AGENDA

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING

701 EAST CARSON STREET
EXECUTIVE CONFERENCE ROOM, 2" FLOOR
CARSON, CALIFORNIA 90745

Wednesday, May 6, 2015 - 6:30 PM

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL

AGENDA POSTING CERTIFICATION

AGENDA APPROVAL

MINUTES APPROVAL
a. None

NEW BUSINESS
a. None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

In accordance with the Brown Act
as amended, a copy of the
Agenda Face Sheet for this
meeting was posted in five (5)
public places throughout the city
designated for the posting of
such notices seventy-two (72)
hours prior to this meeting. Via
this posting, the requirement has
been met to provide the public
with adequate notice of all
matters to be addressed by the
Environmental Commission at
this meeting.

a. Community Health Element/Carson General Plan



9. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

a. Planning Commission minutes April 14, 2015 (Oil & Gas Code)
b. Notice of Completion of Draft EA SCAQMD (Oil & Gas Production Wells)

10. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
a. Audience
b. Commission
e Updates

c. Staff
e Updates
e Qil Code Ordinance

11. ADJOURNMENT
Upcoming Meetings
June 3, 2015
July 1, 2015
August 5, 2015




MINUTES

CITY OF CARSON
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Helen Kawagoe City Council Ghambers, 2°° Filoor
707 East Carson Street, Carson, CA 90745

Aprif 14, 2015 ~ 6:30 P.}M.

et

CALL TO ORDER

2. PLEDGE OF AL EGIANCE
3. RBOLL CALL
A. AGENDA POSTING
CERTIFICATION
5. AGENDA APPROVAL
6. INSTRUCTIONS
TO WITNESSES
7. SEWEARING OF WITNESSES
8. CRAL COMMUNICATIONS
G, CONSENT CALENDAR
Minutes: March 24, 2015
Motion:

Chairman  Faletogo  called  the

meeting to order at £:30 .M.

Vice-Chairman Pifion led the Salute
o the Flag.

Planning Commissioners  Present:
Brimmer, Faletogo, Gordon, Pifion,
Schaefer, Saenz, Verrelt

Planning Commissioners  Absent:

Diaz (excused), Goolsby (excused)

Recording Secretary Bothe indicated
that all posting requirements had
been met.

Commissioner Saenz moved,
seconded by Commnissioner
Schaefer, 1o approve the Agenda as

submitied. Motion carried, 7-0
{absent Commissioners Diaz,
Goolsby)

Chairman Faletogo reguested that all
persons wishing to provide testimony
stand for the oath, compiete the
general information card at the
podium, and submit it to the secretary
for recordation.

Assistant City Attorney  Shannon
Chaffin

For items NOT on the agenda.
Speakers  are  limited fo  thres
minutes.  None

Commissioner Gordon moved, seconded by Commissioner Schaefer, fo

approve the March 24, 2015, Minutes as presented. Motion carried, 8-0 (Commissioner
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varrett abstained; absant
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10. CLOSED SESSION
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COURNSEL - ANTICIPATED LITIGATION

1. Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to Government Code Section
54956 .9(d)2) and (&) in one case.

The Closed Session was called at 6:35 P.M., and the regular meeling was resumed at
813 P.M.

Assistant City Attorney Chaflin provided the Closed Session report, noting there were
no items to report on the Closed Session. All Planning Commission members present
participated in the Closed Sassion.

1.  CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING

A} Zone Text Amendment No, 19-15
Applicant’s Request;

The applicant, city of Carson, is requesting the Planning Commission consider Text
Amendment No. 16-15, to Adopt a Comprehensive Update of the City's Cil and Gas
Ordinance Regulating Petroleum Operations and Facilities, and a finding of a Class 8
Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines §15308. The properties involved would
be citywide.

Stalf Recommendsation:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission apen public hearing, take testimony, close
public testimony, discuss, provide additional refinements o the proposed Oil and Gas
Code update, if any, and direct staff to prepare an updated resolution and ordinance
consistent with the Planning Commission’s direction and return for final action by the
Planning Cormmission at the next mesting.

Chairman Faletogo opened the public hearing.

Mike Mitoma, resident, urged the Planning Commission fo take into consideration the
safety of the residents and address all health concerns when making its decision; and
stated that all discussions should be held in open forums conceming this update. He
noted that Hermosa Beach recently turned down oil driliing even being faced with a
targe lawsuit. He expressed his belief oil drilling operations put residents at risk of harm
and stated that these operations should not be located in residential areas. He
commented on the explosions at local refineries; and he noted his skepticism with the
industry’'s assertion that they don’t need fo do any fracking fo get the materials they are
seeking.

Benjamin Hanelin, Latham & Walkins representing Californians for Energy
independence, noted that this evening, they have provided a letter, dated April 14,
2015, to the Planning Commission, urging the Commission to deny the proposed ban
on hydraudic fracturing and to deny the proposed code update; stated that the letter
highlights why the City should not get into the business of regulating the oll and gas
industry as the ordinance proposes; noted that there are already state agencies in place
that are equipped and allowed to regulate this industry; and stated that the City should
not duplicate the important regulatory roles these state agencies play. He noted the
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letter this evening includes a number of memorandums from other govermnmental
officiale/municinalities (City of Los Angales, Comnion, Monterev and Alameds Countisg
Santa Barbara County, La Habra Heighis) backing off from their aitempts to regulate
this industry due to legal advice that costly litigation is imminent and could bankrupt a
municipality. He explained that the Baldwin Hills Community Services District ordinance
was adopted to address specific issues arising out of the existing operations; that the
ordinance was preceded by a lengthy EIR; that the regulations there were also shaped
by litigation; that a setflement came out of that litigation; and he noted that Carson has
none of those specific issues here. He siated there are existing operations in Carson;
that these ordinances will put these existing operafors out of business and cost Carson
residents thair jobs; that it is time for Carson 1o stop this process and to evaluate more
fully what role the City can and should play as a land use regulator; and that it is time o
draft an ordinance that will not destroy jobs and an ordinance that does not subject the
ity {o substantial litigation risks.

Tom Muller, Manait, Phelps, & Phillips, representing Carson Energy and the owners of
the mineral rights underlying this land in Carson, noted that he provided a letier this
evening for the Planning Commission, dated April 14, 2015; stated that if the City
adopis an ordinance which denies his clients their right to millions of dollars of mineral
rights, it stands fo reason the people who own those mineral rights will sue to protect
their constitutional rights, which will cost the City millions of dollars in legal fees trying to
defend an ordinance that is unconstitutional and unnecessary. He stated that Carson
should make sure it belisves this ordinance is necessary.

Mr. Muller stated that nobody has fracked here and nobody is proposing to frack here
pecause the underground siructures are not suitable for fracking; and stated that his
clients are concerned with the proposed impediments fo any kind of oil production, oil
exploration, and particularly acidization. He advised that acidization has been used in
Carson and most other places where oil is produced since the 1930s without incident;
he explained how far down the acid is pumped into the wells, thousands of feet below
the ground surface; and stated that it does not get anywhere near people to do any
harm, noling that the process of using the acids with a base dissolves the minerals and
neutralizes the acid info salt and water. He stated that these acids here are not
persistent like most of the other industrial chemicals used in this community. He noted
his opposition fo this draft piecemeal ordinance which has been created from varicus
ordinances across the state; and he urged the Commission to instruct staff fo remove
any proposed ban on acidization and to come back with a balanced, fair, protective and
reasonable ordinance.

