et seq.]), or for workersin
a“central plant” and/or maintenance facility, or involved in the use of maintenance equipment or
heavy machinery.

3.8.2.3 Local
City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Noise Element

The following are policies from the Noise Element of the City’s General Plan that are applicable
to the proposed project.

Policy 2.3: Use noise/land use compatibility standards (refer to Table 1 in the
Santa Fe Springs General Plan Noise Element) as a guide for future planning and
development.

As referenced in Policy 2.3, the following is an excerpt of applicable noise thresholds from Table
1 of the Santa Fe Springs General Plan Noise Element Land Use Compatibility Matrix (City of
Santa Fe Springs 1994).
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CNEL, dB

Land Use Category
50-55 | 55-60 | 60-65 | 65-70 | 70-75 | 75-80 | 80+

Residentia: Single-Family,

Multi-Family, Duplex A A B B ¢ D D

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities,

Wholesale, Service Stations A A A A B B B

L egend:

e% — Normally Acceptable — Specified lank use is satisfactorily based on the assumption that any
building involved are of normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation
reguirements
B — Conditionally Acceptable — New construction or development should be undertaken only after a
detailed analysis of the noise requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the
design.

C — Normally Unacceptable — New construction of development should generally be discouraged. If
it does proceed a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise
insulation features included in the design

D — Clearly Unacceptable — New construction or development should generally not be undertaken

Source: City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan, Noise Element, Adopted February 24, 1994.

Policy 2.4 Review proposed projects in terms of compatibility with nearby noise-
sensitive land uses.

Policy 2.5 Continue to require new commercial and industrial operations located
in proximity to existing or proposed noise sensitive areas to incorporate noise
mitigation into the project design.

Policy 3.2 Continue to minimize the impacts of construction noise on adjacent
land uses through limiting the permitted hours of activity.

City of Santa Fe Springs Code of Ordinances

Noise

The City’s Noise Ordinance provides a basis for controlling excessive and annoying noise from
stationary sources such as industrial plants, pumps, compressors, refrigeration units, etc. It

provides specific noise standards to be applied for various land uses for both daytime and
nighttime hours and describes the manner in which the noise standards are to be enforced.

Noise regulations are set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance in Section 155. According to the
City of Santa Fe Springs Noise Ordinance (8155.424 Permitted Noise Levels) the maximum
allowable external noise level for the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field, based on its zoning as
M-2 Industrial, is 90 dBA during both day and nighttime hours. In addition, the maximum
cumulative minutes durations in any 1-hour period are (1) 70 dBA for 30 minutes, (2) 75 dBA
for 15 minutes, (3) 80 dBA for five minutes and (4) 85 dBA for one minute.
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Moreover, according to the Santa Fe Springs Noise Ordinance, the maximum allowable noise
level allowed for the exterior of residential dwellings is 70 dBA from 7:00 am. through
10:00 p.m., and 65 dBA from 10:00 p.m. through 7:00 am. The maximum indoor noise level is
65 dBA for day and night (City of Santa Fe Springs, 2014).

Per the City of Santa Fe Springs Noise Ordinance (8155.427 Waivers from Noise Requirements),
waivers from the noise control requirements may be authorized by a conditional use permit
granted for a period not to exceed two years subject to reasonable terms, conditions, and
requirements. A waiver may be granted only if the Planning Commission makes the findings
that:

1. Additiona time is necessary for the applicant to alter or modify his activity,
operation or noise source to comply with this chapter; or

2. The activity, operation or noise source cannot feasibly be carried on in a
manner that would comply with the provisions of this chapter and no other
reasonable aternative is available to the applicant.

In granting a waiver, the Planning Commission may prescribe any conditions or requirements it
deems necessary to minimize adverse effects upon the community or the surrounding
neighborhood. In addition, in granting waivers, the Planning Commission will consider the
magnitude of adverse effect caused by the offensive noise, the uses of property within the area
affected by the noise, operations carried on under existing regulations and codes, the time factors
related to study, design, financing and construction of remedial work, the economic factors
related to age and useful life of the equipment, the general public interest, health and welfare, the
feasibility of plans submitted for corrections, and the effect on the community if the waiver is
denied.

Vibrations

Vibration regulations are set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance in Section 155.428. According
to the City of Santa Fe Springs Ordinance (8155.428 Vibrations):

“Every use shall be so operated that the ground vibration generated by said use is not harmful or
injurious to the use or development of surrounding properties. No vibration shall be permitted
which is perceptible without instruments at any use along the property line on which said use is
located. For the purpose of this determination, the boundary of any lease agreement or operating
unit or properties operating as a unit shall be considered the same as the property line.”

3.8.3 Environmental Impactsand Mitigation

The methodology for evaluating potential noise impacts from construction and operation
activities from the Project is based on the procedures of [ISO 9613-2:1996,
Acoustics - Attenuation of Sound during Propagation Outdoors — Part 2: General Method of
Calculation. This international standard procedure is widely used for propagation and evaluation
of environmental noise over distances and is the basis for calculation protocols in humerous
computer models, including CadnaA and SoundPLAN. Such computer models require complex
information on scheduling and daily duration of each noise-producing activity to be able to
calculate and propagate noise levels. Since detailed information was not available, the
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methodology involved spreadsheet calculations based on the 1SO 9613-2:1996 standard. The
procedure essentialy involved determining the maximum noise levels during the various stages
of project activities, based on noise data from equipment manufacturers, the Federal Highway
Administration’s database of construction equipment noise levels (FHWA 2006), and field
measurements around the existing Project areas, and then propagating those maximum noise
levels from the area of activity to the nearest residential dwellings. It isimportant to note that the
propagation calculations do not take into account any barriersto noise (e.g. buildings, vegetation,
and topography between the noise source and receptor) and, therefore, the analysis is
conservative in that calculated noise at the nearest residential site is likely much greater than the
actual noise that would be experienced at that |ocation.

3.8.3.1 Project Design Features

Further, consistent with the City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan Noise Element Policy 2.5 and
to ensure compliance with Santa Fe Springs noise ordinance (i.e., max noise level from 7AM to
10PM of 70 dBA and from 10PM to 7AM of 65 dBA), Breitburn has incorporated the following
featuresinto its project design:

« N-1 Noise produced by the 400 Block Reinjection Facility and CEB burners shall not exceed
any of the five Noise Standards in section 155.424 of the City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal
Code. Satisfying this limit on noise may require the use of noise barriers and/or acoustical
enclosures.

Steps that the oil field operator could take to meet these standards could include selection of
low noise output equipment when installing new or replacing existing equipment. Noise
barriers should be used to reduce the noise output of equipment installed within the
400 Block Reinjection Facility or CEB burners. In addition to purpose-built noise barriers,
careful location of new equipment could aso help reduce noise impact by utilizing the tanks
or other noise barrier structures to shield the line of sight to the residential tract from
additional noise sources.

o N-2 All future 400 Block Reinjection Facility equipment and CEB burners shall be regularly
serviced and repaired to minimize increases in noise output with time and to ensure that tonal
noise from worn bearings, metal-on-metal contact, valves etc. does not cause significant
tonal noise at the oilfield perimeter.

e N-3 Hourly, A-weighted equivalent noise levels at the property line of a neighboring use
shall not elevate existing baseline levels by more than 3 dBA. Thislimit on noise will require
the use of noise barriers and/or acoustical enclosures for drilling operations less than 750 feet
from the residential tract.

Noise barrier blankets are available in 1" to 2" thickness, with densities ranging from
1 pounds per square foot (Ib/ft?) to 2.5 Ib/ft2. Noise levels measured at various drilling sites
indicate a reduction of 15 dBA from 1" thick noise barriers (Arup 2004). Thicker, denser
material can achieve a greater sound reduction. The difference between a sound barrier and a
sound enclosure is that a sound barrier is a wall erected out of the sound barrier blanket
material, whereas a sound enclosure encloses the entire piece of equipment effectively
forming a room in which the equipment is placed. Enclosures that are offered by a variety of
companies can reduce noise levels up to 23 dBA. If the enclosures are insulated with
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additional foam, noise reduction could be 6-8 dBA higher (or up to 31-33 dBA). The exact
types of sound barrier or enclosure required for each drilling operation will depend on the
amount of noise reduction required.

In addition to noise barriers and enclosures there are a number of other possible techniques
that could be used by the oilfield operator to reduce noise from the drilling rig. Several
companies produce “ critical” grade exhaust muffler systems used to reduce noise from heavy
duty diesel engines; these systems could be used to reduce the noise from the crane and
diesel generator. They have a range of noise reduction levels and they can attenuate noise by
23-35 dBA.

N-4 All drilling equipment shall be regularly serviced, maintained and repaired to minimize
increases in noise output with time and to ensure that tonal noise from worn bearings,
metal-on-metal contact, valves etc. does not cause significant tonal noise at the oilfield
perimeter.

3.8.3.2 SignificanceCriteria
The impacts to noise will be considered significant if any of the following criteria are met:

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levelsin excess of standards established in any
applicable plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies,

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels,

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project;

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

The CEQA Guidelines do not define what noise level increase would be considered substantial.
However, the Project would be considered to have a significant impact on noise levelsif:

Construction noise levels exceed the local noise ordinance or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceed, project noise sources increase ambient noise levels by more than 3 dBA.
The City of Santa Fe Springs noise ordinance addresses operationa noise; therefore, the
following threshold used by the City of Los Angeles is used to evaluate construction noise:
construction activities lasting more than 1 day would exceed existing ambient exterior noise
levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; or if construction activities lasting more
than 10 days in a 3-month period would exceed ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or
more at a noise-sensitive use.

The proposed Project operational noise levels exceed any of the local noise ordinances at the
site boundary, causing the ambient noise level measured at the property line of sensitive
receptors to increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable’ or “clearly
unacceptable” category (refer to the applicable noise thresholds from Table 1 of the Santa Fe
Springs General Plan Noise Element Land Use Compatibility Matrix presented in Section
3.8.2.3 above), or any 5 dBA or greater noise increase.
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Specificaly, existing sensitive receivers in the Project area that could potentially be affected by
operational noise from the proposed Project include the Heritage Village Housing Development
located approximately 1,200 feet west of the Main Facility. At this land use, a significant impact
would occur if the proposed Project causes noise levels to increase by (1) 5 dBA or greater
where the existing CNEL islessthan 70 dBA; or (2) 3 dBA or greater where the existing CNEL
exceeds 70 dBA.

There are no adopted State or local ground-borne vibration standards. For this purposes of this
analysis vibration threshold level of 0.24 inches/second at the receptor and typical source
vibration level of 0.644 inches/second at 25 feet per the Caltrans Transportation and
Construction Induced Vibration Guidance Manual (Caltrans 2004) would be considered
significant. This value would avoid damage to residential structures but may be of short-term
annoyance to occupants of residences.

| ssues not Analyzed Further

The project was determined to have no impact with regard to the following significance criteria
in the IS; therefore, these criteria are not addressed further:

« Exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels if the
project is located within an area covered by an airport land use plan, or where such plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of apublic airport or public use airport; or

« Exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels if the
project islocated in the vicinity of aprivate airstrip.

3.8.3.3 Impact Determination

Noise and vibrations would be generated by construction of the new facilities and would
continue during operation. The proposed Project will replace the existing flare with newer,
quieter CEB burners. The construction equipment associated with the proposed Project includes
excavation and grading equipment, cranes, trucks, and various smaller power tools and
generators. Future operations would include an increase in truck traffic to the Consolidated Bulk
Truck Loading System, operation of four new CEB burners, and operation of the new 400 Block
Reinjection Facility that could aso increase noise and vibrations. Additional temporary noise
impacts would occur if anew well is reworked or drilled in the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field in the
future. These potential impacts are analyzed below.

Construction (Short-Term) Noise

Would construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a 3-month period occur which
would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use?

Less than Significant Impact

Noise levels generated by construction equipment depend on factors such as the type of
equipment, and the fraction of time that the equipment is operated over the time period of
construction. The dominant source from most construction equipment is the engine.
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Construction of 400 Block Reinjection Facility

Construction of the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility would be developed in two phases
that would be spaced at least 12 months apart. The majority of the new equipment would be
installed during Phase 1, including one free water knockout, the water tanks, the oil storage tank,
the water surge tanks, one WEMCO flotation separator, oil transfer and skim pumps, water
charge pumps, injection pumps and the vapor recovery system. During Phase 2, additional
equipment would be installed including the second free water knockout tank and the second
WEMCO,; additional oil skim, water charge and injection pumps, and additional collection lines
on the vapor recovery unit. The tank farm would be enclosed within a secondary containment
system consisting of generally concrete block walls.

Construction of the tank farm enclosure and storage tanks, and installation of the pumps and
compressors would require grading of approximately two acres during Phase 1. Installation of
the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility would involve bringing new equipment on-site and
instaling the equipment, requiring a large crane for tank construction, installation of the
WEMCOs and free water knockout. Construction would not require any demolition. Additional
truck and commuter trips would be generated during the construction phase; however, this would
be short-term lasting approximately 20 weeks.

Construction of Consolidated Bulk Truck L oading System

The proposed modification to the existing truck loading system would involve the installation of
one new connection, two hoses and vapor recovery lines, as well as minimal modifications to
other system components to adjust for the second connection. No demolition or
ground-disturbing activities are required during modification of the bulk truck loading station.
Construction of the modified bulk truck loading system would be limited to the equipment
required to bring new Project components on-site and install them. Installation of new equipment
or modification of existing equipment would require light duty trucks and welding equipment
over the course of approximately two weeks.

Constr uction/l nstallation of 400 Block CEB Burners

The CEB burners would be located in the 400 Block to the west of the proposed 400 Block
Reinjection Facility. The installation of the CEBs would require the removal and hauling off of
the existing Bell flare. Minimal grading is anticipated for installation of the concrete foundations
for the new CEBs because the new CEBs have a footprint of about 250 sgquare feet per CEB.
Welding equipment and a lightweight crane (20 ton) will be required to install the new CEBs.
Additional traffic generated during the construction phase would be minimal consisting of truck
trips for delivery of the two CEBs (two are already on-site), removal of the existing flare, and
commuter trips for workersto install the four units.

The FHWA (2006) maintains the most comprehensive database of construction and heavy
equipment source noise. The database was created in conjunction with the EPA and is widely
used for highway and non-highway projects. Table 3-21 lists equipment noise source data and
the quantity of equipment to be used for construction activities of the proposed Project.
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Table 3-21. Construction Activitiesand Equipment

Operating

Typical
Equipment L max

Project Activity (Duration) Equipment Quantity Hoursper Day | (dBA) at 50 feet
from Source!
Construction of 400 Block Reinjection Facility
3/4 ton pickup trucks 4 8 75
Site Prep (2 weeks)
water truck 1 8 76
3/4 ton pickup trucks 4 8 75
Bulldozer 1 1 82
Grader 1 7 85
Grading (2 weeks) Roller 1 7 80
front end loader 1 6 79
Compactor 1 7 83
water truck 1 8 76
3/4 ton pickup trucks 4 8 75
Welder 3 7 74
Compactor 1 7 83
Backhoe 2 7 78
60 ton crane 2 4 84
Construction (20 weeks)
boom truck 1 8 75
water truck 1 8 76
air compressor 3 7 78
Forklift 1 6 80
Generator 1 7 81
Construction of Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System
Construction (2 weeks) Welder 1 7 74
Construction/Installation of 4 CEB Burners
Grading (Including Removal | A-frametruck crane ! ! 81
of Old Flare) (2 weeks) Backhoe 6 78
Installation of 4 CEB Welder ! ! “
Burners (6 weeks) A-frame truck crane 1 4 81
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Table 3-21. Construction Activitiesand Equipment

Typical
. - . . : Operating Equipment L max
Project Activity (Duration) Equipment Quantity Hoursper Day | (dBA) at 50 fest
from Source!
20 ton crane 1 4 84
3/4 ton pickup trucks* 3 8 75

Noise levels derived from the FHWA Construction Noise Handbook (FHWA 2006).

