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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2010011049) and Public
Scoping Meeting

Notice is hereby given that the City of Whittier Community Development Department will be the Lead Agency and
will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project identified below. We need to know your views as
to the scope and content of the environmental information to be prepared for the proposed Project. Please note that
an earlier NOP and Public Draft EIR had been prepared for an earlier version of this Project.

PROJECT TITLE: Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project
PROJECT APPLICANT: Matrix Qil Corporation, 104 W. Anapamu, Suite C, Santa Barbara, CA 93101.

PROJECT LOCATION: Located on City owned land within the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation
Authority, generally located north of Mar Vista Street and west of Colima Road.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project is a revision to the previous Oilfield project, described in the DEIR
(submitted for public review 10/6/2010 through 12/6/2010). The revised Project incorporates aspects of the
environmentally superior project alternative and is being proposed by the applicant in order to reduce areas of
disturbance and potentially significant environmental impacts. The revised Project will consist of wells, oil
processing, gas plant, oil and gas pipelines, and oil truck loading facilities, to be located within portions of the 1,290-
acre City owned Whittier Main Field, now part of the Authority Habitat Preserve. The oil and gas production and
processing facilities will be physically located at a central Consolidated Site within the Whittier Main Qil Field. The
site encompasses approximately 6.9 acres.

SCOPING MEETINGS: Pursuant to Section 21083.9 of the Public Resources Code, two Scoping Meetings will be
held, one for the general public and one for responsible public agencies. The purpose of the Scoping Meetings is to
discuss the proposed project EIR and assist the City in identifying the range of actions, alternatives, mitigation
measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in the EIR. The Scoping Meetings will be held at the
times, date and place indicated below:

General Public Scoping Meeting:

Time: 6:30—7:30 p.m.

Date: May 5, 2011

Place: Community Center Theater, 7630 Washington Ave., Whittier, California 90602.

Responsible Public Agency Scoping Meeting:

Time: 4:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Date: May 5, 2011

Place: Community Center Theater, 7630 Washington Ave., Whittier, California 90602.

The general public and responsible public agencies are invited to attend the scoping meeting and/or review and
comment on the project Initial Study.

A copy of the NOP and Scoping Document describing the project, location, and the potential environmental effects
is available at the City Community Development Department at 13230 Penn Street, Whittier, California 90602, or
online at: www.cityofwhittier.org. Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the
earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. Please send your response to Mr. Jeffery
Adams, Planning Services Manager, 13230 __Benn Street, Whittier, California 90602 or via email to
jadams @whittierch.org.

Date: April 25, 2011 Signature:

Reference: Califomia Code of Regulatlons1_'q|tle 14, Section 15082(a), 15103, and 15375. Whittier Project EIR
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Notice of Preparation and Scoping Document for an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the
Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project
REVISED

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency
City of Whittier
Community Development Department

Contact
Jeffery Adams
Planning Services Manager
13230 Penn Street,
Whittier, CA 90602
j[adams@cityofwhittier.org
(562) 464-3380

April 20, 2011
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1.0 Introduction

The City of Whittier will be the lead agency and will prepare a revised Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Project described herein. This EIR is being prepared consistent with
Section 15088.5. of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, that govern
recirculation of an EIR prior to certification. Although not required by Section 15088.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines, the City of Whittier is sending this Notice of Preparation and Scoping
Document (NOP) to responsible agencies, trustee agencies responsible for natural resources
affected by the Project, federal agencies that may be involved in permitting or approving the
Project, and interested persons. Consistent with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, within
30 days after receiving this NOP, each agency is requested to provide the City of Whittier with
specific details about the scope and content of the environmental information to be contained in
the EIR related to that agency’s area of statutory responsibility. The NOP is aso being sent to
interested persons to solicit input from the public as to the scope of the EIR. Scoping hearings
will be held to receive comments on the NOP from agencies and from interested members of the
public. Agencies and members of the public can also comment in writing on the scope of the
document.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 requires that the NOP provide a description of the Project,
including the location, and a summary of the potential environmental effects. This NOP isin
response to a revision to the originally proposed Project by Matrix, which was the subject of a
previous NOP in January 2010. A Public Draft EIR was written for that Project under SCH
#2010011049 and the Project was subsequently revised by Matrix, which is now the subject of
this NOP.

The City owns approximately 1,290 acres of former ail fields in the hills north of the developed
areas of the City. This area was commonly known as the Whittier Main Field, which produced
oil for more than 100 years as an active oil field and drilled about 550 wells in that time until the
early 1990s. The magjority of the land encompassing the oil field was purchased from Chevron
and Unocal with Measure A funds in order to preserve the land as open space and wildlife
habitat. The land is currently managed for the City by the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat
Preservation Authority (Authority), a joint powers agency whose members include the City of
Whittier, County of Los Angeles, and Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts. On October 28,
2008, the City awarded a lease to Matrix Oil Corporation that could permit resumption of oil and
gas extraction from the site. The agreement leases the City’s mineral rights underlying the
Whittier Main Field to Matrix and provides that subject to a conditional use permit and
numerous contractual provisions, Matrix could have certain rights, including drilling exploratory
oil wells and extracting ail, gas, and other hydrocarbons from the land. In exchange for these
rights, the project could generate a substantial long-term income stream for the City and for the
preservation and enhancement of the Preserve’s ecological resources and native habitat. Matrix
Qil Corp., the operator of the Whittier Main Oil Field and the Applicant, has submitted a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application to the City of Whittier to drill for the purpose of
exploration and production of remaining oil and gas reserves at the site.

In order to assist the City evaluate the suitability of the Matrix CUP application, the EIR will
assess the environmental impacts of future drilling and operational activities in the area and,
where appropriate, develop mitigation measures to reduce potentialy significant impacts. These

Whittier Main Oil Field NOP 1 April 2011
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mitigation measures can then be incorporated as conditions of approva for the CUP to be

considered by the City.

Table 1.1 Project Details

Project Information

Project Title Whittier Main Oil Field Project

Case Number CUP09-004, DRP09-015

Lead Agency City of Whittier, 13230 Penn Street, Whittier, California 90602-
1772.

Contact Person Jeff Adams, City of Whittier, Community Development Department,
(562) 567-9320

Applicant Matrix Oil Corporation, 104 W. Anapamu, Suite C, Santa Barbara,
CA 93101, (805) 884-9000

General Plan Designation Open Space

Zoning Designation Open Space

SiteSize

Project oil and gas production and processing operaions are
expected to be physically located a a single ste. This dite is
approximately 6.9 acres and will contain wells, processng
equipment and a truck loading facility. Electrica and pipeline
interconnections will be made to the Southern Cdifornia Edison
grid, the Southern California Gas Company pipeline and the City of
Whittier Water Digtrict system. Oil and gas pipeline connections of
approximately 2.8 miles will be constructed to connect the oil field
to the existing Crimson Oil Pipeline System at La Mirada Boulevard
and Leffingwell Road and tie to the Gas Company pipdline tie-in
located at the intersection of Colima Road and Lambert Road. Of the
1,290 acres owned by the City of Whittier within the Preserve, the
Whittier Main Oil Field Project will need a total of approximately
6.9 acres for pads to support the proposed oil and gas production and
processing facilities.

Project Location

Located on City owned land within the Puente Hills Landfill Native
Habitat Preservation Authority, generally located north of Mar Vista
Street and west of Colima Road. (See Figure 2-1, Whittier Main Qil
Field Vicinity Map).

Assessor Parcel Numbers

8137-028-900, 8137-021-907, 8137-021-902, 8137-021-908, 8139-
021-909, 8289-007-908, 8138-033-914, 8138-033-915, 8138-033-
913, 8289-007-909, 8289-007-907, 8138-032-901, 8289-021-904,
8289-021-903, 8291-005-900, 8291-004-900, 8289-020-900, 8291-
003-901.

Access Vehicular access is planned from north Catalina &. off of Mar Vida
Ave. and from the existing North Access Road through an existing
access through the Savage Canyon Landfill. Access to the Landfill
would occur through the entrance on Penn Street.

Latitude and Longitude 33°56'54.82" N and 118°00' 23.96" W

Whittier Main Oil Field NOP
Scoping Document

2 April 2011
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2.0 Proposed Project Description

The Project is a revision to the previous Qilfield project, described in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (SCH# 2010011049), previously distributed for public review from
October 6, 2020 through December 6, 2010. The revised Project incorporates aspects of the
environmentally superior project alternative and is being proposed by the applicant in order to
reduce areas of disturbance and potentially significant environmental impacts.

As proposed, the revised Project (Project), when fully developed, will consist of wells, an ail
processing plant, a gas plant, oil and gas pipelines, and a oil truck loading facility, to be located
within portions of the 1,290-acre City owned Whittier Main Field, now part of the Authority
Habitat Preserve. The oil and gas production and processing facilities will be physically located
a one site within the Whittier Main Oil Field (see Figure 2-2). This Project Site is
approximately 6.9 acres. An additional 6 acres may be temporarily disturbed for construction and
grading of the site.

The Project Siteis generally located in the area of the Central Consolidated Site, identified as the
environmentally superior aternative in the previous Oilfield project Draft EIR. The Project Site
will contain well cellars, well test stations, and liquid and gas separating equipment. In addition,
the site will contain the oil processing facility and gas plant. Roads, pipelines, and power poles
would be constructed. Electrical and pipeline interconnections would be made to the Southern
California Edison (SCE) grid and the City of Whittier Sewer and Water District systems. Access
to the Project would be both from Catalina Avenue and along the North Access roadway from
Penn Street through the landfill property and through the Preserve to the Project Site. For
vehicles two tons and under, the Project Site would be accessed through Catalina Avenue. For
vehicles larger than two tons, the Penn Street entrance and the landfill road would be used to
access the site through the North Access Road (see Figure 2-2.) Approximately 3 miles of the
North Access roadway would have to be aligned, stabilized and widened to safely accept
vehicles. In addition, approximately 700 feet of new roadway would have to be built to access
the well pad arealocated within the Project Site and approximately 1,800 feet of existing asphalt
road within the Preserve adjacent to the Project Site would have to be realigned.

Two methods for transporting the marketable crude oil are proposed by Matrix. One method
would be viathe Truck Loading Facility located inside the Project Site area, where the oil would
be loaded onto oil tanker trucks and transported through the North Access Road to a nearby
receiving terminal and then be transferred into the Crimson Pipeline System. This oil
transportation method would be used during the testing phase of the Project until the permanent
oil pipelineis constructed and during rare periods in the event the pipeline system is shut down.

The second oil transportation method would transfer the marketable crude oil by pipeline from
the Project Site to the existing Crimson Pipeline System. This would involve building an ail
pipeline from the Project Site under existing roadways through the Preserve to Colima Road and
then through a new 2.8-mile pipeline connecting to a tie-in point at Leffingwell Road and La
Mirada Boulevard. (See Figure 2-3.) The Crimson Pipeline System would transport the crude to
the ConocoPhillips Refinery in Wilmington. This pipeline would be constructed at the same time
and in the same trench as the natural gas line, which would follow the same route to tie into the
Southern California Gas Company (SCGC) line at the intersection of Colima and Lambert
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Roads. Qil transportation via pipeline would occur for the duration of the project except for brief
and rare periods when the pipeline or refinery are temporarily shut down for maintenance, in
which case oil would be temporarily transported viatruck from the Truck Loading Facility.

A new gas pipeline would also be built next to the oil pipeline from the Project Site under
existing roadway through the Preserve to Colima Road. From Colima Road the gas pipeline
would follow the oil pipeline to the SCGC line interconnection at Lambert Road. In addition,
during the Drilling and Testing Phase and during the Design and Construction Phase, a gas
pipeline could be constructed above ground next to the landfill road from the Project Site to the
landfill to be connected to the City of Whittier pipeline system.

The proposed Project would involve three distinct development phases. The first phase, the
Drilling and Testing Phase, would involve drilling three test wells at the Project Site and
assessing the quality and quantity of oil and gas produced. Assuming successful testing, the
second phase, the Design and Construction Phase, would involve the instalation of gas and oil
processing and crude transportation facilities.

The third phase, the Operations and Maintenance Phase, would involve drilling of the remaining
wells (total of up to 60 wells), as well as the operation and maintenance of the gas and ail
facilities and the wells, which would involve well workovers and occasional well re-drilling.

3.0 Scope of the Environmental Impact Report

Matrix Oil Corporation, the applicant for the Whittier Main Oil Field, has submitted a revised
application to the City of Whittier for a CUP and Development Review Permit (DRP). As such,
these applications are the discretionary actions required to permit the proposed Project as defined
by CEQA.

The EIR will assess the impacts of exploratory and production drilling and operational activities
in the Whittier Main Oil Field and, where appropriate, develop mitigation measures to reduce
significant impacts. These mitigation measures will then be used in developing the conditions of
approva and requirements that would be part of the discretionary action the City could take on
the Project.

The City of Whittier and the EIR consultant had previously prepared a Public Draft EIR for an
earlier version of the Project. It is expected that the same issue areas anayzed previously would
also be analyzed as part of this Revised Draft EIR. The analysisin the EIR for each of these issue
areas will address the environmental baseline, the impacts associated with the exploratory and
possible production drilling and operational activities, cumulative impacts, and mitigation
monitoring. The mitigation monitoring plan will include the requirements, the responsible
agencies and the timelines for each mitigation measure.

Whittier Main Oil Field NOP 4 April 2011
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Figure 2-1 Whittier Main Oil Field Vicinity Map
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Figure 2-2 Proposed Project Site Locations
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Figure 2-3 Proposed Pipeline Routes
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORSPOTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors that would be potentially affected by this Project, involve Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Risk Of Upset, Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Geological Resources,
Noise and Vibration, Aesthetics and Visua Resources, Transportation and Circulation,
Hydrology and Water Resources, Cultural Resources and Archaeology, Wastewater, Land Use
and Policy Consistency Analysis, Fire Protection and Emergency Services, Public Services and
Utilities, Recreation, Energy and Mineral Resources, and Environmental Justice. These
environmental factors are generally discussed below.

Air Quality

The construction and operation of the proposed Project would contribute to an increase in air
quality emissions for which the region is in non-attainment. As such, air quality impacts from
construction and operation of the new facilities will be evaluated using the thresholds of
significance established by the SCAQMD. Short-term emissions would result from the use of
drilling, grading and construction equipment, gas flaring, and trips generated by construction
workers and haul/material delivery trucks. Long-term emissions would result predominately
from the drilling and facility operations and truck transport, as well as from employees travelling
to and from the site. These emissions could result in the violation of air quality standards or the
exceedance of air quality thresholds of significance, which may contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Therefore, air quality impacts will be evaluated in the EIR to
determine the level of significance of the short- and long-term impacts. Regional toxic air
contaminant concentrations and trends will also be characterized based on available data from
the SCAQMD, specifically the MATES 111 study. These various sources will be aggregated into
a comprehensive database to characterize site-specific background conditions for pollutants.

The EIR will also assess emissions of greenhouse gasses (GHG) for all construction activities
and operations. GHG emissions will be quantified in the same manner as criteria pollutants, with
emission factors and tabulated in columns next to the criteria pollutants. The EIR will evaluate
GHGs including carbon dioxide (from combustion), methane (from combustion and fugitive
emissions), nitrous oxide, and hydrofluorocarbons. The EIR will aso assess GHG emissions
from both direct (located on-site) and indirect (from mobile sources and electricity generation)
sources and will address life-cycle issues such as transportation.

Sensitive receptors, including nearby residences to the south and west are located in the
immediate vicinity of the Project site. Construction of the proposed Project may expose these
sensitive receptors to increased pollutant concentrations. Thisissue will be analyzed in the EIR.

Some objectionable odors may be temporarily created during construction activities, such as
paving, tar, or diesel exhaust. These odors would likely occur in localized areas during Project
construction. Some odors may occur as part of the oil and gas production at the site, but could
be significantly diminished by the proposed underground concrete cellars for the oil wells. Other
odors generated by the Project include exhaust from trucks travelling to and from the site. The
EIR will include an assessment of odor generated by the Project, an assessment of violations and
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complaints a other oil fields, and an analysis of the potential sources of odors and their
frequencies.

Biological Resources

Surveys were conducted in accordance with the current California Native Plant Society Botanical
Survey Guidelines dated June 2001. These surveys did not identify federal or state listed or
otherwise sensitive plants within the areas slated for Project devel opment.

The general Project area is known to contain California gnatcatchers (Polioptila californica).
The Cdifornia gnatcatcher is a federally and state listed species. In 2005, at least three
gnatcatcher pairs were present in arestoration area within the Preserve, east of Colima Road and
one pair was found in lower Sycamore Canyon; scattered single birds observed late in the season
are best considered wandering juveniles. However, protocol surveys of the areas dated for
Project development found no nesting of gnatcatchers.

The proposed Project has the potential to temporarily impact the California gnatcatcher, yellow
warbler, yellow breasted chat and San Diego dessert woodrat and their critical habitat during the
construction and development activities. Therefore, further analysis of potential impacts to these
species and their critical habitat will beincluded in the EIR.

Development of the site could also impact coastal sage scrub, which has been designated critical
habitat for the California gnatcatcher. Equally, potential oil spills from Project related activities
could cause impacts to riparian habitats. These impacts could be significant and therefore, will
be evaluated in the EIR.

Although the Habitat Preserve area is surrounded on most sides by urban development, the
Preserve is considered essential to wildlife migratory corridors. Development of the area could
interfere with the movement of wildlife species at the site such as resident birds and other small
mammals. The development footprint could restrict resident wildlife from moving through the
various portions of the permanent open space areas. Therefore, thisissue will be analyzed in the
EIR.

Risks, Hazards and Hazardous M aterials

Analysis of potential impacts associated with accidental releases from the oil and gas operations
will be included in the EIR. A hazardous materials/risk of upset analysis will be included in the
EIR to evaluate the potential changes in risk associated with the proposed activities and
aternatives. The analysis will utilize established risk guidelines to evaluate the significance of
potential incremental risk increases/decreases associated with the proposed Project and
dternatives. The anaysis will focus on evauating the proposed production, processing, and
storage, use and transportation of hazardous materials.

The significance of potential impacts will be quantified using significance criteria for public
safety. These criteriawould be used for potential toxic exposure, fires, and explosions as well as
transportation risk. Mitigation measures will be proposed, where possible, to reduce the impact
to alevel of insignificance.
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The facility will aso have truck traffic related to the use of natural gas odorant at the odorant
station and potential truck trips of propane if that is required by the gas plant. These trips will be
added by the EIR to the truck trips associated with crude oil transportation.

The EIR will evauate potential Project impacts associated with hazardous emissions, materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing school.

Geological Resources

The Whittier Main Oil Field is part of a larger oil producing trend that lies along the Whittier
Fault Complex that runs southeast from Monterey Park through Montebello, Whittier, La Habra,
Brea and Yorba Linda. The seismically active nature of these faults could be a potentially
significant impact to the Project due to ground shaking, fault rupture, liquefaction, lateral
spreading and seismic settlement. Therefore, further analysis of potential impacts associated
with earthquake faults, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map, will be included in the EIR. There are anumber of regionally active faults and buried thrust
faults that could produce strong seismic ground shaking at the Project site. The proximity of the
Project site to these active faults will likely result in ground shaking during moderate to severe
seismic events. Therefore, further analysis of potential impacts associated with seismic ground
shaking will beincluded in the EIR.

Analysis of potential impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure including
liquefaction and seismically induced landslides will be included in the EIR. Analysis of potential
impacts associated with landslides and slope instability will be included in the EIR. Evaluation
of potential impacts associated with soil erosion would need to be conducted as part of the EIR.

Overal, the Project site does not exhibit characteristics that would result in a high potential for
geotechnical hazards. However, given the potential for these geotechnical issues and potential
hazards that could affect Project development, further analysis of these potentia impacts will be
included in an EIR. Finally, further analysis of potential impacts associated with expansive soil
will beincluded in the EIR.

Noise

Construction and operation activities for the proposed Project and alternatives would potentially
increase noise levels in the vicinity of the site and aong transportation corridors. A noise study
will be prepared as part of the EIR to determine expected Project construction and operation
noise levels. The noise impact analysis will focus on construction, drilling, operations, and
transportation related noise impacts to communities located near the construction sites and along
transportation routes between the construction site and area freeways. In addition, as truck and
vehicle traffic levels would increase along the transportation routes, the consequential increases
in noise will be assessed. The EIR will assessthislevel of traffic increase for noise impacts.

The impact discussion for this Project will identify any noticeable change in the existing noise
levels that would result from construction and operation activities and the significance of that
change. A change of 3 dBA is generally regarded as the threshold of noticeable change in an
ambient noise environment. The EIR will estimate noise generated by equipment using existing
databases on noise levels as available from the EPA and other sources.
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Aesthetics

The EIR will review the proposed Project for impacts to aesthetics resources. The new facilities
would be constructed within the Whittier Main Field. They could be visible from a variety of
locations, including nearby residential areas and public roads. In addition, there may also be
impacts to distal views of the Puente Hills. The proposed drilling rig could be as high as 144 feet
(typica large scale drilling rig size from ground level) and highly visible from a number of
public viewing locations. The EIR will include a viewshed analysis to determine the locations
from which processing equipment, tanks and drilling rigs might be visible.

Increased night lighting due to the proposed Project may have significant night time impacts.
The EIR will estimate the extent of illumination generated by the Project facilities on the
surrounding area.  While the safety lighting required for night operations is mandatory and
would be shielded, the increased light glare could also generate impacts. Potential impacts of
lighting to wildlife will also be addressed in the Biological Resources section of the EIR.

Transportation/Traffic

Traffic generated by the Project would be from worker-related commuter traffic, trucks used for
delivering construction equipment, trucks used for delivering and hauling construction materials
and wastes, and trucks used to transport the crude oil to refineries during exploratory drilling and
pipeline construction. The EIR will assess traffic related impacts from these vehicular trips.
Although construction impacts may be relatively short-term, the workers vehicles and trucks
hauling equipment and material traveling to and from the site could have an adverse effect on
traffic flow and safety. The effect of workers' vehicles parked in the Project vicinity is another
temporary but potentialy significant impact.

The EIR will evaluate the three Project phases, Drilling and Testing; Design and Construction;
and Operations and Maintenance, in the analysis. The Project is required to comply with the
City of Whittier's roadway safety design standards. However, proposed Project truck loading
area ingress and egress and truck transportation routes could create roadway hazards, including
sharp curves and intersection hazards. To assess impacts relative to road design hazards, the EIR
will evaluate thisissue.

Hydrology and Water Resour ces

The EIR will evaluate the potential for the Project to violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements. Project development and operation could impact groundwater
conditions. The EIR will evaluate these potential impacts.

Although the Project will include the construction of erosion control and siltation control
devices, the evaluation of the grading plan and effectiveness of proposed erosion control
improvements planned for incorporation into the Project will be evaluated in the EIR.

The Project will result in an increase in surface runoff due to an increase in impervious surfaces
resulting from the construction of well pads, roads, and other improvements. Further analysis of
potential impacts associated with water runoff will be included in the EIR.

The proposed Project could introduce additional sources of polluted runoff as aresult of potential
oil spillsor other upset conditions. Protection of water quality will be evaluated in the EIR.
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Cultural Resources

The EIR will include a Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey for the proposed Project site, in
addition to other areas that may involve below ground disturbance as a result of Project
development. Accordingly, a records search, site survey, and cultural resources technical report
will beincluded in the EIR. Mitigation measures will be provided to address potential impacts to
unknown cultural resources if such resources are found during the construction activities. The
EIR will include an assessment of potential Project impacts relative to paleontological resources.
Finally, the EIR will include an assessment of potential Project impacts relative to human
remains.

Wastewater

During drilling operations, liquid slurry of drilling “mud” will be collected on site within bermed
basins which would be protected by impermeable membrane. The wastewater section addresses
potential proposed Project impacts on waste discharge requirements or the Los Angeles Basin
Plan criteria for wastewater systems, surface and groundwater quality; and the wastewater
service provider.

Land Use and Policy Consistency

Oil and gas production is allowed by the City of Whittier within all zone districts with a
conditional use permit. The Habitat Preserve RMP provides a blueprint for the management and
use of the Preserve.

A land use and policy consistency analysis of the Project relative to the City Genera Plan and
Habitat Preserve RMP will be included in the EIR to determine direct and indirect impacts
associated with the Project activities in terms of effects on existing, planned, and future land uses
in the Project vicinity. This section would build on the impact analysis from other issue areas to
determine consistency and potential incompatibilities with surrounding land uses.

The EIR will establish the baseline setting and identify the governing land use policies and
ordinances. The EIR will then assess the proposed Project’s potential impacts and compatibility
with the existing and potential future land usesin the area.

The Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority adopted a RMP for the Habitat
Preserve in July of 2007. The RMP provides a comprehensive, long-term management plan for
the Preserve. The proposed Project could conflict with the provisions of the RMP and the EIR
will include analysis of potential impacts that may occur as aresult of conflicts with the RMP.

Fire Protection and Emergency Services

This section addresses the fire protection and emergency response resources related to the
proposed Project. These resources include the existing services and capabilities of nearby fire
departments and the systems and design of the proposed facilities and their associated pipelines.
The emergencies that would require summoning these available resources include fire, oil spill,
hazardous substance release, and other events that could lead to these emergency situations, such
as earthquake, traffic accident, and pipeline rupture.

The proposed Project will require the preparation of an emergency response plan. The plan
would need to include adequate access for emergency response and firefighting equipment to the
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various development sites. All of the roads within the devel opment would need to be evaluated
to ensure they would allow for emergency vehicle access. Further evaluation of potential
impacts associated with emergency response will be included in the EIR.

The Project site is within the Puente Hills Preserve, which is subject to wildland fires. The
Puente Hills have burned repeatedly in historic times, and the frequency and intervals between
fires are likely reflected by the current vegetation on site. Exploratory drilling, construction and
oil operation activities could spark a wildland fire that could impact portions of the surrounding
residential developments. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR, and applicable mitigations
measures to reduce the likelihood of wildland fires resulting from the oil and gas operations will
be identified.

Public Services and Utilities

The EIR will describe how sanitation service will be provided at the field office at the Project
site. Water for drilling, construction, operations, fire protection and domestic consumption will
be provided by Suburban Water Systems. The EIR will evaluate whether available water
supplies are adequate to meet Project requirements.

Construction of the proposed Project would generate solid waste both from construction and
from solid waste generated by the drilling and production activities. The EIR will identify the
landfill(s) that would serve the Project and if there is adequate capacity to serve Project
requirements. Project solid waste plans will be required to comply with governmental
regulations. The EIR will identify the appropriate regulations and evaluate Project compliance,
including compliance with requirements for recycling and transport and disposal of hazardous
solid waste.

Recreation

The Project site is located in a natural preserve area that provides outdoor recreationa
opportunities. The proposed Project may negatively impact the Habitat Preserve's recreational
resources, including interference with trails. The EIR will examine potential Project recreational
impacts. It will establish the baseline setting and governing policies relative to recreational
facilities in the Preserve. The EIR will then assess the proposed Project’s potential impacts and
compatibility with the existing and potential future recreational uses in the area. Recreational
opportunities could be impacted by Project noise, odors, visua obtrusions, traffic, physica
obstructions, and accidental oil spills precluding use of resources and visualy soiling the
affected areas. Further, an oil spill, even when cleaned up, can result in a negative public
perception of the recreational resources.