Thomas Walker, representing sorme of the mineral rights owners, stated he is a
registered professional pefroleum engineer; and advised that he and his family live
within two miles of two different oil drilling sites in Huntington Beach, noting he is very
comfortable raising his family there. He advised that he has been hired to look at this
ordinance and determine what, if any, impact on operations this ordinance will have. He
expressed his belief this ordinance and its conditions will preclude an operator from
developing their field; and stated that this ordinance gives the petroleum administrator
{PA) the right to impose additional conditions upon an annual review and could cause
operations io cease, noling there is foo much uncertainty in this proposed ordinance.
He noted that not all parties were given notice, stating that both the surface and mineral
rights owners should receive notice of this process, addressing his concern with
potential liability issues for all involved.
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Mr. Walker explained that this technology is and has been used in Dominguez for many
vears, advised that the Dominguez field was discovarad in 1923 that acidization was
started worldwide in 1933, that water flooding began in 1944; that hvdraulic fracturing
was first commercially uiilized in 1949, that massive hydraulic fracturing, which was not
being used in this field, was staried in 1968; that all those milestones ocourred during
ihe pericd this fleld was operated, and stated he 13 not aware of any major problams
with ooerating the ol fields with those techniguses.

Mr. Walker staied he is also concerned with the language in the ordinance regarding
definitions; explained that when vou drill 2 well, it is possible and common to have
formation damage, noting this is cleaned up with small acid washes; and stated that the
proposed language in this ordinance could prevent completion and production of weills.
He added that state regulations are continually being generated in this industry.

Micki Carisen, Alston & Bird, representing E&B Natural Resources Management Corp.
(E&RB), stated that E&B has substantial oil and gas interests in Carson and that the
company has recently decided 1o become more aclively involved in this process; and
advised that they have submitied a letter o the Planning Commission, dated April 13,
2015. She stated that the lefter catalogs what they believe is the majority of their
concerns with the proposed cil and gas code; advised that they are requesting to have
further dislogue with the City; that the City should reach ouf to ali the oil and gas
interests for some input; and that they believe there needs to be more working sessions
on specific sections and a belter understanding on how the proposal impacts their
client.

Eunice Langrord, resident, urged the Cily o recognize that the siate has in place
adequate restrictions and regulations for this indusiry which have been designed fo
protect the health, environment and safety of the community; and expressed her belief
what the City has drafted is unnecessary. She noted her concern with the loss of
revenues for this community if this is 1o be adopted.

Nick Gomez, resident, member of Californians for Energy Independence, noted this
group is opposed to the proposed oil and gas code update; and stated it will hurt this
community’s tax revenues, jobs, and services the residenis receive.

Cruz Gonzalez, resident, stated it is imporfant to protect California’s right fo energy
independence; noted that energy production in California helps keep the cost affordable
to all Californians; that it creates jobs across a wide range of sectors and generates
significant revenues; and he urged the Commission o not approve this proposed ban,
noting these are proven energy extraction techniques.

Steven Crump, resident, sfaled that tax revenues generated from oll production benefit
this community in many important ways, such as funding schools, police, fire and many
other community services Carson residents depend on and value, that banning proven
oil exiraction methods will result in economic conveniences for Carson residents; and
he urged the Commission {o consider these issues.

Cliff Coatney, resident, stated that through the years, local energy operations in Carson
have generated millions of dollars in local tax revenues each year funding vital services
that are crucial for Carson's residents, such as police protection, fire, nelghborhood
maintenance, improvement of local schools, parks, libraries, and roads; and he urged
the Commission fo reject the proposed cil and gas code update, including the ban on oil
production technigues.
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Cesar Avalos, resident, stated that this indusiry provides good iobs and tax revenues;
noted that this pronosal will hurt the local economy; and he urged the Commission o
reject this proposal.

Edwin Caballero, stated that he s currently iraining o be 2 diesel technician and
expressed his belief this code, If adopted, would hurt the energy industry and the good
jobs this industry creates; and he urged the Commission to not adopt the update.

Jeff Cooper, Cooper & Brain, 901 East Lomita Boulevard, stated that he only became
aware of this proposal on Friday through an industry contracior, noling he did not
receive any nofice about thizs process. He stated that Cooper & Brain is a small
business in Carson that produces olf; that they have five wells at their facility located on
the southemn end of Carson near Lomita Boulevard and Wilmington Avenue; and he
noted they operate three wells inside the Tesoro Refinery tank farm. He stated that
because he just became aware of this issue, he has not had adequate time o study
what is being proposed and o provide input; he addressed his concern with not
receiving notice of these hearings, stating that all impacted oil-related businesses in
Carson should have been contacted; and he stated he would like 1o be involved in the
dialogue with staff concerning this issue. He added that all these businesses want their
operations to run safely. He noted that this business has been in operation since the
1960s.

Planning Manager Naaseh advised that notices were sent to all residenis and
businesses in Carson.

Rey Javier, V.P. Brea Canon Oil, noted that Brea Canon, a small family-owned
company, currently owns and operates 22 exisling wells; advisaed that out of those 22
wells, 11 are currently in pumping operation; anc that they have 5 injectors {one idie),
and one submersible. He stated that the City needs to consider the location of these
wells, which are locaied inside the Los Angeles County Sanitation District property; that
all other wells are west of Figueroa Streel, south of Sepulveda Boulevard, with the
exception of the one well in the parking lot of Target at the corner of
Figuerca/Sepulveda; and he urged the Commission to continue this matter so the
Commission can learn more about these technicalities.

Mr. Javier addressed his concermn with converiing the 11 existing pumps o submersible
systems, sfating this wouid put their company out of business; and siated that
submersible pumps cost approximately $100,000 each, which would cost them in-fotal
$1.1 million. He advised that this company is only producing 82 barrels of oil per day in
Carson at this time and that they would like to continue doing business in Carson; that
they have 87 rovalty owners who depend on those checks every month; stated that their
annual Carson business license is $20,000; and that their property taxes are $420,000
annually. He asked to be involved in this process; and he urged a continuance of this
matier.

Mike Kutchak, Director of Veterans Affairs with IBEW Local 11, staied that he served in
the Marine Corps for 32 years and that he has dedicated his retirement life fo serving
veterans and helping returning combat veterans obtain decent jobs. He urged Carson
to continue its dialogue with all interested parties and to not make rash decisions that
could potentially close down and cease job opportunities for the returning veterans from
active duty; and he pointed out that the military forces are being drastically and rapidly
downsized. He stated that California is cutting back on its cil production; that the vast
majority of California’s oil comes from imporis, which drive up the cost fo California
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consumers; and he noted his concern with cutsourced jobs and lost revenues in this
industry that can be maintained in California; and he urged the Commission to reiect the
updates, believing it is bad for California’s economy and energy independence. He
nointed out that Carson has openly and publically recognized its veterans,; stated that
the veterans deserve to be reintegrated into the workforce; and he highlighied the need
o ensure they have the opportunifies and oplions for good middle class jobs and

INCames.

Tommy Faavae, represeniing IBEW Local 11, expressed his belief this process is
moving backwards, referring 1o the moratorium from last April; stated that there are
flaws in this ofl and gas code; and noted his concern with the comments from a speaker
this evening that his oil-related business had not received notice of this process, nofing
that all affected parties should be contacted. He stated that many jobs are going o be
affected by the City's decision; and he urged the City to bring the affected parties 10 the
table to develop a comprehensive ol and gas update that works for business, labor, and
the community.

Joe Galliani, organizer of the South Bay Climate Action group, stated that he cares
about the veterans and union workers, but noted he has higher aspirations for these
people fo obtain clean jobs that do not cause cancer and asthma. He stated there is
400 ppm of C02 in our atmosphere, noting we are pumping more carbon inte the air
than our atmosphere can handle. He explained that there is a carbon budget of about
535 million tons of more carbon that we can burn until we reach the danger zone of 2
degrees centigrade which scientisis have warned us is the point where we don't want to
go beyond; and pointed out that scientists from around the world agree with this 2-
degree warning. He added that according to scientists, at our current burning rate of oil,
coal and gas, we are 12 to 15 years away from reaching that 2-degree mark; and staled
that 80 percent of our oil, coal and gas must be kept in the ground if we don’t want 1o
reach the danger zone and get past the point of no returm.