*The air analysis uses truck miles driven, not hours of operation. For the noise analysis, a conservative assumption
of 8 hours of on-site operation is used.

Noise levels are determined based on the Leg, Which is calculated from the Lmax and the
acoustical usage factor (the percentage of time that the equipment is typically in use over agiven
period of time) using the following equation (FTA 2006):

Leg=Lmax+ 10 |Og(ugagefa:tor)

The cumulative noise for the equipment used in each construction phase is propagated to the
nearest receptor to estimate the noise impact resulting from proposed Project as summarized in
Table 3-21. These estimates assume a clear line of site to the receptor without any attenuation,
although the actual environment includes several buildings, a perimeter wall around the housing
tract, and other barriers to noise between the noise source and the nearest residential receptors.
According to the Heritage Village Housing Development Environmental Impact Report
(Christopher A. Joseph and Associates 2005), the perimeter wall surrounding the housing tract
attenuates sound by approximately 10 dBA. Therefore, construction noise levels at the nearest
residence are likely about 10 dBA less than the values presented in Table 3-22.
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Table 3-22. Summary of Calculated Construction Noise Levelsand I mpact Deter mination at
Nearest Residences

Increasein | Above Significance

o Calculated Le; | TOtal Noise(Caleulated | ;) Threshold?
Project Activity Leg +Ambient) )
(dBA) (dBA) Level (5dB increase at
(dBA) receptor site)
Construction of 400 Block Reinjection Facility
Site Prep (2 weeks)
Grading (2 weeks) 58.5 69.2 04 No
Construction (20 weeks) 60.4 69.4 0.6 No
Construction of Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System
Construction (2 weeks) 43.3 68.8 0.0 No

Construction/Installation of 4 CEB Burners

Grading (Including Removal

of Old Flare) (2 weeks) 52.1 68.9 0.1 No

Installation of 4 CEB Burners

(6 weeks) 55.1 69.0 0.2 No

The highest noise levels from construction activity would be associated with construction of the
proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility, producing a maximum hourly noise level of 61.2 dBA
and resulting in an estimated maximum hourly noise level of 69.3 dBA at the nearest residential
receptor approximately 1,200 feet away. The estimated noise levels during construction activities
at the nearest residential unit are al below 70 dBA, with an increase in noise levels from ambient
noise of 0.7 dBA or less (well below the significance threshold of 5 dBA). In addition,
construction activities would not occur during noise sensitive hours (9:00 p.m. to 7:00 am.). The
estimated noise levels during construction at the nearest residential unit are all below 70 dBA,
with an increase in noise levels from ambient noise of 0.7 dBA or less (well below the
significance threshold of 5 dBA).

During construction, it is assumed that at most 5 delivery/haul trucks and 30 construction worker
vehicles would be traveling to and from the Project site daily (during the construction phase of
the 400 Block Reinjection Facility). For an eight-hour construction workday, it is assumed that
approximately 1 delivery/haul truck per hour would be traveling on the surrounding streets. It is
assumed that construction worker vehicles would be traveling on the roadways during the AM
and PM peak hours. The construction worker vehicles would be distributed throughout the
roadways within the vicinity of the Project site. Generally, noise levels increase by 3 dBA when
the number of similar noise sources double. When compared to the traffic volumes identified in
the IS on surrounding roadways, the anticipated addition of 46 vehicle round-trips would not
double the amount of traffic that currently exists in the surrounding area. As such, the increasein
delivery/haul trucks and worker vehicles in the surrounding roadways is not anticipated to
incrementally increase noise levelsin the surrounding area by 3 dBA or more.
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Accordingly, the estimated noise associated with construction activities of the proposed Project
are well below the thresholds of significance and are considered less than significant.

Construction (Short-Term) Vibration

Would construction activities exceed the vibration threshold leval of 0.24 inches/second at the
receptor?
Less than Significant Impact

Typical vibration velocities for construction equipment (e.g. alarge bulldozer or caisson drilling)
have been estimated at approximately 0.352 inches/second at a distance of 10 feet (Federal
Transit Authority, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995). Loaded haul
trucks generate vibration levels of 0.300 inches per second at the same distance. The nearest
sensitive receptor is the Heritage Village Housing Development approximately 1,200 feet west
of the Main Facility (700 Block) and approximately 1,200 feet from any vibration-inducing
construction equipment associated with the construction activities in the 400 Block (across
Telegraph Road). Haul trucks would access the Project site via Telegraph Road and Bloomfield
Avenue which would result in pass-by of trucks approximately 60 feet from the nearest
residential unit. Ground-borne vibration dissipates very rapidly with distance, reducing the
vibrations associated with construction equipment such as a large bulldozer or caisson drilling to
0.27 inches/second at 55 feet from the source, and 0.023 for loaded haul trucks at the same
distance. Therefore, vibrations associated with construction activities would be imperceptible at
distances greater than 55 feet from the source — before reaching the nearest residence.
Accordingly, impacts from ground-borne vibrations associated with Project construction
activities are considered less than significant.

Operations (Long-Term) Noise
Would Project operations exceed existing ambient CNEL noise levels by 3 dBA or more at a
noise-sensitive use?

Less Than Significant

Operations of the proposed Project that have the potential to alter the existing noise environment
includes operation of the new oil/gas/water processing plant at the 400 Block, increased truck
loading operations at the Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading system within the Main Facility
(700 Block), and operation of the four new CEB flares. In addition, related activities that are not
part of the proposed Project but that would have potentia indirect impact on the noise
environment include the drilling of a new well>* and the operation of 14 new microturbines
installed in 2014.

400 Block and 700 Block Oper ations

The operations associated with the proposed Project within the 400 Block include operation of
the new 400 Block Reinjection Facility located approximately 1,500 feet from the nearest
residential unit and up to four new CEB burners located approximately 1,750 feet from the

24 As discussed in Section 2.6.4; only the increase in production and/or oil well drilling that can be attributable to the project
would be analyzed for impacts.
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nearest residential unit. The 400 Block Reinjection Facility would operate 24-hours per day.
Potentially all four CEB burners could be in use simultaneously and would also operate 24-hours
per day. The noise associated with each burner is 90 dBA at the source (equal to approximately
87 dBA at 50 feet from the source) as detailed in Table 3-23a. The maximum noise generated
from the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility would occur after the second phase of
construction that would increase the processing capacity from 2,000 to 4,000 barrels per day. At
the 400 Block Reinjection Facility, the largest contributors to noise would be the two
compressors associated with the vapor recovery system and the various electric pumps
throughout the system. Typical noise associated with vapor recovery systems is approximately
100 dBA at the source (equal to approximately 97 dBA at 50 feet from the source) and noise
associated with the electric pumps is estimated at approximately 81 dBA at 50 feet from the
source as detailed in Table 3-23a. At the 700 Block, the noise impacts of the expanded truck
loading system were anayzed.

Drilling of One New Well

It is reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wells in the future to maintain or
increase production as related to the operation of the newly proposed facilities. As such, oil well
drilling is assessed as potentially attributable to the proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility.2

If Breitburn were to drill new wells at the Field in the future, Breitburn would not drill more than
one new well at any given time at the Project site. Drilling one new well would be completed in
no more than 20 days and involve a number of pieces of equipment operating on a 24-hour
schedule as detailed in Table 3-23b.

For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that some of the new oil wells would consist of
submersible pumping units, while the remainder would be horse-head type pumping units. All
units would be powered with electric pumps. Such machines are relatively quiet, largely because
they are driven by electric motors rather than internal combustion engines. Typical noise levels
from oil pumping units that operate after drilling is completed and the well is operationa are
approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 10-feet. However, where pumps are clustered together,
their individual noise outputs will combine, resulting in an increased potential for noise impact.
The noise of the additional microturbines installed in 2014 (but separate from the Project) is also
assessed.

25 Breitburn reworks wells within the Block boundaries, industrial area, and within the residential area. Reworking rigs are
significantly shorter than drilling rigs (40 feet versus 120 feet). Reworking is typically done during daytime hours and is
completed in approximately 1 day. However, re-working potentially attributable to the Project is small compared to reworking
that would be done for maintenance, pump replacement, removal of scale build-up, replacing worn tubes, etc. (See IS Section
1.5.4.1 for additional information about routine oil field operations). Noise levels from re-working a well are short-term
(one day), and much lower than new well drilling. Thus, any noise impacts from well work-overs potentially attributable to the
Project would be negligible.
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Table3-23a. Project Equipment
. Typical
. - . . Operating Equipment L max
Project Activity Equipment Quantity Hours per (dBA) at 50 feet
Day from Source!
Operation of 400 Block Reinjection Facility
Compressors 2 24 97
400 Block Reinjection Facility
Pumps Various 24 81
CEB Burners CEB Burners 4 24 87
Operation of 700 Block Facilities
Operation of Consolidated
Bulk Truck Loading System Tank Trucks 5 12 80

(Noise Associated with 2
Trucks Per Hour)

Noise levels derived from the FHWA Construction Noise Handbook (FHWA 2006) and data provided by CEB

Burner vendor.

Table3-23b. Related Equipment
. Typical
. . . . Operating Equipment L max
Project Activity Equipment Quantity Hours per (dBA) at 50 feet
Day from Source!
Drilling a New Well
Kenai Drilling Rig #15,
Caterpillar C-15 L 24 82
crane 1 4 8l
forklift 1 4 80
generator set 1 24 8l
(20 days per well)
generator set 1 24 8l
air compressor 2 24 78
concrete pump truck (65 cubic 1 8 81
yards per hour)
tractor/trailer (60 ton, 40 feet) 1 4 80
Microturbines
Operation 14 Microturbines Microturbines 14 24 87

Noise levels derived from the FHWA Construction Noise Handbook (FHWA 2006)
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The cumulative noise for the operations in each block is propagated to the nearest receptor to
estimate the noise impact resulting from the proposed Project as summarized in Table 3-24. The
calculations used to produce these estimates assume a clear line of site to the receptor, although
the actual environment includes several buildings and other barriers to noise between the noise
source and the nearest residential receptors. The ambient CNEL at the residential receptors
assumes a daytime and evening ambient Leq of 68.8 dBA with a nighttime Leq of 58.8 dBA.
Using these values, the calculated ambient CNEL at the residentia tract is 69.9 dBA. The
calculated CNEL associated with the operations of the proposed Project assumes 24-hour
operation of the facilities. As shown in Table 3-24, the proposed Project with design features has
less than significant noise impacts.

Table 3-24. Summary of Calculated Operation Noise Levelsand Impact Deter mination at Near est
Residences with Project Design Features

Above
Calculgted Total Daytime _Tota}I . Significance
Leg With . Nighttime Increasein
. Noise . . Threshold?
Project Activity PI’OJ.eCt (Calculated L Noise Noise L evel (>3dB
Design X & (Calculated (dBA )
+Ambient) . increase at
Features (dBA Leg)! Leg +Ambient) CNEL) r eceptor
(dBA)? = (dBA L)t ot
site)
Operation of 400 Block 48.9-58.9 69.2 61.9 0.2-1.4 No
Facilities
Operation of 700 Block 605 69.4 62.8 19 No

Facilities

Drilling New WEells (400
feet or more from 38.9-53.9 68.6 - 69 58.9-60 0-0.1 No
residential receptors)

Operation of New Wells
(400 feet or more from 43.9 68.8 59.0 0.1 No
residential receptors)

(1 Assume daytime ambient noise level of 68.8 dBA and nighttime ambient noise level of 58.8 dBA for an ambient
CNEL of 68.4 dBA.

(2 Exact L dependent on project design feature used.

Operations (Long-Term) Vibrations. Would operation activities exceed the vibration threshold
level of 0.24 inches/second at the receptor?

Less than Significant Impact

The major source of vibration and low-frequency airborne noise at the 400 Block would be the
CEB burners. Under normal operating conditions, produced gas is reused in the existing
20 third-party microturbines, as well as in the new 14 Breitburn-owned microturbines. The CEB
burners would combust the produced gas at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities only for gas
above that which is used in the microturbines. Potentially, a large volume of gas could be routed
through the flares which would produce vibration and low-frequency airborne noise that could
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affect off-site areas. The nearest residential receptor to the CEB burners is approximately
1,750 feet to the south. Based on analyses conducted at other regional oil fields that flare field
gas, vibration and low-frequency airborne noise associated with flaring large volumes of gas
would not exceed the threshold of 0.24 inches/second at the residential tract. Therefore, impacts
would result in less than significant impacts with respect to vibration (MRS 2008).

Drilling and reworking activities typically produce ground-borne vibrations of approximately
0.0062 inches/second at 50 feet from the source (FHWA 2006). This vibration level is
substantially below the significance criterion even in very close range to the drill rig. Therefore
the vibration impacts of drilling a new well would be considered |ess than significant.

Haul trucks would access the Project site via Telegraph Road and Bloomfield Avenue which
would result in pass-by of trucks approximately 60 feet from the nearest residential unit. Loaded
haul trucks generate vibration levels of 0.300 inches per second at a distance of 10 feet from the
source (FHWA 2006). Ground-borne vibration dissipates very rapidly with distance, reducing
the vibrations associated with loaded haul trucks to 0.23 inches per second at 55 feet from the
source. Therefore vibrations associated with trucks accessing the Project facility would be
imperceptible at distances greater than 55 feet from the source — before reaching the nearest
residence. Accordingly, impacts from ground-borne vibrations associated with Project operations
are considered less than significant.

Significance Determination

With incorporation of the project design features, the Project would result in less than significant
impacts with regard to noise and vibration.

Mitigation Measures

The Project would not result in any significant impacts with regard to noise and vibration.
No mitigation measures are required.

3.9 Solid and Hazardous Waste
3.9.1 Environmental Setting
3.9.1.1 Solid Waste Generation, Storage and Disposal

Wastes are currently stored on-site in Baker Tanks at the 700 Block (solid and wet/solid wastes)
and in Baker Tanks at the 400 block (wet/solid wastes only). The site aso generates office
wastes. All wastes are sent to the following three locations:

o Anterra Treatment and Class Il Disposal facility islocated in Oxnard, CA (1933 East Wooley
Road Oxnard, CA 93030) approximately 80 miles NW of the Project Site. The facility
receives 100% non-hazardous oil field waste;

« Southern California Waste Water is located in Santa Paula, CA (815 Mission Rock Road,
Santa Paula, CA) approximately 80 miles NW of the Project site. Southern California Waste
Water accepts tank bottoms, drilling mud and cuttings, and production fluids; and

o Thermal Remediation Solutions is located in Azusa, CA (1211 West Gladstone Street,
Azusa, CA 91702) approximately 20 miles north of the Project site and accepts
non-hazardous soils and other solid wastes.
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No waste from the Project site is disposed at local public landfills.