Energy and Mineral Resour ces

The Project as proposed includes exploration and production of oil and gas from the Project area.
With the development of any oil and gas resource, a large amount of energy is consumed and
produced. Drilling operations, processing, and transportation require electricity and diesel fuel.
Energy is produced in the form of natura gas and oil, which is refined to produce gasoline,
diesel fuel, jet fuel, and other fuels. The EIR will assess these impacts focusing both on mineral
consumption, and energy use and production. The overall approach to this section will be to
determine the amount of existing oil and gas supplies expected to be consumed by the Project,
the increased consumption of energy that be required for the proposed Project, and the amount of
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energy from natural gas and crude oil that would be produced by the Project. This section will
provide a discussion of the current crude and natural gas balance in California and how the
proposed Project production could affect this balance.

Environmental Justice

The EIR will include an analysis of potential Environmental Justice impacts that could occur as a
result of the Project. This section will analyze the distributional patterns of high-minority and
low-income populations on aregional basis and characterizes the distribution of such populations
adjacent to the Whittier Oil Field and the potential future development activities. This analysis
will primarily focus on whether the potential future development impacts would affect areas of
high-minority populations and low-income communities disproportionately and thus create an
adverse environmental justice impact. Potential environmental justice impacts will be quantified.
Thisinformation will be used to evaluate whether the proposed Project would unduly burden the
affected communities and industries.

4.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

The California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15126.6, requires an EIR to describe a
reasonable range of alternatives to a Project or to the location of a Project which could feasibly
attain its basic objectives and evaluate the comparative merits of the aternatives. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides direction for the discussion of alternatives to the proposed
Project.

The proposed Project is to conduct exploratory drilling and if successful, continue oil and gas
production at the Whittier Main Oil Field. Proposed alternatives would include:

No Project Alternative
Under the No Project Alternative, the Project would not move forward and the area envisioned
for development would continue as part of the existing Habitat Preserve.

Alternative Drilling and Production Sites
With this alternative, alternate locations for the proposed drilling sites are analyzed for potentia
reduction of environmental impacts.

Alter native Access Roads
With this aternative, alternate locations for access to the Project Site, including ingress and
egress, are analyzed for potential reduction of environmental impacts.

Pipeline Alternative Routes

Another possible alternative is for Matrix to construct a pipeline connection down Colima Road
to Lambert Road and onto the railroad right-of-way along Lambert Road to a tie-in to the
Crimson Pipeline at the intersection of Lambert Road and Leffingwell Road. Other potentialy
suitable aternative routes would also be considered and analyzed as appropriate.

Other alternatives may be identified as part of the scoping process for the EIR.
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KrELLY LYyTTON & WILLIAMS LLP
LAWYERS
1801 CENTURY PARK EAST BRUCE P. VANN
G ([1955-2004)
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 900867 ——
TELEPHONE (310) 277-5333
TIMOTHY P. FURLONG
FACSIMILE (310) 277-5983 (1946-1988)

www. klwpartners.com

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

April 28, 2011

Jeffery S. Adams

Planning Services Manager
City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street
Whittier, CA 90602

RE: Whittier Main Oil Field
Development Project Revised
Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Adams:

As you know, Matrix Oil Company (“Matrix”) has decided to
pursue the Consolidated Central Site Alternative as the Whittier Main
Oil Field Development Project (“the Project”) and we are advised that
the City intends to issue a Revised Draft EIR focusing on this
alternative. Because Matrix wishes the revised document to be as
clear and fully informational as possible, we respectfully request that
the City consider adding the following:

1. In the discussion of the Landfill Road Alternative, disclose the
need for limited improvements to the existing road to
accommodate vehicles and equipment associated with the
operation, and the potential for use of the existing road to
impact biological resources, including wildlife movement, due to
increased traffic on the road. However, it should also be noted in
the EIR document that impacts will be considerably less than for
construction of a new access road.

Matrix-1

2. Calculate and disclose in easily comparable fashion the
approximate impacts to vegetation communities and critical Matrix-2
habitat for each of the alternatives.
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Jeffery S. Adams
City of Whittier
April 28, 2011
Page 2

In Table ES-3, on page ES-30 of the EIR, change language for
the impact listed as BIO.5 to state the specific impact rather
than the general threshold. It is unclear how implementation of
other mitigation measures will reduce the impact to a level below
significance.

The land use section (EIR, page 4.11-23) defers the
determination of consistency with the RMP to a future
consistency analysis by decision-makers. That consistency
analysis will almost certainly demonstrate that the project is
inconsistent with several goals. Because the provision of funding
to the Preserve does not offset inconsistency with the RMP goals,
it may be necessary to modify the land use and executive
summary sections to acknowledge impacts associated with
inconsistency with the adopted RMP as potentially significant. To
avoid this, we recommend proposing an amendment to the plan
to allow limited oil extraction in exchange for ongoing funding as
a mitigation measure or as a feature of the project. However, if
amending the RMP is outside the control of the City, it may be
necessary to conclude that the impacts are significant and
unavoidable even if an amendment is proposed.

MM BIO-1a requires restoration of degraded habitat within the
Preserve. If it is acceptable to the City and the resource agencies
to include a provision for payment of an in-lieu fee to obtain
appropriate mitigation credits, we recommend including that as
an additional option to ensure that it can be considered during
permit negotiations.

MM GR-1e and MM GR-2c require that the applicant “cease any
drilling and production activities” following any seismic event
that generates a ground acceleration of fifteen percent of
gravity. It is not reasonable, possible, or safe to immediately
halt all activities, nor is this a requirement imposed on any other
operating oil field in the area. The language should be modified
to say “non-essential” activities.

Matrix-3

Matrix-4

Matrix-5

Matrix-6
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Jeffery S. Adams
City of Whittier
April 28, 2011
Page 3

It would be helpful to update the cultural resources technical
report to ensure that the area including the Landfill Road has
been sufficiently evaluated, if this can be done expeditiously.

In MM GR-6a, specify that the project design must conform to
the recommendations within the geotechnical evaluation, and
that the evaluation should occur prior to completion of the final
project design.

In Table 4.2-3 (page 4.2-35), the term “Streambed” is applied to
riparian habitats. It is unclear whether this implies CDFG-
jurisdictional streambed or just generally areas within the banks
of a stream. Add a footnote to explain, or use another term.
Also, it is confusing to have values of 0.00 included in the table -
consider deleting areas that are not affected or clarify if impacts
are less than 0.01 per acre.

Thank you for considering the foregoing suggestions.

Cc:

Very truly yours

|

' Donna R. Black (

Jeffrey Collier
Kimberly Hall Barlow, Esq.
Joann Lombardo

Matrix-7

Matrix-8

Matrix-9
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
Applicant
Matrix-1 2.0,42.4,6.2 Landfill Road
Matrix-2 6.2 V egetation impact
acreage
Matrix-3 42 Table ES-3 impact
language
. 4.11, inconsistency with
Matrix-4 411 RMP
Matrix-5 4.2 MM BIO-1a
Matrix-6 445 MM GR-1e and GR-2¢c
. . Cultural resources report
Matrix-7 4.9 and Appendix F t0 include Landfill Road
Matrix-8 445 MMGR-6a
Matrix-9 42 Teble4.2-3"streambed
definition
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May 31, 2011

Mr. Jeffrey Adams

Planning Services Manager
City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street
Whittier, California 90602

O

Re: Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report
Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project

Dear Mr. Adams,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project
known as “Whittier Main Qil Field Development Project”. As you are aware, CEQA
allows potentially affected agencies to comment on proposed projects that may cause
significant environmental impacts to their community. Given the nature of the project,
the following are the concerns of the City of La Habra:

The NOP indicated that the EIR will assess traffic related impacts due to construction
activity and the project truck transportation routes. We have concerns regarding potential
truck circulation impacts on roadways in La Habra and that the EIR should address CLH-1
these concerns. Truck traffic should be conditioned to utilize the roadway system within
the City of Whittier and the 605 and 60 freeways, which would eliminate the impact to La
Habra.

We are prepared to assist you in addressing the above concerns. We would request
that a copy of the environmental impact report, when it becomes available, be forwarded
to the City of La Habra for review. Additional comments may be generated based on
that review.

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (562) 905-9724.

cc: Don Hannah, City Manager
Jennifer Cervantez, Assistant City Manager
Michael Haack, Director of Community Development
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1955 Workman Mili Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: PO. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 STEPHEN R. MAGUIN
Telephone: {562) 699-7411, FAX: {562) 699-5422 Chief Engineer and General Manager
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May 19, 2011
File No: 18-00.04-00

Mr. Jeffery Adams
Planning Services Manager
Planning Division

City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street
Whittier, CA 90602-1772

Dear Mr. Adams:
Whittier Main Qil Field Development Project

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Revised Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on January 22, 2010. The
proposed development is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 18. We offer the
following comments regarding sewerage service:

1. Previous comments submitted by the Districts in correspondence dated February 26, 2010 (copy
enclosed), still apply to the subject project with the following updated information.
2. The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line,
which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Laurel Avenue Trunk
CSDLAC-1 Sewer, located in Laurel Avenue at Oak Street. This 10-inch diameter trunk sewer has a design

capacity of 2.2 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 0.3 mgd when last
measured in 2009.

CSDLAC-2 3. | The Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant currently processes an average flow of 21.7 mgd. |
If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,
Stephen R. Maguin
Mw
Adriana Raza \@eﬁ)
Customer Service Specialist - Ge\ ,
Facilities Planning Department 1% A i
AR:ar V ?\& L (f‘\e(\\-
Enclosure .‘.“\\)d\“()@’
c: M. Tremblay
Doc #: 1 4.1 1-25 Whittier Project EIR
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS

OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Miil Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 STEPHEN R. MAGUIN
Telephone: (562) 699-7411, FAX: (562) 699-5422 Chief Engineer and General Manager
www.lacsd.org

February 26, 2010

File No: 18-00.04-00

Mr. Jeffrey Adams, Planning Services Manager
Community Development

13230 Penn Street

Whittier, CA 90602

Dear Mr. Adams:

Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on January 22, 2010. The
proposed development is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 18. We offer the
following comments regarding sewerage service:

1. The proposed project may impact existing and/or proposed Districts' trunk sewers over which it
will be constructed. Existing and proposed Districts' trunk sewers are located directly under
and/or cross directly beneath the proposed project alignment. The Districts cannot issue a
detailed response to or permit construction of the proposed project until project plans and
specifications that incorporate Districts' sewer lines are submitted. In order to prepare these
plans, you will need to submit a map of the proposed project alignment, when available, to the
attention of Ms. Martha Tremblay of the Districts' Sewer Design Section at the address shown
above. The Districts will then provide you with the plans for all Districts' facilities that will be
impacted by the proposed project. Then, when revised plans that incorporate our sewers have
been prepared, please submit copies of the same for our review and comment.

2. In order to estimate the volume of wastewater the project will generate, a copy of the Districts’
average wastewater generation factor is available online. Go to www.lacsd.org, Information
Center, Will Serve Program, Obtain Will Serve Letter, and click on the appropriate link on page 2.

3. The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at the Los Coyotes Water
Reclamation Plant located in the City of Cerritos, which has a design capacity of 37.5 mgd and
currently processes an average flow of 26.8 mgd.

4. The Districts are authorized by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the
privilege of connecting (directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or increasing the
strength or quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel or operation already
connected. This connection fee is a capital facilities fee that is imposed in an amount sufficient to
construct an incremental expansion of the Sewerage System to accommodate the proposed
project. Payment of a connection fee will be required before a permit to connect to the sewer is

Doc #: 1506738.1
L a5
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Mr. Jeffrey Adams -2- February 26, 2010

AR:ar

issued. For a copy of the Connection Fee Information Sheet, go to www.lacsd.org, Information
Center, Will Serve Program, Obtain Will Serve Letter, and click on the appropriate link on
page 2. For more specific information regarding the connection fee application procedure and
fees, please contact the Connection Fee Counter at extension 2727.

In order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the
design capacities of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth
forecast adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Specific
policies included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into
clean air plans, which are prepared by the South Coast and Antelope Valley Air Quality
Management Districts in order to improve air quality in the South Coast and Mojave Desert Air
Basins as mandated by the CAA. All expansions of Districts' facilities must be sized and service
phased in a manner that will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The
available capacity of the Districts' treatment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels
associated with the approved growth identified by SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute
a guarantee of wastewater service, but is to advise you that the Districts intend to provide this
service up to the levels that are legally permitted and to inform you of the currently existing
capacity and any proposed expansion of the Districts' facilities.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,

Stephen R. Maguin

E-Sig byA RazZD
UAFY r
Adriana Raza

Customer Service Specialist
Facilities Planning Department

c: M Tremblay

Doc #: 1506738.1
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Native Habitat Preservation Authority MaY 27 201
PLANNING DEPT

May 26, 2011

Jeff Adams

City of Whittier, Community Development
13230 Penn Street

Whittier, CA 90602-1772

Re: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project (Revised, Dated April 20, 2011)

Dear Mr. Adams:

The Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority (Habitat Authority)
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Whittier Main Oil Field
Development Project and for the availability of information about the project throughout the
planning process.

The Habitat Authority is a joint powers authority established pursuant to California
Government Code Section 6500 et seq. with a Board of Directors consisting of the City of
Whittier, County of Los Angeles, Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, and the
Hacienda Heights Improvement Association. According to our mission, the Habitat Authority
is dedicated to the acquisition, restoration, and management of open space in the Puente Hills
for preservation of the land in perpetuity, with the primary purpose to protect the biological
diversity. Additionally, the agency will endeavor to provide opportunities for outdoor
education and low-impact recreation. The Habitat Authority’s jurisdiction extends within
eastern Los Angeles County approximately from the intersection of the 605 and 60 Freeways
in the west to Harbor Boulevard in the east.

According to the Property Acquisition and Maintenance Agreement between Whittier, the
Whittier Puente Hills Conservation Authority and the Habitat Authority, dated August 1997,
the Habitat Authority manages the City-owned open space including that upon which the
proposed project is located. Overall, the Habitat Authority manages over 3,800 acres, of
which 1,756 acres is owned by the City of Whittier. Additionally, the City and the Habitat
Authority entered into an Agreement for Professional Services dated March 2008 at the
City’s request, for the Habitat Authority staff to provide feedback and direction regarding the
project design for how to minimize impacts to the Preserve.

A Joint Powers Agency created pursuant to California Government Code §6500 et seq.

7702 Washington Avenue, Suite C, Whittier, California 90602 - Phone: 562 / 945 - 9003 - Fax: 562 / 945 - 0303
I-%§ Whittier Project EIR
LY ]
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Whittier Main Field NOP
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May 26, 2011

The proposed project site is described as being within 1,290 acres of the Whittier Main Oil
Field, and is located within the Preserve. The project involves development of an oil and gas
production and processing facility within the lease area known as the Whittier Main Oil
Field. The portion of the project located within the Preserve involves one site consisting of
oil drilling pads, processing facilities, and a truck loading facility (6.9 acres), new oil and gas
pipelines (2.8 miles), realignment of 1,800 feet of existing roads, and construction of 700
feet of new roads (approximately three miles, most of which is located within the Preserve’s
Core Habitat area), temporary disturbance of an additional six acres for construction, and fire
safety required fuel modification zones (undefined acreage).

Overall, the Habitat Authority manages over 3,860 acres of public open space, representing a
public investment of over $48.5 million for acquisition and approximately $3.2 million for
restoration. Land managed by this agency is for biological preservation purposes. Its
sustainability is biologically dependent on the nearby and adjacent open space lands. When
drafting the DEIR please include analysis of economic impacts, and the importance of
keeping the biological integrity of open space land within the project area intact so it does not
diminish the biological value of land this agency owns/manages.

The following are comments on specific sections of the NOP.

Proposed Project Description

In order to assess all of the potential impacts from the totality of the proposed project, please
include in the DEIR a detailed timeline of the test drilling, construction, operation and
ongoing well drilling activities over the duration of the lease agreement. The timeline should
include the anticipated Project end date. It should also clearly indicate the time and duration
of impacts from the Project. If the Project timeline includes design and permit activities
which are not expected to cause impacts, please indicate that separately as well. If the lease is
extended at some point in the future, a new environmental impact report is recommended to
assess impacts of continued oil and gas activities.

Please be sure to include a figure in the DEIR that illustrates all road improvements and Fire
Department-required brush clearance to each side of the roadway, as well as accounts for
their acreage and associated impacts in the analyses of the DEIR. In looking at Figure 2-2, it
is unclear where road improvements will occur.

The acreage from the roads and pipelines should also be included in the total project acreage,
as the planned use for the roads will be a change from the current use and these will be
permanent impacts. Also, please include in the DEIR calculated acres of each habitat type
that will be permanently impacted by annual fuel modification activities required by the Los
Angeles County Fire Department, including around project facilities and along project roads
and pipeline routes.

The NOP project description notes that the proposed access route for two-ton trucks is the
North Access Road. However, most mid-sized and large pick-up trucks weigh two tons or
more. Therefore, please specify in the DEIR the length and height of typical two-ton trucks
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HA-4
expected to be used for the Project, as well as decibel noise levels expected to be generated
by the types of trucks that are anticipated to be used during all Project phases, and please also
include a detailed breakdown of how many of each type of vehicle will use the North Access
Road and how many will use Catalina Avenue per day during all Project phases.

Page 28 of the revised Conditional Use Permit application notes that during the operational
phase “vehicle traffic for drilling would be the same as for the test wells” — please clarify if
this means that traffic will use Catalina Avenue. On the same page, it notes that “heavy
equipment would approach the Project Site via the new access road from Colima Road” HA-5
during the operational phase; however, since there is no “new access road” under the current
Proposed Project, please clarify if this means that heavy equipment would access the site
from Catalina Avenue and please define “heavy equipment”.

Please also clarify in the DEIR how many linear feet or miles of each roadway will require
realignment, stabilization and/or widening, as it is unclear in the NOP. For example, the NOP|
notes that “1,800 feet of existing asphalt road within the Preserve adjacent to the Project Site
would have to be realigned” (page 3, end of third paragraph) but it is unclear as to which HA-6
road this is referring to, and whether this is included in the three miles of North Access Road
that would require realignment, stabilization and/or widening. Proposed trail and road
modifications should be clearly and separately shown on a Circulation Plan.

The NOP project description notes that the oil and gas pipelines would be buried under
“existing roadways through the Preserve™; however, these are actually public trails (the
Arroyo Pescadero and Deer Loop Trails), that also function as maintenance, patrol and
emergency access routes. Please include in the DEIR a description of all improvements that
would be required for these trails to accommodate the new pipelines, including required fuel
modification along the sides, installation of grates for inspection (which should be designed HA-7
to prevent entrapment of wildlife), frequency and method of inspection by personnel, and any
features designed to improve safety for trail users (such as speed bumps). Please also include
measures to protect wildlife during construction, such as closing any open trenches at the end
of each work day to prevent wildlife from becoming trapped.

Please make sure that figures in the DEIR include a legend and clarify the heights of the
retaining walls. The Refined Consolidated Site map (available on the City’s website dated
May 5, 2011) only appears to show the Consolidated Site, but does not show other proposed
Project elements such as the North Access Road; the DEIR needs to include a site plan for HA-8
the entire Project. In addition, maps in the DEIR should address comments made by the Los
Angeles County Fire Department in their comment letter on the previous DEIR, requiring
that roads be a minimum of 28 feet wide, that turning radii are not less than 32 feet, and that
the minimum brush clearance on each side of the roadway is 10 feet.

Air Quality

Please consider requiring the project to use electric and/or hybrid equipment and vehicles,

which will not only decrease air pollutants but will also decrease noise impacts. In addition,
carpooling of personnel should be considered to reduce vehicle trips, which would also HA-9
decrease air pollutants and decrease noise, roadkill and human-presence impacts to wildlife.
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Finally, please include in the DEIR habitat restoration as a means of mitigating for
greenhouse gas impacts, as native vegetation has been shown to sequester carbon and is now
commonly used as mitigation for such impacts; calculations showing the amount and type of
vegetation to be planted to mitigate for specific increases in greenhouse gases should be
included in the DEIR, if proposed.

Biological Resources

Please address and consider incorporating into the DEIR applicable mitigation ideas
presented by the Habitat Authority in its response letter dated December 1, 2010 to the
previous DEIR for the original version of the Project. Many of those same suggested
mitigation measures most likely will also apply to this revised Project.

Biological Resources: Special Status Species

The Preserve exists to maintain and restore what remains of native grasslands, coastal sage
scrub, riparian scrub, and oak woodland that existed in abundance in the past, but now are
rare. The Puente Hills are among the last known habitats in the Los Angeles area for animals
that are considered California Species of Special Concern and/or that are nearly extinct in the
Los Angeles area. For example, the pending development of the Montebello Hills could
cause the federally-listed coastal California gnatcatcher pairs (Polioptila californica) located
in that important “core” population to migrate to larger habitat areas such as the Puente

Hills.

The NOP notes the presence of several special status wildlife species within the project area,
including the yellow warbler (Dendroica peteicha), yellow breasted chat (Icteria virens), and
San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia). However, several other special
status species have also been noted within or near the project area, including bats (western
mastiff bat, Eumops perotis californicus; hoary bat, Lasiurus cinereus; western red bat,
Lasiurus blossevillii; and western yellow bat, Lasiurus xanthinus) (Remington 2006), coastal
western whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri)(Cooper 2008), and western spadefoot toad
(Spea hammondii)(Bill Romo, LACFD, pers. comm.). Given the diversity of habitat types in
this area and the lack of regular human disturbance, it is likely that other sensitive species
occur here as well. Impacts to sensitive species with potential to occur here, not only those
documented as present, should be evaluated and mitigated in the DEIR. In addition, the NOP
incorrectly states that the federally-listed coastal California gnatcatcher (not a state-listed
species, as incorrectly stated in the NOP) has not been found nesting on-site; during protocol
surveys conducted in 2010, a nesting pair of gnatcatchers was found occupying a territory
bisected by the proposed North Access Road. And although surveys to date have not shown
the presence of the federal- and state-listed least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), suitable
habitat exists in proximity to the project area. Since survey results for these two listed species
are only valid for one year, and given the presence of suitable habitat for these species,
additional protocol surveys will be needed as a mitigation measure prior to construction
activities to confirm their absence.
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Impacts to special status bird species from the proposed project should be examined beyond
just physical habitat removal or disturbance to nesting activities. The proposed project has
the potential to permanently alter the dynamics and composition of the bird community in
this area, which has been noted as being overwhelmingly intact with a relative scarcity of
urban-adapted species such as house sparrows and American crows (Cooper 2008). The
construction and operation of the Project will create disturbance within adjacent habitat
areas, facilitating the presence of more urban-adapted species and driving away more
secretive, native bird species currently present in higher numbers in this area, such as wrentit
and California thrasher (Cooper 2008). With few preserved and undisturbed areas remaining,
such birds will be forced to compete with existing populations in other areas, possibly
reducing their numbers or restricting their range in the Puente Hills. The potential for such
substantial adverse impacts need to be fully evaluated and mitigated.

HA-13

The NOP notes that impacts to sensitive wildlife species will only occur during the
construction and development phase of the Project, and that these impacts will be temporary.
However, substantial adverse impacts may also occur during the test drilling phase as well as
the operational phase due to indirect impacts such as noise, lighting, roadkill, fires or oil
spills. These impacts must all be evaluated for the operational phase as well as the testing and
construction phases. The NOP does not address what the lifespan of the Project is. Please
address this in the DEIR. The NOP notes that up to 60 total wells are anticipated over the
life of the Project, but most of these would be drilled after the construction phase and would
actually occur in the operational phase. The NOP notes that each well would take up to 30
days to drill at 24 hours per day which, extrapolated over time, could result in approximately
five years of disturbance from drilling in total. Given that the lease can be renewed, it is
conceivable that new wells could be drilled regularly in perpetuity. This regular, long-term
disturbance must be evaluated as part of the operational phase and as a potentially permanent
impact.

HA-14

The Habitat Authority recommends that the DEIR provide analysis regarding how different
wildlife species react differently to human disturbances. Some species are known to adapt
well to human development and activity, while others are known to avoid it. For example,
coyotes are known to be very adaptable, often taking advantage of human development, and
seem to adapt readily to increased human activity levels. However, other species, like
bobcats, are known to generally avoid areas of human development and are more sensitive to
increases in human activity. The Preserve and Core Habitat are intended to be a refuge that
supports a diversity of wildlife; please have the DEIR analyze whether the proposed project
will impact the ability of the Preserve and Core Habitat to serve this purpose.

HA-15

Biological Resources: Indirect Impacts

The Habitat Authority is concerned not only about the direct impacts from Project
construction and drilling activities, but also from indirect “edge effects”, such as noise and
lighting, which often extend far beyond the physical boundaries of a developed site.
Although, per discussions with the City, we understand that the Project will have temporary
sound-proofing and light-proofing measures at each site during the test drilling phase and
permanent structures after that, the Habitat Authority believes that these issues are of primary
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importance and, therefore, must be carefully analyzed in the DEIR. Currently, these edge
effects are mostly confined to the existing edges of the Preserve adjacent to developed areas.
The widest parts of the Preserve, including the Core Habitat where the Project is proposed,
suffer the least amount of edge effects from surrounding urban development. In other words,
the Project Area (site and road) is located within the portion of the Preserve where the largest
contiguous block of habitat is the most buffered from urban development. However, the
proposed project would introduce development into the Preserve, thereby extending this edge
and associated edge effects deeper into the Preserve.

Biological Resources: Noise

Noise is of particular concern regarding resident wildlife, not only during testing and
construction, but also during long-term operations; this includes the drilling of new wells, the
use of service drill rigs, and other maintenance activities such as driving on roads. In
addition to noise associated with the drilling of new wells, the use of service drill rigs, and
other maintenance activities such as driving on roads, long-term operation of the facilities
could alter the baseline ambient noise level surrounding each site due to the constant “hum”
from the operation of associated equipment. Long-term, operational ambient noise levels,
even if they are still lower than the acceptable decibel thresholds, could still have an adverse
effect on resident wildlife behavior. Noise impacts can cause wildlife to avoid certain areas,
reducing the overall habitat available for daily activities, as well as for movement and
dispersal. Noise impacts can also cause stress, resulting in decreased health and breeding
success, and sometimes resulting in nest abandonment by birds. Noise impacts have the
potential to affect not only the immediate area of drilling and construction activity, but also
have the potential to exist in La Canada Verde canyon along the North Access Road,
disturbing wildlife beyond physical project limits. In other portions of the Preserve, such as
in Arroyo San Miguel east of Colima Road, common noises from residential areas such as
barking dogs and leaf blowers can be easily heard more than a quarter mile away. Noises
from the proposed project, if not completely sound-proofed, are likely to be exponentially
louder, thereby affecting a very large area surrounding the project site itself. Noise levels are
generally recommended at 60 decibels (dB), but a lower threshold should be considered for
this Project, such as 45 dB, given the sensitivity of the habitat in the proposed project
vicinity. Higher noise levels may result in significant impacts throughout La Canada Verde
and beyond during wildlife breeding seasons, as it could cause excess stress on parents, and
during juvenile dispersal season, as individuals may avoid the Project area and/or
surrounding vicinity. Studies have shown that some wildlife species near oil extraction
activities have increased levels of stress hormones, which can negatively affect reproduction
(Wyoming Fish and Game 2010), and shift use areas away from oil pads and roads (Sawyer
2009; Dyer 2001). Please have the DEIR describe the measures proposed to reduce noise
to the surrounding habitat from drilling, construction, and operational activities including
well workovers and redrills. Such measures should include the use of enclosed structures for
drill rigs in addition to noise blankets or sound walls, as have been previously discussed in
conversations with the Habitat Authority.