Mr. Galliani stated that there are new, clean energy jobs for evervone; and advised that
there is a new solar jobs program in Los Angeles County, with UCLA indicating if solar
is put on just 5 percent of the roofs and buildings in our county, thal would create
29,000 new jobs that don't cause cancer and asthma. He noted that Hermosa Beach
just recently rejected a proposal from the oil industry because they don't want the hsalth
risks and danger associated with this industry. He added that the state has called for a
50-percent reduction in the use of petroleum by the year 2030, noting that SB-350 has
the support of the Governor, the Assembly, and the Senate. He stated that over the
next 15 years, the market for coal, gas and oll in this state will be cuf in half; and he
urged the City to study these scientific and political facts and to continue working on
regulating this field.

Mr. Galiiani noted for Commissioner Schaefer that there is a program in the County of
Los Angeles which allows a homeowner to borrow money on their property taxes to put
solar on their home and pay it off over 20 vears as part of its Los Angeles County
Energy Program.

Alexandra Nagy, Southern California organizer with Food and Water Waich, noted she
is fighting against the exploitation of the ofl and gas industry in Carson, highiighted her
disappointment with Cxy's EIR, believing it is one of the worst EIR's drafted; pointed out
there is a small number of people employed in this industry compared {o the rest of the
population; and noted the need fo protect the environment and health of those living in
this community. She expressed her belief that this industry is a dying and
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nonrenewable industry and that solar and other renewable energy is our future and is a
growing industrv. She stated that this update is beneficial for the City; that the City
needs to address what it wanis to see in its community, what makes this community
healthy; and she urged the City {o pul in regulations that are necessary to protect the
community from a dangercus and foxic industrty.  She stated thal the oll and gas
industry has the highest death rates than any other industry; and she urged the City not
to back dowr from the legal threats.

Steve Carr, employee at E&B Natural Resources, noted he has worked for both Bres
Canon Oil and Cooper & Brain; stated that he has worked in the oil industry for 20 years
in Carson, and he has wiinessed increased sately measures being implemented
throughout the vears in these oil-producing facilities; and he slated that ihese
companies represented this evening have been paying afiention to the neighbors and
addressing their concerns and that they go beyond what is reaquired of them. He
advised that these properties are well maintained; and he urged the Commission fo take
more time and consider what the oll companies have said about wanting to have open
dialogue. '

Chairman Faletogo read into the record a statement from Carl Edwards:  “This
ordinance will eliminate all growth in the ol sector in Carson. Green Compass is a
service firm that relies on work generated at E&B's Carson facility. We have serviced
this field for many vears. Please reconsider this idea. lt is not in our best interast as a
community.”

Chairman Falelogo read into the record a statement from Lori Noflin, resident: “l fesl
the city of Carson should not approve this ordinance as written. Carson is a densely
populated residential ang commercial city. Carson is not an oil field. When we
incorporated as a city, it was to stop the bad projects that cause contamination. | don't
know where in Carson you could allow new drilling that would not impact the health and
safety of cur community. This ordinance should stop any new drilling and sirongly
regulate existing drilling in Carson. We have an opportunity to pass a meaningful
ardinance that could stop this assauit on our communities. That would stop our children
and grandchildren from having to fight this battle again. Carson is not an cil field for
investors and oil companies 1o be deciding where they are going 1o sei up the next
well”

Pilar Hoyos, representing Watson Land Company, asked: “Why is this ordinance
necessary? What is the urgency to adopt the ordinance now that the CRC project has
been withdrawn? Who is driving and pushing this ordinance and why?" She expressed
her belief that outside forces came into this community and fed fear and created an
environment of distrust; and she highlighted one example of that coming from a speaker
present this evening who indicated that Oxy came in here with 200 fracking wells. She
pointed out that is a factually incorrect statement; that Oxy never needed 1o frack; and
that Oxy so stated and agreed they would enter into a development agreement that
would not allow them to frack. She stated that was just one statement made to create a
divide within the community by outside groups that have a different agenda.

Ms. Hoyos asked the following gquestions: “Does this ordinance go too far and
effectively preciude all ol operations, including small business operators heard from this
evening? What are the cosis o the local economy, fo jobs, families, and the
community? If the intent of the ordinance is to ban drilling, then what are the risks o the
City for the cost of litigation?” She highlighted the citing of varicus court cases pesed by
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the lawyers, asking, “If you own mineral rights, what do you do; do you have a right to
those mineral! rights and the value of that oif and aas?”

Ms. Hoyos pointed out that the state has the expertise needed o reguiate and to protect
all communities; and she urged the Clty to please consider the far-reaching impacts and
the legal risks fo the City and don't be fooled by outside groups that have a different
agenda. Speaking o Tom Walker's reference this evening relating to the timing of the
different types of drilling and how long they've been in operation, she pointed out that
lot of those oll fields were here before homes were built and they operated without all
the negative impacts that have been thrown out in this evening’s comments.

There being no further input from the audience, Chairman Faletogo closed the pubiic
hearing. He thanked the audience members for their participation this evening,

Chairman Faletogo noted that a memo was recsived from Robert Lesley, resident,
noting his support of amending the ordinance,

Planning Manager Naaseh advised that following the February 24" hearing, staff met
with the Planning Commissioners in three separate small groups to provide additional
details on the proposed ordinance; and that staff and the consultants alsc met with
industry representatives and community members who have shown interest in this
process. He stated that four letters were received for this evening’'s meeting: two
letters received from Manatt/Phelps/Phillips, dated April 13, 2015 and April 14, 2015;
one received from Alston & Bird, dated April 13, 2015; and one received from Latham &
Watkins, dated April 14, 2015 (of record). '

Luis Perez, MRS, with the aid of a power point presentation, provided an update on the
progress since the last meeting; and stated that this evening's presentation is part of the
direction given to MRS by the Commission from that last meeting. He added that staff
and he met in small groups with members of the Planning Commission since the last
meeting; and that they also met with industry representatives and community
stakeholders on Wednesday, April 8" noting that & number of revisions have been
made fo the code arising from those meetings, which will be addressed this evening.

Mr. Perez commented on the following community/industry issues of concem:

o With regard to slant drilling allowed, he explained that slant drilling is predicated
by property rights; in order for a company to drill, they have to obtain easements,
rineral rights, and property rights for access to those wells and that slant drilling

©is not something the City is able to regulate;

e With regard to potential exceptions to a fracking ban, he stated that the fracking
ban language has been put in place to protect the City from potential litigation;

e With regard to a requirement for ambient air monitors, he explained that the
requirement is only for air monitors that cover hydrogen sulfide monitoring; that it
is very expensive and not viable to monitor all the different componentsftypes of
toxic materials the public addressed, and therefore, no change is proposed;

e With regard to the appeal process, he explained that the appeal process would
range from the PA, Planning Commission, and then on to the City Council;

e With regard fo abandoned wells within the City, he stated there is a map which
shows where all the abandoned wells are located: and added there is =
requirement within the code that if somebody is doing drilling within an area that
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nas existing abandoned wells, they would have o ensure those previously

I Al immermed s v s g0 o e o
ahandoned wells have been abandoned/slugged properly; and

e With regard o existing wells and how those will continue to operate without new
reguiation, he explained that the proposal does not cover existing welis; and that
the new reguiations would only cover existing wells if an operator were to obtain
a permit for new development within that arez which requires therm to obtain a
conditional use permit (CUP) and a development agreement (DAL

Chairman Faletogo asked if a PA is necessary; and is there anything wrong with the
current sifuation of using stalf and the City Council.