Breitburn currently uses the following private solid waste contractors at the oil field: TMG,
Ocean Blue, John Guzman Services, and Patriot Environmental Services. No public waste
disposal services are provided.

3.9.1.2 Hazardous Waste Generation, Storage and Disposal

The facility does not hold any RCRA permits, and has no hazardous waste manifests because no
hazardous waste is generated. All private contractors listed above are also equipped to handle
hazardous waste; however, the Santa Fe Springs Facilities do not generate wastes that are
characterized or listed as “hazardous.” If such hazardous wastes were generated, they would be
disposed of at McKittrick Waste Landfill, the nearest facility that accepts hazardous waste. In
addition, any such wastes would be stored and transported per al applicable hazardous waste
regulations.

3.9.1.3 Regulatory Background
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq.

RCRA establishes a regulatory structure for the management of solid and hazardous wastes.
RCRA gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) the authority to control the
generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also sets
forth a framework for the management of non-hazardous waste.

The 1986 amendments to RCRA found in Subtitle | (40 CFR Part 280 et seq), enable EPA to
address environmental problems that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and
other hazardous substances. RCRA focuses on active and future facilities;, however, once a
hazardous material is released to the environment, it is deemed a waste as soon as the material
impacted is disturbed or moved. Therefore, contaminated soil can be regulated under RCRA. The
California Department of Toxic Substance Control implements RCRA in California and
regulations regarding hazardous waste are contained in Title 26 of the California Code of
Regulations.

Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC)

The objective of the DTSC is to protect human health and the environment from exposure to
hazardous material and waste. The DTSC has the authority to respond and enforce the cleanup of
hazardous substance releases pursuant to the Hazardous Substance Account Act, chapter 6.8,
division 20 of the Health and Safety Code, and the cleanup of hazardous waste under the
Hazardous Waste Control Law, chapter 6.5, divison 20 of the Health and Safety Code
(commencing with section 25100).

The Hazardous Substance Account Act contains a petroleum exclusion by which the term
"hazardous substance" cannot apply to "petroleum, including crude oil or any fraction thereof
which is not otherwise specifically listed or designated as a hazardous substance.” (Health and
Safety Code, §25317). As a result, the DTSC can enforce the cleanup if the presence of
hazardous substance results from: (1) the addition of hazardous substances to crude oil and the
addition is not part of regular crude oil processing; or (2) use of crude oil. (40 C.F.R. §261.3).
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Waste streams at oil production sites are generally considered waste, not substances, and are thus
regulated by the DTSC when hazardous. Certain waste streams can be considered as recyclable
material, not waste, provided that their ultimate disposal to land does not release contaminants to
the environment (Health and Safety Code, §25143). Most waste streams from oil and gas sites
qualify for the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act "petroleum exclusion,” described in
title 40, section 261.4 of the C.F.R. Thus, most petroleum soil contamination resulting from
typica "exploration, development, or production of crude oil, natural gas or geothermal energy”
is excluded from Resource Conservation and Recovery Act classification (40 C.F.R.
8261.4(b)(5).). A clarification of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act petroleum
exclusion is provided in the March 22, 1993 issue of the Federal Register (58 Fed. Reg. 15284).
Drilling waste is classified under California Code of Regulations, title 22, section 66261.120 as
"special waste” and does not necessarily need to be disposed at hazardous waste
treatment/storage/disposal facilities even if it exhibits hazardous characteristics.

Under Government Code section 65962.5, subdivision (a), the DTSC is required to compile and
update as appropriate, but at least annually, and submit to the Secretary for Environmental
Protection, alist including the following:

1. All hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Health
and Safety Code section 25187.5; and

2. All land designated as hazardous waste property or border zone property
pursuant to Health and Safety Code, division 20, chapter 6.5, article 11 (section
25220 et seq.).

3.9.2 Environmental Impactsand Mitigation
3.9.2.1 SignificanceCriteria
The impacts associated with hazards would be considered significant if:

« The generation and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste exceeds the capacity of
designated landfills.

3.9.2.2 Environmental Impacts

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

There will be no demoalition of any structures as a result of construction or operation of the
proposed Project. The disposal of construction-related waste could contribute to the diminishing
available landfill capacity. However, sufficient landfill capacity currently exists to handle the
one-time disposal of the minimal amount of this material. In addition, the existing flare would be
removed from the site and its metal would possibly be recycled. In the event that the flare is sent
to alandfill, it would contribute less than 1% of the landfill capacity and would have no impact.
During operation, the proposed Project is expected to generate only small volumes of solid
waste, primarily from administrative or office activities, e.g., waste paper, and maintenance
activities, e.g., filters. Additional waste would be generated as a result of well drilling, when that
activity occurs. Mud and cutting removed from a well during drilling are dewatered and
solidified. The resulting solid is hauled off-site, tested for chemical composition, and sent to a
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landfill that is authorized to accept non-hazardous drilling waste. Typically, the landfill recycles
the solid material as landfill cover. Therefore, the net amount of solid waste would result in less
than significant impacts.

3.9.2.3 Significance Determination

The project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to solid and hazardous
waste.

3.9.2.4 Mitigation Measures

The project would not result in any significant impacts. No mitigation measures are
recommended.

3.10 Growth Inducing Impacts

The CEQA Guidelines define growth-inducing change as the impacts of a proposed Project that
“could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment” (815126.2(d)). The Project would not
result in the creation of any new jobs or foster regional economic growth that would result in
population changes or the construction of additional housing. In addition, the up to
4,000 additional barrels of oil per day the Project could produce is negligible compared to the
greater than 1,000,000 bbls/day of oil processed at local refineries®s; and greater than the
550,000 bbls/day of oil produced in California per day.2” Therefore, no growth-inducing impacts
are expected from the proposed Project.

3.11 Significant and Unavoidable Adver se Impacts

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR analyze any “significant irreversible environmental
changes which would be caused by the proposed project should it be implemented”, such as the
use of nonrenewable resources, primary and secondary impacts, and irreversible damage that
could result from environmental accidents associated with the project [815126.2(c)].
Furthermore, it defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts’ (815355).

The project would result in significant and unavoidable adverse air quality impacts, solely due to
the potential impacts of additional oil well drilling.

No other significant and unavoidable impacts would result from the proposed Project.

26 http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/ CEC-600-2006-006/CEC-600-2006-006. pdf
27 http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_crd crpdn_adc_mbbl_m.htm
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3.12 Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant

The IS for the proposed Project found no impacts or less than significant impacts would result
with regard to the following environmental areas:

— Aesthetics

— Agricultural and Forestry Resources
- Biological Resources

— Cultural Resources

— Land Use and Planning

- Mineral Resources

— Population and Housing

— Public Services

- Recreation

— Transportation

An evaluation of the potential impacts under each of the resource areas in comparison to the
CEQA IS Checklist is provided in the IS published November 22, 2014, which is included as
Appendix B to this EIR. No further analysisis provided in this EIR. Two public comments were
received on the IS, related to Cultural Resources and Hazards/Hazardous Materials.

Cultural Resources

As noted in the IS, no culturally or archeologically significant resources have been identified,
including any Native American culturally significant resources, at the sites for aimost 100 years
of oil field operations and no impacts on archeological or cultural resources are expected due to
the Project. During the public comment period a comment letter was received from the Native
American Heritage Commission identifying standard procedures and practices to address
potential impacts to historical and cultural resources. Although it is not anticipated, as discussed
in the NOP/IS, if culturally or archaeologically sensitive resources are encountered, Breitburn
would follow applicable regulations and consult with tribes and interested Native American
consulting parties as required.

Hazar ds and Hazardous M aterials

DOGGR commented on the IS with regard to DOGGR regulations that address the location of
proposed structures in relation to abandoned wells.

DOGGR states that should any proposed structures be located over or in close proximity to a
previously plugged and abandoned well, as the well may need to be plugged to current division
specifications if construction of a structure could result in a Hazard. (Section 3208.1 of the
Public resources Code authorizes DOGGR to order such reabandonment). Furthermore, if any
plugged, abandoned or unrecorded wells are damaged or uncovered during grading, remedial
plugging operations may be required. If such damage or discover occurs, DOGGR must be
contacted to obtain information on the requirements and approval to perform remedial
operations. In addition, DOGGR has established a Construction Site Plan Review Program.
DOGGR considers 10 feet to be the minimum distance needed to maintain access to a well for
potential future remedial work. Before any construction can begin, wells within 10 feet of the
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proposed construction must be plugged and abandoned to current standards and tested for gas or
fluid leakage. Wells 10 feet or more from a proposed structure do not need to be plugged and
abandoned to current standards unless future well access will be limited by topography, loss of
entry or workspace, or grading ateration. Wells in this category must also be tested for gas or
fluid leakage. Wells beneath a proposed structure must be plugged and abandoned to current
standards and tested for gas or fluid leakage. For wells never found even after intensive
surveying and excavation efforts by DOGGR and developers, DOGGR typicaly recommends
surface control for gas that may leak into proposed structures near a well’s historic location.
Such controls may include the installation of gas leak detection sensors located in basements or
low-lying areas where gas may accumulate. These measures help to ensure the continued
protection of health and safety for urban development in proximity to oil fields. All such
provisions will be enacted, if necessary, during the development of the proposed Project
(DOGGR 2007).
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CHAPTER 4

4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Introduction
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4.4  Comparison of Impacts: Alternativesto the Proposed Proj ect

45 Conclusion
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4.1 Introduction

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, this chapter identifies and compares the relative merits of
aternatives to the proposed Project. This includes a range of reasonable alternatives to the
proposed Project that feasibly attain most of the project objectives and provide a means for
evaluating the comparative merits of each aternative. A ‘No Project’ alternative must also be
evaluated. The range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, but need not
include every conceivable project alternative. CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(c) specifically notes
that the range of alternatives required in a CEQA document is governed by a 'rule of reason’ and
only necessitates that the CEQA document set forth those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice. The key consideration is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives
fosters informed decision making and meaningful public participation. A CEQA document need
not consider an aternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative. SCAQMD Rule 110 (the rule which implements the
SCAQMD's certified regulatory program) does not impose any greater requirements for a
discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an EIR
under CEQA.

4.2 Project Objectives

As discussed in Section 2.5, Breitburn developed the proposed Project in response to its current
fluids handling systems operating near or at maximum capacity, limiting its ability to produce ail
from existing wells (some of which are now shut in), as well as from future wells. Also,
Breitburn proposes to replace the existing flare with a new CEB burner and add up to three
additional CEB burners. In addition, although almost all of the oil from the Breitburn facility is
transported by the Crimson Pipeline, a portion of the oil is trucked off-site, primarily when there
are pressure balance issues with the Crimson Pipeline and/or when warranted by market
conditions. The existing system allows approximately 476 barrels per day of oil to be trucked
off-site, which is much lower than the current oil production capacity of about 4,000 barrels per
day. The addition of one additional truck loading connection to the existing connection, and
modifications to improve control of the loading vapors, would allow two trucks to be loaded
simultaneously, and up to approximately 3,100 barrels per day of oil to be trucked off-site
(which isstill within current production levels).

The Project objectives are as follows:

1. Increase the ability to process produced water, oil and gas separation capacity
to produce oil from currently shut-in wells and eventually future wells, when
economics (consumer demand and world supply) are favorable;

2. Replace the older existing flare with a BACT burner to reduce emissions, and
to add additional burnersto the extent they are needed for safety and redundancy;

3. Increase produced oil truck loading capacity for use when warranted by market
conditions and/or there are pressure balance issues or other issues rendering the
Crimson Pipeline unavailable; and
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4. Maintain operational efficiency, safety, flexibility, and economic viability of
the Breitburn Facility and continue oil production operations from the mature
Santa Fe Springs Oil Field.

4.3 Alternatives Summary

Five alternatives to the proposed Project are summarized in the following sections: Alternative 1
(No Project), Alternative 2 (Gas Reinjection), Alternative 3 (Additiona Microturbines),
Alternative 4 (Gas Sales), and Alternative 5 (Electrification of Qil/Injection Well Drilling).
Alternatives that are analyzed in further detail in this EIR are described in Section 4.3.1;
alternatives to the proposed Project that are rejected as infeasible are discussed in Section 4.3.2.
Aside from the alternatives described in Section 4.3, no other project aternatives were identified
that met the basic objectives of the proposed Project while substantially reducing significant
adverse environmental impacts. A summary of the features of the five alternativesis presented in
in Table 4-1.
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Table4-1. Summary Comparison of Project and Alternatives Features

Alternative 3 Alternative 5
Project Proposed Proiect Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Additional Alternative 4 Electrification of
Component P d No Project Gas Reinjection . . Gas Sales Oil/Injection Well
Microturbines -
Drilling
400 Block Reinjection Facility
New crude
oil/water/gas
NewCrde | A | e e
Oil/Water/Gas e P o ' | Same as Proposed Same as Proposed Same as Proposed | Same as Proposed
. produced water, and no additional . . ) )
Separation - . Project Project Project Project
System 2 MMscfd of processing of oil,
produced gas water or gas beyond
the current facility
limitations.
Consolidated Bulk Truck L oading System
Addition of new
crude oil truck
Modification of | loading connection; No addition of crude
Truck Loading | M F’d.' fication to ol truck_ loading Same as Proposed Same as Proposed Same as Proposed | Same as Proposed
System and existing thermal connection or . . . )
e e Project Project Project Project
Thermal oxidizer; modification of
Oxidizer Modification of thermal oxidizer.
existing truck loading
connection
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Table4-1. Summary Comparison of Project and Alternatives Features

Alternative 3 Alternative 5
Project Proposed Proiect Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Additional Alternative 4 Electrification of
Component P d No Project Gas Reinjection . . Gas Sales Oil/Injection Well
Microturbines -
Drilling
Flaring System
Remove existing 1 CEB in ready- .
: o CEBsin ready-
John Zink BeI_I Flare No installation of any standboy .(pHOt light CEBs will not operate standby (pilot
andreplacewithone | opp gng ca. The | COMBUSIONONlY) 1 o oot for additional | light combustion
Replacement of | CEB-800-CA; : ' and 3 CEBs not ceptior 9 Same as Proposed
John Zink Bell Flare . microturbines only) except for .
Flare Addupto3 L operating except for ; Project
" would remain in place oS mai ntenance and/or gas sales system
additional CEB-800- . gasreinjection .
to processfield gas. : breakdown maintenance
CA flaresfor system maintenance and/or breakdown
redundancy and/or breakdown
Other
Convert existing well Install Gas Plant
M (compressor,
to gasre-injection
. scrubbers,
well and install four- denvaration unit
Additional stage electric yaratif '
. amine unit, and
Component compressor, inter- Install up to 175 flares and/or
Required for NA NA stage coolers and additional . NA
- . . permitted
Specific scrubbersto alow microturbines ; .
: L microturbines).
Alternative for gasreinjection.
. o Install gas
Minor re-piping of .
- . metering and
existing flow lines -
. odorizing
required. .
equipment
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Table4-1. Summary Comparison of Project and Alternatives Features

Alternative 3 Alternative 5
Project Proposed Proiect Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Additional Alternative 4 Electrification of
Component P g No Project Gas Reinjection . . Gas Sales Oil/Injection Well
Microturbines -
Drilling
Related Oil Field Activities
Qil Field Utilize electric
Production Drilling of up to one Sr:'” rigs rather
an
Re! aFed new _wel l/day pl us Same as Proposed Same as Proposed Same as Proposed Same as Proposed | diesel-powered
Drilling continued operation Proi Proi Proi Pro arill i arill
: of existing 14 on-site oject oject oject oject rill rigsto dri
Operet e nd microturbines new wells and
14 on-site rework existing
microturbines wells.
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4.3.1 Description of the Project Alternatives Evaluated

Two aternatives in addition to the No Project Alternative were identified for further analysis in
this chapter. These two project aternatives were developed by modifying one or more
components of the proposed Project. Unless otherwise stated, all other components of each
project aternative are identical to the proposed Project. Potential impacts associated with these
alternatives are compared in Section 4.4 with potential impacts from the proposed Project.