The NOP notes that a noise study will be prepared as part of the DEIR. Please include in this
study how noise levels from the Project (including the use of the roads) will increase in the
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Preserve, not only in residential neighborhoods near the Project. Please also include in the
noise impact analysis what noise levels would be from vehicles under certain conditions,
including driving up steep slopes, braking while driving down steep slopes, vehicle noises
from back-up warning indicators, as well as how certain conditions (topography, weather)
can increase the distance that sound travels. Please include in the analysis how the increase
in noise is anticipated to affect wildlife in the short- and long-term. Please also differentiate
between “noticeable” noise levels for humans as opposed to different wildlife species, and
whether significance thresholds should be different. For example, mammals have noise
sensitivities ranging from less than 10 Hz to 150 kHz (with sensitivity at -20 dB), but birds
have sensitivities ranging from 100 Hz to 8-10 kHz (with sensitivity at 0-10 dB) (Federal
Highway Administration 2004). Many species rely on sound for detecting prey or predators,
and a recent study has found that a one-dB increase in background sound level results in 89
percent of the original detection distance [an 11 percent reduction] and 79 percent of the
original listening area [a 21 percent reduction], and increases of up to three dB correspond to
a 50 percent loss of listening area (Barber 2009). Please make this section easily
understandable for the layperson not skilled in acoustic engineering.

HA-18

Please also evaluate the potential impacts to wildlife from increased vibration during drilling.
The previous DEIR noted that vibration from drilling would be significant and unavoidable,
even at locations within 700 feet of the drilling site (pg. 4.5-35). Such edge effects have the
potential to cause animals to avoid areas both within and near developments, especially
species that are the most sensitive to human disturbance, such as bobcats.

HA-19

Biological Resources: Light

The Habitat Authority is also concerned about the effect of lighting associated with the
project. The NOP notes that test drilling and new well drilling will occur 24-hours per day,
which will presumably require the use of night-lighting during these activities; the extent and
intensity of such lighting must be evaluated for its potential impacts on sensitive wildlife and
wildlife movement. Although the NOP states “shielded” lighting is proposed by the project
during the operational phase, such lighting will result in a permanent increase in ambient HA-20
lighting around the facilities. Potential impacts from any increased lighting must be
evaluated in regard to wildlife activity, particularly given the crepuscular or nocturnal
behavior of many mammal species on the Preserve (coyote, bobcat, deer, and bats).
Increased lighting has been cited in numerous studies as affecting wildlife behavior, and this
could be of particular concern in an area which has not experienced any artificial night
lighting for nearly two decades or possibly more.

Some species adapt to the increased presence of humans by shifting toward primarily
nocturnal activities; however, the proposed project will introduce night lighting and activity
during all hours of the day and night. Also, it is not clear from the NOP whether there will
be nighttime use of the North Access Road which goes through the Core Habitat, an area set
aside to provide a refuge for wildlife free from human activity. Please evaluate these impacts ~ HA-21
in the DEIR and provide appropriate mitigation measures for significant impacts, which may
include using green lights for night lighting to avoid impacts to birds (Poot et. al., 2008).
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Please consider the inclusion of a nighttime visual simulation of the proposed Project to
include in the analysis for potential light impacts to wildlife.

Biological Resources: Roads

Please have the DEIR evaluate the effects of and possible mitigation measures for Project
vehicles and equipment driving on the trails during all Project phases. Some larger mammals
such as coyotes preferentially use roads/trails for movement, and risk being hit by vehicles or
having their movement restricted as a result of increased use of the roads. Smaller wildlife,
particularly rodents, amphibians, snakes, and lizards, will likely be at increased risk of being
hit by vehicles during their dispersal, making the use of these roads a possible barrier to their
movement and dispersal. This may be of particular concern during rainstorms when
amphibians mate and disperse, or during morning hours when reptiles sun themselves in open
areas, often on roads. The DEIR will need to identify the maximum number of single-
direction trips required on the roads during all Project phases, both day and night, as part of
this impact evaluation. Also, please include in the DEIR the current baseline of traffic levels
on the North Access Road within the Preserve, which is approximately three round trips per
week, and how that will change under the proposed project during all phases. Please
consider the use of traffic monitoring devices as a part of a potential mitigation measure to
insure that vehicle usage does not exceed the amount analyzed in the DEIR.

Biological Resources: Other

Please include in the DEIR analysis about window glass, if part of the Project design, within
the wildland areas and its potential hazard to birds which may strike the glass if they are not
able to detect it. Glass windows whenever utilized should be set at 20 to 40 degrees from
vertical, consist of non-reflective glass, or given some treatment so that birds may detect the
hazard and avoid it.

Please include in the DEIR an assessment of how the geographic configuration of the
proposed facilities and their required fuel modification zones (potentially up to 200 feet
wide), walls and fencing, and dust generation will impact the habitat as well as impact the
potential to enhance biodiversity in the area. Please also include in the DEIR measures to
avoid possible impacts to avifauna connected with annual fuel modification clearance.

Please analyze in the DEIR potential impacts to birds and bats from the use of bermed basins
of the Project.

Biological Resources: Increased Hazards

Another major concern is regarding the potential for the Project to increase hazards to the
Preserve, such as causing wildfires or resulting in an oil spill. It has been noted that pipeline
ruptures occur with such frequency that they should be considered as anticipated impacts
(Cooper 2008), and the increase in equipment at the site has the potential to increase the
already-high fire threat in the Hills. Such hazards have the potential to occur during all
Project phases, and may have significant, long-term impacts on plants and wildlife not only
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adjacent to Project activities but throughout the entire Preserve. The NOP states that an oil
spill could impact riparian habitat, but the DEIR should analyze potential impacts from an oil
spill to all habitat types and the species within them. Please make sure that an emergency
response plan required as mitigation includes measures for wildlife rescue and rehabilitation,
as well as clean-up and habitat restoration. Impacts resulting from the clean-up following
such hazardous events also have the potential to impact natural resources on the Preserve and
should be addressed.

Also, the NOP notes that criteria for public safety will be used in the impact analysis
regarding potential toxic exposures; the DEIR should also conduct a similar analysis for
potential toxic exposures for plants and wildlife, since the Project will be located within a
Habitat Preserve set aside specifically for their protection.

Biological Resources: Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity

The NOP notes that the Preserve is essential to wildlife migratory corridors, and that
development of the area may interfere with the movement of wildlife such as resident birds
and other small mammals (page 10). However, the Project may also interfere with movement
of medium and large mammal species, such as bobcats, which have been documented as
having high activity levels in the Project vicinity compared to other portions of the Preserve
(Haas 2000, Habitat Authority 2010). The DEIR must thoroughly explore the potentially
significant impacts from the Project on wildlife movement and migration, during all phases
of the Project. The Project site and City property are part of the larger Puente-Chino Hills
Wildlife Corridor, widely recognized for its regional importance for wildlife movement. The
importance of the Corridor is not solely for migration, which is generally defined as seasonal
movements of individuals or groups. Corridors, particularly in areas where they constitute
the only remaining natural habitat, are critical for daily wildlife movement needs such as
hunting, as well seasonal movement needs such as during reproduction and for juvenile
dispersal (such as the juvenile gnatcatcher observed dispersing through the project area in
2008 and 2009). In order for a corridor to maintain its function, it not only needs to provide
physical space for wildlife to move through, but also needs to support the elements necessary
for individuals or groups to persist over time to maintain connections between populations
and promote genetic exchange and diversity. In addition, corridors must function to allow
for movement and persistence during hazardous events such as wildfires. The Project has the
potential to disrupt critical Corridor functions by effectively narrowing the width of the
Corridor, through both direct physical impacts and more widespread indirect impacts (such
as increased human presence, noise and light along the North Access Road and at the drilling
and processing sites), which could interfere with small-scale and large-scale movement.
Such interference with the Corridor could affect wildlife populations throughout the entire
Preserve, and this potential impact must be evaluated.

Also, please have the DEIR evaluate whether wildlife avoidance of the Project facilities and
roads could cause wildlife movement to shift away from the nearby Colima Road Underpass
(currently the only safe place for wildlife to cross Colima Road) and possibly shift toward the
northern portion of Colima Road, where there is a historic roadkill “hot spot™ for medium
and large mammals. Several studies have noted that wildlife shift use areas in response to
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human activities including oil pads and roads (Sawyer 2009; Dyer 2001). Any further
contribution to roadkill at this location could have a significant impact on wildlife movement
throughout the entire Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. If found to be potentially
significant, possible mitigation measures could include the construction of a wildlife
overpass or underpass at this location, in addition to closure of the Colima Road Underpass
to recreational activity. Such measures, would serve to enhance the overall project vicinity
for wildlife movement and habitat connectivity throughout the corridor, even if not found to
directly mitigate for a significant impact to wildlife movement.. A recent study has shown
that even common reptile and bird species that are in habitat fragments which are relatively
close and were separated relatively recently have begun to show distinct genetic
differentiation due to a lack of gene flow (Delaney, et. al. 2010); this may also be occurring
in habitat fragments on either side of Colima Road. Creation of an overpass or underpass
could help restore gene flow and habitat connectivity, possibly mitigating for indirect project
impacts such as edge effects and fragmentation in the Core Habitat from the oil facility and
use of the North Access Road. These Project activities would fragment the block of habitat
that is the largest and most buffered from existing edge effects along the Preserve’s
boundary, and introduce additional edge effects into the interior of the Core Habitat. The
restoration of habitat connectivity and wildlife movement across Colima Road could also
result in a net benefit for the Preserve, facilitating long-term preservation and enhancement
of the Preserve’s ecological resources, one of the stated objectives of the Project according to
the previous DEIR.

HA-30

Please include in the DEIR analysis and proposed mitigation for impacts to reptiles and
amphibians whose migration pathways across roads will be negatively impacted by the new
usage level proposed on the trails within the Preserve. Please explore in the DEIR a possible | HA-31
mitigation measure to install reptile and amphibian crossing culverts at appropriate locations
along Project roads used within the Preserve.

Biological Resources: Wildlife Nursery

Another issue that is often overlooked but may be particularly relevant for this project is the
potential for it to impede the use of a native wildlife nursery site. Nursery sites are generally
considered to be areas that are preferentially utilized by wildlife for the rearing of young. In
an area surrounded by urban development, the areas farthest from such development and
most protected from human disturbance are likely to be preferred by wildlife to safely rear
their young. This may be one reason why this area (the eastern portion of the area between HA-32
Colima Road and Turnbull Canyon Road) had the highest indices of bobcats observed in the
Corridor, and the second-highest observations of deer (Haas 2000). It is also the area where
bobcat kittens tend to be seen (Cooper 2008). The introduction of new disturbance activities
on a long-term basis have the potential to impede the use of this area as a wildlife nursery site
by many different species, which could result in a significant impact that could affect other
parts of the Preserve. This potential impact must be analyzed in the DEIR.

Biological Resources: Core Habitat
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Please include in the DEIR evaluation of the Project impacts to the overall function of the
Core Habitat in relation to the over 3,800 acres of the Preserve as a whole, as designated in
the Habitat Authority’s Resource Management Plan (RMP) as well as the Core Habitat’s role
in supporting the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor. The RMP defines “core habitat” as
“an area that can sustain a population of plants or animals...(and that) provide food, shelter, a
place to safely reproduce, and depending on how large the habitat, a place for young to
disperse.” The need for a core habitat area was endorsed by members of the Scientific Panel
Members, composed of federal and state agencies, universities, and environmental groups
during development of the RMP. La Canada Verde was chosen as the core habitat because it
was an area that had been closed off from the public for a prolonged period of time, resulting
in a relatively undisturbed area fer wildlife. The RMP states that L.a Canada Verde
“currently provides undisturbed breeding habitat for wildlife and native vegetation, which is
recovering in the absence of human disturbance.” In addition, this is one of the widest
portions of the Corridor, so its internal portions suffer less from edge effects as discussed
previously. Also, as mentioned above, this area (the eastern portion of the area between
Colima Road and Turnbull Canyon Road) showed the highest indices of bobcats observed in
the Corridor, and the second-highest observations of deer (Haas 2000). Also, the Core
Habitat is likely even more important for wildlife due to ever-increasing public use of the
adjacent Arroyo Pescadero Trail, as well as other popular trails in the Preserve such as in
Turnbull Canyon. If the Project has the potential to significantly impact the function of the
Core Habitat, mitigation may include designating another part of the Preserve as a Core
Habitat Management Zone which, per the RMP includes, but is not limited to, “those areas
that have not been opened to the public, and would generally remain off-limits for the sole
purpose of providing undisturbed habitat for wildlife, which contributes to sustaining the
overall ecological health of the Habitat Authority’s jurisdiction.” Such areas could be other
wide portions of the Preserve and/or areas with high species diversity or sensitive species
where public access can be prevented. Alternate core habitat areas could be determined
through a telemetry study using GPS tracking collars for a key indicator species, such as
bobcats, which may show other areas with high activity levels. Depending on impacts,
mitigation could also include the permanent, temporary or seasonal closure of the adjacent
Arroyo Pescadero area to public recreation, giving wildlife a place of refuge during their
potential avoidance of the Project area and vicinity. High levels of human recreation have
been shown to impact some wildlife species, particularly bobcats, and such impacts when

considered with Project impacts could result in a cumulatively considerable adverse impact.

The impact analysis in the DEIR would be better served by avoiding discussion about the
value of the natural resources in relation to past oil activities as a way to dismiss the
significance of impacts from the proposed project. Although substantial impacts occurred to
the area during previous oil exploration activities, such activities ceased in the early 1990s,
and the habitat in this area has begun to recover such that many of the old roads and other
landscape scars are almost undetectable. Current resident wildlife populations are many
generations removed from such activities and are now adapted to the relatively undisturbed,
quiet conditions present within the Preserve. Therefore, please consider evaluation in the
DEIR regarding project impacts based on existing conditions, not those that occurred in the
past.

1-38 Whittier Project EIR

HA-33

HA-34


Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
HA-33

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
HA-34


Appendix |

Whittier Main Field NOP
Page 12
May 26, 2011

Given that the Project is proposed within a habitat preserve, and within the Core Habitat
which was established specifically as a refuge for wildlife that would remain undisturbed by
human activity, the burden of proof rests with the DEIR analysis to show how the Project
will not significantly impact wildlife. The existing conditions are such that any development
or substantial increase in human activity should be assumed to have a significant impact,
unless a thorough analysis can demonstrate otherwise. Such a rigorous level of analysis is
conducted for other environmental issue areas, such as noise and traffic, and the same is also
warranted for biological resources. This should include an exhaustive analysis of scientific
research regarding how wildlife is affected by development and human activity, and what
types of mitigation, if any, have been proven to successfully reduce the significance of such
impacts. The value of the Preserve is too great to make assumptions about the lack of
impacts to wildlife, given the potential ramifications if the assumption is wrong. In the
absence of such information, a study should be required that would examine the effects of
such development activities to wildlife, using a key indicator species such as bobcats, that
could be used to inform additional mitigation measures as well as serve to inform future
projects to help maintain wildlife species populations in other habitat preserves.

Biological Resources: Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impacts analysis must address potentially significant impacts to natural
resources throughout the entire Preserve when considered with other projects within or near
the Preserve, including current recreation activities and the impact this may already be
having on wildlife. Such projects should not only include current or proposed projects, but
should also consider the effects of past projects. Such projects over time have resulted in a
substantial loss of natural habitat in the Puente Hills, and the fragmentation and deterioration
of remaining habitat due to roads, utilities, and edge effects. The potentially significant
impacts from the proposed project must be considered with the detrimental effects these
other projects have had, or will have, on the remaining natural habitat within the Preserve.

Risk, Hazards and Hazards Materials

To further secure the proposed project site, please consider including in the DEIR discussion
requiring increasing the height of the fence that separates the Preserve from the adjacent
school. Occasionally, children’s toys are found on the Preserve side of the fence, requiring
retrieval efforts. A higher or improved fence may reduce any potential conflicts with the oil
and gas operations.

Please include in the DEIR discussion regarding the potential for spillage from oil storage
and transport and the methods to reduce or eliminate these hazards. The Spill Prevention,
Control and Countermeasure Plan proposed should address how to reduce, respond to and
mitigate for potential spills and accidental releases into the surrounding wildlands and near
the on-site ranger residence. This Plan should be presented as part of the DEIR process, not
as a condition of performance not subject to public review. Also, any straw wattles or hay
bales should be certified as sterile or “weed free” so as to not introduce additional invasive
weedy species into the Preserve.

1-39 Whittier Project EIR

HA-35

HA-36

HA-37

HA-38


Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
HA-35

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
HA-36

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
HA-37

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
HA-38


Appendix |
Whittier Main Field NOP
Page 13
May 26, 2011

Geology and Soils

The project site is located very near to the active Whittier Earthquake Fault and ground
movement could affect proposed facilities. Rupture of a gas pipeline and holding tanks could
have dramatic consequences. Also, as a result of years of grading of well pads under
Chevron ownership, much of the topography in the canyons is artificial. The terraces and
broad fans were filled from these grading operations. This can be seen in the manner in HA-39
which the creek has sought to re-establish its natural grade over the years, leaving behind the
wide fill terraces. Since this is not engineered fill, any structures built on the fill will require
extraordinary foundations to resist the impacts of earth movements, whether from earthquake
or expansive soils. The DEIR should fully describe earth movement hazards at the proposed
consolidated facility.

Noise

Please include in the DEIR analysis the potential for significant negative noise and vibration
impacts to the ranger residence at the Project location. The residence is owned by the
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, a state agency that the Habitat Authority
contracts with for ranger services, and is occupied by two California Peace Officers. We
understand that there will be noise-proofing of the Project; however, the current location of HA-40
the residence will be surrounded by construction and next to operational activities of the
proposed project. The DEIR should analyze the consistency of Project activities with an
occupied residence, and offer appropriate mitigation measures such as relocating and, if
necessary, replacing the residence, as well as providing alternative housing during the test
drilling phase.

Potential biological noise-related impacts were previously addressed in the Biological
Resources section.

Aesthetics

Please include in the DEIR an analysis of the construction and post-construction views from
the trail user’s perspectives, especially those from the Arroyo Pescadero Loop Trail, Deer
Loop Trail, the parking lot of the Arroyo Pescadero Trailhead (the visitor’s first/last HA-41
impressions of their outdoor experience) and from the overlook interpretive panels at the top
of this Trailhead.

Please include in the Aesthetics section of the DEIR detailed photo simulations or artistic
renderings of the proposed project facilities during all phases of the Project. These should
not only include viewpoints from public roads, but also from the publicly accessible trails
that would be located near or adjacent to Project facilities. Visuals for the proposed
operational phase should include the presence of a drill rig to accurately account for the new HA-42
wells that will continue to be drilled with regularity during this phase. As recommended
previously under Biological Resources, please consider a visual simulation of nighttime
conditions to demonstrate night lighting conditions under the proposed Project to analyze
impacts to wildlife.
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Traffic

Please include analysis in the DEIR regarding all elements of traffic associated with the
Project using Penn Street, Colima Road and Catalina Street, and propose alternatives and
mitigation to reduce these impacts. In the traffic analysis, local street lane capacities should
be utilized. Please include in the DEIR detailed reasons why one route is being selected over
another.

HA-43

The NOP states that “the effect of workers' vehicles parked in the Project vicinity is another
temporary but potentially significant impact” (page 12). Please make sure that the DEIR
identifies areas where Project personnel will park (on or off-site), and that it provides HA-44
analysis regarding mitigation for the impacts (e.g. compaction, dust, fluids leakage, noise,
removal of vegetation).

Also, please make sure that any traffic analysis for the Operation and Maintenance phase of
the project includes the regular use of vehicles for well workovers and re-drills, which will HA-45
occur throughout the life of the facility, and the many thousands of trips necessary to export
149,000 cubic yards of excess cut from grading activities.

The traffic counts should also take into account any trucks used to dispose of solid waste,
especially if they go to the Savage Canyon Landfill using the North Access Road. Similarly, HA-46
any trips by vehicles used to service port-o-potties during any Project phases should be
included in the analysis.

Please include clear language in the traffic analysis of the DEIR as to whether vehicular

round trips or single trips are being discussed. HA-47

Hydrology and Water Quality

Please analyze potential impacts from drainage and runoff into blue-line streams within the
Preserve, and the potential for impacts due to increased runoff resulting from the introduction
of additional impervious surfaces. The Habitat Authority is concerned about potentially
adverse effects from Project runoff to the surrounding habitat and streams. Specifically, the
NOP states that runoff will discharge into the surrounding open space areas. Such discharge
could result in erosion leading to habitat impacts, and siltation which could impair water and
habitat quality downstream of such runoff. Runoff may also contain contaminants that could
be harmful to plants and wildlife on the Preserve. The significance of such impacts,
especially relating to natural resources, should be fully evaluated in the DEIR and mitigated
if significant. Mitigation should consider that no hydraulic runoff be allowed to exit the site
and enter natural areas, and may include diversion of runoff into a self-contained system
and/or vegetated bioswales to filter runoff.

HA-48

Wastewater

1-41 Whittier Project EIR
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The NOP states that drilling “mud” will be collected on site within bermed basins (page 13).
Please note the location of such basins on a map in the DEIR, and include an impact analysis
for the potential impacts to wildlife from accidental exposure, and mitigation measures that
would be required to reduce such risks.

Land Use and Planning

The proposed project conflicts with the spirit and intent, as well as with the policies and
goals of the Habitat Authority’s Resource Management Plan (RMP). We agree with the
NOP that the DEIR should include an analysis of the potential impacts from the potential
conflicts with that document. In particular, those conflicts are explored in Part II of the memo
drafted by former Habitat Authority Ecologist Dan Cooper, dated April 17, 2008 which is
attached for your convenience.

Also, please include in the DEIR an analysis of the potential for conflict or consistency with
Los Angeles County’s proposed update of their General Plan which currently recommends
designating lands within the Preserve as a Significant Ecological Area; whether or not this
designation applies to the City-owned parcels, having the rest of the Preserve under this
future designation could increase the perceived regional value of its open space.
Furthermore, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designated coastal sage scrub in the Puente
Hills as critical habitat for the federally-threatened California gnatcatcher; the DEIR should
include analysis regarding the potential conflicts with that designation.

Additionally, as the City knows, resolution still needs to be sought for the land use conflicts
associated with the funding source for the acquisition of the site location, Los Angeles
County Proposition A. Please include this analysis in the DEIR.

Fire Protection and Emergency Services

The Habitat Authority supports the efforts to analyze in the DEIR fire hazard impacts to the
Preserve and surrounding residential community. Please consider a possible mitigation
measure involving a compressed air foam unit, truck and garage for storage on-site to be
available for emergency response in the case of a wildland fire. We are available to provide
an accurate fire history to assist with the DEIR analysis.

Public Services

As mentioned earlier, the Project will have the potential to start wildland fires, which needs
to be addressed in the DEIR. The DEIR should analyze the Project’s potential to
significantly impact ranger services provided to the Preserve. The rangers will have more
demands placed on them associated with increased activity within the Preserve, including but
not limited to increased duties of ensuring Preserve visitor safety, general fire safety and
ensuring gates are closed/open.

As mentioned earlier, the Project has the potential to negatively impact the ranger residence
at its current location; please include analysis in the DEIR regarding potential impacts that
may affect the function of the ranger residence, and offer mitigation as appropriate.
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Recreation

The proposed project has the potential to significantly impact recreational activities of the
Preserve. The Arroyo Pescadero Trailhead is the third-busiest trailhead of the Preserve
according to a visitor user survey conducted for the Habitat Authority by USC (Martino
2006). (The survey was conducted when the Arroyo Pescadero Loop Trail sustained damage
from flooding and was partially closed, so the actual use may be at a higher rate.) The survey
concluded that 176 people visited the Trailhead over a four-day survey period.

The survey further found that 56 percent of all visitors surveyed cited enjoyment of scenic HA-56
beauty as a reason for their visit, and 60 percent cited experiencing nature as a reason for
their visit (Martino, 2006). Given that the Preserve represents one of the last remaining intact
habitat areas in the region, and its proximity to dense residential areas, its recreational value
is high as a place of natural escape and rejuvenation. At any stage of the Project, the visitors’
experience on the trails will be altered from the current conditions. Potentially significant
impacts to visitors on trails accessible from the Arroyo Pescadero Trailhead involves, but is
not limited to noise, hazards and aesthetics. Please include in the DEIR analysis of ways to
avoid, minimize, reduce or mitigate for these impacts.

For safety purposes, the Trailhead may need to be closed for public use during the
construction of the oil and gas pipelines which would be buried directly under the public
trail. The potential conflict of these activities with visitor use is of serious concern. HA-57
Precautions and protocols need to be established to reduce potential conflicts of the pipeline
construction and ongoing maintenance with daily users of the Trailhead. All of these
potentially significant recreational impacts should be fully analyzed in the DEIR.

Additionally, a high percentage of Habitat Authority-sponsored interpretive (educational)
programming occurs at this trailhead because of its central location, the outdoor seating area
installed by National Park Service’s resident artists at the top of the Loop Trail, and because
it has a bathroom facility. Interpretive activity from last fiscal year revealed that about 40%
(1,093 participants) of all Preserve interpretive programming participation (2,732 HA-58
individuals) occurred at this trailhead. The trail closures, noise, other trail disturbances of the
Project, and the Project’s potential mitigation measures for biological impacts will affect the
Habitat Authority’s outreach efforts. Please include analysis regarding potential negative
impacts to outdoor educational (interpretive) programming and applicable mitigation.

Alternatives

In addition to the alternatives described in the NOP, the Habitat Authority would like to see
alternatives that would reduce potentially significant impacts to the natural resources within
the Preserve by reducing the current proposed amount of habitat fragmentation, reducing the HA-59
project footprint, and considering designs that avoid, minimize or mitigate for urban edge
effects.
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There should be an off-site alternative that would remove all oil extraction facilities and
activities from the Preserve, as this would likely eliminate or substantially reduce all adverse
impacts to natural resources from the Project. Given that Biological Resources are the key
element of the DEIR analysis, and given the proposed project location within a habitat
preserve, an off-site alternative that accesses the oil reserve is necessary. If an alternative
site is located on the Preserve, please consider one that is not located within the Core Habitat
as well as one that does not impact the Colima Road Underpass.

The Habitat Authority also encourages an analysis of alternative access road routes, whereby
Catalina Avenue would be the only access road for all Project activities and the North Access
Road would not be used for any Project activities. The use of Catalina Avenue reduces the
amount of disturbance within the Core Habitat, and would significantly reduce the further
intrusion of development and associated edge effects into the Habitat. The alternatives
analysis should include a detailed comparison of traffic, noise, and habitat impacts from the
proposed project (using Catalina Avenue for vehicles less than two tons and the North
Access Road for vehicles over two tons) and an alternative using only Catalina Avenue for
all vehicles.