Mr. Perez stated that the code would require the City administrator to appoint someons
as the PA; he stated if there were no proposed projects, there probably would not be
any need for a PA; but If there was a wave of new development/proposals for oil and
gas projects, the City manager would appoint a PA o handle the issues of the code. He
added that the intent of the PA would be to have a specific clearing house, a go-to
person that is in charge of all the petroleum activities within a jurisdiction. He stated this
is done in other jurisdictions.

Commissioner Brimmer asked for clarification on the appeal process.

Assistant City Attorney Chaffin stated that an appeal process depends on the type of
activity involved; that the way the code is proposed, some matters will be decided
directly by the PA,; that some may be appealed to the Planning Commission and City
Council; and that there are other legal remedies available to them if the City's appeal
process is not in their favor, noling a court would have to determine if the City acted
reasonably, that it would involve a lawsuit to chalienge the City's decision.

Commissioner Brimmer asked if any written handouts were distributed to those present
at the April 8" meeting, noting the technical information needs to be uncomplicated as
possible. She stated the City needs to make sure all interested parties are informed of
this process and these meetings. '

Assistant City Atforney Chaffin noted for the record that legal notices were given in
compiiance with the Brown Act and City reguirements.

Commissioner Gordon noted his concern with the PA and their authority under the
proposed ordinance, Page 108 of staff report, first paragraph, “The decisions of the PA
in enforcing, interpreting, or in exercising the authority delegated by the provisions of
this ordinance and of the codes adopted hereby shall be deemed final,” stating this
means to him there is no chance of appeal following the PA’s decision: he noted his
concern with interpreting this code; and stated there is no criteria for the qualifications of
the PA.

Assistant City Attorney Chaffin explained that Section 9505A, Page 108 of staff report,
is intended to provide finality for the applicant by saying the decision is final and they
don't need 1o go to another body for relief; and explained that this Commission has the
discretion o deny or support this proposed language.

Commissioner Gordon asked what other jurisdictions have PA’s and has the power and
authority this is proposing.

Assistant City Attorney Chaffin explained that there are other jurisdictions which have
PA’s, but added those authority rights vary from each jurisdiction; and that the City has
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the authority to designate and determine how It interprets its own ordinances as long as
that internratation is reasonable

Commissioner Gordon expressed his belief that not everything needs 1o be solved in 3
court of law, that the City should be able to develop an appeal process thal avoids
fawsuils.  He highlighted staff report Page 112, "Findings, The project shall not be
detrimental to the comdort, convenience, health, safety, and general welfare of the
community, and will be compatible with the uses in the surrounding area,” asking if that
determination is left to the interpretation of the FA, what would be considered “comfort,
convenience” of the cormmunity.

Planning Manager Naaseh explained that this is a finding for the CUP and is under the
purview of the Planning Commission.

Assistant City  Altormey Chaffin staled that Section 9507.3 says the Planning
Commission is the deciding body to approve/deny a CUP, not the PA.

Mr. Perez referred to industry issues that were discussed at their mesting:

e With regard to the timing of the codelimpetus, he explained that this was iniliated
by City Council in May of last year; that City Council provided direction to refumn
fo them with an oil code that is as protective as possibie to the health, safety, and
environment; and in addition to that, City Council also was in favor of a ban on
fracking as part of that oil code update;

=  With regard to legal, non-conforming uses, he siaied that any concerns with
regard 1o legal, non-conforming uses relate 1o those existing facilities, noting that
they could potentially be subject to amortization at some point and required to
cease operations,

e With regard to acidizing definitions/acid volume thresholds, he explained that the
two definitions used in the letler for acidizing and acid volume thresholds say o
flush minerals from the well and its associated edquipment, to help dissolve
minerals at the boltom of the well that are plugging the well and impeding the
flow of oil into the well, noting these are not contemplated within the ban on well
stimulation techniques, and they would not be affected; that those two things can
continue fo be done as a matter of course as far as their operation is concerned;
and he stated the language is very clear with regard to thai particular issue,
noting this process has been used for many years,

e With regard to a reqguirement of submersible pumps in industrial zones, he noted
they are in agreement that there should not be a requirement for submersible
pumps in industrial zones, noting they are sufficiently far away enough from any
potential sensitivity recepiors and there is no necessity for them; and noted the
code has been amended fo include an exclusion for submersible pumps within
industrial zones;

e With regard to requirements for pipelines inside oil fields, he stated the intent of
the code was ot to have requirements for leak detection systems inside the oil
fields, that it's only for the pipelines that leave the oil fields; and advised that they

iy wmt pay s ook e Bhe un® b o B e B o e gee s gk ] Bl ey sl e o ey e e
have made {hat clanification as part of ing revised code; and

e With regard to the overlap with AQMD (fugitive dust), he stated they are in
agreement with the concern of overlapping with AQMD on fugitive dust issues;
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and that they would suggest removing that language from the code because that
is already contemplatad within AQMD's reaulations.

Mr. Perez commented on how the oil and gas code update will affect existing
operations; stated that if an operator wants o add wells or do something that would
trigger the requirements of the oil code by way of needing to oblain a CUP or DA, those
actions would then reguire the existing facilities to be brought up to the requirements of
the updated ol code; but if an existing operafor continues to operate/oroduce without
making any subsiantial changes and not require a permit, they can confinue 1o do so.
He stated that by virtue of the code, that property would become a legal, nonconforming
use, and they could continue to operate for a period of years before Carson's 20-vear
amortization process kicks in; and that if an operator was o consider continuing their
operations after that amortization period, they could request to obtain an exemplion
from the requirements of the code as an existing operator,

Greg Chittick, engineer with MRS, commented on EIRs from other jurisdictions and the
impact distances, with mitigations, highlighting issues of assthetics, air quality, odors,
noise, and safety; and noted these were studied in order to understand what impacts oil
and gas operations might produce:

e With regard fo issues concerning aesthelics, he stated that aesthetics can be
very subjective and dependent on the location of a project; '

e With regard to air quality, he addressed the issues related to AQMD’s localized
thresholds as well as cancer and chronic/acute health impacts, noting that all the
numbers reflected on the power point chart have mitigation measures in place;
and

= - With regard to odor, he noted that Carson’'s proposed 1,500 setback addresses

- all of the impacts, with the exception of completely mitigating odors; noted there
are advaniages/disadvantages to this proposed setback; and advised that the
disadvantages are it is very restrictive on current operators and is iess legally
defensible, noting there are very few codes that are as restrictive, none they are
aware of in California. He explained that if this setback were reduced o 500 feet,
it would be less restrictive for current operalors; would address most of the public
healih issues, including noise, air quality; and most of the odors and safety
issues would likely require added mitigation. He explained that if this setback is
further reduced fo 300 feet, it would be minimally restrictive for current operators
and mitigation measures would be put in place, but leaves open the polential for
odors, accidents, or unmitigated noise and air quality issues. MHe slated that the
current code sets residential at 300 feet, which is the least restrictive of the
proposed.

Commissioner Pifion referred to staff report Page 107, Subsection A, asking what are
the legal parameters of the PA, “the PA shall have the powers of a law enforcement
officer.”