4.3.1.1 Alternative1—No Project Alternative

CEQA Guidelines 815126.6 requires evaluation of a no project alternative to allow decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project. The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed Project
would not be adopted.

Under the No Project Alternative the Santa Fe Springs Facility would continue to operate with
the existing equipment. The proposed 400 Block Reinjection Facility would not be constructed,
produced water would continue to be processed at the existing 700 Block Facility, and the
additional truck loading connection would not be installed. As such, oil that is not shipped via
the Crimson Pipeline would continue to be trucked off-site using only the existing connection,
with the existing limit of 476 barrels of oil in any one day. Under this alternative, the
lower-emission enclosed burners (Flare Industries CEBS) would not be installed to process field
gas and the existing John Zink Flare would remain in place.

4.3.1.2 Alternative 2 - GasReinjection

Under this alternative, field gas would be re-injected into an existing oil producing formation
within the Santa Fe Springs Oil Field rather than being flared on-site. This alternative would
utilize aprevioudly drilled well for re-injection of excess oil field gas. Conversion of the existing
well for gas re-injection purposes would require a workover rig, asmall crane, and severa truck
trips. The gas re-injection system would involve the use of a four stage electric compressor,
inter-stage coolers and scrubbers, and would require minor re-piping of existing flow lines and
the use of temporary well servicing equipment to prepare the existing well for this use. The
compressor would be installed as part of the gas management system and would reduce
combustion emissions over the long-term. DOGGR is the agency with regulatory authority to
approve gas re-injection operationsz. All other components of the Project would proceed in this
Alternative as described under the Project.2

4.3.1.3 Alternative 3 —Additional Microturbines

In November 2014, Breitburn installed 14 CARB-certified microturbines to increase on-site
electricity by burning field gas. Under this alternative, the maximum capacity of all gas handling
through the CEBs in the proposed Project are instead processed through an additional

2 The Project has an application on file with DOGGR seeking approval of the use of a pre-existing well as a potential gas
re-injection well. DOGGR has yet to approve this application for a gas injection project.

2% Note that, although up to four new CEBs would be installed, only one CEB would operate primarily in ready-standby mode.
The four CEBs would only operate above this level during breakdown or maintenance of the gas reinjection egquipment but not
during typical operations.
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175 microturbines that would further increase electricity generation and reduce the amount of
gas non-beneficially flared on-site and the amount of electricity imported. All other components
of the Project would proceed in this Alternative as described under the Project.>> Under this
aternative, the facility may be subject to additional programs due to increased emissions (i.e.
emission offsets, Title V, etc.) if additional microturbines are added.

Specifically, the impactsto air quality from Alternative 3 are expected to be greater than those of
the proposed Project (see Appendix B and Table 4-2 below for details). The impacts from
Alternative 3 would be greater and more significant than those from the proposed Project
because the electricity-producing microturbines produce more emissions than the CEBs (per unit
gas combusted). Alternative 3 would also require extensive additional construction activities
over a greater on-site space (for up to an additional 175 microturbines for the same gas handling
capability). Overall, the incremental air quality impacts associated with Alternative 3 equipment
alone (i.e, without drilling activity) exceed the SCAQMD’s mass emissions significance
thresholds for VOCs, NOx and CO (Table 4-2); in contrast, the Project equipment a one does not
(see Table 3-8).

Table 4-2. Comparison of Alternative 3 Emissions Without Drilling to Baseline Emissions (Up
to 175 Additional Microturbines Operating, Peak-Day)
_ Alternative 3 Emissions (Ib/day)
Project Phase voc | No, | so. | co | Pm
Tota Baseline Emissions 3.95 44.57 0.20 11.81 2.50
Alternative 3 Oper ational Equipment Components
CEBs not operating (i.e. no gas flow) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System 11.49 15.01 0.04 351 0.55
400 Block Reinjection Facility 14.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Up to 175 Microturbines 273.00 136.50 | 19.00 | 1,638.00 | 18.93
Total Operational Equipment Emissions 298.53 15151 | 19.04 | 1,641.51 | 1948
'(;‘rflr;me”ta' Emissions Increase - Operational Equipment 20458 | 106.94 | 1884 | 1,629.69 | 16.97
SCAQMD Significance Threshold (Ib/day) 55 55 150 550 55
SCAQMD Sgnificance Threshold Exceeded? YES YES NO YES NO

Alternative 3 exacerbates significant air quality impacts on days with potentially-related drilling
activities and, unlike the Project, would cause significant air quality impacts from the operational
eguipment on most days in the year. In addition, construction air quality impacts from the
installation of 175 microturbines would likely be significant, because the grading and foundation
requirements for that many microturbines would be much greater than for the Project’s four
CEBs. It would be difficult to reduce these impacts to less than significance without an
inefficient installation schedule of afew microturbines per day.

30 Full CEB operation would only occur if the 175 additional microturbines were not operating (e.g. maintenance).
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In addition, the addition of up to 175 microturbines would result in a significant increase in noise
compared to the proposed Project. Table 4-3 below provides a detailed assessment of the
increase in noise that would result from use of up to 175 microturbines at the Project site.

Table4-3. Summary of Calculated Operation Noise L evelsand
Impact Determination at the Nearest Residence

Above

Calculate T_otal Daytime thal Nighttime Ingreasein Significance

Project Activity dLe Nmse(CaIcglated N0|se(CaICt_JIated Noise Level Threshold?
(dBA) Leqg +Ambient) Leq +Ambient) (dBA (>3dB

(dBA Leg)? (dBA Leg)? CNEL) increase at

receptor site)

Operation of
700 Block Fadilities 65.9 70.6 66.7 1878 Yes

1. Assume daytime ambient noise level of 68.8 dBA and nighttime ambient noise level of 58.8 dBA for an
ambient CNEL of 68.4 dBA.

Block 700, the site of the existing microturbines (14 Breitburn microturbines and 20 small
third-party microturbines) and related electrical infrastructure, also contains the existing
oil/gas/water separation equipment, main tank farm, existing (and proposed modified)
truck-loading station, and more than 20 production and injection well locations (see Section 2.4
and Figures 2-4 and 2-9). The suitability for siting an additional 175 microturbines in the 700
Block is greatly constrained by the presence of this existing equipment and the space it occupies
on the site. Productive use of the much larger amounts of energy generated by the additional
microturbines around the clock would aso depend on SCE infrastructure and
requirements/regulations for distributed generation. Alternative 3 would impair Objective 4 —
operational efficiency, safety, flexibility and economic viability, in part because of the issues of
site suitability and infrastructure availability. In addition, the capital cost of the microturbines
alone (separate from installation and operation) is over fifteen times the capital cost of four
CEBs to handle equivalent amounts of process gas and CEBs would also have to be installed for
safety and environmental reasons as emergency back-ups for the microturbines.

CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(c)(3) states that inability to avoid significant environmental factors,
such as noise above the applicable significance threshold when the Project has no significant
noise impacts, may be a factor used to eliminate an alternative from detailed consideration in an
EIR. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines 8815126.6(f)(1) and (3) state that site suitability and
availability of infrastructure, respectively, are factors that may be taken into account when
addressing the feasibility of an alternative. As described above, the addition of an additional 175
microturbines would be greatly constrained by existing equipment and well operations, and that
the existing infrastructure was designed for a much lower level of distributed generation. Lastly,
Guidelines §15126.6(c)(1) states that failure to meet a basic project objective, such as the
Project’'s Objective 4 — impairing operational efficiency, safety, flexibility and economic
viability, may also be a factor in determining whether to eliminate an alternative from detailed
consideration in an EIR. Based on all these factors that may be considered under the CEQA
Guidelines, Alternative 3 is eliminated from further consideration and analysisin the EIR.
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4.3.2 Alternatives Regjected asInfeasible

A CEQA document should identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but
were regjected as infeasible during the scoping process and explain the reasons underlying the
lead agency’s determination (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)). While the scope and goals of
proposed projects may be relatively specific, a variety of options can be considered as
alternatives to the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) states that factors that may
be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:

1. Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives;
2. Infeasibility; or
3. Inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(f)(1) also lists the following factors that may be taken
into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives:

1. Site suitability;
2. Economic viability; and

3. Availability of infrastructure.

Finally, CEQA Guidelines 815364 defines feasible as “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.”

The discussion in the following sections describes the alternatives that were rejected and the
basis for rejection.

4.3.2.1 Alternative4 — Gas Sales

Under this alternative the majority of the field gas would be sold to the Southern California Gas
Company (SoCaGas) or another local natural gas provider rather than being flared on-site. In
addition, a gas processing plant (Gas Plant) would be required to meet SoCal Gas specifications.
The Gas Plant may be comprised of initial compression of field gas (i.e. compressor, scrubbers),
dehydration (i.e. separators, scrubbers, condensers, stabilization units, heat exchangers, chillers,
glycol separators and filters, glycol pumps, glycol regenerator/reboiler, compressors, other
refrigeration equipment items, natural gas liquid (NGL) vessel/tanks), potential CO2 removal in
an amine unit (gas and liquid separators, amine contactor, amine filter, amine vessel/tank, heat
exchanger and reboiler, cooler, pumps, etc.), and flares and/or permitted microturbines to
combust tail gas from the gas sales equipment. In addition to the Gas Plant, gas metering and
odorizing equipment required by SoCalGas and the US DOT would also need to be constructed
and installed. All other project components would proceed as described under the proposed
action, including removal of the existing John Zink flare and installation of up to four CEBs to
provide redundancy.

The gas quality of the process gas and volume of gas throughput levels must be consistent and
meet certain standards before SoCalGas will approve metering and odorizing equipment
necessary to sell the gas. Currently, field gas production levels do not meet the minimum gas
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volume of roughly 1 million scf/day (consistent production) required by SoCalGas for gas sales
(Note, consistent production for Breitburn is typically only about 700,000 scf/day, typica gas
levels for one CEB; the maximum daily gas production assessed in this EIR is not expected to be
achieved consistently and historically, Breitburn has not produced enough gas to sell). In order
for SoCalGas to agree to lay pipe to tie into a Gas Plant, Breitburn would have to produce
sufficient volume of gas to be economically favorable to SoCalGas, which is estimated not to be
possible based on historical data and current forecasts. In addition, the costs of a Gas Plant have
been found by Breitburn to be infeasible for continuing with this option. Alternative 4 (Gas
Sales) isrejected as infeasible, per CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(c), 815126.6(f)(1), and 815364,
based on technical restrictions and economic viability for constructing necessary infrastructure
(i.e. there are no suitable gas pipelines available at the facility, which would be required for gas
sales) and a gas plant. Thus, this alternative is eliminated from further consideration.

4.3.2.2 Alternative 5—Electrification of Oil/lnjection Well Drilling

Under this aternative, the potential related drilling of one new well at a time and reworking of
existing wells would utilize electric rather than diesel-powered drill rigs. All other project
components would proceed as described under the proposed action, including removal of the
existing John Zink flare and installation of up to four CEBs to provide redundancy.

In general, awell is created by drilling ahole 12 cm to 1 meter (5into 40 in) in diameter into the
earth with a drilling rig that rotates a drill string with a bit attached. After the hole is drilled,
sections of steel pipe (casing), dightly smaller in diameter than the borehole, are placed in the
hole. Cement may be placed between the outside of the casing and the borehole. The casing
provides structural integrity to the newly drilled wellbore, in addition to isolating potentially
dangerous high pressure zones from each other and from the surface. Wells at the Breitburn
Santa Fe Springs Facilities are drilled by contracted stand-alone well-drilling systems because
there is no set program of drilling as is common at a newly established oil field, and thus, a
contractor brings the drilling rig and related equipment to the site when needed. Almost all well
drilling rigs (and all available for rentalst) are diesel-powered for both the drawworks and to run
the electrical generator. For example, the specifications (Kenai Drilling 2015) on two Kenai well
drilling rigs used in California for drilling between depths of 5,000 to 9,000 feet (arange similar
to that at the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities in the 2013 and 2014 time frame) are as
follows:

« Kena —Rig 4: Drilling Range 6,500 ft to 8,000 ft.

— Drawworks: Challenger 361, 540 H.P., Driven by (2)-Detroit B-60 Diesel Engines with a
V-80 Parmac Hydromatic Brake and (2)-Allison CLT-750 Transmissions.

— Generators: (2)-Perkins 1106D Diesel Engines Driving (1)-Stamford 165 KW Generators
and (1) Marathon 125 KW.

« Kena —Rig5: Drilling Range 8,500 ft to 10,000 ft.

31 Well Drilling activity at Breitburn is sporadic and is done exclusively by rental equipment from contractors. Specifically
purchased and permanently stationed drill rigs would not be used at this or any other facility with limited drilling.
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— Drawworks: Skytop Brewster TR750, Driven by (2)-Caterpillar C-9 Diesel Engines with a
V-80 Parmac Hydromatic Brake and Allison 5860 Transmission.

— Generators: (1)-Perkins 1106D Diesel Engine Driving, (1)-Stamford 165 KW Generator
and (1)-Perkins 1106D Diesel Engine Driving (1)-Marathon 150 KW Generator.

In order to use electric drill rigs, Breitburn would need to have custom rigs built and new
infrastructure constructed to accommodate drilling around the entire site. Because electric drill
rigs are not commercially available for rental, pure electric drill rigs are specially manufactured
on a by-request basis, dramatically increasing the cost (particularly, as in the case of Breitburn’s
Santa Fe Springs operations, because it is not used for drilling multiple wells but rather one well
at a time, as needed). In addition, the potential well locations (e.g. see current active well
locations in Figure 2-9) are dispersed around the site. An electric drilling rig used — temporarily
during drilling operations —would need access to appropriate el ectrical transmission lines at each
well location within the site. As noted in Section 3.3.1, the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities
are ‘energy-confined’” and SCE only supplies 15-16 MW distributed around the site on a 12 kV
distribution system. There are no existing electrical power lines at the site which are adequately
sized to power an electric drilling rig which would be positioned at any one of the multiple
locations throughout the Field. Not only would an electrical line capable of servicing all well
locations be needed but a drilling rig would also require nearly ten times the power typically
supplied at a wellhead to run the submersible pump. A new distribution infrastructure, including
substation, transformer, and high voltage lines, would be necessary to use electric drill rigs. This
is unlike new oil fields with centralized on-going drilling operations constructed next to
appropriate electrical infrastructure. Such infrastructure upgrades would be prohibitively
expensive for short-term, temporary drilling sites for the limited well drilling potentially
associated with the Project. Thisis consistent with the fact that devel opment on existing oil fields
do not use electric drill rigs; eectric drill rigs have only been used for new oil field development
with available electric power infrastructure.