Conclusion

Overall, please consider having the DEIR analyze short- and long-term impacts the to the
operations, biological functioning and recreational functioning of the Preserve, and offer
ways to either avoid, minimize or mitigate for impacts. Since some impacts to the Preserve
may be unknown at this time, the DEIR should consider ongoing surveying and monitoring
activities and mechanisms for corrective measures of potential biological impacts currently
unforeseen. In addition, it is important that the DEIR clearly explain how thresholds of
significance were developed or adapted for each issue area, and that the use of more
restrictive or conservative thresholds be considered for the impact analysis due to the high
degree of sensitivity within and surrounding the proposed project area.

Thank you for your consideration, and please continue to keep the Habitat Authority on the
mailing list for this project. Also, please refer to our previous letters dated February 4, 2010
and December 1, 2010 for suggested mitigation measures for consideration in the DEIR.
Please do not hesitate to contact me at (562) 945-9003 for discussion.

Singefely,
Antirea Gull
Executive Director
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objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a).). ‘

Oil field development, appurtenant transmission, operations and maintenance activities
would be incompatible with the specified use of lands acquired with Safe Neighborhood
Parks Proposition of 1992 (Proposition A) grant monies and would constitute a disposal
of the property and/or the generation of non-recreational income that would be required
to conform to procedures set forth in Proposition A, the project Grant Agreement and
the District's Procedural Guide for the Specified Project, and the Per Parcel
Discretionary and Excess Funds Grant Programs®. As indicated in Appendix G to the
State CEQA Guidelines, such an action constitutes a significant adverse impact related
to land use that is required to be disclosed to the public and to the City of Whittier
Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration in the land use decision-
making process. The District's comments are expressly provided in their capacity as a
Responsible Agency whose mission requires the appropriate granting, administration,
and monitoring of grant monies provided pursuant to Proposition A to ensure that the
specified goals approved by the voters of the County of Los Angeles are achieved,
specifically in this case, the preservation, restoration, and rehabilitation of real property
to serve as wildlife habitat and natural habitats and to provide public access and trails,
to be held in perpetuity.

The District has organized and presented its comments, in accordance with the
anticipated organization of the EIR. The District remains available to consult with the
City and the applicant to identify opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and compensating
for the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the proposed project, particularly in
relation to lands acquired with Proposition A funds.

SPIRIT AND INTENT OF CEQA

At the most basic level, the EIR needs to demonstrate compliance with the process set
forth in the State CEQA Guidelines; the EIR should also show that the applicant has
acted in accordance with the goals of CEQA. Section 15002(f) of the State CEQA
Guidelines makes clear that:

An environmental impact report (EIR) is the public document used by the
governmental agency to analyze the significant environmental effects of a
proposed project, to identify alternatives, and to disclose possible ways to reduce
or avoid the possible environmental damage.

The EIR should fully examine the potential for each alternative to reduce significant
impacts to the environment.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

It is imperative that the project description for the EIR provide a clear delineation of all
areas that would be directly and/or indirectly affected by the proposed project. For
example, the project description should describe and graphically depict the area that
will be permanently and temporarily impacted by the drilling site and the development of
access roads and rights-of-way for underground pipelines needed for oil and gas
transmission, electrical power, and sewer and water. The conceptual site plan for the
proposed project should also show any areas that will require a fuel modification by the
Fire Department, as well as any areas proposed for revegetation, or any eucalyptus
trees proposed for removal. The project description would be best supported by a
series of small-scale maps that allow the reader to understand the relationship of all
elements of the project to surrounding land uses, the City of Whittier boundary, and the
Puente Hills Preserve (Preserve) boundary. The small-scale map should be further
articulated in a series of large-scale maps that allow the reader to see the extent of
temporary and permanent impacts of each element of the project. To meet the needs of
the District, the project description should include a map describing the project site, the
physical boundary of the land purchased with Proposition A funds, the boundary of the
Preserve, the Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs), the distance to the City, existing
roads, and improvements to these roads. A comprehensive project description that
clearly quantifies the areas of temporary and permanent impacts and the number of
acres of Proposition A land proposed for disposal will aid the District and the Board of
Supervisors in making an informed decision.

The project description should also include a clear discussion of the guidelines for
Proposition A lands and the procedures and consequences related to the disposal of
lands.

AESTHETICS

The District requests that the EIR clearly describe where project elements would be
located in relation to publicly accessible viewing locations both within the Preserve and
outside of the boundaries of the Preserve and provide a sight-line analysis. The visibility
analysis should take into consideration the removal of eucalyptus trees within the
proposed project property and evaluate visual and lighting impacts upon the nearest
residents and other sensitive receptors. The EIR should identify opportunities for
avoiding, reducing, and compensating for any identified impacts to aesthetics and visual
resources.

1-49 Whittier Project EIR

LACRPOSD-2

LACRPOSD-3

L ACRPOSD-4,



Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-2

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-3

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-4


Appendix |

Parks and Recreation
May 26, 2011
Page 4

AIR QUALITY

The District requests that the EIR clearly define potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
air quality impacts of the proposed project, including impacts on nearby residents and
other sensitive receptors, and identify opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and
compensating for any identified impacts.

The District believes that the entirety of the proposed project site should be evaluated
for air quality impacts, including the drilling site and the access roads. Construction
impacts should include the development of underground pipelines needed for oil and
gas transmission, electrical power, and sewer and water. As the proposed project is
larger than 5 acres, the applicant should consider performing air dispersion modeling to
determine localized air quality impacts.?

in accordance with Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR
should identify feasible mitigation measures to ensure that operational impacts,
particularly impacts at sensitive receptors, are reduced to the maximum extent feasible.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The District requests that the EIR clearly define potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
biological resources impacts of the proposed project, including impacts on relevant to
adopted conservation and planning programs, sensitive, threatened and endangered
species (i.e., California gnatcatcher), impacts to the resident bobcat population in the
Puente Hills Landfill Reserve, impacts related to the potential removal of up to 200
eucalyptus trees which may provide habitat for Monarch butterflies, receptors, and
identify opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and compensating for any identified
impacts.

As required by Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the District requests
that the EIR consider an alternative that is capable of avoiding impacts to the coastal
California gnatcatcher, at a minimum two alternatives should be considered: (1)
development of the oil field outside the limits of the Preserve, and (2) development at a
location within the Preserve that avoids direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to
coastal California gnatcatcher, including a habitat restoration plan that can be
qualitatively and quantitatively evaluated to demonstrate no net loss of habitat functions
or values.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The District requests that the EIR include a Phase 1 Cultural Resources survey for the
proposed project site, in addition to other areas that may involve below ground
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disturbance as a result of Project development. A records search, site survey, and
cultural resources technical report should be included. In addition, the EIR should
include a discussion of Native American consultation.

LACRPOSD-10

As required by Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the District requests
that the EIR provide mitigation measures to address potential impacts to unknown
cultural resources if such resources are found during construction activities.

LACRPOSD-11

ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES

The District requests that the EIR evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
energy and mineral resources impacts of the proposed project, and identify
opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and compensating for any identified impacts.

LACRPOSD-12

ENVERONMENTAL JUSTICE

The District requests that the EIR evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental justice impacts of the proposed project, and identify opportunities for
avoiding, reducing, and compensating for any identified impacts.

LACRPOSD-13

FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY SERVICES

The District requests that the EIR evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative fire
protection and emergency services impacts of the proposed project, and identify
opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and compensating for any identified impacts. The
EIR should clearly define the areas of the proposed project that will be cleared to
provide a fuel modification zone, as required by the Fire Department, as such fire
clearance activities further reduce the quality of the land for the intended land uses of
open space conservation and recreation.

LACRPOSD-14

GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The District requests that the EIR discuss site-specific geologic conditions and clearly
define potential direct, indirect, and cumulative geological resources impacts of the
proposed project, and identify opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and compensating
for any identified impacts.

GREENHOQUSE GAS EMISSIONS

LACRPOSD-15

The District requests that the EIR clearly define the significance thresholds selected for
the evaluation of greenhouse gas emissions and explain why the thresholds were
chosen for the proposed project.

LACRPOSD-16
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As required by Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, adequate mitigation
should be considered to avoid, reduce, and compensate for impacts to the maximum
extent practicable. It is recommended that the EIR include specific, feasible, and
enforceable mitigation measures for reducing GHG emissions, such as those that are
recommended by the California Office of Attorney General. In the publication entitled
The California Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the
Local Agency Level, the Office of Attorney General directs public agencies to take a
leadership role in integrating sustainability into public projects by providing 52 project-
level mitigation measures for consideration in the development of projects.®* The
applicant should consider off-site mitigation measures for greenhouse gas emissions,
such as providing sotlar panels in parking lots at locations within the City.

LACRPOSD-17

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The District requests that the EIR clearly define potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
hazardous materials impacts of the proposed project, as posed in State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G, Section VI, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, including: (1)
risks to all schools less than one-half mile of the proposed project site; (2) evaluation of
the location of the project site under a flight path for the Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX); (3) whether the proposed project would impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan; and (4) determination as to whether the proposed project would
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized area or where
residences are intermixed with wildiands.

LACRPOSD-18

The District requests that the EIR clearly define and discuss incorporation of Fuel
Modification Zones beyond the oil field area. The District also requests that the EIR
discuss the potential fire impacts related to the numerous eucalyptus trees that exist on
the proposed project site.

LACRPOSD-19

In accordance with Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines the EIR should
identify feasible mitigation measures to ensure that significant impacts to the public and
the environment from the release of hazardous materials, substances and waste, and
the transport of hazardous materials are reduced to the maximum extent feasible.

LACRPOSD-20

HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES

The EIR should compare existing and proposed drainage patterns and fiow rates within
the proposed project area and evaluate the grading required for access road, pads, well
cellars, and trenching for utilities. The EIR should include a jurisdictional delineation for
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drainages and wetlands that are potentially subject to the jurisdiction of the California
Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; where such
effects are identified to be significant, mitigation should be provided to demonstrate that
there is no net loss of habitat functions or values. The EIR should include sufficient
substantial evidence to demonstrate the feasibility of the proposed mitigation plan and
demonstrate whether the proposed project would have any net effects on jurisdictional
waters.

|l ACRPOSD-21

LAND USE AND PLANNING

The EIR should include substantial evidence to make an appropriate evaluation of the
proposed project’s impacts related to land use and planning. As many of the affected
lands were purchased with Proposition A funds, the EIR land use assessment should
include a detailed analysis of Proposition A, including the procedures for the disposal of
lands. The land use section of the EIR should quantify the number of acres that would
be disposed and discuss the consistency of the proposed project with Proposition A
and other relevant plans, goals, and policies.

LACRPOSD-22

The EIR should disclose the incompatibility of the proposed oil field development,
including the proposed oil and gas pipeline, with the intended open space conservation
and recreation uses of the lands purchased with Proposition A funds.

LACRPOSD-23 -

Pursuant to Section 15002(h)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City has the
responsibility to evaluate and fully consider imposing conditions for project approval that
would protect the environment from significant impacts related to land use and
planning. Any inconsistencies with the City General Plan Land Use element or other
relevant plans, goals, and polices, should be addressed and proper mitigation
measures provided.

LACRPOSD-24

NOISE

The District requests that the EIR provide noise contour lines for all activities required to
support construction, operations, and maintenance of the proposed project, including
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative noise impacts. The EIR shouid also identify
opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and compensating for significant impacts.

LACRPOSD-25 |

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

The District requests that the EIR evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
public services impacts of the proposed project, and identify opportunities for avoiding,
reducing, and compensating for any identified impacts. The EIR should evaluate the
amount of water required for construction and operation of the proposed project and

1-53 Whittier Project EIR



Jennifer
Polygonal Line

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Polygonal Line

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-21

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-22

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-23

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-24

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-25


Appendix |

Parks and Recreation
May 26, 2011
Page 8

document the reasoning for why a water supply assessment was or was not prepared
for the proposed project. The EIR should determine the extent of impacts on the
existing utility infrastructure and whether the existing infrastructure would support the
development of the proposed project.

LACRPOSD-26

RECREATION

The EIR should address the goals, policies, and regulations relevant to the
management of recreational resources in the City. The District requests that the
recreation section clearly define what areas of the project site would be closed to public
access during construction or any subsequent closure potentially resulting from the
operation and maintenance of the proposed project and the duration of the anticipated
closures. If the proposed project would restrict public access to recreational facilities,
such as trails, the EIR should state the distance to the nearest alternative recreational
facilities that the public could access within the City.

LACRPOSD-27

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

All necessary elements of the proposed project should be described in the EIR,
including all areas where construction activities would occur. Information on where
construction traffic would access the various construction areas, amount of construction
traffic, effects of construction along all the roadway segments including restriction of
parking, turning movements, and reduction in number of lanes, if any, along the
roadway segments as well as at intersections, should be clearly provided so that a
complete estimation of project's impacts on the overall transportation system can be
made. The dimensions of the pipelines, their construction zones, and pipeline
connections should be discussed in the EIR in order to determine the extent of and
level of significance of traffic impacts during pipeline construction. A clear sequence of
all construction activities, on- and off-site including the magnitude of construction and
their time period should be provided so that a clear and complete evaluation of
magnitude as well as the time period of construction can be property estimated.

LACRPOSD-28

UTILITIES (WASTEWATER)

The District requests that the EIR evaluate potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
wastewater impacts of the proposed project, and identify opportunities for avoiding,
reducing, and compensating for any identified significant impacts.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

LACRPOSD-29

The EIR should include an analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project
that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or

1-54 Whittier Project EIR



Jennifer
Polygonal Line

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Polygonal Line

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-26

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-27

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-28

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LACRPOSD-29


| aftemative so that alternatives can be adequately compared. The District requests that

| of the proposed project in comparison with the impacts of each altétnative. To meet the

Appendix|

Parks and Recreation -

- May 26,2011

Page 9.

. substant;aiiy lessen: any of the srgmf‘ cant effects af the pro;ect in accordance (CEC!A; .| LACRPOSD-30
Guidelines §15‘125 B(a)) Al project components -should be described for each

the EIR provides a matrix that qualitatively and quantitatively characterizes the impacts

| needs of the District, the EIR should. include analysis of at least one off-site alternative
that wouid not Tequire. the disposal of Proposition A lands and wolld move project
elements away from residences and habitat areas. Section 15126. G(b} of the State
CEQA Guidelines indicates that “the . discussion of alternatives ‘shall focus on
alternatives to the pro;ect or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantaaiiy.
lessening and significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede
-to some: degree the attaifiment of the pro;ect objectives, or would be more costly.” The
| EIR  should: inc ude substantial. ev;dence to demonstrate the feasibility of each |
| alternative. :

C-GNCLUSlON”

The District. apprec:ates the opportunsty to mform the Ci ty of the sccpe of the analyses
that will be required to support its related decision-making process for the use of lands
purchased with Proposition A funds. The intent of these comments s limited to ensuring
the preparation’ of a techmcalty and procedurally adequate EIR. Any decision fo be .
undertaken by the District in relation to the proposed project cannot proceed until the
Disfrict has certified that the EIR is fechnically and procedurally adequate to support its
decision-making process. Please know that we remain available to assist the City in the
characterization of lands purchased with Proposition: A funds, impact analysis,
development of mitigation measures, and refining feasible: project alternatives. 1if you
have any guéstions, please contact Ms. Joan Rupert at 213-351 -5126 or by email at:
irupert@parks.lacounty.gov. :

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input on this project.

Sincerely, I
i zim ;;f/ .{;f- g :
Y s Q;L R ,,-m—'_?'z‘..,«fﬁwj
liona Volkmann

Distriet Admmistrator

Enclosure: Los Angeles County Regianai Park and Open Spaces D;stnct Letter of

Comment on Draft Envirorimental Impact Report for Whittier Oil Freld
Development dated December 8, 2010

Revissd NOF Corient Letter.dac

R e . SR =51 B S e NI PrOjECE EIR
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Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District. Accessed 5 November 2010. Available at:
http://openspacedistrict lacounty.info/cms1 _033119.asp

2South Coast Air Quality Management District. Accessed 19 November 2010. Localized Significance
Threshoids. Web Site. Available at: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/Ist. himi

3California Department of Justice Office of the Attorney General. Updated 9 December 2008. The
California Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level.
Sacramento, CA.
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Jennifer McDevitt

From: jadams@cityofwhittier.org

Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 4:40 PM

To: Jennifer McDevitt

Cc: Luis Perez; joann@jalcps.com

Subject: LACO Open Space Comment Letter
Attachments: LACo Open Space comments 052611.pdf
Greetings:

Joan Rupert called and wanted to mention a couple of things relative to their letter. The letter itself is only 9
pages, the remainder is the previous letter and comments.

Also, since there were a couple of items not discussed in our meeting, she wanted to specifically point out the
Hazardous Materials Section, regarding "the fuel modification areas beyond the oilfield". I believe the "oil

field" means the consolidated site. The other item was under Hydrology, and the request to include the

jurisdictional delineation.
Thanks

Jeffery S. Adams

Planning Services Manager
City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street

Whittier, CA. 90602
562.567.9341 Voice
562.567.2872 Fax
jadams@cityofwhittier.org
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December 6, 2010~ Sent via e-mail: jadams@cityofwhittier.org

Mr. Jeffery Adams
Planning Services Manager
City of Whittier '
13230 Penn Street _
Whittier, California 90602

Dear Mr. Adams:

CITY OF WHITTIER MAIN OiL FIELD DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
COMMENT LETTER

Thank you for the opportunity for the Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District
(District) to respond to the City of Whittier’s (City} Draft Environmental Impact Report (EiR)
addressing the proposed Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project (proposed project). The
District is providing these comments in its capacity as a Responsible Agency, as defined by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The District was created with the approval of the
Safe Neighborhood Parks Proposition A {1992 Proposition) in the November 3, 1992, General
Election. The 1992 Proposition authorized an annual assessment on nearly all of the then 2.25
million parcels of real property in the County. The 1992 Proposition funded $540 million for the
acquisition, restoration, or rehabilitation of real property for parks and park safety, senior recteation
facilities, gang prevention, beaches, recreation, community or cultural facilities; trails, wildlife
habitats, or natural fands, and funded maintenance and servicing of those projects.” In 1996, the
County’s voters approved another Safe Neighborhood Parks Proposition A (1996 Proposstaon) to
fund an additional $319 million of parks and recreation projects and additional funds for
maintenance and servicing of those projects.” Collectively, the two propositions are known as
Proposition A. :

The land under consideration for development was purchased by the City using grant monies
authorized pursuant to the 1992 Proposition, specifically, nine million three hundred thousand
dollars {$9,300,000) was allocated to the City of Whittier for acquisition of natural Jands and
development of related facilities in the Whittier Hills.? Further, as part of the forty million dollars
{$40,000,000} allocated under the 1992 Proposition to the Santa Monica Mountams Conservancy
for the acquisition of park and open space fand:

' Los Angetes County Regional Park and Open Space District, Accessed 5 November 2010, Available at:
http://openspacedistrict.jacounty.infofcms1_033119.asp

? Los Angetes Counly Regienat Park and Open Space District. Accessed 5 November 2010, Available at:
htyp:Hfopenspacedistrict.lacounty:info/cms1_033119.asp

¥ County of Los Angeles. Accessed 5 Novernber 2010, 1992 Proposition. Available at:
http:/fopenspacedistrict.lacounty.info/cmst_033687.pdf

Administirative Offices . 510 8. Vermont Avenue Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 . (213) 735-2981 . hifp://openspacedistrici.iacounty.info
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“_..not less than seven miltion dollars ($7,000,000) shall be expended in the Whittier Hills;
prior to the expenditure of such funds the Conservancy shall enter into a joint powers
agreement with the City of Whittier in order to facilitate the preservation of park and open
space lands.”*

In1996, the voters of the County of Los Angeles approved the 1996 Proposition to provide an

additional two million five hundred thousand doilars ($2,500,000) to the City for the acquisition of

natural lands within the Whittier Hills Wilderness area for preservation of wildlife and natural lands

and to provide public access and trails, to be expended by the Whittier-Puente Hills Conservation
"~ Authority.

In 2008, the City of Whittier leased 1,290 acres within the Whittier Hills to Matrix Oil Corporation
for development of an oil field subject to completing an analysis pursuant to CEQA: The City has
now released a Draft EIR for public review that analyzes the development of 7 acres within the
Whittier Hills Wilderness Area as an oil field. However, the project, for the purposes of the EIR,
needs to consider the potential impacts of the lease agreement with Matrix Oil Corporation that
would open 1,290 acres of the Whittier Hills Wilderness Area to mining, oil, and natural gas
extraction and related activities. The District was constrained in its ability to review the Draft EIR
based on Section 15002(h) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states:

CEQA requires more than merely preparing environmental documents. The EIR by
itself does not control the way in which a project can be built or carried out. Rather,
when an EIR shows that a project would cause a substantial adverse change in the
environment, the governmental agency must respond to the information.

Since the Draft EIR, incorrectly limits the scope of analysis to the direct impacts of the oil field site
and associated staging areas rather than the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of all activities
that could result from the lease, the District has insufficient information to determine the full extent
to which the original intended purpose of the park and open space lands for preservation of
wildlife and natural lands has been compromised. In addition, the Draft EIR for the proposed
Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project, dated October 2010, contains inconsistencies and
potential inadequacies in analyzing the impacts to the issue areas listed in Appendix G to the State
CEQA Guidelines.

Qil field development and appurtenant transmission and operations and maintenance activities
would be incompatible with the specified use of lands acquired with Proposition A grant monies,
and would constitute a disposal of the property that would be required to conform to procedures
set forth in Proposition A, the project Grant Agreement and the District’s Procedural Guide for the
Specified Project, and the Per Parcel Discretionary and Excess Funds Grant Programs, As indicated -
in Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, such an action constitutes a significant adverse
impact related to land use that is required to be disclosed to the public and to the City of Whittier
Planning Commission and City Council for their consideration in the fand use decision-making

4 County of Los Angeles. Accessed 5 November 2010, 1992 Proposition. Available at:
http:ffopenspacedistrict.Jacounty.infofcms1_033687 .pdf
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process. The District’s comments are expressly provided in their capacity as a Responsible Agency
whose mission requires the appropriate granting, administration, and monitoring of grant monies
provided pursuant to Proposition A to ensure that the specified goals approved by the voters of the
County of Los Angeles are achieved, specifically in this case, the preservation, restoration, and
rehabilitation of real property to serve as wildiife habitat and natural habitats and to provide public
access and trails, to be held in perpetuity.

The District believes that the City of Whittier and the applicant, Matrix Oil Corporation, have failed
to comply with the spirit of CEQA in the design of the proposed project and meaningful mitigation
measures and project alternatives. Should the City of Whittier determine the consideration of an oil
field development to be an action that warrants consideration, the District strongly urges the City of
Whittier and the applicant to engage in a meaningful project planning effort. Specifically, the City
of Whittier and the applicant should convene a working group with representatives of the U.S.
Army Corp of Engineers (USACOE); the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); the Department of Qil, Gas and Geothermal Resources
(DOGGR); and the District to identify development scenarios while minimizing environmental
impacts.

The District has organized and presented its comments, in accordance with the organization of the
October 2010 Draft EIR, and respectfully requests the opportunity to meet with the City and the
applicant to identify opportunities for avoiding, reducing, and compensating for the direct, indirect,
and cumulative effects of the proposed.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -
Proposed Project Environmental Impacts and Mitigation (Pages E5-8 to ES-9)

The Draft EIR adequately summarizes biological resources that are likely to occur at the proposed
project site and vicinity. However, the Draft EIR does not adequately summarize the biological
resources likely to be impacted by the proposed project. As required by the State CEQA
Guidelines, the EIR needs to consider mitigation measures that are capable of avoiding,
minimizing, and compensating for the loss of habitat. In addition, the EIR must consider an
alternative that is capable of meeting most of the basic objectives of the project and avoiding
significant impacts to biological resources. Specifically, the EIR needs to consider an alternative
where the oil field would be located and developed outside the Puente Hills Landfill Native
‘Habitat Preserve {Preserve) and alternatives to the proposed project.

The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project will resuit in significant and unavoidable effects
to biological resources with regard to the wildlife corridor at the Fast Well Site. However, the EIR
does not disclose the anticipated adverse impacts with regard to the function of core habitat in the
Preserve, which is located within close proximity to the proposed project site.

The proposed East Well Site affects the primary biological resource, the Colima Road Wildlife
Tunnel. This resource cannot be mitigated under the proposed project because the development
and operation of the East Well Site would substantially impact wildlife movement {primarily
terrestrial mammals). The Resource Management Plan (RMP) discusses wildlife movement corridors
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and habitat fragmentation effects in the Preserve.” The location of the proposed project along and
near the southern boundary of the Preserve adjacent to or close to developed areas of the City of
Whittier would reduce hahitat fragmentation effects on the biota,

The proposed project site has intermediate amounts of sensitive and indicator species. The
southern boundary of the Core Habitat Area of the entire Preserve is La Cahada Verde, northwest
of the Arroyo Pescadero Trailhead, located within 1 to 2 miles of the Colima Road wildlife Tunnel.
This tunnel is a major wildlife corridor {and nursery site for several species of terrestrial mammals),
as documented in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project will result in
significant and unavoidable effects to biological resources with regard to the wildlife corridor at the
East Well Site. However, the EIR does not disclose the anticipated adverse impacts with regard to
the function of core habitat in the Preserve, which is located within close proximity to the
proposed project site. Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the consideration
of all feasible mitigation measures to avoid, reduce, or compensate for the significant adverse
impacts of the project. In addition, Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that
wherever the project would result in unavoidable significant impacts that alternatives be developed
that are capable of avoiding significant impacts and meeting most of the basic objectives of the
project. ,The Draft EIR fails to provide mitigation measures that would avoid, reduce, or
compensate to impacts to biological resources to helow the level of significance or an alternative
development scenario capable of reducing impacts to biological resources to below the level of
significance.

In particular, the EIR needs to consider mitigation measures that first address opportunities to offset
the loss of habitat functions and values through restoration and enhancement of on-site habitat
resources. A quantitative habitat quality assessment should be included to document the ability of
restoration and enhancement measures to achieve “no net loss” of habitat functions or values. As
the grant monies were- originally designated of land conservation, it would appear prudent to
quantify the total area of impact, including the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, and provide
for a land acquisition mitigation measure such that there is no net loss in the size of the
conservation area,

The consiruction activity required by the project applicant within the Preserve would presumably
be interpreted by the USFWS as major construction activity, requiring a Biological Assessment.
Section 3.5.2 (Sensitive Wildlife Species) of the RMP referred to in the Draft EIR states that four
pairs and wandering juveniles of coastal Catifornia gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica)
were discovered in portions of the Preserve in 2005, The proposed project removes coastal sage
scrub habitat for one pair of coastal California gnatcatcher and also affects other sections of habitat
for wandering individuals.