Assistant City Attorney Chaffin explained that various public safety officials have some
of the powers of law enforcement officers; that this wouid allow certain rights of
inspection and enforcement; that it would aliow monitoring of a facilily and the ability to
shut down the operalions; and he stated that he is not familiar with the exact
enforcemeant parameters at this time. He stated he does not believe they will have the
authority to arrest anyone.
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Mr. Perez noted the intent was not to provide arresting powers, but in cases where
there may he an incidant, to allow the PA E"Er‘zhf nf z:sr!i‘r\; irde o "F':lméa-%w wihars tharn mooro
o be moniloring and assurance of cc}mpisance in addition o ’Eha‘i if there's a need
because of public health and safety, it would authorize the PA to require a shutdown of
facilities,

Commissioner Pifion asked why submersibles would be reguired, questioning If it has to
do with safety or aesthetics.

Assistant City Attorney Chaflin stated that is 2 current requirement in the City's code,
and noted his belief it is largely for assthetics.

Mr. Chitlick added that if an above-ground purmp is not working well, it could become a
noise issue.

Commissioner Schaeler referred to staff report Page 151, asking what a metecrological
station is, whether it is manned and is the requirement standard industry practice.

ir. Chittick expiained that the metecrological station records wind speed and direction,
temperature, a whole range of things; but this site-specific requirement is for the
recording of wind speed and direction, believing that having this information is
advantageous in understanding where an odor might come from or if there are other
issues related primarily to odors. He mentioned that this requirement was taken from
the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District, and noted it is not a state reauirement.

Commissioner Schaefer expressed her belief this ordinance needs & lot. more work;
pointed out that there are state agencies already in place to regulate this industry; and
noted her concern with Carson attempting to set its own rules/regulations from the rest
of the state’s regulations. She reguested that the code be ravised fo a smaller version
that is paraliel with what the state requires, noting the state is continually updating these
regulations o keep up with the industry; and fo include a few regulations that
specifically relate to Carson’s unigueness. She stated that it is not necessary to
completely revise the rulesiregulations; and stated it needs fo be reworked and made
more simplistic.

Commissioner Gordon nrnoted his concurrence with Commissioner Schaefer's
comments. He stated he would like to see a couple options concerning the PA: 1) the
complete elimination of a PA; and 2) a reduction in the scope of authority for a PA and
provide some comparatives to the authority they have in other municipalities and how
they operate. He expressed his belief this is going forward too quickly with such drastic
changes being proposed; and he asked what is the problem the City is trying to sclve
that requires such a drastic change in this ordinance and what is the urgency in moving
this along so quickly.

Assistant City Attorney Chaffin explained that Carson’s City Council is the body that
initiated this process/tasx and gave direction to staff with regard to the scope of the
ordinance; that staff is merely acting consistent with the direction they've been given by
City Council; and that it would be the City Council's determination as to why this matter
is moving forward. He added that as far as the comment about this ordinance item
going too quickly, ordinances are typically passed much more quickly than what is
happening here, though acknowledging this is a complicated issue. He noted this
update has been available to the public since February, stated that as the process goes
forward, there are further requested refinements being made; and highlighted staff's
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recommendation this evening for the item fo be continued for additional review and
addiiional recommaendationg

Commissioner Gordon stated that more fime is necessary io understand the
ramifications of the update’s implementation. He asked, “Who really has authority on
regulating fracking? s it local or state? He sizied that somewhere the line seems o
be crossed, and that this question has not been satisfactorily answered in this report.
He added that the answer should be put in relation {o 8B4,

Assisiant City Attorney Chaffin stated that SB-4 does not specifically ban fracking nor
does it expressly preciude the City from banning fracking; and that currently, there is no
law which expressly prohibits Carson from banning fracking.

Commissioner Gordon asked if SB-4 gives this authority to the Division of Oil, Gas, and
Gieothermal Resources (DOGGR).

Assistant City Atftorney Chalffin explained that DOGGR has certain regulatory authority,
part of that regulatory authority being granted under the direction of SB-4; and that
under 5B-4 direction, DOGGR was to address certain well stimulation technique impact
studies to develop regulations.

Chairman Faletogo agreed that legal ramifications need o be considered.

Commissioner Gordon asked with regard to the takings issue, is this proposed
reguiation so onerous and so restrictive that it deprives a person of their rights.

Assistant City Atftorney Chaffin explained that the way the ordinances are currently
structured, they do not ban oil and gas operations, they regulate oil and gas operations;
and that this is within the purview of the City. He noted that {o the exdent the ordinances
may come to the point where they inadveriently and could potentially result in a taking,
both the ordinances include a savings clause, which is a provision wherein the oii
industry or applicant can come in and say under my unigue circumstances associated
with my case, if you apply this ordinance, it will result in a taking unless you grant me an
exception; and as proposed, the PA has the authority to grant that exception which
would mean there would not be a compensable taking.

Commissioner Gordon stated he is concerned with the burdensomeness of this
regulation; and asked how long it will take for a business to get through this process.

Assistani City Attorney Chaffin stated there are too many variables to accurately answer
that question, but if he had to estimate, it could take a year to a year and a half to
complete the environmental process,

Commissioner Gordon asked the following questions: “What will it cost a business o go
through this process from start to drilling a hole in the ground? What is the maximum
setback in place in any jurisdiction in California for this industry?”

Assistant City Attorney Chaffin stated that throughout most jurisdictions, it can range
from 100 to 500 feet and noted that a maximum range of 500 to 600 feet would not be
uncommon. He added there are a range of options and to know for sure, it would
require an extensive overview of each jurisdiction. He highlighted the power point
sample given this evening of various jurisdictions ranging from 100 to 500 feet.

Commissioner Gordon highlighted the proposed 1,500-foot setback, questioning what is
the sk to the City of having a setback which far exceeds any other jurisdiction.
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Assistant City Attorney Chaffin pointed out that the Planning Commission has the
discretion 1o make a recommendation for o chorter sethack and explained that
lessening that distance would likely require added mitigation measures: and stated that
the Planning Commission could direct staff {o return with language that reduces that

satback.

Commissioner Brimmer reguested 2 copy of this evening’s power poini presentation,
She urged siafl fo meel with all interested parties before the next meeting. She
requested that the PA’s scope of work be broken down and clarfied: and noted her
belief that in order to save money, a gusalified planner could be assigned the duties of 2
A

Commissioner Schaefer asked if there have been any violations recorded on the current
operafors in Carson and if so, what has been done about those violations.

Commissionar Verrett asked if the drafl ordinance will be sent to DOGGR and other
regulatory agencies for input.

Chairman Faletogo asked what would happen if no PA is required.

7 Flanning Comimission Motion:

Commissioner Gordon moved fo confinue this matter to May 26" to direct staff o
answer the questions posed this evening; to refurn with two options for the PA, to
eliminate or reduce the power/authority. (This motion was ulimately rescinded.)

Commissioner Verrett seconded the motion.

Commissioner Brimmer expressed her belief the motion needs to have clarity and
asked if she is able to submit further written guestions for staff's consideration.

Assistant City Attorney Chaffin noted the consuitant will not be available on May 26"

By way of a substitute motion, Commissioner Verrett moved 1o continue the matter; and
that the discussion and motions be broken into segments until the Commissioners are
satisfied with each section. This motion died due fo the lack of a second.

By way of an amended motion, Commissioner Gordon moved o continue this matter 1o
May 12"; that this evening's questions/concermns be addressed: that the ordinance be
tatlored to Carson and not a consolidation from other jurisdictions; and to return with two
options for the PA - {0 eliminate or to reduce the power/authority.

Commissioner Verrett reiterated her desire to see each section taken in an organized
fashion.

Chairman Faletogo seconded Commissioner Gordon's amended motion.
Assistant City Attorney Chaffin asked if the motion includes sethack issues.

Commissioner Gordon stated it should, yes, that it is to direct staff to address reducing
that setback from 1,500 down to 500 feet, or scaling it downward. He added that there
should be communication with all affected businesses in Carson; and that the Planning
Commissioners submit any further questions in writing to staff.