Reworking occurs not only at wells throughout the Breitburn facility, but also at existing wells
off-site (see Figure 2-9 for existing well locations). Thus, in addition to the issues described
above with regard to drilling new wells, these locations could not be serviced by a centralized
electrical infrastructure as has been done on some new oil fields.

This alternative would not meet all the goals of the project, specificaly it would not allow for
economic viability or flexibility for continued operational production. In addition, this alternative
may result in greater energy impacts. Alternative 5 (Electrification of Oil/Injection Well
Drilling) is therefore rgjected as infeasible, per CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c), 815126.6(f)(1),
and 815364, based on technical / economic viability and energy infrastructure availability. Thus,
this alternative is eliminated from further consideration.

4.4 Comparison of Impacts: Alternativesto the Proposed Project

The Environmental Checklist (see Chapter 2 of the IS in Appendix B) identified only air quality
during operations as the environmental area that could be significantly adversely affected by the
proposed Project. The following section describes the potential adverse environmental impacts
that may be generated by each project aternative compared to the proposed Project. Analysis of
other environmental areas that were further studied in the IS demonstrated that no other
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environmental topics other than operational air quality were determined to be potentialy
significant for the proposed Project; a comparison of the proposed Project’s less than significant
impacts in these environmental areas and the potential impacts of the aternatives is also
provided in this section.

4.4.1 Air Quality

A comprehensive anaysis of the Project’s potential air quality impacts is included in Chapter 3
of this document. That analysis concluded that only air quality impacts have the potential to be
significant. This chapter provides a comparison of the potential air quality impacts from each of
the project alternatives relative to the proposed Project, which are summarized in Table 4-4.
Aside from air quality, no other significant adverse impacts were identified for the proposed
Project or any of the project alternatives. Asindicated in the following discussions, the proposed
Project is considered to provide the best balance between meeting the objectives of the project
while minimizing potentialy significant adverse environmental impacts.
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Table4-4. Comparison of Adver se Environmental | mpacts of the Alternatives

Category

Air Quality Impacts

Significant?

Proposed Project

Project equipment would result in less than
significant ambient air quality impacts during
Project construction and operation. With the
potential related drilling of one new well at atime,
the Project has significant 24-hour average PMg
and PM2s impacts.

Project equipment would result in less than
significant operational and construction emissions.
With the potential related drilling of one new well
at a time, the Project would result in significant
regional NOy and VOC emission impacts.

The proposed Project (either with or without
potential related oil well drilling) would result in
less than significant health risk impacts.

Y es, for regional NOx and VOC
emissions and 24-hour average
PM 10 and PM 25 |mpacts for
operations once related drilling
impacts are included.

Project operations aone (without
potential drilling) have impacts
less than SCAQMD significance
threshold levels.

Emissions would be the same as the baseline

Alter natllve L scenario and thus, no incremental impact to air No
No Project o
quality is expected.
Y es, however, typical operating
During typical operating scenarios (i.e. when all scenarios result in much lower
Alternative 2 gas reinjection equipment is operating), emissions and impacts compared

Gas Reinjection®

Alternative 2 would have much lower impacts as
only small amounts of gas would be combusted in
the CEB to maintain the ready-standby pilot.

to the proposed Project.

Less than significant impacts for
new gas reinjection and project
equipment.

2 This comparison addresses air quality impacts associated with standard operation of the Project and each alternative. The
impacts vary with regard to air emissions, but are the same for all other impact areas. The impact analysis was conducted
assuming normal operation of the above alternatives. Impacts during non-operation of the gas reinjection system are presented
in Appendix B.
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4.4.1.1 Alternativel—No Project

The No Project alternative is the same as the baseline (See Table 3-2) and thus no incremental
impacts to air quality are expected (See Appendix B). No construction would occur; the existing
John Zink flare would remain on-site. On-going drilling would continue to occur as allowed
under DOGGR regulations but there would be no drilling associated with operation of the
400 Block Reinjection Facility. All emissions would be less than those of the proposed Project.
However, the No Project aternative does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
Project.

4.4.1.2 Alternative 2 - GasReinjection

The impacts to air quality under Alternative 2 are expected to be lower than those of the
proposed Project (see Tables 3-8 through 3-12 and Appendix B) during normal operation of the
gas reinjection equipment. The major difference between the proposed Project and Alternative 2
is that field gas would be re-injected into the ground under Alternative 2 operations instead of
flared on-site in the CEBs. The remainder of the operations including drilling, which drives the
air quality impacts, would be the same as in the proposed Project. The existing John Zink flare
would be removed and up to four CEBs would be installed and in ready-standby mode.s* The
Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System and the 400 Block Reinjection Facility would still be
constructed. There would be additional emissions from use of a workover rig, small crane and
several truck trips for conversion of the existing well for gas re-injection. In addition, minor
increases in construction impacts would occur from minor re-piping of existing flow lines;
construction impacts would not be substantially different from the proposed Project. Only during
breakdown or maintenance of the gas reinjection equipment, the emissions from Alternative 2
would be the same as the proposed Project due to the emissions from the four CEBs
(Appendix B).

Table 4-5 summarizes operational emissions associated with normal operation of gas reinjection
equipment in Alternative 2. Only NOx emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s significance
threshold. Alternative 2 meets the goals and objectives of the proposed Projects and although it
does exceed the NOx significance threshold, its environmental impact should be smaller than the
Project, but its feasibility is dependent on the independent actions of DOGGR in approving
processed gas reinjection.

33 During normal operation, one CEB would be in ready-standby mode and thus, there would be some emissions associated with
maintaining the pilot light.
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Table 4-5. Comparison of Alternative 2 Emissions and Drilling to Baseline Emissions
(Gas Reinjection Oper ating, Peak Day)

Alternative 2 Emissions (Ib/day)

Project Ph
roject Fhase VOC | NO, | SO, | co | pm

Total Baseline Emissions 3.95 4457 0.20 11.81 2.50
Alternative 2 Oper ational Equipment Components
Up to 4 CEBs (ready-standby mode)* 0.20 0.85 0.24 0.35 0.09
Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System 11.49 15.01 0.04 351 0.55
400 Block Reinjection Facility 14.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Operational Equipment Emissions 25.73 15.86 0.28 3.86 0.64
g‘;&%ﬂf"g&ﬁ ons Increase - Operational 21.78 | 2871 | 008 | -7.96 | -187
SCAQMD Significance Threshold (Ib/day) 55 55 150 550 55
SCAQMD Significance Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO
Worst-Day Incremental Drilling Emissions 2 3151 | 37867 | 0.68 151.29 | 11.89
Total Operational and Drilling Emissions 5724 | 39453 | 0.96 155.15 | 1252
Incremental Emissions Increase With Drilling 53.29 | 349.97 0.76 143.33 | 10.02
SCAQMD Significance Threshold (Ib/day) 55 55 150 550 55
SCAQMD Significance Threshold Triggered? NO YES NO NO NO

1 During normal operation, one CEB would be in ready-standby mode and thus, there would be some emissions associated with
maintaining the pilot light.

2 Asdiscussed in the Initial Study, Section 1.5.4.1, Breitburn has established that it is possible to increase oil production enough
to necessitate the proposed Project even without drilling any new wells. Nonetheless, this EIR will evaluate the potential impacts
of drilling one new well at atime because it is reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wellsin the future to maintain
or increase production as related to the operation of the newly proposed facilities (the proposed Project is located on an active oil
field, where drilling and oil production are part of baseline operations.

4.4.2 Other Environmental Areas

As discussed in Chapter 3, the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts
from all other environmental areas analyzed in this EIR. This section compares these less than
significant impacts with those of the Project alternatives.

4.4.2.1 Energy

Under the No Project Alternative, the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities would continue to
operate using the microturbines on-site and electrical power from SCE. The minor increases in
energy demand that would result under the proposed Project would not occur.

Under Alternative 2, gas reinjection would require the use of additional electricity to reinject gas
back into the formation. All other elements would be constructed as described for the proposed
Project. Use of the four-stage electric compressor (e.g. 250 horsepower) would result in minor
increases in energy demand (e.g. 0.19 MW) in comparison to the proposed Project; however,
similar to the proposed Project, it is anticipated that the 28 MW available from SCE sources, in
addition to the energy provided by the on-site microturbines and third-party microturbines,
would be sufficient to meet the Facility’s needs, including use of the electric compressor for gas
reinjection. With the existing dedicated substation, as well as energy supplied from on-site
microturbines, implementation of Alternative 2 would not require new or substantially altered
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power or other natural gas utility systems. Therefore, the increased energy demand under
Alternative 2 would be less than significant.

4.4.2.2 Geology and Soils

Under the No Project Alternative, no grading or soil disturbance would occur with the exception
of continued drilling of new wells as part of baseline oil field operations. Under Alternatives 2
and 3, land disturbance would be the same as described for the proposed Project. Under all
aternatives impacts with regard to seismic hazards and subsidence would be the same as
described for the proposed Project since the oil field would continue to operate in a seismically
active region of Californiaand involve continued reinjection of produced water.

4.4.2.3 Greenhouse Gases
4.4.2.4 Alternative1—No Project

The No Project alternative is the same as the baseline (See Table 3-13) and thus no incremental
impacts to GHGs are expected. No construction would occur; the existing John Zink flare would
remain on-site. On-going drilling would continue to occur as alowed under DOGGR regulations
but there would be no drilling associated with operation of the 400 Block Reinjection Facility.
Emissions would be less than those of the proposed Project. However, the No Project alternative
does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed Project.

4.4.2.5 Alternative 2 —Gas Reinjection

The impacts associated with GHG emissions from Alternative 2 (standard operation of gas
reinjection equipment) are expected to be much less to those of the proposed Project. Impacts
related to GHGs are assessed on an annual basis because of the global influence compared to the
peak-day assessment for air quality impacts. Under Alternative 2, the annual GHG emissions
would be less than those from the proposed Project because field gas would typically be re-
injected into the ground instead of being combusted in the CEBs.** Regardless of the actual
amount of GHG emissions from Alternative 2, impacts associated with GHGs impact would still
be less than significant after accounting for offsets required by the AB 32 program.

Table 4-6 compares the GHG impacts of the two aternatives to the Project.

34 During non-operation of the gas reinjection system, process gas would be combusted in the CEBS, as in the Project. During
normal operation, one CEB would be in ready-standby mode and thus, there would be some emissions associated with
maintaining the pilot light.
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Table 4-6. GHG Emissionsfor Project Alternatives

Prop_omd Alternativel | Alternative2
Project
Incremental Incremental
] I ncremental
Alternatives Phases COse COze COze
e Emissions Emissions
Emissions
(MT/yr) (MTl/yr) (MT/yr)
Truck Trips 629 0 629
) " Truck Idling 35 0.0 35
Main Facility " o Loading Operations 320 0.0 320
Truck Loading System Fugitives 14 -- 14
400 Block Flares | Existing Flare/ CEBs 64,586 0 -10,219

O/W/G Separation System Fugitives 30.6 -- 30.6

400 Block WEMCOs 10.3 - 10.3

Reinjection

Facility Tank Farm 10.0 - 10.0
Wet Solids Removal Truck Trips 39.8 -- 39.8
Maximum Incremental Drilling Emissions? 581 -- 581

Total Operational and Drilling Emissions® 65,923 0 -8,881

Additional AB 32 Offsets Required 65,185 0 none

Total Equipment Operational and Drilling Emissions After i

AB 32 Offsets 739 0 8881

30-Y ear Amortized Construction Emissions 13.2 -- 13.2

Total Incremental GHG Emissions 752 0 -8,868

SCAQMD Significance Threshold (MT/yr) 10,000 10,000 10,000
SCAQMD Significance Threshold Triggered? NO NO NO

1 Under Alternative 2, emissions are based on one CEB being in ready-standby mode (i.e. pilot light operational).

2 Asdiscussed in the Initial Study, Section 1.5.4.1, Breitburn has established that it is possible to increase oil production enough
to necessitate the proposed Project even without drilling any new wells. Nonetheless, this EIR will evaluate the potential impacts
of drilling one new well at atime because it is reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wellsin the future to maintain
or increase production as related to the operation of the newly proposed facilities (the proposed Project islocated on an active oil
field, where drilling and oil production are part of baseline operations).

3 Note thisisthe incremental GHG value for this project analysis compared to the baseline. AB 32 applies to, and is reported for,
all of Breitburn’s facilities within this geologic basin together. Thus, negative incremental emissions do not imply negative GHG
emissionsin the AB 32 report for Breitburn’s facilities.

4.4.2.6 Hazardsand Hazardous M aterials

Under all aternatives the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities would continue to operate as an
active ail field and involve the minor storage and use of hazardous materials as described in
Section 3.6. Alternative 2, Gas Reinjection may involve additional volumes of hazardous
materials to be handled and stored, however these would be maintained in accordance with all
state and federal regulations and facility plans, such as the Spill, Prevention, Containment and
Countermeasures Plan. Therefore, impacts would be the same as described for the proposed
Project.
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4.4.2.7 Hydrology and Water Quality

Under all aternatives the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities would continue to operate as an
active oil field and would continue reinjection of produced water into the producing formations.
Under the No Project aternative, the 400 Block facilities would not be constructed, therefore
there would be no increases in impermeable surface area and no impacts with regard to
stormwater drainage or groundwater recharge. Under Alternative 2, all components of the
proposed Project would be implemented in addition to the gas reinjection facilities. These
additional facilities would dlightly increase impermeable surface area at the Breitburn Santa Fe
Springs Facilities in comparison to the proposed Project; however, in both cases increases would
be less than significant.

4.4.2.8 Noise

Under the No Project Alternative, the new facilities would not be installed and the Breitburn
Santa Fe Springs Facilities would continue to operate as it does now. Therefore, there would be
no change to ambient noise levels. Under Alternative 2, Gas Reinjection, an existing well would
be converted to gas re-injection and additional compressors and coolers would be installed. This
would result in an increase in temporary construction related noise, greater than described for the
proposed Project. Upon operation, the additional equipment would contribute to long-term
operational increases in ambient noise levels. However, similar to the proposed Project, with the
implementation of project design features, noise impacts would be less than significant.

4.4.2.9 Solid and Hazardous Waste

Under all adternatives the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities would continue to operate as an
active ail field and oil field wastes would be disposed as described in Section 3.9. Under the No
Project Alternative there would be no temporary increase in solid waste generated since none of
the proposed facilities would be constructed or installed. Under Alternative 2, there would be a
dlight increase in generation of solid waste while the gas reinjection facilities are installed;
however, these would be temporary and less than significant. Further, all solid waste generated at
the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities is disposed as private landfill facilities and would have
no impact on the capacity of any public landfills.