The Draft EIR conclusions regarding the ability to mitigate impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat and
the State and federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher to below the level of significance
are not supported by substantial evidence. The Draft EfR defers the development of mitigation by
indicating that the applicant will obtain a USFWS Incidental Take Permit but fails fo provide a

5 puente Hills Landf{l Native Habitat Preservation Autharity, 26 july 2007, Resource Management Plan, Available at;
http:/www habitatauthority.org/pdfRMP/Final % 20RMP % 20 uly % 202007 . pdf
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qualitative or quantitative analysis of the loss of habitat functions and values, and a land use
acquisition and restoration scenario that is capable of compensating for the foss of habitat functions
and values in a manner that there would be no net loss of functions or values. Therefore, the Draft
EIR fails to provide the District with sufficient information to determine if it is feasible to reduce
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher to below the level of significance. In addition, there is
no evidence in the record that the applicant has developed or submitted a Biological Assessment
pursuant to Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) or Section 2081 Incidental Take
Permit package pursuant to Section 2081 (b} of the California ESA. At a minimum, the Draft EIR
should inciude a discussion of the initiation of consultation between the applicant and the USFWS
and CDFG, and that the development of the required supporting documents is on a parallel course
with the FIR for the project.

As required by Section 15126.6{b} of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR must consider an
alternative that is capable of avoiding impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, at a minimum
two alternatives should be considered: (1) development of the oil field outside the limits of the
Preserve, and (2) development at a location within the Preserve that avoids direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher.

Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives (Pages ES-15 to ES-18)

Table ES-1, Proposed Project Versus Alternative Sites — Significant Unavoidable Impacts, should
list all feasible alternatives to the proposed project. The Draft EIR must clarify differences in
significant unavoidable impacts between the proposed project and alternatives to the proposed
project. Table ES-1 needs to include all alternatives, including the Lambert Railroad Right-of-Way
Alignment Alternative, Landfill Road Alternative, and Integrated Truck Loading Facility Alternative.

Consolidated Central Site Alternative (Pages ES-16 to ES-17)

The statement, “Biological impacts would be reduced from a significant unavoidable impact
because there would no longer be any development near the wildlife corridor tunnel under Colima
Road,” should be modified because it does not consider as a significant unavoidable impact
elimination of one breeding pair and several other individuals of the federally threatened coastal
California gnatcatcher from coastal sage scrub habitat, which is to be cleared by the proposed
development.

As required by Section 15086 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Whittier must initiate and
substantially complete consultation with the USFWS and CDFG pursuant to Section 7 of the federal
ESA and Section 2081 (h) of the California ESA, respectively for impacts to California gnatcatcher.
The District will need the information regarding the requirements to either avoid or compensate for
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and its habitat to consider the requirements associated

-with disposition of the subject lands and the feasibility of achieving “no net loss” of habitat
functions and values through either an on-site or off-site alternative that avoids impacts.
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Environmentally Superior Alternative (Pages ES-18 and ES-19)

As required pursuant to Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR must
identify the Action Alternative that constitutes the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Draft
EIR incorrectly refers to portions of alternatives in making the designation of the Environmentally
Superior Alternative. The Draft EiR needs to craft a single alternative that meets most of the basic
objectives of -the project and is capable of avoiding significant impacts associated with the
proposed project, including, but not limited to, air quality (staged construction to avoid
construction impacts and use of Best Available Technology to minimize operational impacts),
biological resources (avoids all direct, indirect, and' cumulative impacts to coastal California
gnatcatcher and suitable habitat), hazards and hazardous materials {use of containment systems),
and avoidance of all streambed crossings.

First and Second Paragraphs (Page ES-19)
The first paragraph on page £5-19 states:

The Consolidated Upper Colima Site does not eliminate the East Well Site and
retains impacts to the wildlife corridor tunnel. For this reason, the Consolidated
Central Site, which produces the fewest number of significant unavoidable impacts,
is the preferred alternative site to the proposed project.

The second paragraph on page ES-19 states:

The impacts of the proposed Project access road can be effectively reduced by
utilizing the Landfill Road Alternative, which moves vehicle traffic away from
recreational areas and from residences.... Therefore, the Landfill Road Alternative is
the environmentally preferred access route.

These statements are confusing. First, the Consolidated Central Site is identified as the preferred
environmental alternative site to the proposed project, then the Landfill Road Site is identified as
the preferred environmental access route to the proposed project site, thus combining traits of both
alternative sites as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

The City’s land use decision-making process would be better served by an alternative that
combines successful avoidance strategies into a single alternative. Similarly, the District in its role
as a Responsible Agency would advise the City to consider the alternative that successfully avoids
and minimizes significant effects to the designated use of the lands and associated environmental
resources. Based on the information contained in the Draft EIR, the “no project” alternative appears
to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The EIR appears to have failed to accurately
characterize an alternative that is capable of achieving most of the basic objectives of the project
and avoiding the significant effects of the project.
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Third and Fourth Paragraphs (Page ES-19)
The third paragraph on page £5-19 states:

The integrated truck loading facility and the Lambert Railroad right-of-way pipeline
route both present advantages over the proposed Project components and are
selected as the environmentally preferred components.

The fourth paragraph on page ES-19 states:

Therefore, the environmentally preferred alternative is the Consolidated Central Site
with the Landfill Road Access, an Integrated Truck Loading Facility, and the
Lambert Railroad Right-of-Way Pipeline. This combination of alternatives still
produces six significant, unavoidable impacts....

The entire Environmentally Superior Alternative section needs an expanded Table ES-1,
accompanied by detailed maps for each of the alternatives that complement the text, and re-
analysis.

Table ES-3, Less Than Significant with Mitigation Impacts — Biological Resources (Page ES-28)

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a proposes a mitigation ratio of 2:1 for permanent loss of 2.73 acres (3.42
acres, including temporary loss) of coastal sage scrub habitat to be replaced by restoration of
degraded habitat. The 2.73 acres out of a total of 845.31 acres is a loss of 0.3 percent of this habitat
within the Preserve, The rationale for this mitigation ratio is not explained. Further, coastal sage
scrub habitat at this location has been designated as critical habitat for the coastal California
gnatcatcher. Consultation with the USFWS and subsequent terms and conditions of an Incidental
Take Permit pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal ESA for the project may require a much higher
mitigation ratio than a 2:1 mitigation ratio for loss of 2.73 acres of critical habitat for the coastal
Catifornia gnatcatcher,

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d proposes consultation with USFWS to obtain an Incidental Take Permit
pursuant to Section 7 of the federal ESA to cover the proposed project’s “take” of the California
gnatcatcher and its sensitive habitat. Additionally, the project applicant should consult with CDFG
for an incidental take permit pursuant to Section 2081 (b) of the California ESA. The project
applicant should not have deferred these consultations. These consultations should already have
taken place and their resuits placed into the administrative record in this Draft EIR. There is
insufficient substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the impacts to coastal sage scrub
and the coastal California gnatcatcher can be reduced to below the level of significance.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a proposes a mitigation ratio of 3:1 for permanent loss of 0.10 acre {0.12
acre, including temporary loss) of riparian habitat to be replaced by restoration of degraded habitat,
This section should provide a brief rationale for proposing a 3:1 mitigation ratio for removal and
replacement of riparian habitat. In addition, it should be clarified if this mitigation has this been
recommended or agreed to by the agencies.
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SECTION 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Section 15002(h) of the State of CEQA Guidelines states:

CEQA requires more than merely preparing environmental documents. The EIR by
itself does not control the way in which a project can be built or carried out. Rather,
when an CIR shows that a project would cause substantial adverse changes in the
environment,. the governmental agency must respond to the information....

The City owns approximately 1,290 acres of the 3,869-acre Preserve and the associated mineral
rights. The proposed project intends to convert approximately 7 acres of the Preserve currently
zoned for open space to oil field activities. The land use intended by the proposed project is
inconsistent with the existing land use as open space. The City of Whittier acquired its portion of
the Preserve through grant funds provided by the 1992 Proposition. It is imperative that the Draft
EIR address available remedies to avoid the impacts that could result from the land use deviating
from the Preserve adopted in order to accommodate the proposed project. As open space being
proposed for conversion to oil field activities, the District is considered to be a Responsible Agency
pursuant to CEQA. As a Responsible Agency, the District must have adequate time to review and
comment on the Draft EIR,

General Comments

. The Project Description states that the proposed project would-involve driliing
wells and producing oil and gas from the project site, which comprises
approximately 7 acres of the property owned by the City of Whittier that is part of
the Preserve. In actuality, the project and all of the project alternatives will use
significantly more area due to the development of access roads and right-of-ways for
underground pipelines needed for oil and gas transmission, electrical power, and
sewer and water.

. Project oil and gas production and processing operations are expected to be
physically located at three different locations, referred to as "sites”. These sites are
the West Well Site {approximately 1.1 acres), the Central Well Site (approximately
3.8 acres), and the East Well Site (approximately 1.1 acres). In addition, a crude oil
iruck loading facility will be located directly east of the Central Site and accessed
through a new road connecting to Colima Road. Roads, pipelines, and electrical
conduit corridors, called the “backbone”, will be constructed to connect the
production sites, the processing facility and the oil truck loading facility. Electrical
and pipeline interconnections will be made to the Southern California Edison grid,
the Southern California Gas Company pipeline, and the Suburban Water District
system. Oil and gas pipeline connections of approximately 3 miles will be
constructed to connect the oil field to the existing Crimson Pipeline System at La
Mirada Boulevard and leffingwell Road and the project to the Gas Company
pipeline tie-in located at the intersection of Colima Road and Lambert Road. Of the
1,290 acres owned by the City of Whittier within the Preserve, the Whittier Main
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Oil Field Project will need significantly more land for pads to support the proposed
oil and gas production and processing facilities. Additional land may have 1o be
temporarily disturbed to construct the pads and pipelines.

The pipeline construction within the County of Los Angeles unincorporated land
would result in significant impacts within 250 feet of the construction area.® The
construction of the remainder of the project, which is situated within the City of
Whittier, would potentially result in impacts when: (1) within 450 feet of a
neighborhood park; {2) when within 800 feet of a school; (3} or within 1,420 feet of
a residence.” As a result, the total acreage of the impacted area could potentially be
as much as 855 acres (Figure PD-1, Total Acreage of Potentially Impacted Area).

Regarding the lease agreement, the City leased the entire 1,290 acres to Matrix Oil,
The lease indicates that Matrix Oil can ask for additional drill sites. There is no cap
on the amount of drill sites. Section 6.6 of the lease states:

In the event that Lessee has drilled six wells on the leased Lands,
then Lessee shall have the right to request from Lessor one or more
additional drill sites, subject to Lessee applying for and obtaining a
Conditional Use Permit and obtaining a release of any such
additional sites from protected area status from the Los Angeles
County Proposition A District. Lessor may in its sole discretion, and
for any reason, deny or grant Lessee the right to construct any such
additional sites.® -

List of Agencies Expected to Use EIR

The Project Description does not include “...a list of agencies that are expected to use the EIR in
their decision making...” as specified pursuant to Section 15124(d)}1)(A) of the State CEQA

Guidelines.

List of Permits and Other Approvals

The Project Description does not include “...a list of permits and other approvals required to
implement the project...” as specified pursuant to Section 15124{d)(1)(B) of the State CEQA

Guidelines.

® County of Los Angeles. 1978. Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles. Ordinance 11778, Section 2
{Article 1, Section 101); Ordinance 11773, Section 2 (Article 1, Section 101). Chapter 12,08, Available at:
htip:/fordiink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm

7 City of Whittier, Adopted 1993. City of Whittier General Plan. Whittier, CA.

% City of Whittier Agenda Report. October 28, 2008. Avaiiable at: htip:/www cityofwhittier.org/pdfs/Mineral-
info/Mineral-Info-AgendaReport pdf
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List of Related Environmental Review and Consultation Requirements

The Project Description does not include “...a list of related environmental review and consultation
requirements required by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies...” pursuant to
Section 15124(d)(1)(C) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

SECTION 4.1 AIR QUALITY
Section 4.1.3, Insufficient Details Regarding Localized Significance Thresholds (Page 4.1-25)

Section 4.1.3 provides a description of the localized significance thresholds developed by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), but does not describe the sensitive
receptors that were evaluated in the air quality analysis for the proposed project. The footnote to
Table 4.1-8 notes that the localized emission analysis for the proposed project assumes a 100-
meter receptor distance, but Section 4.1 does not explain why this distance was chosen. Section
4.1 should include a list of sensitive receptors and their distance from the proposed project site in
order to ensure that air quality impacts on sensitive receptors are correctly evaluated.

Section 4.1.3 does not provide an explanation of why a 2-acre site was used to evaluate localized
emission impacts during both construction and operation. The District believes that the area of
impact that should be evaluated for air quality impacts includes the entirety of the proposed project
site, which is noted in the Project Description to be 7 acres. SCAQMD recommends that proposed
projects farger than 5 acres in area undergo air dispersion modeling to determine localized air
quality impacts.® The applicant should provide evidence to support the decision to-use a 2-acre site
to evaluate localized emission impacts or should consider performing dispersion modeling for the
7-acre proposed project site.

Section 4.1.4.2, Operational Impacts (Page 4.1-33)

The District is concerned that residents and other sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the
proposed project would be exposed to significant operational NOx emissions from the oil field
operations. Page 4.1-33 concludes that operational impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation; however, Table 4.1-9 shows that operational emissions during drilling would greatly
exceed the SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOx and particulate matter. The applicant should
demonstrate how the specified mitigation measures would jower localized emissions of NOx and
particulate matter to below the level of significance or conclude that impacts during operation will
remain as significant and unavoidable. Operational NOx emissions during drilling greatly exceed
any of the daily NOx emissions during construction, which were determined to result in a
significant unavoidable impact. 1t is important to note that emission offsets, as described in
Mitigation Measure AQ-2a, would not reduce operational emission levels at sensitive receptors. In
accordance with Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR must identify
feasible mitigation measures to ensure that operational impacts, particularly impacts at sensitive
receptors, are reduced to below the level of significance.

? South Coast Air Quality Management District. Accessed 19 November 2010, Localized Significance Thresholds. Web
Site. Available at: httpz/fwww agmd.gov/cegahandbool/istlst.htmd
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Such mitigation measures must at a minimum all potentially feasible actions provided for
consideration in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook:

. Replacing diesel-fired drilling rig engines with natural gas-fired drilling rig engines,
. Using fuel additives,
. Using gas turbines rather than internal combustion engines for compressors,

Reducing the number of drilling rigs,
Installing selective catalytic reduction on drilling rig engines,
. Using electric drifling rigs,

. fmplementing eiectric compression,

. Requiring centralization of production facilities to reduce truck traffic,

. Adopting cleaner technologies on completion activities, and other ancillary sources;
. Implementing advancements in drilling technology; and

. Reducing the pace of development.

Section 4.1.4.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Page 4.1-38)

The Draft EIR uses the SCAQMD threshold of 10,000 metric tons COz to determine the
significance of the proposed project in relation to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions but does not -
explain why this threshold was chosen for the proposed project. The interim GHG threshold
approved by SCAQMD appties only to industrial (stationary source) projects where SCAQMD is
the {ead agency.'® :

The Draft EIR does not discuss whether the proposed project would be consistent with adopted
plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions (Checklist
question VIl{a) in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines). The District is concerned that
implementation of the proposed project would be inconsistent with the County’s commitment to
monitoring, reporting, and reducing GHG emissions in accordance with the goals of Assembly Bill
(AB} 32.

As required by Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, adequate mitigation must be
considered to avoid, reduce, and compensate for impacts to reduce them to below the level of
significance to the maximum extent practicable. Although a mitigation measure for GHG emissions
(AQ-4) is provided, the last sentence in Section 4.1.4.4 states that “the ability to implement some of
these measures is uncertain®. Section 15126.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that
mitigation measures must be “feasible” and “fully enforceable”. It is recommended that the FIR
include specific, feasible, and enforceable mitigation measures for reducing GHG emissions, such
as those that are recommended by the California Office of Attorney General. in the publication
entitled The California Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the
Local Agency Level, the Office of Attorney General directs public agencies to take a leadership role
in integrating sustainability into public projects by providing 52 project-level mitigation measures

10 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 5 December 2009, Board Meeting Data, Agenda No. 31. Available at:
httpy/www.agmd.gov/hb/2008/December/081231a.htm
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for consideration in the development of projects.”” Some of the project-level mitigation measures
that may be applicable for the proposed project include, but are not limited to, the following:

) Provide education on energy efficiency. _
. Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited fo,
soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).
. Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction
vehicles.
] Use low or zero-emission vehicles, including construction vehicles.

Mitigation could also include the measures suggested previously for reducing air quality impacts
upcn sensitive receptors:

. Replacing diesel-fired drilling rig engines with natural gas-fired dritling rig engines,
s Using fuel additives,

. Using gas turbines rather than internal combustion engines for compressors,

. Reducing the number of drilling rigs,

. Installing selective catalytic reduction on drilling rig engines,

. Using electric drilling rigs,

. Implementing electric compression,

. Requiring centralization of production facilities to reduce truck traffic,

. Adopting cleaner technologies on completion activities, and other ancillary sources;
. implementing advancements in drilling technology; and

. Reducing the pace of development.

Section 4.1.6, Mitigation Measure AQ-1a (Page 4.1-43)

in order to minimize fugitive dust impacts at sensitive receptors, additional mitigation for fugitive
dust should be included in the Fugitive Dust Control Plan, such as ceasing construction activities
on unpaved roads during windy conditions and appointing a construction relations officer to act as
a community liaison concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues related
to PMio generation.

Section 4.1.6, Mitigation Measure AQ-1d (Page 4.1-44)

in order to minimize air quality impacts at sensitive receptors, Mitigation Measure AQ-1d shouid
be expanded to include requirements for off-road diesel-powered equipment to be turned off when
not in use, maintained in good operating condition and in proposed tune per manufacturers’
specifications, and to meet Tier 4 emission standards after January 1, 2015.

¥ California Department of Justice Office of the Attorney General. Updated 9 December 2008, The California
Environmental Quality Act Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency level. Sacramenio, CA.,
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SECTION 4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
General

Section 4.11, Land Use and Policy Consistency Analysis, discusses the proposed project’s conflicts
with existing ordinances, plans, and permit requirements. It is clear from this discussion that the
proposed project is in direct conflict with the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code and with the
Preserve’s RMP. The General Plan designaies the project site as open space of “high sensitivity”
and the project site is zoned as Open Space under the Municipa!l Code. Therefore, reintroduction
of oil exploration to the project site would conflict with Sections 18.09.010, 18.09.020, and
18.09.030 of the Whittier Municipal Code.

Consistent with threshold significance criteria in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an
impact would be considered significant if project implementation would result in a conflict with
the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Planning program, Natural Community
Conservation Planning program, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation
Planning program.

While, oil and gas exploration and production are also allowed with a conditional use permit
under Section 18.52.030, it is clear that implementation of the proposed project would conflict
with various goals and objectives of the RMP, especially concerning activities identified as
permissible within the Core Habitat Zone of the Preserve (including the western half of the project
site}, which the RMP limits to “authorized biological survey and some restoration and/or invasive
species removal, but no unsupervised public access.” Additionally, the eastern half of the site lies
within the RMP Preservation Management Zone, which only allows for “existing passive, low-
impact recreation.”

Therefore, it is unclear as to how implementing Mitigation Measures BiO-1 through BIO-4 would
reduce the proposed project’s conflicts with local habitat conservation planning program policies
and ordinances to a less than significant level, Fxcept for Mitigation Measure BIO-2b, which
requires the project proponent to obtain all applicable federal and state permits and agreements,
the mitigation program specified in this EIR does not effectively address the anticipated effects of
the proposed project in the context of direct conflicts with existing ordinances, plans, and permit
requirements, '

Pages 4.2-1 t0 4.2-3

This section presents information on biological resources potentially affected by implementation of
the proposed project. The information includes 2008-2010 surveys and review of earlier work,
including literature from the general region and literature cited in the RMP." The appropriate
biological surveys were undertaken, except no current surveys were undertaken for bats. The only

2 pyente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority, 26 Juty 2007. Resource Management Plan. Available at:
http://www_habitatauthority.org/pdf/RMP/Finalt % 20RMP% 20 uty % 202007 .pdf
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bat surveys were one year of general surveys for the Puente Hills from 2005-2006 (also 2004)."
These bat surveys did not cover the exact area of the proposed project site. An increasing body of
literature on bats since the California Energy Commission / CDFG Guidelines" were published
have emphasized that bats can be vulnerable fo impacts from infrastructures associated with
project developments, at wind farms, but also at other types of development. The proposed project
has development structures that potentially may place bats at risk. The Draft EIR should provide
additional information on the likely impacts to bats from tall structures such as the drill rig masts at
each of the proposed well pad sites, It would have been useful to conduct bat surveys in 2010 at
the exact proposed project site to obtain detailed site-specific information including location of any
bat roosts or hibernacula, rather than presume presence of special status bats at the project site
based on general surveys of the Puente Hills. General bat surveys should be considered in 2011 to
remedy this omission.

Section 4.2.1.2, Sensitive Biological Resources and Processes (Pages 4.2-1 to 4.2-3)

The Draft EIR states that supplemental surveys for special status wildlife species are being
conducted to evaluate their presence and absence along the alignment of the proposed entry road
off Colima Road. As specified in Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR is required
to be prepared with sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that
enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.
The absence of data regarding the presence or absence of special status species significantly
hinders the District’s ability to make determinations regarding the scope and magnitude of the
potential effect of the project on such species. In the absence of such surveys, all species for which
suitable habitat is present should be assumed to be present, and mitigation measures developed
and presented to demonstrate that it would be feasible to mitigate for such impacts. Surveys should
be completed for all specials status plant and wildlife species, including bats, and provided to the
City and all other Trustee and Responsible Agencies to inform the decision-making process.

Section 4.2.4, Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Pages 4.2-34 to 4.2.38)

The Draft EIR does not adequately summarize the biological resources likely to be impacted by the
proposed project. As required by Section 15124.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR needs
1o consider mitigation measures that are capable of avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for
the loss of habitat. In addition, Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the
EIR consider an alternative that is capable of meeting most of the basic objectives of the project
and avoiding significant impacts to biological resources. Specifically the EIR needs to consider an
alternative where the oil field would be located and developed outside the Preserve and
alternatives to the proposed project.

13 puente Hills Landfil} Native Habitat Preservation Autharity. 26 July 2007. Resource Midnagement Plan. Available at;
hitps//www habitatauthority.org/pd/RMP/Final % 20RMP %20} uly% 202007, pdf

* California Energy Commission, and California Department of Fish and Game. October 2007. California Guidelines for
Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from Wind Energy Development, Commission Final Report. California Energy
Commission, Renewabies Commitiee, and Energy Facitities Siting Division, and California Department of Fish and
Game, Resources Management and Policy Division. CEC-700-2007-008-CMF. Sacramento, CA.
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The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project will result in significant and unavoidable effects
to biological resources with regard to the wildlife corridor at the East Well Site. However, the EIR
does not disclose the anticipated adverse impacts with regard to the function of core habitat in the
Preserve, which is located within close proximity to the proposed project site.

The proposed East Well Site affects the primary biological resource, the Colima Road Wildlife
Tunnel. This resource cannot be mitigated under the proposed project because the development
and operation of the East Well Site would substantially impact wildlife. movement (primarily
terrestrial mammals). The RMP discusses wildlife movement corridors and habitat fragmentation
effects in the Preserve.'® The location of the proposed project along and near the southern
boundary of the Preserve adjacent to or close to developed areas of the City of Whitlier would
reduce habitat fragmentation effects on the biota. '

The proposed project site has intermediate amounts of sensitive and indicator species. The
southern boundary of the Core Habitat Area of the entire Preserve is La Cafada Verde, northwest
of the Arroyo Pescadero Trailhead, located within 1 to 2 miles of the Colima Road Wildlife Tunnel.
This tunnel is a major wildlife corridor (and nursery site for several species of terrestrial mammails),
as documented in the Draft EIR. The Draft EiR does not explain how significant and unavoidable
effects on biological resources from adverse impacts to the wildiife corridor will minimize impacts
to the function of core habitat in the Preserve. None of the mitigation measures included in the
Draft EIR address this issue. The EIR needs to consider mitigation measures that first address
opportunities to offset the foss of habitat functions and values through restoration and enhancement
of on-site habitat resources. A quantitative habitat quality assessment should be included to
document the ability of restoration and enhancement measures to achieve “no net loss” of habitat
functions or values. As the grant monies were originally designated for land conservation, it would
appear prudent to quantify the total area of impact, including the direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects, and provide for a land acquisition mitigation measure such that there is no net loss in the
size of the conservation area.

The construction activity required by the project applicant within the Preserve would presumably
be interpreted by the USFWS as major construction activity, requiring a Biological Assessment.
Section 3.5.2 (Sensitive Wildlife Species) of the RMP referred to in the Draft EIR states that four
pairs and wandering juveniles of coastal California gnatcatcher were discovered in portions of the
Preserve in 2005. The proposed project would entail removal of coastal sage scrub habitat for one
pair of coastal California gnatcatchers and would also affect additional suitable habitat for
wandering individuals.

The Draft EIR conclusions regarding the ability to mitigate impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat and
the State- and federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher to below the level of significance
are not supported by substantial evidence. The Draft EIR defers the development of mitigation by
indicating that the applicant will obtain a USFWS Incidental Take Permit. However, there is no
evidence in the record that the applicant has developed or submitted a Biological Assessment
pursuant to Section 7 of the federal ESA or Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit package pursuant

15 puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority. 26 July 2007, Resource Management Plan. Available at:
http:/Awww, habitatauthority.arg/pdf/RMP/Final % 20RMP % 20july % 202007 .pdf
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to Section 2081 (b) of the California ESA. At a minimum, the Draft EIR should include a discussion
of the initiation of consuitation between the applicant and the USFWS and CDFG, and that the
development of the required supporting documents is on a parallel course with the EIR for the
project.