. . " A e - £ e R P | S, - BV fenpnd
Chairman Faletogo noted his support of reducing the setback to 500 feet.

Mr. Perez asked that any written questions be submitted no later than next week so
they can include the answers at the May 12" meeting.
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Commissioner Verrett asked for further clarification on the pipeline, transportation and
storage issues

Assistant City Atlorney Chaffin noted his understanding of the motion as follows: 1o
continue this hearing to May 12", staff is directed to retum with alternative language to
either eliminate the position of the PA or significantly reduce the authority of the PA;
stafl is directed 1o return with language setting up a 500-foot sethack for residential uses
insteac of the 1,500-foct setback; that there can be a scaling down involvad, up to 1,500
fest, the closer one is to residences, the more requirements necessary; and that the
Planning Commission is to submit within the next week any questions they have,

The amended motion passes, 7-0 (absent Commissioners Diaz, Goolsby).

{Commissioner Brimmer departed the meeting after the motion.)

Assistant City Attomey Chaffin suggested incorporating all the public testimony and
Commission comments that were offered this evening for Zone Text Amendment No.
19-15 as if it were stated for this item; advised that staff does not have any additional
publications or report to offer on this matter; and he suggested the hearing be
opened/closed for public testimony. He added that all items posted on the City's
website related to this matter have been printed out and are available at this evening's
meeting.

1. CONTIHUED PUBLIC HEARING
8) Zone Text Amendment No. 20-15
Applicant's Reguest:

The applicant, city of Carson, is requesting the Planning Commission to consider
adoption of an Ordinance prohibiting hydraulic fracturing (“fracking™), acidizing and any
other form of well stimulation, and the associated CEQA finding of a Class 8 Categorical
Exemption under CEQA Guidelines §15308 for properties. The properties involved
would be citywide.

Staff Recommendation:

Continue.

Chairman Faletogo opened the public hearing. There being no further input, Chairman
Faletogo closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Motion:

Commissioner Verrelt moved, seconded by Commissioner Schaefer, fo concur with the
attorney’s direction, continuing this item to May 12, 2015, Motion carried, 6-0 (absent
Commissioners Brimmer, Diaz, Goolsby).

2. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None
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13. MANAGER'S REPORT

Flanning Manager Naaseh noted that staff is preparing an RFP for preparation of a new
zoning code that will be prasented 1o the Planning Commission within the next few
weeks,

14, COMMISSIONERS REPORTS MNone

15, ADJOURNMENT

At 10:57 po, the meeting was formally adioumed to Tuesday, April 28, 2015, 8:30
.M., Helen Kawagoe City Council Chambers.

Chairman

Aftest By:

Secretary
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SUBJECT: NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL
ASSESSMENT

PROJECT TITLE: PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 1348.1 — OFL AND GAS
PRODUCTION WELLS

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the South Coast Alr Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) is the Lead Agency and has prepared a Drafi Environmental
Assessment (EA) to apalyze environmental impacts from the project identified above pursuant to its
certified regulatory program (SCAQMD Rule 110). The Draft EA includes a project description and
analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts that could be generated from the proposed project.
The purpose of this Jetter and the attached Notice of Completion (NOC) is to allow public agencies and
the public the opportunity to obtain, review and comment on the environmental analysis.

This letter and the attached NOC are not SCAQMD applications or forms requiring a response from
you. Their purpose is simply to provide information to you on the above project. If the proposed
project has no bearing on you or your organization, no action on your part is necessary.

The Draft EA and other relevant documents may be obtained by calling the SCAQMD Public
Information Center at (909} 396-2039 or accessing the SCAQMD's CEQA  website at
hitp://www.agmd, gov/home/Hbrarv/documents-suppori-material/lead-agency-scagmd-
projects/scagmd-projecis-—year-2015. Comments focusing on your area of expertise, your agency’s
arca of jurisdiction, or issues relative to the environmental analysis for the proposed project will be
accepted during a 30-day public review and comment period beginning Wednesday, April 29, 2015,
and ending 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, May 28, 2015. Please send any comuments to Ms. Barbara
Radiein (c/o Office of Planning, Rule Development, and Area Sources) at the address shown
abeve. Comments can also be sent via facsimile to (909) 396-3324 or email at bradleint@agmd.sov.
Ms. Radlein can be reached by caliing (909) 396-2716. Please include the name and phone number of
the contact person for your agency. Questions regarding the rule language should be directed to Mr.
Dairo Moody at {909) 396-2333 or email at dmoodv@agmd.gov.

The Public Hearing for the proposed project is scheduled for June 5, 2015, (Note: This public meeting
date is subject to change.)

7 i ‘//

,‘ {/”@cffwg«/s; i
Michael Krause
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources

Date:  April 28, 2015 Signature:

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §§13070, 15071, 15073, 15105, 15371, and 15372



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF A DRAFT FNVIRONMENTAL ARSSESSMENT

Project Title:
Propesed Amended Rule 1148.7 — Oil and Gas Production Wells

Project Location:

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) area of jurisdiction consisting of the four-
county South Coast Air Basin (Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and
San Bernardino counties), and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and the Mojave
Desert Air Basin

Description of Nature, Purpose, and Bereficiaries of Project:

SCAQMD stalf is proposing to amend Rule 11481 — Gl and Gas Production Wells, to prevent public
nuisance and possible detriment to public health caused by exposure to volatile organic compound
{VOC}, toxic air contaminant (TAC) and fotal organic compound (TOC) emissions from the operation
and maintenance of oil and gas production facilities. Proposed amended Rule (PAR) 1148.1 would: 1)
merease the minimum proximity distance to sensitive receptors (e.g., from 100 meters to 1,500 feet) that
would trigger additional emission and odor preventative measures; 2) require the use of odor mitigation
best practices for operation and maintenance of oil and gas produciion facilities; 3) require specific cause
analysis and reporting for confirmed odor events; 4) require Odor Mitigation Plans for facilities with
continuing odor issues; and, 5) make administrative changes by removing obsolete rule language and
making minor revisions to promote clarity, consistency, and enforceability throughout the rule. Analysis
of the proposed project in the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA} did not result in the identification of
any environmental topic areas that would be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project.

Lead Agency: Division:

South Coast Air Quality Management District Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
raft EA and ali supporting or by calling: Diraft EA is available online by

documentation are available at: accessing the SCAQME s website at:

SCAQMD Headguarters - ' (909) 356-2039 httpiwowweagimd, cov/omerdibraryidocument

21865 Copley Drive s=supportmateriallead-grency-seacind-

Diamond Bar, CA 91765 proieets/scagmd-projects-—-year-2013

The Public Notice of Compietion is provided through the following:

¥ Los Angeles Times (April 29, 2015) SCAQMD Mailing List & Interested Parties
M SCAQMI Public Information Center M SCAQMD Websits

Praft E4 30-day Review Period:
April 29, 2015 — May 28, 2015

Scheduied Public Meeting Dates (subject to change):
SCAQMD Governing Board Hearing:  June 5, 2015, 9:00 a.m.; SCAQMD Headquarters

The proposed project will have NO statewide, regional or areawide significance; therefore, NO scoping
meeting is vequired for the proposed project pursuant to Public Resources Code §21083.9 (a)2).

Send CROA Comments fo: Phone: Fnail: Fax:
Ms. Barbara Radlein (909) 396-2716 bradlein@aomd. sov (909) 396-3324
Direct Questions on Proposed Phome: Email; Fax:
Amended Rule: (309} 3962333 dmogdyv@agmd. gov (909} 396-3324

Mr. Dairo Moody
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Some of the separation and freatment equipment that require permits by the SCAQMD include
American Petroleum nstitute (APT) separators, fanks, vessels, heaters, boilers, vapor recovery
units, internal combustion engines and clean-out sumps, which are in most cases part of the
wastewater system permit umit, oil dehydration unit or water injection facilitizs, Open ditches
also require a permit, but there are no active permits currently in the South Coast Air Basin.
Wastewater associated with the separation and treatment process is regulated by Rule 1176 —
VOO Emissions from Wastewater Systems.