4.5 Conclusion

Table 4-7 provides a qualitative comparison of the potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives relative to the proposed Project. Based on the preceding analyses, only the potential
impacts for the No Project alternative (Alternative 1) are below the significance criteria for all
environmental resources areas and thus, the No Project alternative is considered the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per CEQA Guidelines 815126.6(€)(2). Under this
section, CEQA Guidelines require another aternative to be selected as environmentally superior
from those analyzed if the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.
Alternative 2 would thus be the environmentally superior aternative compared to the proposed
Project because although significant, the air quality impacts from Alternative 2 are less than
those for the proposed Project. The proposed Project, however, meets more of the Project
objectives than Alternative 2, in part because DOGGR has not approved a gas re-injection well
permit. Therefore, a Statement of Overriding Consideration will be required.
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Table4-7. Comparison of Impacts Across Alternatives

Project Alt1 Alt 2

Air Quality S NS (-) S(-)
Energy NS NS (=) NS (+)
Geology and Soils NS NS (=) NS (=)
Greenhouse Gases NS NS (-) NS (=)
Hazards NS NS (-) NS (-)
Hydrology a_nd NS NS (=) NS (=)

Water Quality

Noise NS NS(-) NS (+)
Solid Waste NS NS (=) NS (=)

S.  Exceeds significance criteria

NS: Does not exceed significance criteria

(+): Potentia impacts are greater than the proposed Project.
(-): Potential impacts are less than the proposed Project.

(=): Potential impacts are comparable to the proposed Project.
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5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the requirements for analysis of the cumulative impacts, including the
analysis of the potential for the proposed Project, together with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in each environmental area’s cumulative geographic
scope, to have significant cumulative effects. Following the presentation of the requirements
related to cumulative impact analyses and a description of the related projects (Sections 5.1.1 and
5.1.2, respectively), the analysis in Section 5.2 addresses each of the environmental areas for
which the proposed Project may make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts, when combined with other reasonable and foreseeable projects in the area. Some of the
environmental areas affected by the proposed Project and the related projects could occur during
the construction phase, e.g., solid and hazardous waste impacts. Cumulative construction impacts
were evaluated as if the major portion of construction is expected to occur during the same
construction period as the proposed Project in order to provide a conservative analysis. Other
potential cumulative impacts could occur primarily during the operational phase, e.g., energy.
Other potential cumulative impacts could occur during both phases, e.g., air quality and noise.

5.1.1 Requirementsfor a Cumulative Impact Analysis

State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15130) require that an EIR include a reasonable analysis of the
significant cumulative impacts of a proposed project. Cumulative impacts are defined by CEQA
as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts’ (State CEQA Guidelines, 815355).

Cumulative impacts are further described as follows:

o Theindividual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate
projects.

e The cumulative impacts from severa projects are the changes in the environment which
result from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time
(State CEQA Guidelines, 815355[h]).

o Asdefined in 815355, a “cumulative impact” consists of an impact that is created as a result
of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing
related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the
project evaluated in the EIR.

In addition, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines, Section §15064(h)(4), which states, “The mere
existence of cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial
evidence that the proposed project’ s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.”

The following cumulative impact analysis focuses on whether the impacts of the proposed
Project are cumulatively considerable within the context of impacts caused by other past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. This cumulative impact analysis considers
other projects proposed within the area defined for each environmental issue that would have the
potential to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.
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For this Draft EIR, related projects with a potential to contribute to cumulative impacts were
identified using the “list” approach, using a list of projects that would be constructed in the
cumulative geographic scope, as defined for each technical area. The list of projects utilized in
thisanalysisis provided in Table 5-1.

5.1.2 ProjectsConsidered in this Cumulative Impact Analysis

The geographic scope for the cumulative analysis is discussed under each resource category.
Coordination with the City of Santa Fe Springs Community Development Department identified
11 projects within the vicinity of the proposed Project, which could contribute to cumulative
impacts when considered in combination with potential impacts of the proposed Project
(the cumulative projects). Table 5-1 lists the identified proposed cumulative projects and the
corresponding locations are shown in Figure 5-1. In addition, Breitburn installed
14 microturbinesin 2014, which have been assessed in this EIR on a cumulative impact basis.

Table5-1. Cumulative Projectsin Project Vicinity

Project Name Location Land Use Size Status
Ryder Trucks 13630 Firestone Industrial 19,000 square feet Approved, construction
Boulevard recently completed
Rose Paving 10200 Matern Place | Industrial 3,985 square feet Approved, construction
recently completed
McMaster Car 9630 Norwalk Blvd | Industrial 41,000 square feet Approved, Under
Expansion Construction
Keana 9830 Jersey Avenue, | Residential / 50-units Approved Construction
Development 9841 Alburtis Multi-family pending
Avenue and 9851
Alburtis Avenue
Durable Properties | 9951 Greenleaf Industrial Approximately Approved Construction
Avenue 38,000 square feet pending
ProLogis 8201 Sorensen Industrial 223,091 square feet Approved Construction
Avenue pending
Goodman Birtcher | 12345 Lakeland Rd | Industrial BLDG 1: Formal application
(3 buildings at same 403,635 square feet submitted, not yet
address) BLDG 2- approved
506,465 square feet
BLDG 3:
300,700 square feet
Burke Redl Estate | 11756-11770 Burke | Industrial 79,252 square feet Formal application
Group Street submitted, not yet
approved
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Table5-1. Cumulative Projectsin Project Vicinity

Project Name L ocation Land Use Size Status
Cambridge Springs, | 13341 Cambridge Industrial 185,060 square feet Formal application
LLC Street submitted, not yet
approved

Chalmers Corp 12130 Altamar Place | Industrial 63,000 square feet Formal application
submitted, not yet
approved

Xebec Reality 11904 Washington Industrial Unknown Formal application

Partners Boulevard submitted, not yet
approved.

Nguyen and Moral 2015.
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5.2 Cumulative Impacts Analysis
5.2.1 Air Quality

As summarized in Table 5-2, the addition of 14 microturbines in combination with the
incremental effects of the proposed Project would result in potentially significant impacts to air
quality (i.e., VOC, NOx). Detailed emission calculations are included in Appendix B. Cumulative
health risk impacts are expected to be less than significant. In addition, based on the type of
operations that will occur at each location, the impacts of the projects identified in Table 5-1 are
not expected to combine with the incremental effects of the proposed Project and result in
cumulative impacts. However, as shown in Table 5-2, the proposed Project will result in
cumulative impacts related to air quality on a mass basis for VOC and NOx emissions. In
addition, the ambient air quality impacts relative to PM1o and PM25 are also expected to result in
cumulative impacts due to the related drilling operations summarized in Chapter 3.

Table5-2. Comparison of Cumulative Impactsfor Proposed Project Operational Emissionsand
Drilling to Baseline Emissions
Peak Day Emissions (Ib/day)
Project Phase
VOC NOx SO« (6{0) PM

Tota Baseline Emissions 3.95 4457 0.20 11.81 2.50
Total Proposed Project Operational Equipment 4144 | 8320 | 1896 | 3154 | 754
Emissions
Maximum Day Incremental Drilling Emissions * 3151 378.67 0.68 151.29 11.89
Total Operational Equipment and Drilling 7296 | 46187 | 1963 | 18283 | 19.43
Emissions
14 Microturbine Operational Emissions 21.84 10.92 152 131.04 151
Total Cumulative Emissions 94.80 472.79 21.15 313.87 20.94
Inqrgmental Cumylatlve Em|ssons Increase With 90.84 428.22 20.96 302.06 18.44
Drilling and 14 Microturbines
SCAQMD Significance Threshold (Ib/day) 55 55 150 550 55
SCAQMD Significance Threshold Triggered? Yes Yes No No No

* Asdiscussed in the Initial Study, Section 1.5.4.1, Breitburn has established that it is possible to increase oil production enough
to necessitate the proposed Project even without drilling any new wells. Nonetheless, the EIR will evaluate the potential impacts
of drilling one new well at atime because it is reasonably foreseeable that Breitburn may drill new wellsin the future to
maintain or increase production as related to the operation of the newly proposed facilities (the proposed Project islocated on an
active oil field, where drilling and oil production are part of baseline operations).

5.2.2 Energy

Each of the projects included in the cumulative effects analysis would require additional energy
for operation of the proposed facilities or residential units. Review and approval of development
projects in the City of Santa Fe Springs would include review by City engineers and
determination by local utilities (such as SCE) to ensure that local and regional energy supplies
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have capacity to accommodate the new structures prior to permit approval. As described in
Chapter 3, construction of the proposed Project would not result in any energy-related impacts
because equipment is powered by diesel fuel. Operation of the proposed Project facilities would
require additional energy from SCE (10-20 MW); however, as discussed in Chapter 3, the
Project’s potential energy impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, although operation
of the proposed Project in combination with the other projects considered in this analysis would
result in a cumulative increase in energy demand in the City of Santa Fe Springs, the incremental
increase in energy consumption associated with the proposed Project would not be cumulatively
considerable, and cumulative effects would be less than significant.

5.2.3 Geology and Soils

The City of Santa Fe Springsis located in a seismically active region of Southern California. All
of the projects considered in the cumulative effects analysis are proposed new industrial or
residential structures (or modifications to existing structures). All of these projects are required
to go through design review with the City engineers and planners and would be required to
follow California Buildings Codes which account for seismic hazards. Therefore, while any new
development within this region would potentially expose additional people to hazards associated
with seismicity, all projects would be designed to minimize hazards to public safety to the extent
possible. The proposed Project’s potential impacts with regard to geology and soils are less than
significant, and would not be cumulatively considerable. As such, cumulative effects with regard
to seismicity would be less than significant. With regard to subsidence, as described in Section 3,
construction and operation of the proposed Project would result in no impacts. Therefore, the
Project would not contribute to cumulative effects with regard to subsidence.

5.2.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The addition of 14 microturbines will increase the amount of GHG emissions (see Appendix B).
However, after accounting for offsets required under the AB 32 program, the GHG impacts will
be less than significant. In addition, the impacts from the projects identified in Table 5-1 are not
expected to result in significant GHG emissions. As discussed in Chapter 3, the proposed
Project’s impacts with regards to GHG emissions are less than significant, and thus, the
incremental increase in GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project would not be
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed Project would not contribute to cumulative
impacts with regard to GHG emissions.

5.2.5 Hazardsand Hazardous M aterials

Cumulative impacts from the release of hazardous material during transport of construction
equipment and supplies may occur if construction of the proposed Projects occurs concurrently
with the projects included in this cumulative effects analysis. However, as discussed in Chapter
3, only small quantities of hazardous materials would be transported for construction purposes of
the proposed Project, and al materials would be transported in accordance with DOT
regulations. Potential project impacts would be less than significant and would not be
cumulatively considerable. Further, all construction projects greater than 1 acre in size would be
required to obtain coverage under the General Construction NPDES permit which requires
development and implementation of a Construction SWPPP. This would minimize potential
impacts in the event of arelease of hazardous materials during construction of any of the projects
considered in thisanalysis.
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With regard to operation, the potential impacts from an accidental release of hazardous materials
from the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities would be limited to the release area of the specific
material and less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Project would not contribute
cumulatively to the impacts caused by other hazardous materials managing facilities at other
locations in the City. An accidental release of hazardous materials has the potential to damage
infrastructure and harm individuals nearby and is dependent on the substance and quantity. There
is no relationship between the potential accidental release of hazardous materials at a nearby
project and an accidental release of hazardous materials at the proposed Project site. All existing
and new facilities that handle hazardous materials are required to comply with federal, state, and
local laws limiting the quantities of hazardous materials available along with their transportation,
handling, storage, and emergency response in the event of an accidental release to limit the
impact to nearby receptors.

5.2.6 Hydrology and Water Quality

Potential cumulative impacts to groundwater could occur if multiple projects required the
extraction of groundwater resources or reduced aquifer infiltration such that local or regional
water supply is adversely affected. All of the projects considered in this cumulative effects
analysis are short-term construction projects for industrial or new residential facilities within the
City of Santa Fe Springs. As such, construction of the facilities as well as the proposed Project
would result in a cumulative increase in impermeable surface area within the City. However,
permitting of the considered projects through the City includes analysis of potential impacts to
water supply and groundwater quality. Further, the projects considered in this analysis would be
constructed in areas zoned for development versus major groundwater recharge areas (e.g. Rio
Hondo). New foundations required for the proposed Project are minimal in comparison to the
size of the other projects considered in this analysis; therefore, the proposed Project contribution
to any cumulative effects would be negligible.

Further, as described in Section 3, the proposed Project would have no impact on groundwater
resources. No groundwater would be used during the construction or operation of the proposed
project; all water use associated with the proposed Project is produced water that is extracted and
reinjected in the producing formation, at least 2,700 below the deepest groundwater aquifer.
Therefore, the Project would not contribute to any other potential cumulative effects to
groundwater.

5.2.7 Noise

Cumulative noise effects could be potentially significant if construction of the proposed Project
occurred concurrent to other potential construction projects in the vicinity. The only projects
considered in this cumulative effects analysis with the potential to overlap with the proposed
Project construction schedule are: Keanna Development, Durable, and ProLogis. The Keanna
development project is located 1 mile northwest from the Project site. Durable is located
0.5 miles northeast from the Project site and the ProLogis site is located 1.5 miles north of the
Project site. Given the distance of each of these projects from the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs
Facilities and the attenuation rate of noise, the cumulative increase in ambient noise level would
be less than significant. Further, each project would be required to include measures to reduce
construction noise level as necessary based on project review at the City of Santa Fe Springs.
Therefore, cumulative noise impacts during construction would be less than significant and the
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incremental increase in noise associated with the Project would not be cumulatively
considerable. Following construction, operation of all the proposed industria facilities would
also require noise reduction measures, as necessary, to meet City of Santa Fe Springs noise
ordinance. With the inclusion of these measures and distance between the Breitburn Santa Fe
Springs Facilities and the projects in this analysis, cumulative noise effects would be less than
significant.

5.2.8 Solid and Hazardous Wastes

As described in Chapter 3, the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities contract all solid waste
disposal with private contractors which dispose of the waste in private landfills. No solid waste is
disposed in any public landfills which would be used by the projects included in this cumulative
effects analysis. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to any cumulative effects with
regard to landfill capacity. The Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Facilities do not generate any
hazardous waste and therefore would not contribute to any cumulative effects regarding
hazardous waste.

5.3 Potential Environmental | mpacts Found Not to be Significant

While all the environmental topics required to be analyzed under CEQA were reviewed in the
NOP/IS (see Appendix A) to determine if the proposed Project could create significant impacts,
the screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas would not be
significantly adversely affected by the proposed Project: aesthetics, agriculture and forestry
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gases,
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral
resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and transportation/traffic.
Even though the following resource areas were found not to have potential to significantly
adversely affect the environment, based on the conclusions presented in the NOP/IS, energy,
geology and soils, greenhouse gases, hazardous and hazardous materials, hydrology and water
quality, and noise were evaluated in greater detail in this EIR. Please refer to the NOP/IS in
Appendix A for the detailed analysis and conclusions for the environmental topic impacts found
to be not significant and not analyzed further in the EIR.