As required by Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR must consider an
alternative that is capable of avoiding impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher, at a minimum

. two alternatives should be considered: {1} development of the oil field outside the limits of the
Preserve, and (2) development at a location within the preserve that avoids direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a proposes a mitigation ratio of 2:1 for permanent loss of 2.73 acres (3.42
acres, including temporary loss) of coastal sage scrub habitat to be replaced by restoration of
degraded habitat. The 2.73 acres out of a total of 845.31 acres is a loss of 0.3 percent of this habitat
within the Preserve. The rationale for this mitigation ratio is not explained. Further, coastal sage
scrub habitat at this location has been designated as critical habitat for the coastal California
gnatcatcher. Consultation with the USFWS and subsequent terms and conditions of an Incidental
Take Permit pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal ESA for the project may require a much higher
mitigation ratio than a 2:1 mitigation ratio for loss of 2.73 acres of critical habitat for the coastal
California gnatcatcher.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d proposes consultation with USFWS to obtain an Incidental Take Permit
pursuant to Section 7 of the federal ESA to cover the proposed project’s “take” of the California
gnatcatcher and its sensitive habitat. Additionally, the project applicant should consult with CDFG
for an incidental take permit pursuant to Section 2081 (b) of the California ESA. The project
applicant should not have deferred these consultations. These consuitations should already have
taken place and their results placed into the administrative record in this Draft EIR. There is
insufficient substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the impacts to coastal sage scrub
and the coastal California gnatcatcher can be reduced to below the level of significance.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a proposes a mitigation ratio of 3:1 for permanent loss of 0.10 acre (0.12
acre, including temporary loss) of riparian habitat to be replaced by restoration of degraded habitat.
This section should provide a brief rationale for proposing a 3:1 mitigation ratio for removal and

- replacement of riparian habitat. In addition, it should be clarified if this mitigation has this been
recommended or agreed to by the agencies,

Section 4.2.6, Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Natural open space lands in the project vicinity are highly constrained by surrounding intensive
development, and the habitat that is preserved is fragmented by numerous existing roads. Habitat
fragmentation can result in a variety of alterations from the existing ecosystem functions including:
changes in interspecies dynamics, providing opportunities for aggressive generalist species to out-
compete or over-hunt other species; and genetic isolation, which can limit a population’s
adaptability to changed environmental conditions. implementation of the proposed project would
further fragment and isolate many areas of open space from adjacent upland and riparian habitats
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located immediately to the west, east, south, and north, and reduce the effective size of core areas
within the Preserve,

The cumulative impacts section needs to provide additional information on the significance of the
proposed project’s incremental contribution to habitat fragmentation. It is unclear as to how the
mitigation measures identified in the EIR are designed to “bolster the ecological resilience of the
Preserve in the Project vicinity, counteracting the adverse effects of the proposed Project, both
considered alone and in the context of contributions to cumulatively considerable impacts of other
planned Projects.” While Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through BIO-1e and BlO-2a and BIO-2b
would increase the quality of existing habitats through greater than equal-area replacement of
sensitive habitat types, these measures are ineffective in preventing or reducing further incremental
habitat fragmentation that would result from implementation of the proposed project in the context
of contributions to cumulatively considerable impacts of other existing and planned projects.

SECTION 4.3 SAFETY, RISK OF UPSET, AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Issue 1: Insufficient Analysis

With regard to impact significance criteria, the responses to the questions posed in State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G, Section VIIl, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Draft EIR was remiss
in relation to four issues;

. Identification and analysis of two existing pre-schools that are focated less than one-
quarter mile from the proposed project site at the time of the analysis: (1) Whittier
Area Co-Op Education Pre-school and (2) the Mar Vista Farly Childhood Pre-school.
These pre-schools are located on the same campus at 8036 South Ocean View
Avenue approximately 0.1 mite south of the proposed project. The nearest school
identified in the Draft EIR is Ocean View Elementary School located at 14359
Ocean View Avenue approximately 0.9 mile south of the proposed project.

. Evaluation of the location of the project site under a flight path for the Los Angeles
International Airport {LAX). Frequent airplane traffic crosses over the project site.
Although these flights cross the site at high elevations, there is some probability that
an airplane crash could occur over or on the project site, Such an occurrence could
create a fire and the potential release of petrochemical contaminants, which would
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.

. Rendering a determination as to whether the proposed project would impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

. Rendering a determination as to whether the proposed project would expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildiand
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized area or where residences
are intermixed with wildiands.
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As a result of deficiencies of the analysis, the Draft EIR did not develop mitigation measures for the
corresponding issue areas:

. Hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed schools

. The proposed project site being located in the flight path of LAX

. The development of an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan in
case of accidental release or leak of oil and gas

. The location of the proposed project in an area which is subject to wildland fires
issue 2: Mitigation Measures
Section 4.3.5, Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Page 4.3-64)

Mitigation Measure SR-1 itemizes the site security measures to minimize the risk fo the public
associated with accidental releases from well drilling and off and gas processing operations.
However, additional mitigation measures are needed to address the procedures that would be
necessary in the event that accidental refeases actually occur and how these mitigation measures
would minimize the risk to public and the environment. Examples of these types of mitigation
measures would be:

) The installation of impermeable berms around process tanks to limit the area
impacted by accidental releases and to prevent accidental release from impacting
any surrounding environmentally sensitive areas, the nearby residential areas, and
nearby sensitive receptors such as pre-schools

. The use of double-walled piping to minimize exposure of nearby residential areas,
sensitive receptors such as pre-schools, and environmentatly sensitive habitats from
accidental releases and leaks

. The use of leak detection monitoring devices for all oil field process pipelines
installed in the interstitial space between the double-walled piping to act as an early
warning system to detect leaks

. For process tanks and single-walled piping that are not near residential areas,
sensitive receptors, or environmentally sensitive habitats, visual inspections of
aboveground tanks and piping shouid be performed on a regular frequent basis to
identify and repair accidental leaks

. Sufficient area clearance immediately surrounding the well sites, truck loading area,
and access roads to minimize the potential for fires to occur
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SECTION 4.4 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The following comments have been provided by Leighton Consulting, Inc., based on a focused
evaluation of the Geological Resources section of the Draft EIR. These comments are directed
mostly on the factors that affect the project’s impacts, mitigation measures, and the resulting
potential residual significant impacts.

General Commenis

With regard to impact significance criteria, the responses to the questions posed in State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G, Section VI, Geology and Soils, the Draft FIR failed to discuss site-specific
geologic conditions.

In general, the geological resources portion of the Draft FIR provides a relatively detailed
discussion of typical geologic hazards present for hillside development projects in southern
California. The text provides a relatively good general description of seismic and geotechnical
hazards including fault rupture, seismic shaking, liquefaction, compressible soils, slope stability,
and landslides and erosion. However, information about specific geologic conditions on site
appears lacking. There is little discussion about specific geologic conditions expected in the area of
the proposed well sites, access roads, and loading areas. It does not appear that much study of the
specific site has been conducted.

As an example, the text provides several paragraphs to describe liquefaction and liquefaction
analysis; however, little or no information is provided about site specific conditions. The last two
sentences of the liquefaction discussion- state that the “...site is not located within a liquefaction
zone delineated by the Department of Conservation Seismic Hazards Zones Map {(April, 1998).
However, onsite investigation and soil testing did not perform a liquefaction analysis to assess
fiquefaction.” In actuality, the Seismic Hazard Zone Map for the Whittier Quadrangles does show
portions of the Central Well Site and the Western Weill Site in areas mapped as potentiafly
liquefiable.'®

it is difficult to evaluate the geologic conditions of the project based on the geological resources
portion of the Draft FIR, because little or no site specific information is provided in the text or with
the figures.

Section 4.4.1.2, Regional Geologic Setting (Page 4.4-1)

The Regional Geologic Map (Figure 4.4.1, page 4.4-3) used in the Draft EiR to illustrate the site
geologic conditions is based on a State of California Geologic Map. This is a very small-scale map
showing the general geologic conditions across the state. This map is not suitable for use in
showing site-specific or even regional geologic conditions in an area covering about 7 acres. Other
maps showing more detailed geologic conditions are available and should be considered to
illustrate the site and regional geologic conditions.

* California Geological Survey. Revised 25 March 1999. Seismic Hazards Zones Official Map, Whittier Quadrangle.
Sacramento, CA.
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Section 4.4.1.3, Local Geologic éetting (Page 4.4-2)

A previous site investigation was apparently conducted for the project. However, the scope of that
study seems quite limited. A study by Heathcote (2009) is briefly discussed. The subsurface portion
of this investigation was apparently conducted with 14 hand auger borings to a maximum depth of
17 feet. While detailed design level geotechnical studies are not always required as part of project
planning, the limited investigation conducted by Heathcote does not seem to have developed
much useful site-specific information or at least it is not presented in the Draft EIR. Deep hollow
stem auger borings and large-diameter bucket auger borings are typically required to evaluate the
subsurface soil and slope stability conditions on a hillside site. Such an investigation should be
conducted to better evaluate the site conditions.

The geologic conditions in the area of the well sites and proposed new access roads should be
discussed in more detail. A site-specific geologic map showing the limits of the proposed project
and the geologic conditions should be provided. The text talks about artificial fill, altuvial soil,
landslide debris, and bedrock. A geologic map showing the distribution of these units would heip
illustrate the conditions and help demonstrate the impact of the geology on the proposed
improvements. The analysis should address if any landslides are present near the proposed
improvements and the limits of the artificial fill. In addition, complete removal of artificial fill and
landslide debris may be required (as a stated mitigation measure); it would be good to know where
these geologic units are with respect to the proposed improvements.

Although no site-specific geologic map was provided in the Draft EIR, a review was conducted of
geologic reports and maps covering the area by Dibblee and Yerkes.'”'® These maps cover portions
of the Western Puente Hills and include the area of the proposed project. These maps show the
geologic units and topography in much better detail than the state map and could be used as a
basis or starting point for a site-specific geologic map when combined with on-site geologic
mapping.

Section 4.4.1.4, Seismic Hazards and Ground Rupture (Pages 4.4-6 and 4.4-7)

Several active and potentially active faults have been mapped in the near vicinity of the project and
are noted in the text of the Draft EIR. One of the most significant nearby faults is the Whittier Fault.
Table 4.4.1 (page 4.4-7) notes the Whittier Fault is approximately 2 miles away. In actuality,
however, the Whittier Fault has been mapped about 1,200 feet north of the East Well Site.™* In

7 Dibblee, T.W.J. March 2001. Geologic Map of the Whittier and La Habra Quadrangles (Western Puente Hills) Los
Angeles and Orange Counties, California, Dibbiee Ceological Foundation Map #74.

8 Yerkes, R.F. 1972. Geology and Mineral Resources of the Western Puente Hifls Area, Southern California, USG5
Professional Paper 420-C,

¥ California Geologic Survey. Effective 1 November 1991, Special Studies Zones Map for the La Habra Quadrangles,
Revised Official Map.

M | gighton and Associates, Inc. 6 August 1992, Preliminary Gealogic Map, Whittier Hills Properties in East Whittier, Los
Angeles County, California, Project No, 2900389-03.
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addition, Yerkes (1972) maps two faults trending toward the East and West Well Sites. These faults
should be reviewed and such local fault conditions should be considered in the analysis.

One of the most significant seismic risks in Southern California is the Puente Hills Blind Thrust
fault. Blind thrust faults are briefly alluded to in the text {page 4.4-6) but are not discussed. The
Puente Hills Blind Thrust has been mapped under the site and under most of the eastern Los
Angeles Basin.”" Uplift of the Puente Hills is believed to result at least in part from movement along
this fault. The Whittier Narrows Earthquake of 1987 is also considered to have resulted from
movement along a blind thrust fault? Movement along the fault is considered to be one of the
most significant risks of seismic shaking in the area. Considering it poses such a significant seismic
risk to the site, additional review and analysis of the Puente Hills Blind Thrust fault appears
warranted.

Ground Shaking (Page 4.4-7}

Ground shaking is discussed and historical earthquake analysis with EQSEARCH was reportedly
conducted. However, the results of that analysis are not discussed. in addition, seismicity in
accordance with the current California Building Code (CBC) requirements were not addressed.
Peak Horizontal Ground Accelerations provided in Table 4.4-1 should consider current CBC
requirements,

Liguefaction (Page 4.4-9 and 4.4-10)

As previously noted, the site' has been mapped in an area potentially susceptible to liquefaction.
Areas on site where liquefaction is a potential concern should be identified.

Earthquake-Induced Landslides (Page 4.4-13)

The text describes a potential for rock fall. The Fernando Formation bedrock is not generally
considered prone to rock fall. Rock falls are more common in hard bedrock areas where igneous
and metamorphic rocks and steep boulder strewn slopes predominate. Soil slips and bedrock
landslides are more common in the sedimentary bedrock wunits on site. The discussion of
seismically induced landslides should be updated to include a discussion of these types of
landslides, as they are more likely to occur within the Fernando Formation and overlying soil
deposits. Portions of the site have been mapped as potentially subject to seismically induced
tandslides.*?* These areas should be identified.

2 Shaw, J.H., Plesch, A., Dolan, .F., Pratt, T.L., and Flore, P. December 2002, “Puente Hills Bind-Thrust Systemn, Los
Angeles, California.” In Builetin of the Seismological Society of America, Volume 92, Number 8.

2 Davis, T.L., Namson, J., and Yerkes, R.F. 1989.% A Cross Section of the Los Angeles Area: Seismically Active Fold and
Thrust Belt, the 1987 Whittier Narrows Earthquake and Earthquake Hazard.” tn fournal of GCeophysical Research, Volume
94, No. B7, p. 9,644. :

73 California Geological Survey. Revised 15 April 1998, Seismic Hazards Zones Official Map, La Habra Quadrangle.

Sacramenta, CA,

# California Geological Survey. Revised 25 March 1999. Seismic Hazards Zones Official Map, Whittier Quadrangle.
Sacramento, CA,
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The reference Wilson and Keefer (1985) is sited for the rock fall discussion, However, no reference
is listed.

Section 4.4.1.5, Geotechnical Hazards (Page 4.4-13)

The Draft EIR defines expansive soils, hydroconsolidation (more commonly termed collapse),
subsidence, existing fills, groundwater, compressible soils, slope stability and landslides, and slope
deformation and other geotechnical concerns. However, no-site specific information is provided,
and no indication is given as to whether these potential hazards are present on site or not.

Leighton and Associates conducted a planning level study for the Whittier Main field in 1992,
Based on a review of aerial photographs, existing maps and surface geologic mapping, that study
identified fault, landslides, surficial soils, artificial fill, and other hazards on site. This data was to
be used for planning of a proposed development project. Landslides and faults identified in that
study are present in the vicinity of the planned East Well Site. Artificial fill was identified in the
area of all three well sites and the truck loading area. As a minimum, a limited site-specific
geotechnical study should be conducted for this project to evaluate what geotechnical hazards are
expected on site with respect the proposed improvements and to aid in developing
recommendations to mitigate those hazards.

Section 4.4.4, Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Page 4.4-20)

The Draft EIR includes 31 mitigation measures. Because of the limited analysis of the actual site
conditions, it appears that mitigation measures are presented for “what if” conditions. For example,
rather than evaluating whether landslides are present in the project area, a mitigation measure is
presented just in case one landslide area is present. Conversely, other mitigation measures that
should have been discussed, such as fault rupture potential, were omitted. The Whittier Fault is
mapped only 1,200 feet north of the site (not 2 miles as stated in the Draft EIR) and Yerkes has
mapped faults trending toward two of the well sites. As such, an evaluation of the activity of these
faults and the potential for surface rupture on the site should be conducted.

A more detailed geotechnical investigation of the site should be performed and the site conditions
evaluated in more detail. The mitigation measures should be updated and revised based on the
results of this investigation, :

Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures is likely to increase the project footprint
and the area disturbed by the project. For example, Mitigation Measure G-3b includes possible
removal of potentially liquefiable soils and replacement with compacted fill to mitigate the
potential for liquefaction. If liquefiable soils are 20 to 30 feet in depth, the excavation typically
must extend laterally beyond the structure footprint twice the depth of the excavation (a 1:1
projection out from the building to provide support and a 1:1 projection back to the surface for a
safe temporary construction siope).

Mitigation Measures GR-5b, GR-6b, and GR-7b also include measures that may include removal of
uncontrolled fill, landslides, and slope materials to provide a stable site. Depending on the site
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conditions, such removals could require grading outside the limits of the well sites and access
roads shown in the project description and, thus, result in disturbance to additional open space
areas. A landslide has been previously identified below the East Well Site that may require
remedial grading.?® Estimates of the remedial grading required should be developed now so the full
impact of the remedial measures may be evaluated.

Several of the mitigation measures require geotechnical analysis and submittal of geotechnical
reports to address specific geotechnical hazards. The City is the reviewing agency for these reports,
although Los Angeles County and California Code requirements are specified. It is suggested that
the geotechnical reports be prepared in accordance with the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports.”® The submitted reports should be
reviewed for conformance to applicable codes and standards. The review should be conducted
either by an agency, such as the Los Angeles County Engineering Geology and Soils Engineering
Sections, or a third party consultant familiar with geotechnical engineering, engineering geology
and hillside development.

SECTION 4,5 NOISE AND VIBRATION
Comment 1: Inconsistency with Construction Noise Significance Criteria

The County of Los Angeles’ noise standards for construction were discussed in the regulatory
framework, but in the Significance Criteria the only condition in which construction noise was
indicated to be considered significant was if construction activities were to occur outside of the
City of Whittier Municipal Code timeframe of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. weekdays or 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on
Saturdays {page 4.5-20).

It was indicated in the noise section that portions of the project (i.e., the pipeline} would be within
County of Los Angeles unincorporated area (page 4.5-13). However, County noise standards for
construction were not utilized to evaluate the noise impacts of these project elements. The analysis
of the pipeline construction noise states, “Construction of the pipeline along Colima Road would
generate noise at nearby residences. This would be considered a significant impact if the
construction traffic occurred outside of the City Municipal Code atlowed hours for construction”
(page 4.5-22). To determine the noise impacts of a proposed project, Appendix G to the State
CEQA Guidelines asks if a project would result in, “Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?” Therefore, it is recommended that the noise impacts of the
construction of the proposed project that are within the County of Los Angeles be analyzed in
relation to the County of Los Angeles’ noise standards-for construction noise.

% Leighton and Associates, Inc, 6 August 1992, Preliminary Geologic Map, Whittier Hills Praperties in East Whittier, Los
Angeles County, California, Project No. 2900389-03.

% County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. July 2010. Manua for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports.
Available at: htip://ladpw.orgfservices/publications.cfm

1-82 ' Whittier Project EIR




Appendix |

Mr. Jeffery Adéms
December 6, 2010
Page 24

Comment 2: Lack of Discussion of Feasibility of Mitigation Measure for Construction Noise at
Ranger Residence

The section indicates that the Ranger Residence would experience noise levels that exceed the City
of Whittier General Plan allowable levels, The mitigation measure to reduce noise impacts at the
Ranger Residence, Mitigation Measure ni-c, indicates that the Applicant shall work with the
Preserve Authority to relocate the Ranger Residence to an area that is not subject to impacts (page
4.5-22). It is unclear whether coordination has already taken place with the Preserve Authority and
whether the Preserve Authority would be amenable to relocating the Ranger Residence. Section
15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that, “If a mitigation measure would cause on or
more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
effects of the mitigation measure shall be discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of
the project as proposed.” The noise section does not discuss whether the relocation of the Ranger
Residence would result in any new impacts. It is recommended that the noise section include a
discussion of the function of the Ranger Residence and a discussion of whether the relocation of
the Ranger Residence would result in any new significant effects.

Comment 3: Contradictory Statements Regarding Whether Noise from Operation of the
Proposed Project Would Be Significant and Unavoidable Impact

In the discussion of noise from project operations, it is stated that noise from operation of the
proposed project would be a significant and unavoidable impact:

Project operations would increase CNEL levels at multiple locations.and the
maximum hour noise levels would increase by more than 3 to 5 dBA at most
locations, exceeding the limits defined in the General Plan and the thresholds. This
would be a significant and unavoidable impact (page 4.5-38).

However, in the Residual Impacts section for noise from project operations indicales that, with
mitigation, the impacts would be less than significant (page 4.5-40). It is recommended that noise
from operation of the proposed project be revisited to determine whether the impacts would be
less than significant,

SECTION 4.6 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Inadeguate Information in Figures

Figure 4.6-1, Viewing Locations (page 4.6-4}, does not indicate where project elements would be
located in relation to the critical viewing locations. It is recommended that the figure be revised to
identify project elements in the figure and show where they are located in relation to critical
viewing locations.

Night-Lighting

The analysis of night lighting comes to the conclusion that the flashing red light that would be
installed on the top of the drilling rig would not be a significant illumination impact because it
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would be less than the level that would be significant (page 4.6-31). In the discussion of
Humination, the Draft EIR indicates that, “If an area is relatively dark with minimal night lighting,
then the addition of even a single strong light could produce impacts on receptors, particularly if
those receptors are a residential area’ (page 4.6-13). To determine the aesthetic impacts of a
proposed project, Appendix G to the State CFQA Guidelines asks if a project would, “Create a new
source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?” Given that the drilling rig would be in a location with generally no lighting, the installation
of a flashing red light may provide a sufficient contrast to the existing conditions to be considered a
significant impact. In any case, the evaluation of significance of the flashing red light should not be
based on the luminance level it would be expected to generate, but on the visibility of the light and
- its potential for altering nighttime views from nearby viewsheds.

No Mitigation for Cumulative impacts

Section 4.6.5, Cumulative {mpacts and Mitigation Measures, identifies the potential removal of
eucalyptus trees to reduce wildfire risk as a potential significant visual resource impact because the
trees provide extensive shielding of proposed project equipment; however, no mitigation measures
are identified (page 4.6-33). The project applicant and the City of Whittier should consider
mitigating this impact by coordinating with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department and the
City of Whittier to develop a different strategy to reduce wildfire risk that will either not remove or
will replace the eucalyptus trees that would screen the proposed project from nearby viewsheds.
As required by Section 15126.4 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR must identify mitigation
measures for each significant environmental effect identified in the EIR. Therefore, a mitigation
measure should be proposed for a scenario in which eucalyptus trees are removed. A
recommended mitigation measure would be the planting native trees or shrubs around visible
project elements to provide screening, similar to the already included Mitigation Measure AE-1a.

SECTION 4.7 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The following comments have been provided by Raju Associates, Inc., traffic engineers, based on a
focused evaluation of the Transportation and Circulation Section and the supporting Traffic Study
{(Appendix E, Traffic Impact Analysis for Whittier Hifls Oif Fields, prepared by Overland Traffic
Consultants, Inc., May 2010), as well as the Transportation and Circulation impact portion of the
Alternatives Analysis section of the Draft EIR. These comments are directed mostly on the factors
that affect the project’s impacts, mitigation measures, and the resulting potential residual significant
impacts. :

General Comments

Inadequate overall project description for traffic analysis. The proposed project should be
presented with all necessary elements including all aréas where construction activities would
occur. Information on where construction traffic would access the various construction areas,
amount of construction traffic, effects of construction along all the roadway segments including
restriction of parking, turning movements, and reduction in number of lanes, if any, along the
roadway segments as well as at intersections, should be clearly provided so that a complete
estimation of project’s impacts on the overall transportation system can be made.
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Inadequate project description of specific components for traffic analysis. It appears that the
Transportation and Circulation section and the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E) do not provide a
complete enumeration of all the effects of the proposed project including additional construction
trips, restricted parking, and reduced number of travel lanes where construction activities outside
the project site are anticipated to occur. The specific effects of the proposed project's 2.8-mile
pipeline connection to the Crimson Pipeline System via a tie-in at Leffingwell Road and La Mirada
Boulevard during the construction phase have not been discussed.

inadequate estimation of construction effects. It is not clear what the extent or limits of
construction effects are for the pipeline construction and tie-in to the Crimson Pipeline System
components of the proposed project. The dimensions of the pipelines, their construction zones,
and pipeline connections are not discussed in the EIR and therefore, it is not possible to estimate if
restriction of travel lanes, turn lanes, and parking along Colima Road and La Mirada Boulevard
would be required to facilitate that construction. Further, the extent of these impacts and their level
of significance cannot be estimated without a clear definition of the proposed project’s
components {from a traffic evaluation perspective).

Potential underestimation of traffic impacts. It appears that the trip generation of the proposed
project’s components and phases has no basis. The project description does not provide enough
construction detail to estimate the magnitude of proposed project construction activities and
consequently, estimate the level of construction worker and truck traffic. A clear sequence of all
construction activities, on- and offsite including the magnitude of construction and their time
period should be provided so that a clear and complete evaluation of magnitude as well as the
time period of construction can be properly estimated. Additionally, the traffic impact study
(Appendix E, Chapter 4, Project Traffic Generation, page 14) provides an assumption for a
passenger-car-equivalent (PCE) value of 2.0 for all trucks “to account for the additional space and
time for turning movements and start-up that trucks take*. The Highway Capacity Manual provides
very detailed information on PCEs. Per the HCM, PCEs are dependent on a number of factors, the
primary ones being the type of terrain (level, rolling, or mountainous) and length of grade, and the
PCEFs for trucks in this area would have to be greater than 2.0 (2.5 to 3.0). Therefore, the number of
PCEs used in the trip generation for the project phases are low, and consequently the frip
generation and project’s effects are underestimated.

Inadequate Scope of Traffic Study. It appears that the proposed project consists of construction
activities along Colima Road and La Mirada Boulevard fo Leffingwell Road to build the pipeline
and tie-in to the existing Crimson Pipeline System. This construction would include traffic effects at
numerous critical intersections namely Colima Road at Lambert Road, Colima Road at La Mirada
Boulevard, La Mirada at Mulberry Road, and La Mirada Boulevard and Leffingwell Road. Yet these
intersections have not been analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E) and consequently,
the Transportation and Circulation section of the EIR. Additionally, the project study area includes
four Congestion Management Program (CMP) arterial monitoring locations: Whittier Boulevard at
Norwalk Boulevard, Whittier Boulevard at Painter Avenue, Whittier Boulevard at Colima Road,
and Colima Road at Hacienda Boulevard. The study has analyzed only two of these locations and
would need to include the other two. Further, two additional CMP Freeway Monitoring locations
in the study area should also be included in the CMP analysis.
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Erroneous Analysis Assumptions in the Traffic Impact Study and the Draft EIR. It appears that the
Overland Traffic Consultants’ traffic study analyzed twelve (12) intersections as part of the project’s
traffic impact evaluation. Specific lane geometry assumptions have been made in the intersection
capacity analysis {as is reflected in the Appendix E Figure titled “Roadway and Intersection
characteristics” as well as in the analysis worksheets) at these 12 locations. These intersection lane
geometric assumptions do not reflect reality or represent what is currently on the ground (based on
field observations) at 6 of the 12 intersections analyzed in the report. These errors could change
the results and consequently, the impacts at these intersections.

Deficient Methodology of Roadway Segment Analysis and Under Estimation of Impacts. The
Roadway Segment Analyses presented in the Transportation and Circulation section of the Draft

 EIR (Vables 4.7-10, 4.7-20, 4.7-21, 4.7-27, 4.7-28, 4.7-29, and 4.7-30) have been evaluated
without any consideration of direction flow of traffic on these roadway segments during peak
hours, contrary to standards of practice. The peak hour directional splits along these roadways are
such that there is substantial difference in traffic volumes along the two directions of any roadway
segment and consequently, the operation of the roadway segment in the peak direction of travel,
Many roadways are congested only in the peak direction of travel during peak hours and the
analysis presented does not take this into account. Further, the magnitude of project traffic added
to these roadway segments and consequently, its impacts, is also very directional {see Figure E-34
and E-35 of Appendix E). The aggregation of the effects of project’s traffic in both directions
{provided in the Report Tables 4.7-19 to 21 and 4.7-27 to 29) presents a skewed and reduced
representation of actual project traffic impacts.

Section 4.7.4.5, Project Impacts Mitigation Measures

Page 4.7-28 of the Draft EIR states: “Under worst-case conditions, significant impacts would occur
at the intersections of Colima Road and Whittier Boulevard, and at Colima Road and Mar Vista
Street, and at the street segment on Mar Vista Street west of Colima Road, The impacts would
occur during temporary Phase 1 and Phase 2.” In order to alleviate these impacts, the report
recommends Mitigation Measures T-1a, T-1b, T-1c, T-1d, and T-1e.