Workover Rig Operations

Workover rigs are mobile temporary derrick stands that allow the operator to access and replace
worn out push rods and piping. These rods are between 32 feet and 46 feet long and are removed
and stored vertically. The rods and the piping are pulled up through a casing which is filled with
oil and other organic Hauid. As a result of their removal, the rods and piping may be wet with
bydrocarbon hiquid and have the potential to cause odor nuisance complaints. While the amount
of VOU emissions released to the atmosphere is minimal, the odor potential is great from these
elevated piping, unless measures are taken to wipe excess material during removal.

Workover rigs are used primarily for maintenance on established production wells, and are
typically powered by the internal combustion engine used for propulsion. Workover rigs are
generally smaller units with lesser power demands than drilling rigs. However, there are
occasions where extensive maintenance work would require a supplemental electrical generator
to provide additional power. These generators and the portable or temporary internal combustion
engines are a potential source of odors and combustion emissions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

To make the complaint process more effective for the complainant and to provide enhanced
enforceable mechanisms to reduce odor nuisance potential while preventing public nuisance and
possible detriment to public health caused by exposure to VOC, TAC, and TOC emissions from
the operation and maintenance of oil and gas production facilities, PAR 1148.1 contains a
proposal that would: 1) increase the minimum proximity distance to sensitive receptors (e.g.,
from 100 meters to 1,500 feet) that would trigger additional emission and odor preventative
measures; 2) require the use of odor mifigation best practices for operation and maintenance of
oil and gas production facilities; 3) require specific cause analysis and reporting for confirmed
odor events; 4) require Odor Mitigation Plans for facilities with continuing odor issues; and, 5)
make administrative changes by removing obsolete rule language and making minor revisions to
promote clarity, consistency, and enforceability throughout the rule. The following is a summary
of the key components that comprise PAR 1148.1. A copy of the proposed amended rule can be
found in Appendix A.

Proposed Amended Rule 1148.1 — Oil and Gas Production Wells

Purpose - subdivision {a)

This subdivision proposes clarifications that include the reduction of TAC and TOC emissions as
contaminants, in addition to VOCs, that will contribute to the overall emission reduction goal. In
addition, rule language has been inserted to clarify that both operation and maintenance activities
ol wellheads are part of the purpose. This subdivision also proposes to enbance the purpose of

PAR 11481 1-14 April 2015
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the rule to prevent public nuisance and possible detriment to public health caused by exposure to
VOC, TAC, and TOC emissions,

Applicability - sebdivision (b)

This subdivision proposes clarifications to inciude operation and maintenance activities as part of
the types of actions that may be applicable to the requirements in the role. This subdivision also
proposes a clarification that identifies other SCAQMIY rules that also apply fo facilities subject to
Rule 1148.1 such as Rule 463 ~ Organic Liquid Storage, Rule 1173 - Control of Volatile Organic
Compound Leaks and Releases From Components at Petroleum Facilities, and, Rule 1176 -
VOC Emaissions From Wastewater Systems.

Definitions - subdivision {c}

The following defimtions are proposed for inciusion in PAR 1148.1: “compeonent,” “confirmed
odor event,” “heavy hiquid,” “leak,” “light lquid,” "organic liquid,” “responsible party,”
“specific cause analysis,” “toxic air contaminant (TAC),” “wastewater,” “water injection well,”
and “workover rig.” In addition, the following existing definitions are proposed for modification
in PAR 1148.1: “facility,” “sensitive receptor,” and “volatile organic compound.”

b 4 3L

Reguirements - subdivision (d)

Paragraph (d}(1)} proposes a clarification that would specify that the TOC well cellar
concentration limit should be measured in accordance with the test method referenced in
paragraph (h)(1) (e.g., USEPA Reference Method 21).

Paragraphs (d)2), (d)}7) and (d)(9) propose fo delete each obsolete effective date.

Paragraph (d)(3) proposes to clarify that drilling activities would also be subject to the pump
out/organic Hquid removal requirements for well cefiars,

Paragraph (d)(4) proposes to clarify the type of activities that would be exempt from having to
comply with the TOC limit.

Paragraph (d}{6) proposes to extend the proximity distance requirement for triggering additional
emission and odor preventative measures for sensitive receptors from 100 meters to 1,500 feet.

MNew paragraph {d)(10) proposes tc require the mstallation of a rubber grommet as part of a
matntenance or drill piping replacement activity that invelves the use of a workover rig.

New paragraph (d)(11) proposes to require the operation and maintenance of a centrally located
alarmed monitoring system.

New paragraph (d)(12) proposes to require the oil and gas production facility to post instructions
for the public related to odor complaints.

Operator Inspection Requirements - subdivision (&)
Paragraphs (e}(1) and (e}(3) propose to delete each obsolete effective date.

PAR 1148.1 1-15 April 2013
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Subparagraph (e}(1)(C) proposes to extend the proximity distance that would trigger the daily
visual inspections requirement of stffing boxes or produced gas handling and control equipment
for sensitive receptors from 100 meters to 1,500 feet.

Odor Mitigation Reguirements - subdivision ()

Paragraph (f)(1) proposes new requirements for conducting a Specific Cause Analysis and
preparing a corresponding report for the occurrence of each confirmed odor event. Specifically,
for facilities located within 1,500 feet of a sensitive receptor, upon determination by an
SCAQMD inspector of a Confirmed Odor Event (confirmed odor from three or more
independent complainants), a Specific Cause Analysis would be required and the affected facility
would be required to complete and submit a Specific Cause Analysis report within 30 calendar
days following receipt of written notification from the Executive Officer. The Specific Cause
Analysis would inclade a2 review of the activities and equipment at the facility identified as
contributing or causing the odor in question, in order to determine the contributing factors and
ultimately the corrective actions associated with the event. In addition, any applicable
SCAQMD rule or permit condition would need to be identified and reviewed for compliance
with the requirements.  Furthermore, the specific cause analysis should assess proper
mmplementation of internal procedures or preventative maintenance schedules to determine if the
facility properly implemenied them, if the procedures should be updated to address any
performance gaps, or if the operators were adequately trained on the proper adherence to them.

Paragraph (f)(2) propeses new requirements for preparing and submitting a new or modified
Odor Mitigation Plan. Specifically, for facilitics located within 1,500 feet of a sensitive receptor,
upon determination by an SCAQMD inspector of the occurrence of three or more Confirmed
Odor Events within a six menth period. or the issuance of a single odor related NOV under Rule
4072 — Nuisance, an Odor Mitigation Plan would be required. The affected facility would be
required to complete and submit an Odor Mitigation Plan (OMP) within $0 calendar days
following receipt of written notification from the Exccutive Officer. In addition, for any facility
with an existing approved OMP, an update to the plan would be required following the
occurrence of an additional three or more Confirmed Odor Events over a subsequent six month
period following the last plan approval, or following the issuance of an odor related NOV under
Rule 402 — Nuisance following the last plan approval.