5.4 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines 815126 (c) requires an environmental analysis to consider "any significant
irreversible environmental changes which would be involved if the proposed action should be
implemented.” This EIR identified the topic of air quality during operation as the only
environmental area potentially adversely affected by the proposed Project.

5.5 Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines 815126(d) requires an environmental analysis to consider the "growth
inducing impact of the proposed action.” Implementing the proposed Project would not, by itself,
have any direct or indirect growth-inducing impacts on businesses in the SCAQMD's jurisdiction
because it is not expected to foster economic or population growth or the construction of
additional housing and only affects continued operations of an existing oil and gasfield.
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6.1 Acronymsand AbbreviationsList

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers

BACT Best Available Control Technology

BMPs Best Management Practices

CadnaA Computer Aided Noise Abatement

CaEPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CalOSHA State of California Division of Occupational Safety and Health Administration
CARB California Air Resources Board

CBC Cdlifornia Building Code

CCR California Code of Regulations

CEB Certified Ultra-Low Emissions Burner

CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA Cdlifornia Environmental Quality Act

CERS California Environmental Reporting System

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CGS California Geologic Survey

CHa Methane

CMP Congestion Management Plan

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CO Carbon monoxide

CO2 Carbon dioxide

CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency

dBA A-weighted decibels

DG Distributed Generation

DNL Day-Night Sound Level

DOGGR Department of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
DOT Department of Transportation
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DTSC
EIR
EPA
EPCRA
ERPG
FEIR
FHWA
FTA
FWKO

L10
L50
L90
Leq

L max
LACSD
LACT

Department of Toxic Substance Control
Environmental Impact Report

Environmental Protection Agency

Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act
Emergency Response Planning Guidelines

Final Environmental Impact Report

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Transit Administration

free water knock-out

grams per liter

GEM Mobile Treatment Services

greenhouse gases

Growth Management Chapter

gallons per day

gigawatt hours

Health and Safety Code

Department of Housing and Urban Devel opment
Interstate 605

Initial Study

International Organization for Standardization
kilowatt

sound level in dBA exceeded only 10 percent of the time
sound level in dBA exceeded 50 percent of the time
sound level in dBA exceeded 90 percent of the time
sound equivalent level

maximum sound level

L os Angeles County Sanitation District

L ease Automatic Custody Transfer
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Ib/ft? pounds per square foot

LLC Limited Liability Company

LP Limited partnership

LS Less than Significant

M-2 Heavy Manufacturing zoning code

MMbbl million barrels

MMRP Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Plan

MMscfd million standard cubic feet per day

MW megawatt

N20 Nitrous oxide

NA not applicable

NGL natural gasliquids

NOC Notice of Completion

NOP Notice of Preparation

NOx nitrogen oxide

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NS Not Significant

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
OSRO Qil Spill Response Organization

Pb Lead

PM Particul ate matter

PM2s Particulate matter |ess than 2.5 microns in diameter
PM1o Particulate matter |ess than 10 micronsin diameter
RCPG Regional Comprehensive Plan Guide

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RMP Regional Mobility Element

S Significant
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S disulfur
SCAG Southern California Association of Government
SCAQMD  Southern California Air Quality Management District

SCE Southern California Edison

SoCal Southern California

SO2 Sulfur dioxide

SPCC Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TSS total suspended solids

us United States

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC(s) Volatile organic compound(s)

ACRONYMSAND ABBREVIATIONS 6-5 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

CHAPTER 7

7 REFERENCES

REFERENCES 7-1 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

7.1 Referencelist

Arup Acoustics. 2004. Plains Exploration and Production Company, Inglewood Oil Field. Noise
Impact Study, November. As referenced in Los Angeles County 2008.

Barkley Environmental Engineering Service. 2011. Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan: Santa Fe Springs L eases, Santa Fe Springs Oil Field. Prepared for
Breitburn Operating LP on August 19, 2009 and Re-Certified October 20, 2011.

Barkley Environmental Engineering Service. 2014. Spill Contingency Plan Addendum. Santa Fe
Springs Leases, Santa Fe Springs Oil Field. Prepared for Breitburn Operating LP on October
28, 2011 and revised July 21, 2014.

Biddle, K.T. 1991. Active Margin Basins. American Association of Petroleum Geologists
Memoir 52.

Breitburn Management Company, LLC. 2012. Noise Measurement Survey, Santa Fe Leases
(Main, Fulton, Nepple, Baker Humble, Dewenter, Gas Plant). January 19, 2012.

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2009. California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS). Retrieved from http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/caaqs/caags.htm. Accessed
January 2015.

CARB. 2013. Mobile Source Emission Inventory -- Current Methods and Data. Retrieved from
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/modeling.htm. Accessed January 2015.

CARB. 2014a. AQMIS: Air Quality and Meteorological Information Site. Retrieved from
http://www.arb.ca.gov/agmis2/agmis2.php. Accessed December 2014.

CARB. 2014b. Area Designation Maps/ State and National. Retrieved from
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm. Accessed January 2015.

CARB. 2014c. Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions Act. Retrieved from
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm. Accessed February 2015.

CARB. 2015a. Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reporting Retrieved from
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/reporting/ghg-rep/ghg-rep.htm. Accessed February 2015.

CARB. 2015b. Cap-and-Trade Program Retrieved from
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm. Accessed February 2015.

CARB. N.D. Off-Road Motor Vehicles. Retrieved from
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#offroad_motor vehicles. Accessed January
2015.

REFERENCES 7-2 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2004. Transportation- and Construction-
Induced Vibration Guidance Manual. June 2004.

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). 2013. California Emissions
Estimator Model ™ Version 2013.2.2. Retrieved from http://caleemod.com/. Accessed
January 2015.

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Sect. 95152, 95153 (q), 95852 (h), 95852.2; 2010.

California Environmental Reporting System (CERS). 2014. Santa Fe Springs Lease CERS
Submittal and Hazardous Materials And Wastes Inventory Matrix Report. Submitted
December 10, 2014.

California Energy Commission (CEC). 2013. California Energy Demand 2014-2024 Preliminary
Forecast, Volume 2: Electricity Demand by Utility Planning Area. Retrieved from
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/ CEC-200-2013-004/ CEC-200-2013-004-

SDV 2.pdf. Accessed November 2014

California Geological Society (CGS). 1998. Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the Whittier
7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles and Orange Counties, California.

CGS. 2014. Regional Geologic Hazards and Mapping Program, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning.

California Office of Planning and Research. 2003. General Plan Guidelines.
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Genera_Plan_Guidelines 2003.pdf. October 2003.

Christopher A. Joseph and Associates. 2005. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Villages
at Heritage Springs. State Clearinghouse #: 2005011096.

City of Santa Fe Springs. 1994a. Safety Element of Santa Fe Springs General Plan. Adopted
April 14, 1994.

City of Santa Fe Springs. 1994b. Conservation Element of Santa Fe Springs General Plan.

City of Santa Fe Springs. 1994c. City of Santa Fe Springs Genera Plan, Noise Element. Adopted
February 24, 1994.

City of Santa Fe Springs. 2004. Soil Gas Ordinance. Adopted April 8, 2004. Access at:
http://www.santaf esprings.org/civicalfilebank/bl obdl oad.asp?Blobl D=2842.

City of Santa Fe Springs Planning Department. 2013. Santa Fe Springs Code of Ordinances.
Chapter 155: Zoning.

REFERENCES 7-3 August 2015


http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-200-2013-004/CEC-200-2013-004-SDV2.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-200-2013-004/CEC-200-2013-004-SDV2.pdf

Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

City of Santa Fe Springs Planning Department. 2014. Santa Fe Springs Code of Ordinances.
Retrieved from
http://www.amlegal .com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/santa/cityof santafespringscal iforniacode
of ordi ?f=templ ates$f n=default.htm$3.0$vid=aml egal : santafesprings_ca$anc=. Accessed
January 2015.

City of Santa Fe Springs Water Utility Authority. 2013. City of Santa Fe Springs Water Utility
Authority Annual Water Quality Report. Retrieved from
http://www.santafesprings.org/cityhall/public_works/water utility authority/annual _reports/
default.asp. Access December 2014.

City of Santa Fe Springs. N.d. Methane Zone. Accessed at:
http://www.santaf esprings.org/civicalfilebank/bl obdl oad.asp?Bl obl D=3424.

California Department of Conservation Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
(DOGGR). 2014. Oil & Gas- Online Data. Retrieved from
http://opi.consrv.ca.gov/opi/opi.dil. Accessed July 2014.

Division of Qil, Gas, and Geotherma Resources (DOGGR). 2007. Well review Program.
Retrieved from ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/oil/Well_Review Program.pdf. Accessed
December 2014.

Dutton. 2007. Senate Bill No. 97. Retrieved from
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/SB_97 hill 20070824 chaptered.pdf. Accessed February 2015.

Executive Order S-3-05. Retrieved from http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?d=1861. Accessed
February 2015.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2006. Construction Noise Handbook. Retrieved from
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/. Accessed
January 2015.

FHWA. 2011. Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement. Retrieved from
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis and_abatem
ent_guidance/revguidance.pdf. Accessed January 2015.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 1995. “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment”,
April 1995. Report DOT-T-95-16.

FTA. 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May.

Geo-Etka Inc. 2013. Backfill Density Test Data Report for Southern California Edison, Nietos
Sub Station. Performed April 10, 2013.

REFERENCES 7-4 August 2015


http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/santa/cityofsantafespringscaliforniacodeofordi?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:santafesprings_ca$anc
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/santa/cityofsantafespringscaliforniacodeofordi?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:santafesprings_ca$anc
http://www.santafesprings.org/cityhall/public_works/water_utility_authority/annual_reports/default.asp
http://www.santafesprings.org/cityhall/public_works/water_utility_authority/annual_reports/default.asp
http://opi.consrv.ca.gov/opi/opi.dll
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/oil/Well_Review_Program.pdf
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/SB_97_bill_20070824_chaptered.pdf
http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf

Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 2013. Summary for Policymakers. In:
Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group | to the
Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Stocker, T.F.,
D. Qin, G.-K. Plattner, M. Tignor, SK. Allen, J. Boschung, A. Nauels, Y. Xia, V. Bex and
P.M. Midgley (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New
York, NY, USA. Retrieved from http://www.climatechange2013.org/. Accessed February
2015.

Kenai Drilling. 2015. Rig Fleet specifications. Retrieved from
http://kenaidrilling.com/index.php?p=rig_fleet. Accessed January 2015.

Los Angeles County. 2008. Final Environmental Impact Report; Baldwin Hills Community
Standards District. Accessed at:
http://www.inglewoodoilfield.com/res/docs/baldwin_hills community standards district_fin
al_eir%20.pdf.

Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD). 2012. Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit
Requirement List and Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit Data Sheet. Permit Number
20072. Approved December 13, 2012.

LACSD. 2014. Wastewater Treatment Surcharge Statement for Breitburn Operating LP.

Marine Research Specialists. 2008. Final Environmental Impact Report: Baldwin Hills
Community Standards District. Prepared on behalf of Los Angeles County Department of
Regional Planning. October 8, 2008.

Mesmer, Louis. 1903. Soil Survey of the Los Angeles Area, California. Natural Resources
Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture. Retrieved from
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ MANUSCRIPT S/california/l osangel esCA1903/losa
ngel esCA 1903.pdf. Accessed December 2014.

Metropolitan Water District. 2007. Groundwater Basin Reports - Los Angeles County Coastal
Plain Basins — Central Basin. Retrieved from
http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh20/pages/yourwater/supply/groundwater/PDFs/L A County Co
astalPlainBasing/CentralBasin.pdf. Accessed December 2014.

Natural Resources Agency. 2009. Adopted CEQA Guidelines Amendments. Retrieved from
http://resources.ca.gov/cega/docs/Adopted_and Transmitted Text of SB97 CEQA_Guideli
nes Amendments.pdf. Accessed February 2015.

Noise Pollution Clearinghouse. 2012. Typical Noise Levels. Retrieved from
http://www.nonoise.org/library/househol d/index.htm. Accessed January 2015.

Nguyen, Cuong H. and Wayne Morae 2015. Personal communication January 29, 2015.

REFERENCES 7-5 August 2015


http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_MANUSCRIPTS/california/losangelesCA1903/losangelesCA1903.pdf
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_MANUSCRIPTS/california/losangelesCA1903/losangelesCA1903.pdf
http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/yourwater/supply/groundwater/PDFs/LACountyCoastalPlainBasins/CentralBasin.pdf
http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/yourwater/supply/groundwater/PDFs/LACountyCoastalPlainBasins/CentralBasin.pdf
http://www.nonoise.org/library/household/index.htm

Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots
Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. Retrieved from
http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/2015/2015GuidanceM anual .pdf. Accessed March 2015.

Sonoma Technology, Inc. 2011. Technica Memorandum: Default modeling parameters for
stationary sources. April. ST1-910044-TM.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). N.D. Historical Data by Year.
Retrieved from http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-
by-year. Accessed December 2014.

SCAQMD. 2008. Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology. Retrieved from
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/defaul t-source/ceqa/handbook/l ocali zed-significance-
threshol ds/final -I st-methodol ogy-document.pdf ?sfvrsn=2. Accessed January 2015.

SCAQMD. 2010. Mitigation Measures and Control Efficiencies. Retrieved from
http://www.agmd.gov/home/regul ations/cega/air-quality-anal ysis-handbook/mitigation-
measures-and-control -efficiencies. Accessed January 2015.

SCAQMD. 2011. SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. Retrieved from
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/def ault-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-ai r-quality-significance-
threshol ds.pdf ?sfvrsn=2. Accessed: January 2015.

SCAQMD. 2012a. Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan. Retrieved from
http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2012-air-
guality-management-plan. Accessed January 2015.

SCAQMD. 2012b. Permit Application Package “L”: For Use in Conjunction with the Risk
Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212, Version 7.0. Retrieved from
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/def aul t-source/pl anning/ri sk-assessment/attachment-
|.pdf?sfvrsn=4. Accessed January 2015.

SCAQMD. 2014a. Air Quality Analysis Handbook. Retrieved from
http://www.agmd.gov/home/regul ations/cega/air-quality-analysis-handbook. Accessed
January 2015.

SCAQMD. 2014b. Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212. Retrieved from
http://www.agmd.gov/home/permits/risk-assessment/ri sk-assessment-procedures-for-rules-
1401-and-212. Accessed December 2014.

State of California. 2013. California Building Code (CBC) 2013. Accessed at:
http://www.ecodes.biz/ecodes support/Free Resources/2013California/13Building/13Buildi
ng_main.html.

REFERENCES 7-6 August 2015


http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf

Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2005. 40 CFR 51 Appendix W.
Retrieved from http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/guide/appw_05.pdf. Accessed
January 2015.

USEPA. 2013a. Federal Register (FR) Volume 78, No. 123, pp. 38223-38226. June 26.

USEPA. 2013b. Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases under
§202(a) of the Clean Air Act. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment/. Accessed February 2015.