. Mitigation Measure T-1a recommends provision of re-striping to provide
northbound and southbound left- and shared-through right-turn lanes. There are two
issues associated with this mitigation measure as noted here. The two legs of
Catalina Street are not aligned at this intersection, thereby making this location
equivalent to two closely spaced T-intersections. The north leg of Catalina Street is
located approximately 150 feet west of the T-intersection at Mar Vista Street and the
south leg of Catalina Street. By re-striping the south and north approaches to have a
left-turn lane and a shared-through right-turn lane, the through movements at these
T-intersections would have to turn left onto Mar Vista Street from both north and
south Catalina Streets and since there is only one receiving lane along Mar Vista
Street, the mitigation measure as proposed is infeasible. If the intent of the
mitigation measure is to separate the right- and leftturn movements at the two T-
intersections of Catalina Street at Mar Vista Street, then the two north and south
approaches would have to be re-striped to provide separate right- and left-turn
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lanes. The second issue with this mitigation measure is that it calls for parking
restriction immediately north of intersection. This would cause a secondary impact
in the form of loss of parking spaces in a residential area adjacent to the
intersection. This impact has not been disclosed in the Transportation and
Circulation section of the Draft EIR.

. Mitigation Measure T-itb at Colima Road and Whittier Boulevard calls for
installation of northbound and southbound right-turn overlaps along with eastbound
and westbound leftturn phases. The northbound and southbound right-turn
overlaps {along Colima Road) already exist today. In other words, this mitigation
measure is already existing in the field and therefore, not available for future
implementation and mitigation credit.

» Mitigation Measures T-1c and T-1d call for the following: “Limit project-related
traffic at Mar Vista and Catalina to non-peak hours, and limit Phase 2 truck and
employee access”. The issue with this mitigation measure is one of implementation
and effectiveness from a practical standpoint. It is unclear from the Draft EIR
Mitigation Measures T-1c and T-1d descriptions on page 4.7-29 as to what the
specific action or meaning of the mitigation measure is. These mitigation measures
are not practical from an implementation and monitoring perspective — just posting
signs stating that construction-related traffic cannot access the site during specific
times of the day from a specific location will not effectively cause that to happen.
Unless specific construction times are restricted, the specific times of construction
traffic restriction along specific roadways may not be possible-to implement /
monitor / enforce. Further, to limit Phase 2 construction employees and truck access
via Catalina and Mar Vista Streets may also not be physically possible to implement
and/or enforce. Given these considerations, residual significant impacts during
Phase 2 would most likely remain at the intersection of Mar Vista and Catalina
Streets and along the Mar Vista Street segment west of Colima Street.

Page 4.7-30 of the Draft EIR states that:

Pipeline construction along Colima Road and la Mirada Boulevard could
potentially cause traffic impacts that temporarily reduce the capacity of street
system, resulting in substantial increase in the v/c ratio on roads and LOS, or
congestion at intersections; inhibit emergency response by paramedic, fire,
ambulance, and police vehicles; affect existing roadside parking; inhibit access to
private and commercial driveways.

Section 4.7 goes on to list Mitigation Measure T-2 with an extensive list of 14 different traffic
management measures. This impact statement and the recommended mitigation measure
completely lack specificity. First of ali, there is no quantitative analysis of construction traffic
associated with the pipeline construction in the Section 4.7, Transportation and Circulation, of the
Draft £IR or Appendix E to arrive at these broad impact and mitigation measures’ effectiveness
conclusions. The duration and extent of construction activities on-street along Colima Road and La
Mirada Boulevard including critical intersections affected need to be clearly stated. Additionally,
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both qualitative and quantitative enumeration of the effects on travel lanes, turn ianes, use of
parking spaces, availability of vehicular and pedestrian access to affected properties along these
streets, bus stops, bus operations, and then identification of significant impacts at specific locations
along these streets and intersections due to the same, need to be provided. Finally, an evaluation of
these specific mitigation measures to address the specific traffic and parking impacts noted above
needs to be provided, along with a detailed effectiveness analysis. Without clear enumeration of
the location, magnitude, and significance of specific types of impacts {traffic, parking, bus stop,
pedestrian, bike, and access impacts) and the effectiveness of the specific mitigation measures’
elements in alleviating those impacts, a blanket determination of the residual level of significance
cannot be made in such broad terms, particularly for a 2.8-mile pipeline construction element that
potentially could affect several major arterials and CMP intersections. A nexus between impacts,
mitigation measures, effectiveness, and consequently, the residual significant impacts should be
established in the EIR. Section 4.7.4.5 does not provide a clear definition or specification of
impacts and corresponding mitigation measures associated with the 2.8-mile pipeline construction
element of the proposed project.

Section 4.7.5.1, Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Page 4.7-47)

This section (similar to the Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures Section) does not include the
effects of one of the proposed project elements, Pipeline Construction along Colima Road and La
Mirada Boulevard, in the assessment of cumulative impacts and consequently, the mitigation
measures. The study should address the cumulative effects including all the potential effects (lane
closures, restriction of turns, parking, etc.) of all components of the proposed project. Therefore,
the cumulative impacts are under-estimated. The cumulative impacts evaluation needs to be
updated to inciude all the relevant comments noted on the project impacts section, above.

This section includes mitigation measures at various significantly impacted intersections identified
in the study. The mitigation measures offer payment of fair-share contribution towards widening
and improving intersections, street segments, signal system improvements, and lane re-striping
improvements. The physical feasibility of these improvements has not been established although
the mitigation measure descriptions do state whether a specific improvement can be implemented
within existing right-of-way or not. However, there is no discussion or preliminary conceptual
analysis of the extent of width and length of physical widening and consequently, the amount of
right-of-way needed. The actual potential availability of this right-of-way need and hence, the
improvement’s technical feasibility has not been established. In other words, the potential
possibility of implementation of these mitigation measures have not been determined or assessed
in this section. The potential secondary impacts, if any, {e.g., land-use or right-of-way) resulting
from these cumulative mitigation measures have not been addressed in the EiR.

This section includes signal system improvement for “overlaps” at intersections (#10 and #12).
These “overlaps” aiready exist in the field and therefore, there is no mitigation measure at these
jocations. -

This section includes a striping modification mitigation measure at intersection no. 9 (Three Palms
Drive and Hacienda Boulevard). This mitigation calls for different use of the same lane at the
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intersection during AM and PM peak hours. This is not a feasible mitigation measure, since it is not
a practical implementable solution.

This section includes a segment cumulative improvement description for Mar Vista Street west of
Colima Road that calls for removal of traffic calming measures such as “bulge outs” along Mar Vista
Street, although the exact same improvement has been discarded as “infeasible” in another section
of the report (see discussion of residual impacts on page 4.7-29, third paragraph starting with
“limiting traffic to non-peak hours... where it states “Temporary elimination of the bulge-outs was
determined to be infeasible.”). Yet, in the cumulative improvements section (Section 4.7.5.1, page
4.7-47), there is the use of an already determined ‘infeasible” improvement to reduce the
cumulative traffic impact. This inconsistency leads to the conclusion that there would be residual
cumulative significant impacts due to the proposed project along Mar Vista Street west of Colima
Road.

Section 4.7.6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Page 4.7-48)

This section includes a table showing all the mitigation measures, requirements, compliance
verification method, timing, and responsible party. The mitigation requirements and compliance
methods do not correlate with the descriptions for Mitigation Measures T-1c and T-1d. The
mitigation measures do not involve any form of capacity improvements or access enhancements
and therefore, do not comply to the requirements or compliance verification noted in the fable.
Limits on usage and operation would not only require verification at the time of impiementation
but also require constant monitoring and enforcement. These requirements have not been
discussed in the table. The same issue applies to Mitigation Measure T-2a, for various items where
compliance with specific traffic control plans, construction time periods, preparation and use of
" construction zones, and consequent reduction of capacities through lane closures and other
restrictions would need to be monitored and enforced throughout the course of construction of the
pipeline, tie-in, and re-construction of the pavement along Colima Road and La Mirada Boulevard.

SECTION 4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES

The following comments have been provided by Psomas, based on a focused evaluation of the
Hydrotogy and Water Resources section of the Draft EIR. These comments are directed mostly on
the factors that affect the project’s impacts, mitigation measures, and the resulting potential residual
significant impacts.

General Comments

This section lacks a hydrology study that would compare existing and proposed drainage patterns
and flow rates. This analysis is necessary because the focation and sizing of potential mitigation
measures, such as detention basins, can affect the project description and project boundary and

can invoke other environmental impacts.

A project hydrology study may demonstrate the need for additional storm drain facilities to ensure
existing and proposed flow rates and velocities are similar and do not create a significant impact.
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Project impact humbers WR.1, WR.2, WR.3, and WR.4 describe the phase of the impact to occur
during drilling, testing, and construction. However, because the project will exist in perpetuity, the
phase of “post construction” should be added to the list of project phases for these project impacts.

Section 4.8.2.2, Reference to NPDES within SWkCB Section (Page 4.8-4)

Parallel to the other policies and regulations mentioned in this section, the State Water Resources
Control Board section should include a reference to the Construction General Permit Order 2009~
0009-DWQ, the regulation for storm water discharges from construction sites.

Section 4.8.4, Analysis of Potential Increases in Storm Runoff Lacking Appropriate Detail (Page
4.8-6)

The second paragraph of this section states that the “...the overall increase of impervious surface is
expected to be minimal and would not alter downstream 100-year flood hazard areas. Any
increase in runoff could be mitigated onsite to avoid any slight decrease in downstream storm drain
facility capacity.” Without a hydrology study based on the County of Los Angeles methodology, it
is difficult to verify the accuracy of this conclusion and the capital flood should not be the only
storm event investigated.

Section 4.8.4, Mitigation Measure WR-1c (Page 4.8-7)

Catch basin inserts are good at catching trash and debris. However, “filter technology” is so general
that some filters would not be appropriate to capture other pollutants of concern, such as
suspended sediment and potentially oil. It is recommended that filter technology be further
specified to silt fence, straw wattle, or absorbent materials for example.

Section 4.8.4, Impact # WR,2 (Page 4.8-7)

This section describes the grading for access road, pads, and well cellars. However, because the
project site is in a hillside area and because there will be trenching for water and oil line pipes, the
trenching for utilities should be noted as one of the construction activities. This is important
because during construction of utility trenches in hiliside areas, these trenches can become
conduits for storm runoff and can create large amounts of erosion. Potential mitigation measures
during construction of enches could include installation of check dams, additional desilting
basins, and possibly temporary redirection of flow.

Section 4.8.4, 'mpact # WR.3 (Page 4.8-9)

The paragraph that follows the impact description of WR.3 discusses the consequences of
increased imperviousness. It should also be noted that changing the hydrologic boundaries and re-
directing runoff can also result in higher runoff volume and higher peak flows. This is important
because it may be a more significant factor for this project, rather than the minimal increase in
impervious area.
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SECTION 4.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING

General Comments

Listed below are observations and concerns regarding the analysis found within the Draft EIR.
Overall the land use section of the Draft EIR lacks specificity and proper detail to make an

_appropriate evaluation of the proposed project’s impacts. The Draft EIR land use assessment
displays weakness in the following areas:

. Insufficient analysis with respect to Proposition A
. Deferred analysis with respect to project impact conciusions
. Inconsistent characterization of significant and unavoidable impacts

The following is a list of several land use issues that should be reconsidered by both the project
applicant consultant team and the City of Whittier.

The Draft EIR did adequately summarize the land use impacts that are likely to occur at the
proposed project site and vicinity. The Draft EIR did not focus the analysis of the potential impacts
to land uses with the implementation of the proposed project’s crude oil and gas pipelines. The
proposed project should have evaluated the potential incompatibility of ol field development with
the specific tand uses along the proposed oil and gas pipeline. Sensitive receptors along the
pipeline should have been identlfted and the potential of risk of upset and land use incompatibility
should have been analyzed.

At the most basic level, the Draft EIR needs to demonstrate compliance with the process set forth in
the State CEQA Guidelines; the Draft EIR must also show that the applicant has acted in
accordance with the goals of CEQA. Section 15002(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines makes clear
that:

An environmental impact report (EIR) is the public document used by the
governmental agency to analyze the significant environmental effects of a proposed
project, to identify alternatives, and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid the
possible environmental damage.

The Draft EIR failed to address the potential significant environmental impacts related to land use
(including the identification of sensitive land uses and receptors) along the proposed pipeline
routes.

Deferred Analysis with Respect to Project Impact Conclusions (Page 4.17-20)

When evaluating if the project is consistent with General Plan policies and regulations, the Draft
EIR defers the project impact conclusion to the decision-makers and then proceeds to state that
mitigation measures in other resources areas would result in no significant impact to land use. This
conclusion is not logical given that the proposed project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to visual resources and noise (page 4.11-20, second to the last paragraph
under Residual Impacts, and page 4.11-21, third paragraph). The analysis fails to address the
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question regarding the proposed project’s consistency with the exiting plans and regulations (i.e.,
Proposition A, etc.). :

Insufficient Conclusions regarding Project Consistency (Page 4,11-24)

Page 4.11-24 (entire policy consistency analysis subsection), the Draft EIR mischaracterizes the
project’s consistency with the various plans, goals, and policies. In numerous places within the
document (beginning on Page 4.11-24), the document misrepresents the proposed project’s
conflict with local policy. Table 1, Sampling of Draft EIR Inconsistency with Plan, Policies, and
Goals, below presents a brief sampling of these errors. As noted in column two of the table {Draft
EIR Policy Analysis), the Draft EIR presents non-committal conclusions regarding the project

consistency with the General Plan, goals and policies.

City of Whittier General Plan

TABLE 1
SAMPLING OF DRAFT EIR INCONSISTENCY WITH PLAN, POLICIES, AND GOALS

Policy 5.1: Develop and
retain parks and
recreation areas
throughout the City to
serve  the greatest
number of residents.

‘The proposed project

Consistency  Analysis:
The proposed project is
within the City-owned
portion of the Preserve.

would utilize portions of
the existing Arroyo
Pescadero Tratlhead,
thereby impacting
portions of each of the
three trails. However,
mitigation measures
developed for Section
4.14, Recreation, couid
offset some of the
associated impacts to
recreation.  Therefore,
the proposed project
may be consistent with

this policy.

Conflict

The proposed project is
in direct conflict with
the City’s General Plan
Policy . 5.1, The
proposed project by its
very nature eliminates
parkland in an
established Preserve.
The intent of the policy
is to preserve parks and
recregtion and  the
proposed project would
eliminate at least 7 acres
of open space and park
land and impact an
exiting traithead,
therefore, the proposed
project conflicts with
this policy.

Goal 6: Encourage the
retention and
development of
parkways, median strips,
green belts, bike trails,
and other open
landscape areas, which
provide scenic variety

Consistency  Analysis:
The proposed projed is
within an area with
important ecological
resources as - identified
in the Resource
Management Plan. The
potential for oils spills

Conflict

The proposed project
does not retain or
preserve open  space,
recreational areas or
trails. The project would
be located within an
important ecological
resource area and would
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and aesthetic
improvement,

TABLE 1
SAMPLING OF DRAFT EIR INCONSISTENCY WITH PLAN, POLICIES, AND GOALS,
Continued

during drali]ng and
production and from the
oil and gas pipeline is a

primary concern
affecting these
resources. Section 4.2,
Biological  Resources,
discusses biclogical

impacts of oil spills,
Mitigation measures
deveioped for Section
4,2 would minimize
these impacts. ’
The proposed project
would utilize portions of
the existing  Arroyo
Pescadero Trailhead,
thereby impacting
portioris of each of the
three trails used for

recreatiopal  activities.
However, mitigation
measures developed for
Section 4,14,

Recreation, could offset
some of the associated
impacts to recreation.
Therefore, the proposed

Project may be
consistent  with  this

policy.

reduce the amoun
open space, recreational
areas or trails, The
purpose of mitigation
measudres are to oifset
the impact(s) a project
may have. The fact that
the policy analysis can
not quantify if the
mitigation measures
{referenced in Section
4.14} are effective at
reducing the impact o
fess than significant
presents an inconclusive
evaluation, Specific
word choices such as
“could” and "may” are
used which are not
definitive as describing
or evalualing the
project’s impact.

Policy 6.4: Promote the | Consistency  Analysis: | Conflict The same analysis is
preservation of | The proposed project is presented under Goal 6
important ecological { within an area with and for Policy 6.4. The
resources within  the | important ecological proposed project does
planning area through a | resources as identified not promaote the
variety of  means, | in the Resource preservation of
including setting aside | Management Plan, The important ecological
areas for open space, | potential for oils spills resources, The proposed
trails, and recreational | during  drilling  and project by its very
uses, production and from the nature eliminates

oil and gas pipeline is a parkland in an

primary congern established Preserve; the
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TABLE 1
SAMPLING OF DRAFT EIR INCONSISTENCY WITH PLAN, POLICIES, AND GOALS,
Continued

affecting these project site is designated
resources. Section 4.2, as Preservation
Biological  Resources, Management and Core
discusses biological Habitat Zones in the
impacts of oil spills, RMP;  therefore, the
Mitigation measures project is inconsistency
developed for Section with the goal and intent
4.2 would minimize | . of Policy 6.4,
these impacls. Additionally, the fact
The proposed project that the policy analysis
would utilize portions of can not guantify if the
the existing  Arroyo _ mitigation measures
Pescadero Trailhead, referenced are effective
thereby impacting at reducing the project’s
portions of each of the impact to less than
three Iraiis wused for significant presents an
recreational  activities. inconclusive evaluation.
However, mitigation Specific word choices
measures developed for such & “could” and
Section 414, “may” are used, which
Recreation, could offset are not definitive as
some of the associated describing or evatuating
impacts to recreation. the project’s impact.
Therefore, the proposed

Project may be

consistent  with  this

policy.

Pursuant to Section 15002(h)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Whittier has the
responsibility to evaluate and fully consider imposing conditions for project approval that would
protect the environment from significant impacts related to land use and planning. No specific,
feasible mitigation measures were provided for land use and planning, even though the analysis in
the Draft EIR indicates that the proposed project would be inconsistent with various policies in the
City of Whittier's General Plan, As stated in Section 15003(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the
project applicant has an obligation to afford the “fullest possible protection to the environment
within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” Inconsistencies with the City of Whittier
General Plan Land Use element should be addressed and proper mitigation measures provided.
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Section 4.11, Characterization of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts (Pages 4.11-20- 4.11-22)
Section 15002(h) of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states:

CEQA requires more than merely preparing environmental documents. The EiR by
itself does not control the way in which a project can be built or carried out. Rather,
when an FIR shows that a project would cause substantial adverse changes in the
environment, the governmental agency must respond to the information.

The Draft EIR conclusions regarding the ability to mitigate impacts to land use below the level of
significance are not supported by substantial evidence. Page 4.11-22 (last paragraph) of the Draft
EIR states:

tmplementation of mitigation measures throughout all other issue areas within the
document, particularly Air Quality, Biology, Water Resources, Noise, and
Aesthetics and Visual Resources would reduce impacts to less than significant with
mitigation. However, aesthetic impacts would remain significant after mitigation
and create incompatibility issues that are detailed in impact LU.2.

However, this characterization of impacts is not correct. As stated on page 4.11-20 (third
paragraph}, Impact LU.2, the project’s drilling activities would increase noise levels that would be
incompatible with adjacent land uses and impacts would be significant and unavoidable after
incorporation of mitigation.

tnsufficient Proposition A Analysis (Page 4.11-22)

Page 4.11-22 {under Impact LU.6) states “The proposed Project conflicts with adopted land use
plans, policies, ordinances, habitat conservation plans, or planning efforts to protect the
recreational resources of the area,” however, there is no analysis on the relationship and
interaction between the funds used under Proposition A to acquire the proposed project site, the
regulations and procedural requirements of Proposition A, and the proposed project’s potential
conflict. Specifically, the proposed project should have been evaluated with the following sections
of the 1992 Proposition.

Section 16. (a) stipulates that no funds authorized under Section 8 may be disbursed to any
recipient unless the recipient agrees:

= (1To maintain and operate in perpetuity the property acquired, developed,
improved, rehabilitated or restored with the funds. With the approval of the
granting agency, the recipient or its successors in interest in the property may
transfer the responsibility to maintain and operate the property in accordance with
this Section.
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- (2) To use the property only for the purposes of this order and to make no other
use, sale, or disposition of the property, except as provided in subdivision {b) of this
Section 16.7
" by K the use of the property acquired through gfants pursuant to this order is

changed to one other than a use permitted under the category from which the funds
were provided, or the property is sold or otherwise disposed of, an amount equal to
the (1) amount of the grant, (2) the fair market value of the real property, or (3) the
proceeds from the portion of such property acquired, developed, improved,
rehabilitated or restored with the grant, whichever is greater, shall be used by the
recipient, subject to subdivision a of this Section, for a purpose authorized in that
category or shall be reimbursed to the Parks Fund and be available for
appropriation only for a use authorized in that category. If the property sold or
otherwise disposed of is less than the entire interest in the property originally
acquired, developed, improved, rehabilitated or restored with the grant, an amount
equal to the proceeds or the fair market value of the property interest sold or
otherwise disposed of, whichever is greater, shall be used by the grantee, subject to
subdivision (a) of this Section, for a purpose authorized in that category or shall be
reimbursed to the Parks Fund and be available for appropriation only for a use
authorized in that category.®®

Specified Use of the Grant Money

None of the mitigation measures included in the land use section of the Draft EIR addresses the
impact of the land lost {a minimum of a 7 acres reduction) within the Preserve. As the grant monies
were originally designated for land.conservation, it would appear prudent to quantify the total area
of impact, including the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects and provide for a land acquisition
mitigation measure such that there is no net loss in the size of the conservation area. Section 16 of
the 1992 Proposition states the following:

Section 16. {a) requires that no funds authorized under Section 8 may be disbursed to any
recipient unless the recipient agrees:

" {1} To maintain and operate in perpetuity the property acguired, developed,
improved, rehabilitated or restored with the funds. With the approval of the
granting agency, the recipient or its successors in interest in the property may
transfer the responsibility to maintain and operate the property in accordance with
this Section.

7 County of Los Angeles, Accessed 8 November 2010. 1992 Proposition. Available at:
http://openspacedistrict.lacounty.info/ems t_033687.pdf

3 County of Los Angeles. Accessed B November 2030. 1992 Proposition, Available at:
hitp://openspacedistrict.lacounty.infofcms1_033687.pdf
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) (2) To use the property only for the purposes of this order and to make no other use,
sale, or disposition of the property, except as provided in subdivision (b) of this
Section 16.**
. (b) If the use of the property acquired through grants pursuant to this order is

changed to one other than a use permitted under the category from which the funds
were provided, or the property is sold or otherwise disposed of, an amount equal to
the (1) amount of the grant, (2) the fair market value of the real property, or (3} the
proceeds from the portion of such property acquired, developed, improved,
rehabititated or restored with the grant, whichever is greater, shall be used by the
recipient, subject to subdivision a of this Section, for a purpose authorized in that
category or shall be reimbursed to the Parks Fund and be available for
appropriation only for a use authorized in that category. If the property sold or
otherwise disposed of is less than the entire interest in the property originally
acquired, developed, improved, rehabilitated or restored with the grant, an amount
equal to the proceeds or the fair market value of the property interest sold or
otherwise disposed of, whichever is greater, shall be used by the grantee, subject to
subdivision {a) of this Section, for a purpose authorized in that category or shall be
reimbursed to the Parks Fund and be available for appropriation only for a use
authorized in that category.®

Section 17 (b} states that for the purposes of the order, acquisition may include gifts, purchases,
leases, easements, the exercise of eminent domain if expressly authorized, the transfer or exchange
of property of like value, transfers of development rights or credits, and purchases, of development
rights and other interests.*'

Procedural Provisions of the Disposal of the Lands

The Procedural Guide assists agencies in the application and administration of grant funds
allocated in the Safe Neighborhood Parks Propositions of 1992 {Sections 8{a)(1), 8{a)(2), 8(b)}(1},
8(b)(2), and 8(d)] and 1996 [Sections 3{a)(1}, 3(b}, 3(c)(1), and 3(c)(2) and 241.* The Draft EIR Land
Use section has not specified how the project will meet the Procedural Guide.

A resolution of any disposal of property affecting the drilling for oil on the subject property may
include considering some of the proceeds to be derived from the oil operation as non-recreational
income. Section (3)(B)(7)of the Procedural Guide outlines the process:

B County of Los Angeles, Accessed 8 November 2010, 1992 Proposition, Available at:
htip:/fopenspacedisirict.lacounty.info/cms1_033687.pdf

2 County of Las Angeles. Accessed 8 November 2010, 1392 Proposition. Available at:
http://openspacedistrict.lacounty.infofcms1_033687.pdf

31 County of Los Angeles. Accessed 8 November 2010. 1992 Proposition. Available at:
hitp:/fopenspacedistrict. lacounty.infofems1_033687.pdf
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lli.B.7. Use of Income

Any income accruing from the intended recreational uses of a Project may be spent
at the Grantee's discretion, consistent with the Grantee’s normal procedure.

If the Grantee earns any gross income from non-recreational use of a Project (such
as rental from agricultural or concession leases), the Grantee must use the funds for
recreation development or additional acquisition, operation, or maintenance at the
Project site, uniess the District approves otherwise.

Gross income that accrues to a Project during and/or as a part of Project
development, from sources other than the intended use(s), also must be used for
further development of that particular Project.

If the gross income and earned interest are not used for additional acquisition,
development, operation, programming, or maintenance of the Project, and the
District has not approved another use of such income, then the Grantee must return
such income and interest to the District, or the District will reduce the amount of
the Grant by the amount of such income and interest.

Gross income includes the fair market value of real property, personal property, and
personal services received in exchange for non-recreational activity conducted on
the land acquired and/or developed.

Public Park Preservation Act of 1971 {Public Resources Code Section 5400-5409)

According to the Public Park Preservation Act of 1971, a “public park” includes only a park
operated by a public agency. Per Section 5400.6 of the Act, "operating entity” means the entity
owning the park land and the facilities thereon. The Draft EIR has not analyzed or explained how
the proposed project would comply with Sections 5401, and 5405 of the Park Preservation Act, as
provided below:

5401. (a) No city, city and county, county, public district, or agency of the state,
including any division, department or agency of the state government, or public
utility, shall acquire (by purchase, exchange, condemnation, or otherwise} any real
property, which property is in use as a public park at the time of such acquisition,
for the purpose of utilizing such property for any nonpark purpose, unless the
acquiring entity pays or transfers to the legislative body of the entity operating the
park sufficient compensation or land, or both, as required by the provisions of this
chapter to enable the operating entity to replace the park land and the facilities
thereon’ (b) Where the operating entity and the acquiring entity are one and the
same, the entity is subject to the provisions of this chapter pertaining to both
operating and acquiring entities, and the entity is, as acquiring entity, required to
make funds or tand, or both, available pursuant to Section 5405 or 5407.2, and, as
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operating entity, required to acquire or improve park lands and facilities pursuant to
Sections 5404, 5407, 5407.1, and 5407.2,

The Draft EIR did not evaluate how the proposed project would comply with the requirements of -
Section 5405 pertaining to the mitigation requirements for the disposal of lands:

5405. Unless the provisions of Section 5407.2 are applicable, the amount of
compensation or land, or both, required by this chapter for the taking of the park
land and facilities shall be equal to one of the following: (a) The cost of acquiring
substitute park land of comparable characteristics and of substantially equal size
focated in an area which would aliow for use of the substitute park fand and
facilities by generally the same persons who used the existing park land and
facilities, and the cost of acquiring substitute facilities of the same type and number,
plus the cost of development of such substitute park land, including the placing of
such substitute facilities thereon; (b} Substitute park land of comparable
characteristics and of substantially equal size located in an area which would aliow
for use of the substitute park land by generally the same persons who used the
existing park land, and the cost of acquiring substitute facilities of the same type
and number, plus the cost of development of such substitute park Jand, including
the placing of such substitute facilities thereon; {c) Any combination of substitute
park land and compensation in an amount sufficient to provide substitute park land
of comparable characteristics and of substantially equal size located in an area
which would allow for use of the substitute park land and facilities by generally the
same persons who used the existing park land and facilities, and to. provide
substitute facilities of the same type and number, plus the cost of development of
such substitute park land, including the placing of such substitute facilities thereon.