Subparagraph (£)(2)}(B) proposes new requirements for Odor Mitigation Plan (OMP) Elements.
Specifically, in the event when an OMP is required, an approved OMP would need to identify all
the activities and equipment that may contribute or may have contributed to a confirmed odor
event, and the OMP would need to identify the internal procedures and requirements used to
manage the odors. For example, CMPs would peed to identify oil and gas production and
wastewater generation equipment and activities, including both normal and spill or release
management control operations, with corresponding identification of potential or actual sources
of emissions, oders, frequency of operator inspection and history of leaks. Also, the OMP would
need to identify any activity involving drilling, well completion or rework, repair, or
maintenance of a well, as well as note the sources of emissions, odors, odor mitigation measures
for responding to odors and odor complaints. In addition, the OMP would need to specify the
procedures used for odor monitoring at the site and fence line and to identify emission points and
emission or leak monitoring method used for all wastewater tanks, holding, knockout, and
oil/water separation vessels, including any pressure relief devices or vacuum devices attached to

PAR 11481 P-16 April 2015



Chapter 1 — Project Description

the vessels, and record the releases from such devices. Finally, any equipment or activity
wlentified as part of any previously submitted Specific Cause Analysis report would also need to
be mchuded in the OMP.

Subparagraph (f)(2)(C) proposes new requirements for odor monitoring and mitigation that
would need to be included in an OMP. These reguirements are summarized in Table [-1. In
accordance with this subparagraph, the owner and operator of an oil and gas production facility
would be required to comply with all provisions of an approved OMP and a violation of any of
the terms of the plan would be considered a violation of Rule 1148.1.

Table 1-1
Proposed Cdor Monitoring and Mitigation Requirements

PAR 11487 Odor Mouitoring

s s . Deseription
and Mitigation Regairement P

Continuzal odor surveillance downwind at the perimeter
of the property at all times during drilling, well
completion, or rework, repair, or maintenance of any
well, including water injection wells, recorded hourly.

Equivalent odor monitoring equipment may be used in

Odor Surveillance teu of odor surveillance, subject to approval,

If odors are detected from odor surveiltance or odor
monitosing at the perimeter of the facility, afl dridling,
well completion, or rework, repair, or maintenance of
any weil will discontinue unfil the source or cause of
odors are determined and mitigated io accordance with
measures previously approved.

Any workover rig used to conduct any drilling, well
completion, rework, repair or maintenance of any well,
Alternative Fuel or Electric Powered Workover Ri g including any production or water miection well, shali
be electric powered or natural gas {LNG or CNG)-,
propane {LPG)-fired only.

- Any removed drill piping and drill rods shall be

managed through written procedures that ensures that
Well Piping and Rod Management potential odor producing emissions are minimized
through means such as use of a tarp or similar covering
or by storing within an enclosed area.

Reduce the required repair times for components subject
to Rale 1173 LDAR to the lowest schedule of one
Tighter Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) calendar day with an extended repair period of three
calendar days (rather then the seven day repair time
allowance and seven day extended repair period),

Any corrective action identified in a Specific Cause

Facility Specific Best Practice Analysis report previously submitied by the facility.

For any odor mitigation or monitoring requirement
identified above is determined by the facility to not
represent an appropriate best practice for inclusion in the
Feasibility Assessment OMP, an evaluation and documentation that states the
reason why such provision is not fzasible to include,
subject to approval by the Executive Officer, must be
inchzded in the OMP.

PAR 1148.1 1-17 Aprii 2015




Chapter 1 — Project Descripiion

Recordkeeping - subdivision (g)
Paragraph (g)(2) proposes to require records of measurements, cleaning and any activities
performed in accordance with the exemption criteria in paragraph (i}(2).

Paragraph (g)}(3) proposes to clarify the records maintenance requircments to include any
referenced established written company safety mamuaal or policy.

New paragraph (g)(4) proposes {o require the operator to mamtain, for either three years or five
vears for a Title V facility, all vecords and other applicable documents as part of an approved
OMP.

Yest Methods - subdivision (h)

Subdivision (h) proposes to nclude an introduction that will replace old paragraph (h¥4) to
explain that the allowed test methods will be used to determine compliance and that other
equivalent test methods, after review and approval, may also be used.

MNew paragraph (h)(3) proposes to specify test methods for determining VOC content.

New paragraph (h){4) proposes to specify the test method for determining the flash point of
heavy liguids.

Exenmptions - subdivision (i)

Paragraph (1){2) proposes to exempt portable enclosed storage vessel and associated air pollution
control equipment undergoing maintenance and repair from the requirements in paragraphs
(d)(4), (d}6), {(dX7), and (d}B) if the owner or operator can demonstrate that performing
maintenance and repair, drilling or abandonment operation would cause the facility to operate in
violation of state or federal regulations, applicable industry safety standards, or a written
company safety manual or policy developed to comply with applicable industry safety standards
provided that the activities minimize emissions {o the atmosphere as much as possible,

Paragraph {1)(4) proposes to not allow the small production exemption for production wells that
are Jocated within 1,500 feet of a sensitive receptor.

PAR 1148.1 1-18 April 2015
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Chapter 2 — Environmental Checklist

INTRODUCTION
The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse

envircumental impacts. This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental
mipacts that may be created by implementing PAR 1148.1.

GENERAL [NFORMATION

Project Title:

Lead Agency Name:

Lead Agency Address:
CEQA Contact Person:
PAR 11481 Contact Person:
Project Sponsor's Name:
Project Sponsor's Address:
General Plan Designation:
Zoning:

Description of Project:

Surrounding Land Uses and
Setting:

Proposed Amended Rule 1148.1 - Oil and Gas Production Wells
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Conpley Drive, Ihamond Bar, CA 91765

Dairo Moody, (909) 396-2333, dmoodviiagmd gov
South Coast Atr Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Not applicable

Not applicable

PAR 1148.]1 would: 1) increase the minimum proximity distance to
sensiftive receplors (e.g., from 100 meters to 1,500 feet) that would
trigger additional emission and odor preventative measures; 2)
require the use of odor mitigation best practices for operation and
maintenance of oil and gas production facilitics; 3) require specific
cause analysis and reporting for confirmed odor events; 4} require
Odor Mitigation Plags for facilities with continuing odor issues; and,
5) make administrative changes by removing obsolete rule language
and making minor revisions to promote clarity, consistency, and
enforceability throughout the rule. Analysis of the proposed project
in the Draft EA did not result in the identification of any
environmental topic areas that would be significantly adversely
affected by the proposed project.

Residential, commercial, mdusirial and/or institutionaj

Other Public Agencies Whose  Not apphicable
Approval 1s Required:
PAR 11481 2-1 April 2015



Chapter 2 - Environmental Checklist

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AREAS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to delermine their potential to be
affected by the proposed project.  Any checked items represent arcas that may be adversely
affected by the proposed project, but after completing the analysis, were shown to have less than
significant impacts. An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found
following the checklist for cach arca.

Population and

L1 Aecsthetics [1  Geology and Soils 0 L
Housing
Agricultore and Hazards and SERTIPSY
- Forestry Resources = Hazardous Matcrials L1 Public Services
Axr Quality and . - e
¥  Greenhouse Gas 1. Hyillr.oi%y and Water 1 Recreation
e Cuality
Emissions
) . Land Use and Solid and Hazardous
.l Biological Resources [l Planning L Waste
[J  Cultural Resources [0 Mineral Resources Tral}gpoﬂahon and
Traffic
Energy [d  Noise B Mandatory Findings

PAR 1148.1 2-2 Aprif 2015



Chapter 2 — Environmental Checklist

BETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

&

gm..:i
f—

Date:  April 28, 2015 Signature:

i find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to
CEQA Guideline §15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no
significant impacts has been prepared.

! find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions
m the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. An
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be
prepared.

1 find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.

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

1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
enviropment, because all potentially significant effects: 1) have been analyzed
adequately m an earher ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT pursuant to
applicable standards; and, 2) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is
required,

et / WM«MM%

Michael Krause
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources

PAR 11481

2-3 April 2015
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