USEPA. 2013c. Fact Sheet — Greenhouse Gases Reporting Program I mplementation. Retrieved
from http://www.epa.gov/ghgreporting/documents/pdf/2009/FactSheet.pdf. Accessed
February 2015.

USEPA. 2014a. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html. Accessed January 2015.

USEPA. 2014b. Particulate Matter Health. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/air/particlepollution/health.html. Accessed January 2015.

USEPA. 2014c. Ground-level Ozone Health Effects. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/air/ozonepollution/health.html. Accessed January 2015.

USEPA. 2014d. Preferred/Recommended Models. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm. Accessed January 2015.

USEPA. 2014e. Clarification on the Use of AERMOD Dispersion Modeling for Demonstrating
Compliance with the NO2 National Ambient air Quality Standard. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/scram001/guidance/clarification/NO2_Clarification_Memo-
20140930.pdf. Accessed January 2015.

USEPA. 2014f. Summary of the Energy Independence and Security Act. Retrieved from
http://www2.epa.gov/laws-regul ations/summary-energy-independence-and-security-act.
Accessed February 2015.

USEPA. 2014g. Renewable Fuel Standard. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/oms/fuel slrenewablefuel /. Accessed February 2015.

USEPA. 2015a. The Green Book Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/oagps001/greenbk/. Accessed January 2015.

USEPA. 2015b. Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/ghgreporting/. Accessed February 2015.

USEPA. 2015c. Clean Air Act Permitting for Greenhouse Gases. Retrieved from
http://www.epa.gov/nsr/ghgpermitting.html. Accessed January 2015.

REFERENCES 7-7 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

Waterstone Environmental Inc. 2012. Generic Soil Mitigation Plan for Incidental Produced
Liquids Spills or Pipeline Leaks, BreitBurn Operating L P, Santa Fe Springs, CA. Prepared
for Breitburn Operating LP February 13, 2013.

REFERENCES 7-8 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

CHAPTER 8

8 LIST OF PREPARERS

LIST OF PREPARERS 81 August 2015



Final Environmental Impact Report Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project

Prepared by:

Julia Lester, PhD
Principal-In-Charge
ENVIRON International Corporation
707 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 4950
Los Angeles, CA 90017

LIST OF PREPARERS 8-2 August 2015



	Final Environmental Impact Report for Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project - August 2015
	PREFACE
	SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT GOVERNING BOARD
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 California Environmental Quality Act
	1.3 Agency Authority
	1.4 Intended Use of EIR
	1.5 Areas of Controversy
	1.6 Organization of Remaining Sections of this EIR
	1.6.1 Chapter 2 – Project Description
	1.6.2 Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
	1.6.3 Chapter 4 – Alternatives
	1.6.4 Chapter 5 – Other CEQA Considerations
	1.6.5 Chapters 6, 7 and 8 – Acronyms and Abbreviations, Preparers and References

	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 Project Background
	2.3 Project Location
	2.4 Current Operations
	2.5 Project Objectives
	2.6 Project Description
	2.6.1 400 Block Reinjection Facility (Total Fluids Processing Facility)
	2.6.1.1 Overview of 400 Block Reinjection Facility Equipment and Processes
	2.6.1.2 400 Block Reinjection Facility Construction and Operation Phases

	2.6.2 Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System
	2.6.2.1 Overview of Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System Equipment and Processes
	2.6.2.2 Consolidated Bulk Truck Loading System Construction

	2.6.3 Flare Replacement
	2.6.3.1 Flare Replacement Equipment and Processes
	2.6.3.2 Flare Replacement Equipment Construction and Operation

	2.6.4 Related Oil Field Activities
	2.6.4.1 Oil Field Production
	2.6.4.2 Fourteen New Microturbines


	2.7 Construction of the Proposed Project
	2.8 Operation of the Proposed Project
	2.9 Permits and Approvals
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Air Quality
	3.2.1 Existing Setting
	3.2.1.1 South Coast Air Basin
	3.2.1.2 Baseline Operating Conditions Used in Analysis

	3.2.2 Regulatory Setting
	3.2.2.1 Federal
	3.2.2.2 State
	3.2.2.3 Local

	3.2.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
	3.2.3.1 Project Design Features
	3.2.3.2 Significance Criteria

	3.2.4 Environmental Impact Analysis
	3.2.4.1 Methodology
	3.2.4.2 Maximum Mass Emissions and Results
	3.2.4.3 Maximum Air Dispersion Emission Analysis
	3.2.4.4 Health Risk Assessment

	3.2.5 Significance Determination
	3.2.6 Mitigation Measures

	3.3 Energy
	3.3.1 Existing Setting
	3.3.1.1 Existing Energy Use
	3.3.1.2 Regulatory Background

	3.3.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
	3.3.2.1 Significance Criteria
	3.3.2.2 Environmental Impacts
	3.3.2.3 Significance Determination
	3.3.2.4 Mitigation Measures


	3.4 Geology and Soil
	3.4.1 Environmental Setting
	3.4.1.1 Soils and Topography
	3.4.1.2 Seismic Hazards

	3.4.2 Regulatory Background
	3.4.2.1 Federal Regulations
	3.4.2.2 State Regulations

	3.4.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
	3.4.3.1 Significance Criteria
	3.4.3.2 Environmental Impacts
	3.4.3.3 Significance Determination
	3.4.3.4 Mitigation Measures


	3.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	3.5.1 Existing Setting
	3.5.1.1 Background
	3.5.1.2 Baseline Operating Conditions Used in Analyses

	3.5.2 Regulatory Setting
	3.5.2.1 Federal
	3.5.2.2 State

	3.5.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
	3.5.3.1 Significance Criteria

	3.5.4 Environmental Impact Analysis
	3.5.4.1 Methodology

	3.5.5 Significance Determination
	3.5.6 Mitigation Measures

	3.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	3.6.1 Environmental Setting
	3.6.1.1 On-site Hazardous Materials (Hazardous Materials Generation, Storage, and Disposal)
	3.6.1.2 Sensitive Receptors
	3.6.1.3 Regulatory Background

	3.6.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
	3.6.2.1 Significance Criteria
	3.6.2.2 Environmental Impacts
	3.6.2.3 Significance Determination
	3.6.2.4 Mitigation Measures


	3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality
	3.7.1 Environmental Setting
	3.7.1.1 Groundwater Hydrology and Water Quality
	3.7.1.2 Surface Water and Stormwater Management
	3.7.1.3 Regulatory Background

	3.7.2 Environmental Impact and Mitigation
	3.7.2.1 Significance Criteria
	3.7.2.2 Environmental Impacts
	3.7.2.3 Significance Determination
	3.7.2.4 Mitigation Measures


	3.8 Noise
	3.8.1 Environmental Setting
	3.8.1.1 The Characteristics of Noise
	3.8.1.2 The Characteristics of Vibration
	3.8.1.3 Noise and Vibration Environment in the Project Area

	3.8.2 Regulatory Setting
	3.8.2.1 Federal
	3.8.2.2 State
	3.8.2.3 Local

	3.8.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
	3.8.3.1 Project Design Features
	3.8.3.2 Significance Criteria
	3.8.3.3 Impact Determination


	3.9 Solid and Hazardous Waste
	3.9.1 Environmental Setting
	3.9.1.1 Solid Waste Generation, Storage and Disposal
	3.9.1.2 Hazardous Waste Generation, Storage and Disposal
	3.9.1.3 Regulatory Background

	3.9.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
	3.9.2.1 Significance Criteria
	3.9.2.2 Environmental Impacts
	3.9.2.3 Significance Determination
	3.9.2.4 Mitigation Measures


	3.10 Growth Inducing Impacts
	3.11 Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
	3.12 Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Project Objectives
	4.3 Alternatives Summary
	4.3.1 Description of the Project Alternatives Evaluated
	4.3.1.1 Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative
	4.3.1.2 Alternative 2 – Gas Reinjection
	4.3.1.3 Alternative 3 – Additional Microturbines

	4.3.2 Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible
	4.3.2.1 Alternative 4 – Gas Sales
	4.3.2.2 Alternative 5 – Electrification of Oil/Injection Well Drilling


	4.4 Comparison of Impacts: Alternatives to the Proposed Project
	4.4.1 Air Quality
	4.4.1.1 Alternative 1 – No Project
	4.4.1.2 Alternative 2 – Gas Reinjection

	4.4.2 Other Environmental Areas
	4.4.2.1 Energy
	4.4.2.2 Geology and Soils
	4.4.2.3 Greenhouse Gases
	4.4.2.4 Alternative 1 – No Project
	4.4.2.5 Alternative 2 – Gas Reinjection
	4.4.2.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	4.4.2.7 Hydrology and Water Quality
	4.4.2.8 Noise
	4.4.2.9 Solid and Hazardous Waste


	4.5 Conclusion
	5.1 Introduction
	5.1.1 Requirements for a Cumulative Impact Analysis
	5.1.2 Projects Considered in this Cumulative Impact Analysis

	5.2 Cumulative Impacts Analysis
	5.2.1 Air Quality 
	5.2.2 Energy
	5.2.3 Geology and Soils
	5.2.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	5.2.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	5.2.6 Hydrology and Water Quality
	5.2.7 Noise
	5.2.8 Solid and Hazardous Wastes

	5.3 Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant
	5.4 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes
	5.5 Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts
	6.1 Acronyms and Abbreviations List
	7.1 Reference List
	APPENDIX A
	Initial Study for: Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade Project 
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS CONTINUED
	CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	1.1 INTRODUCTION
	1.2 AGENCY AUTHORITY
	1.3 BACKGROUND
	1.3.1 PROJECT PROPONENT
	1.3.2 HISTORICAL OPERATIONS AT THE SANTA FE SPRINGS OIL FIELD
	Figure 1-1. Oil Fields of the Los Angeles Basin.

	1.3.3 PROJECT LOCATION
	Figure 1-2. Regional Location Map.
	Figure 1-3. Project Location Map.
	Figure 1-4. Project Site Plan.


	1.4 CURRENT OPERATIONS
	1.4.1 CURRENT PROCESSING SYSTEMS AND FACILITIES

	1.5 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	Figure 1-5. Existing Thermal Oxidizer at the 700 Block.

	1.5.1 400 BLOCK REINJECTION FACILITY (TOTAL FLUIDS PROCESSINGFACILITY)
	1.5.1.1 OVERVIEW OF 400 BLOCK REINJECTION FACILITY EQUIPMENT ANDPROCESSES
	Figure 1-6. Free Water Knock Out Vessel at the 700 Block Main Facility.
	Figure 1-7. Storage Tanks at the 700 Block Main Facility.
	Figure 1-8. Existing Truck Loading Connection.
	Figure 1-9. WEMCO Separator at the 700 Block Main Facility.
	Figure 1-10. Project Site Plan with Well Locations.
	Figure 1-11. 700 Block Main Facility Pump and Ancillary Equipment Area.

	1.5.1.2 400 BLOCK REINJECTION FACILTIY CONSTRUCTION ANDOPERATIONAL PHASES

	1.5.2 CONSOLIDATED TRUCK LOADING SYSTEM PROJECT COMPONENTS
	1.5.2.1 OVERVIEW OF CONSOLIDATED TRUCK LOADING SYSTEM EQUIPMENTAND PROCESSES
	Figure 1-12. Existing Truck Loading Connection/Hoses at 700 Block.
	1.5.2.2 CONSOLIDATED TRUCK LOADING SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION


	1.5.3 FLARE REPLACEMENT (400 BLOCK)
	Figure 1-13. Existing Flare Located at the 400 Block.
	1.5.3.1 FLARE REPLACEMENT EQUIPMENT AND PROCESSES
	1.5.3.2 FLARE REPLACEMENT EQUIPMENT CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION

	1.5.4 RELATED OIL FIELD ACTIVITIES
	1.5.4.1 OIL FIELD PRODUCTION
	Figure 1-14. Typical Well with Electric Pumpjack Located at 700 Block.
	Figure 1-15. Typical Water Injection Well Located at 700 Block.

	1.5.4.2 FOURTEEN NEW MICROTURBINES
	Figure 1-16. Breitburn’s Microturbines.


	1.6 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE
	1.7 OPERATING SCENARIOS
	1.8 REQUIRED PERMITS
	FIGURES - CHAPTER 1
	CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
	INTRODUCTION
	GENERAL INFORMATION
	POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS
	DETERMINATION
	I. AESTHETICS
	II. AGRICULTURE ANDFORESTRY RESOURCES
	III. AIR QUALITY
	IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
	V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.
	VI. ENERGY
	VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
	VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
	IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
	X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
	XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING
	XII. MINERAL RESOURCES
	XIII. NOISE
	XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
	XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
	XVI. RECREATION
	XVII. SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE
	XVIII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
	XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
	REFERENCES
	ACRONYMS
	FIGURES - CHAPTER 2

	APPENDIX A-1: Inital Study Public Comments and Responses
	Comment Letter No. 1: Native American Heritage Commission - Dec. 8, 2014
	Response to Comment Letter No. 1
	Comment Letter No. 2: Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources - Dec. 31, 2014
	Response to Comment Letter No. 1

	APPENDIX B: Air Quality and GHG Technical Report
	Air Quality and GHG Technical Report
	Contents
	Acronyms and Abbreviations
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Project Description
	1.2 Report Organization

	2 Significance Thresholds
	2.1 Criteria Pollutants
	2.2 Toxic Air Contaminants and Health Risk
	2.3 Greenhouse Gases

	3 Emission Estimation Methods
	3.1 Construction Emission Estimation Methodology
	3.1.1 Criteria Air Pollutant Construction Emission Estimation
	3.1.1.1 Off-Road Sources
	3.1.1.2 On-Road Sources (Offsite)
	3.1.1.3 On-Road Sources (Onsite)

	3.1.2 Greenhouse Gas Construction Emission Estimation

	3.2 Criteria Air Pollutant Operational Mass Emission Estimation
	3.2.1 Main Facility Consolidated Truck Loading System
	3.2.2 Flares
	3.2.3 400 Block Reinjection Facility
	3.2.4 Drilling
	3.2.5 Microturbines

	3.3 Greenhouse Gas Operational Emission Estimation
	3.3.1 Main Facility Consolidated Truck Loading System
	3.3.2 Flares
	3.3.3 400 Block Reinjection Facility
	3.3.4 Drilling
	3.3.5 Microturbines

	3.4 Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions
	3.4.1 Main Facility Consolidated Truck Loading System
	3.4.2 Flares
	3.4.3 400 Block Reinjection Facility
	3.4.4 Drilling
	3.4.5 Microturbines


	4 Mass Emissions Results
	4.1 Construction
	4.2 Operations
	4.3 Alternatives and Cumulatives

	5 Ambient Air Quality Evaluation
	5.1 Operations Air Dispersion Analysis
	5.1.1 Source Characterization
	5.1.2 Meteorology
	5.1.3 Land Use
	5.1.3.1 Receptors

	5.1.4 Background Concentrations
	5.1.5 Post Processing
	5.1.5.1 NO2 Emissions
	5.1.5.2 Sulfate and SO2 Emissions
	5.1.5.3 Toxics Impacts


	5.2 Operations Air Dispersion Modeling Results

	6 Localized CO Impacts
	7 Summary of Results
	Tables
	Figure


	APPENDIX C: DEIR Public Comments and Responses