SECTION 4.14 RECREATION
Section 4.14.2, Regulatory Setting (Page 4.14-5)

The Regulatory Setting does not address the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and
Recreation’s Strategic Management Asset Plan for 2020 and its goals. The County of Los Angeles
Department of Parks and Recreation’s Strategic Management Asset Plan for 2020 outlines
recreation goals for the County of Los Angeles.

Section 4.14.3, Significance Criteria (Page 4.14-8)

The Draft EIR states the significance criteria for the proposed project are based on the “California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines and previous Environmental impact Reports on
regional energy projects.”® However, the significance criteria presented is not consistent with the
‘CEQA significance criteria.

# City of Whittier. October 2010. Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project Environmental Impact Report, Public
Draft, Prepared by: Marine Research Specialists, Ventura, CA.
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* Section 4.14.4, Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Page 4.14-9)

Consequently, the project impacts do not address how the proposed project would potentially
impact recreation in regards to meeting the goals of the Strategic Management Asset Plan for 2020.

The proposed project would not meet the goals of the Strategic Management Asset Plan for 2020.
Mitigation measures should be included to ensure the recreation goals of the Strategic Management
Asset Plan for 2020 are met.

The Draft EIR states the proposed project site will prohibit user access to three of the Arroyo
Pescadero Trailheads and the Deer Loop Trail. Mitigation Measures (REC-1a and REC-1b) in the
section state the Applicant shall construct and maintain a pedestrian trail. As the proposed project
is impacting more than one trail, mitigation measures should be added to address construction and
maintenance of more than one pedestrian frail.

The Draft EIR offers Mitigation Measure REC-1a as “The Applicant shall construct and maintain a
pedestrian frail....”* Though the mitigation measure states maintenance will be included in the
proposed project, the mitigation measure does not state the kind of maintenance that will be
provided. The mitigation measure should include specific measures the City will take to maintain
trails for recreational uses. :

The Draft EIR states that Mitigation Measures REC-1a and REC-1b will ensure the construction and
maintenance of a pedestrian trail. However, the trails that will be impacted by the proposed project
(the Arroyo Pescadero Trailheads and the Deer Loop Trail) are multi-use trails for hiking, pets on
leash, and horseback riding. Mitigation measures should be added to address construction and
maintenance of multi-use trails.

Section 4.14.5, Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Page 4.14-12)

The Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures section states that, “none of the proposed
residential, commercial, or institutional projects listed in Section 3.0, Cumulative Projects
Description would impact recreation at the Preserve.”” However, in Section 15130, Discussion of
Cumulative Impacts, in CEQA,* cumulative impacts are defined as impacts that are created as a .
result of a combination of the proposed project evaluated in the EIR with other projects. In this
Draft EIR, the cumulative impacts did not include the impacts the proposed project has on the
Preserve. The cumulative impacts should include the impacts the proposed project has on the
Preserve in addition to the proposed residential, commercial, or institutional projects listed in
Section 3.0, Cumulative Projects Description,

3 City of Whittier. October 2010. Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project Environmental Impact Report, Public
Draft. Prepared by: Marine Research Specialists, Ventura, CA,

3 City of Whittier. October 2010. Whittier Main Oif Field Development Project Environmental impact Report, Public
Draft. Prepared by: Marine Research Specialists, Ventura, CA.

3 Ascociation of Envirenmental Professionals. 2010. 2070 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} Statute and
Guidetines. Available at:
hitps/Awww.califaep.orgiresources/Documents/FINAL% 20CEQA % 20Handbook % 20HighQuality pdf
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SECTION 5.0 WHITTIER PRO}ECT ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Section 5.1, Description of Alternatives and Screening Analysis

On page 5.2, the viable alternatives to the proposed project discussion needs to be presented with
all necessary elements including a preferred access road so that the total impacts of the alternative
- can be equally compared to the total impacts of the proposed project. The Draft EIR configuration
of “groups” of alternatives (Alternative Drilling and Production Sites; Alternative Access Roads;
Alternative Truck Loading Facilities; and Alternative Pipeline Routes) does not permit this. It is
necessary to have all project components described for each alternative because the total impacts
for the alternative are compared to the total impacts of the proposed project and the alternative is
either screened out or kept for further detailed analysis and comparison io the proposed project.

Screening out of alternatives “Savage Canyon Landfill” and “La Habra Pipeline”: Considering the
benefits of each of these alternatives for moving project elements away from residences and habitat
areas, the screening analysis data is too general to adequately make a determination of the viability
of these alternatives. Section 151 26.6(h) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that “the
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable
of avoiding or substantially lessening and significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”
The Draft EIR facks concrete data with references that demonstrates and reinforces the decision to
eliminate these alternatives from further consideration.

Transportation and Circulation

Alternatives analyses do not provide any guantitative evaluation of the specific transportation
related impacts of the various components of the proposed project, although some of these
alternatives have heen designed for their construction traffic to utilize different access points as
well as different external streets to reach the regional street system. Some of the conclusions as
they relate to traffic impacts are subjective since no quantitative evaluation of the affected
roadways that are different for some of these alternatives than those of the proposed project (since
access roadways to the facilities on site would be different for these alternatives compared to the
proposed project) are provided. As such, there is no basis for making conclusions (less or more
transportation impacts in comparison to the proposed project as shown in Tables 5-1 and 5-2,
pages 5-22 and 5-24, respectively, of Section 5.0) since there is no description of level or
magnitude of construction activity associated with these alternatives, in comparison to the
proposed project and consequently, the number of trips that these alternatives produce and their
effect on the access and other external roadway system elements. More information relative to
specific potentially impacted locations, their level of significance and a comparison to the

proposed project’s impacts at the same or different locations should be provided in an updated

alternatives analysis section of the EiR.

The alternatives section lacks hydrology studies for viable alternative projects to compare existing
and proposed drainage patterns and flow rates. This analysis is necessary because the magnitude
and location of new roadways and truck loading facilities, and the sizing of potential mitigation
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measures such as detention basins, can vary from project to project. This could affect the project
description and project boundary and can invoke other environmental impacts.

The full range of environmental impacts associated with alternative pipeline alignments has not
been described and evaluated. For example, potential crossing utility conflicts may add impacts
and corresponding mitigation measures. This is important because utility relocations may have
secondary impacts such as temporary impacts to traffic.

Insufficient Alternative Figures for Analysis (Page 5-3)

The use of aerial photography for the Section 5.0 figures is very useful for showing locations of
residences,. previously disturbed areas, and vegetation. However, the alternatives section of the
report lacks a figure that delineates the approximate limits of the oil reservoir area in the Preserve,
details the topographic contours of the project area, and places the location of the Whittier Fault.
The District needs this information to fully evaluate the proposed alternatives and their locations.
Without such a figure, it is difficult to determine the physical constraints for oil extraction and
placement of supporting project elements. Comparative analysis of the alternatives would also
benefit from such a figure.

Alternative Figures Lacking Appropriate Detail for Evaluation (Page 5-4)

While Figure 5-1, Location of Alternatives and Access Roads, is useful for placing the location of
each of the consolidated alternatives in the project area, each of the alternatives should have its
own figure that shows the preferred access route, trucking facility, processing facilities and pipeline
locations for each. The reader has to rely on textual description of the alternatives, making it
difficult to compare the total impacts of alternatives equally to the proposed project in its entirety
when deciding whether to screen the alternative out or to keep it for further analysis.

Section 5.1.2.1, Consolidated Central Site (Page 5-6)

Figure 5-2, Consolidated Central Site, does not show the location of the trucking facility, pipelines,
and access roads that would be used for this alternative.

Section 5.1.2;2, Savage Canyon Landfill Site (Page 5-7)

Consolidating drilling and processing operations to the landfill area, an industrial disturbed site,
would reduce and/or eliminate many of the significant impacts of the proposed project. However,
the Draft EIR indicates that in order to meet project economic goals (i.e., “reach sufficient
quantities of oil™, drilling at the landfill location would need to be supplemented with the East
Well Site (page 5-9). In light of the many advantages of the Central Consolidated Landfill
Alternative, the Draft FIR should provide more definitive data to indicate that the landfill site
drilling area alone would not meet the project economic goals. In addition, Section 15126.6{b) of
the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives
to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening and significant
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the
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praject objectives, or would be more costly.” The text does not provide clear evidence that the
landfil} area alone as a dritling site would be insufficient for meeting project goals.

Section 5.1.2.2, Savage Canyon Landfill Site (Page 5-9)

There is a lack of evidence and references in this section that document the determination that this
alternative is “speculative”. Regarding land use issues, “..the land use impacts under this
alternative would require significant amendments to the existing landfill permits with the State that
could take a long time to achieve. It is also unknown whether such an activity would even be
approvable within the constraints of landfili operations and state and federal regulations.” The Draft
EIR does not indicate specificatly what these feasibility issues are or provide any data or references
that demonstrate that these issues have been sufficiently vetted.

At the most basic level, the Draft EiR needs to demonstrate compliance with the process set forth in
the State CEQA Guidelines; the Draft EIR must aiso show that the applicant has acted in
accordance with the goals of CEQA. Section 15002(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines makes clear
that:

An environmental impact report (EIR) is the public document used by the
governmental agency to analyze the significant environmental effects of a proposed
project, to identify alternatives, and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid the
possible environmental damage.

The Draft FIR should have fully examined the potential for this alternative to reduce significant
impacts to the environment. The Draft EIR failed to address the amendments needed to dismiss this
alternative as infeasible.

Section 5.1.2.4, Consolidated Upper Colima Road Site (Page 5-11)

"The Consolidated Upper Colima Road Site is retained as a viable alternative, however, the text on
page 5-11 lacks an adequate description of the alternative. It is not clear where the processing and
trucking facilities would be located in the description of this alternative and these facilities are not
depicted on Figure 5-4, Upper Colima Road Consolidated Site.

Section 5.1.3.2, Landfill Road Access (Page 5-14)

The text does not indicate if the existing landfill access road located within the Preserve is paved
and if “improvements” include paving. If the road is not paved and would remain unpaved, the
impacts concerning dust generation for 24 to 55 vehicle trips per day need to be calculated and
evaluated.

Section 5.1.4, Alternative Truck Loading Facility Sites (Pages 5-17 to 5-18)

This section should provide a figure that indicates the location of the five loading facility
alternatives in order to make the evaluation of the impacts related to safety and risk of upset easier
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to accomplish and to understand why an alternative truck loading facility was retained for further
analysis or not,

Section 5.1.5.2, La Habra Heights Alighment Pipeline Alternative (Pages 5-20 and 5-21)

This alternative would avoid the traffic and safety problems associated with constructing in an
existing roadway through residential areas. The alternative is dropped for the following generalized
reason: “However, the status of pipelines in the La Habra Heights area is uncertain at this time and
the feasibility of utilizing these pipelines is unknown.”

There is no data or references to verify that this alternative was sufficiently researched. Due to the
fact that many significant impacts involving traffic, noise, and construction near residences would
be avoided, the District recommends the status of the pipelines in the La Habra Heights area and
the feasibility of using these pipelines be determined before eliminating this alternative from further
analysis. '

Section 5.1.5, Alternative Pipeline Alignments (Page 5-21)

Table 5-1, Alternative Screening Analysis — Increase or Decrease in Impacts Relative to Proposed
Project Production and Processing Facilities (Page 5-23) :

This table does not provide information regarding the relative impacts of the Savage Landfill
Canyon consolidated facility as compared to the proposed project. This table should indicate that
this alternative would have lesser impacts to residences and sensitive receptors because it would
be Iocated at a greater distance away. This alternative would likely have simitar spill risks as the
proposed project, however, the risk of spills or other releases as a result of drilling and processing
activities would be limited to a relatively smaller area.

Table 5-2, Alternative Screening Analysis — Increase or Decrease in Impacts Relative to Proposed
Project Access Road, Truck Loading Facility, and Pipeline Alignment Alternatives (Page 5-24)

This table indicates that Catalina Avenue access road would have more impacts related to safety
than the proposed project. However, the discussion in Section 5.1.3.3, Catalina Avenue Access
(C), provided on page 5-16 regarding impacts that are more than the proposed project does not
provide information to support this opinion given in the table. '

SECTION 6.0 COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

General Comments

As in Section 5.0, Section 6.0 does not provide complete alternatives with all of the project
elements of the proposed project. A complete alternative for the environmentally preferred

alternative is not assembled until the end of Section 6.0, by pairing project components after
comparisons have been completed,
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The level of analysis for the Consolidated Central Site Alternative and Upper Colima Road
Alternative varies significantly for some resources issues such as aesthetics, noise, traffic, and
others. All alternatives must be analyzed to a similar level for comparison to the proposed project.

Section 6.3.1.7, page 6-87, of the EIR appears to have failed to accurately characterize an
alternative that is capable of achieving most of the basic objectives of the project and avoiding the
significant effects of the project. There are six significant and unavoidable effects that the
environmentally preferred alternative would have if constructed.

APPENDIX C BIOLOGICAL REPORTS

The faunal list includes several avian special-status species (including two raptors) that are not
included in the Draft FIR. These three avian species are: northern harrier (Circus cyaneus),
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi}. The location of
these species with respect to the proposed project site should be noted.

Thank you for your attention to these comments on these important issues pertaining to the Draft
EIR for the proposed Whittier Qil Field Development Project. If you have any questions, please
contact Ms, Joan Rupert of my staff at 213-351-5126 or by e-mail at jrupert@parks.lacounty.gov.
Sincerely,

s

Russ Guiney
Director, Parks and Recreation
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South Coast
Air Quality Management District

@ 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

(909) 396-2000 » www.aqmd.gov May 6, 2011 \r’
Jeffery Adams g?“"fg‘l‘w’%";
Planning Services Manager
City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street
Whittier, CA 90602

Notice of Preparation of a CEQA Document for the
Whittier Main Qil Field Development Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-
mentioned document. The SCAQMD’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis of potential air quality
impacts from the proposed project that should be included in the draft environmental impact report (EIR). Please send
the SCAQMD a copy of the Draft EIR upon its completion. Note that copies of the Draft EIR that are submitted to the
State Clearinghouse are not forwarded to the SCAQMD. Please forward a copy of the Draft EIR directly to SCAQMD
at the address in our letterhead. In addition, please send with the draft EIR all appendices or technical documents
related to the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and
health risk assessment files. These include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files (not
Adobe PDF files). Without all files and supporting air quality documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to
complete its review of the air quality analysis in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air
quality documentation will require additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.

Air Quality Analysis
The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist

other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency
use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the
SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. The lead agency may wish to consider
using land use emissions estimating software such as URBEMIS 2007 or the recently released CalEEMod. These
models are available on the SCAQMD Website at: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/models.html.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the

project and all air pollu+=nt ~aneees related to the proiect. Air gualitv impacts from hoth construction (including
demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality-impacts typically include, but

are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving,
architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources
(e.g., construction worker vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include,
but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and
vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources,
that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips should be included in the analysis.

The SCAQMD has developed a methodology for calculating PM2.5 emissions from construction and operational
activities and processes. In connection with developing PM2.5 calculation methodologies, the SCAQMD has also
developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. The SCAQMD requests that the lead agency quantify
PM2.5 emissions and compare the results to the recommended PM2.5 significance thresholds. Guidance for
calculating PM2.5 emissions and PM2.5 significance thresholds can be found at the following internet address:
http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/PM2_5/PM2_5.html.

In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts the SCAQMD recommends calculating localized air quality
impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LST’s can be used in addition to the

recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing a CEQA
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document. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead
agency perform a localized significance analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or performing
dispersion modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqashandbook/LST/LST.html.

In the event that the proposed project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles,

it is recommended that the lead agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a

mobile source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile

Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages

at the following internet address: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mobile_toxic/mobile_toxic.html. An analysis

of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air

pollutants should also be included. SCAQMD-1

Mitigation Measures
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible

mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and operation to
minimize or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible
mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for
sample air quality mitigation measures. Additional mitigation measures can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web
pages at the following internet address: www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html Additionally,
SCAQMD’s Rule 403 —~ Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not otherwise required. Other
measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance Document fos
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. This document can be found at the following
internet address: http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/aqguide.html. In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land
uses can be found in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Perspective, which can be found at the following internet address: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s
I .and Use Handbook is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new
projects that go through the land use decision-making process. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4
a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information
Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available

via the SCAQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage (http://www.agmd.gov). SCAQMD-2

P,Bniect Sgeciﬁc Cnmpmante
. ey 15 encouraged to 1eview (e previous comment tetter from AUMD scff submitted on December 10
2010 (attached) for the original Draft EIR and to apply any relevant comments to the analysis in the revised Draft EiR

Comments that may be applicable to the proposed revised project include those relating to calculation methodologies
and suggested mitigation measures.

'.I(‘ihe Sf(_:A:iQMD is wil(ljing t;) work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are accurately
identified, categorized, and evaluated. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call I i
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3244 s P call Ian MacMillan,
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Sincerely,

YA Y 24

Jan MacMillan

May 6, 2011

Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
Government Agency
SCAQMD-1 1.0,4.0 air mitigation
SCAQMD-2 4.0 previous comments
CSDLAC-1 41011 ]‘c’l\gavfewalef — project
CSDLAC-2 4.10.1.1 Wastewater - Los
Coyotes Plant

- Spirit and Intent of
LACRPOSD-1 6.0, 8.0 CEOA
LACRPOSD-2 Figures 2-1, 2-2, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7 and Appendix A D — definecte Impacted

The DEIR will analyze all potential environmental impacts as
required by law. The DEIR should be sufficient for any public
agency to assess al potential environmental impacts of the
LACRPOSD-3 project as mitigated, and to use in connection with any required
permitting actions. Analysis of other issuesis not appropriatein
the DEIR, but may be included in the administrative record as a
whole for the project

PD —Prop A land
guidelines

Aesthetics — location of

LACRPOSD-4 4.6.1.1 & Figure 4.6-1 equipment, eucal yptus
removal

LACRPOSD-5 4.1.4 Air -

LACRPOSD-6 41.41 Air —include impacts

from sites and roads

Air — operational impact

LACRPOSD-7 414 MM
LACRPOSD-8 4.2.8 Bio -
Bio — aternatives to
LACRPOSD-9 6.0 protect gnatcatcher
LACRPOSD-10 4.9.1.3, Appendix F Cultural — Phase 1 survey
LACRPOSD-11 4.9.4 Cultural —
LACRPOSD-12 4.154 Energy —
LACRPOSD-13 4.16.4 Env. Just. -
LACRPOSD-14 4.12.4, Figure 2-6 Fire—FMZ
LACRPOSD-15 4.4.5 Geo -
LACRPOSD-16 4.1.3 GHG —sig thresholds
LACRPOSD-17 4144 GHG -MM
LACRPOSD-18 435 Risk - school, LAX,
emergency plans, fires
LACRPOSD-19 2.0,42,4.12 Risk —FMZ
LACRPOSD-20 4.35 Risk — hazmat
LACRPOSD-21 4.2,4.8 Water — drainage, flow

The DEIR will analyze all potential environmental impacts as
required by law. The DEIR should be sufficient for any public
agency to assess al potential environmental impacts of the
LACRPOSD-22 project as mitigated, and to use in connection with any required
permitting actions. Analysis of other issuesis not appropriatein
the DEIR, but may be included in the administrative record as a

Land Use—Prop A
procedures

whole for the project
Land Use — consistency
LACRPOSD-23 4115 with Prop A conservation

LACRPOSD-24 4114 Land Use -

1-118 Whittier Project EIR




Appendix |

NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
LACRPOSD-25 45.3 Noise -
LACRPOSD-26 484,410, 4134 Public Services — water
supply assessment
LACRPOSD-27 4144 Recreation — areas closed
during construction
L ACRPOSD-28 23,4745 Jratic —consiruction
LACRPOSD-29 4,104 Wastewater -
Alternatives — matrix
LACRPOSD-30 5.0,6.0 comparing alts and
Project
LACRPOSD-31 434 Eﬁg —FMZ beyond oil
Water —include
LACRPOSD-32 42 jurisdictional delineation
HA- 1 Figure 2-12 PD — Timeline
. i PD - map road
HA-2 Figure 2-6, Figure 2-8 improvements and FMZ
PD - acreage include
HA-3 20 roads and pipelines
HA-4 20 PD - routes for 2-ton
trucks
HA-5 2.0 PD — operational traffic
PD - measurement of
HA-6 20 roadway modifications
HA-7 2.3 4144 PD — tr_all modifications
for pipeline
PD - figures include
HA-8 2.0 figures, Appendix A legends and height of
walls
HA-9 414 Air —hybrid vehicles
Air — habitat restoration
HA- 10 414,242 to mitigation GHG
HA-11 424 Bio=HA MM
suggestions
HA-12 4.2, Table 4.2-2, Figure 4.2-3, Appendix C Bio — Specid Status
Species — more surveys
Bio — Special Status
HA-13 424 Species— birds
Bio — Specia Status
Species — impacts during
HA-14 2.0 testing, operational
phases, lifespan  of
project
Bio — Specia Status
HA-15 424 Species — andlyze diff
species  reactions to
human disturbance
Bio — Indirect Impacts —
HA-16 424 edge effects
HA-17 424 Bio — Noise — measures

to reduce noise
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
HA-18 4212,424,453 Bio = Noise — noise
survey
HA- 19 424,453 Bio — Noise — vibrations
impacts
HA-20 424,464 Bio — Light — increased
ambient light imacpts
HA-21 424,464 Bio — Light — night
lighting
Bio — Light — include
HA-22 464 nighttime visual
simulation
Bio — Roads — wildlife on
HA-23 4212,424 roads/trails
HA-24 Minimal window glass would be at the project site. Bio —window glass
Bio — facilities and FMZ
HA-25 Table4.2-3,4.24 impact on habitat
Bio — bermed basin
HA-26 424 impacts on birds, bats
HA-27 424,435 Bio - Increased Hazards
—wildfires, oil spills
Bio — Increased Hazards
HA- 28 414 — toxic exposures for
plants, wildlife
HA-29 4212424 Bio —Wildlife Movement
— impactsto corridor
Bio — Wildlife Movement
HA-30 4212,424 — wildlife avoidance of
facilities
- . . . : Bio — Wildlife Movement
HA-31 Additional mitigation requiring reptile crossing culverts not _ reptiles, amphibians
added. oo
migration pathways
HA-32 424 Bio —Wildlife Nursery —
Bio — Core Habitat —
HA-33 424 impacts  to overall
function of CH
HA-34 424 Bio — Core Habitat —
HA-35 424,4115 Bio - Core Habitat -
wildlife refuge
Bio — Cumulative
HA-36 4.2.6 Impacts — current
recreation impacts
HA- 37 School fencing is outside the scope of the EIR. Risk —fence height biw
Preserve & school
HA-38 435 Rlsk—sp|llsfr(_)m storage
and transportation
HA-39 435,445 Geo —rupture of pipeline,
tanks
HA-40 453 Noise =impacts on
ranger residence
Aesthetics — impacts
HA-41 464 fromtrail user's

perspective
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment #

EIR Section Where Issue Addressed

Issue Area

HA-42

4.6.4

Aesthetics — detailed
photo simulations of all
phases

HA-43

474

Traffic —all traffic
impacts on Penn, Colima,
Catalinal; explanation for
route selection

HA-44

23,474

Traffic — Project parking

HA-45

2.3

Traffic —include
workover and redrill
traffic

HA-46

23,474

Traffic — solid-waste
disposal trucks

HA-47

23,474

Traffic — clarify round
and single trips

HA-48

42,484

Water — drainage and
runoff impacts

HA-49

4.8.4

Wastewater — map
bermed basins and
analyze impacts

HA-50

4.115.2

Land Use—
inconsuistency with RMP

HA-51

Outside of scope — not yet approved

Land Use — analyze
consistency with
proposed General Plan
update

HA-52

Outside of scope

Land Use—Prop A
conflicts

HA-53

4124

Fire— MM for
compressed air foam unit,
emergency vehicle garage

HA-54

4124

Public Services—
wildland fire impacts on
ranger services

HA-55

434,4124

Public Services— impacts
and MM for ranger
residence

HA-56

4144

Recreation — reduce
impacts to trail users

HA-57

4144

Recreation — trail
closures

HA-58

4144

Recreation — impacts to
outdoor education,
interpretive programming

HA-59

5.0,6.0

Alternatives — alt that
reduce habitat
fragmentation, project
footprint, edge effects

HA-60

5.0,6.0

Alternatives — offsite alt

CLH

20,474

Traffic impacts
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PETITION — OPPOSING USE OF PENN STREET AS ACCESS TO WHITTIER OIL
DRILLING SITE
In Response to the Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project
Environmental Impact Report Public Draft, October 2010

A petition of PENN STREET RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES

Addressed to Whittier City Council and Jeff Adams, Community Development Department,
City of Whittier

WE THE UNDERSIGNED WOULD LIKE TO BRING YOUR ATTENTION TO THE
FOLLOWING PROBLEM, WITH RECOMMENDATION(S):

Penn Street is a high density, diverse working class neighborhood. We represent a broad range of the
City’s population ranging from lower to middle income strata. As such, residents and businesses have
historically not represented themselves and their interests to the City regarding various cumulative
uses of Penn Street which significantly impact our health, safety and quality of life. This is an issue of
Environmental Justice, Safety and Hazard, and Health Risk for Penn Street constituents.

1. Inadequate parking for multifamily residential apartments:

Penn Street has over 500 residents between Painter Street and the entrance to the landfill. Particularly
east of Painter suffers from inadequate parking as a result of the City allowing multifamily residential
development without requiring parking as needed by the density allowed. It is not uncommon for
Penn Street residents to not be able to park in front of where we live.

2. City Landfill and trash trucks:

Penn Street is used as the primary access for the City Landfill and all related activities, including
trucks importing dirt, sometimes in excess of 250 trucks per day. Some of those trucks are extra heavy
and our houses rumble with it and have suffered cracks in our foundations and walls.

3. Penn Park traffic and parking:

Penn Street bears the burden of traffic to and from Penn Park. On weekends the Park is heavily used
for parties and large gatherings; and all those people fill up the few parking spaces and the cars park
on Penn Street. People using Penn Park have had to search for parking a couple blocks away.

4. Whittier College has a severe problem with inadequate parking:

Whittier College is leasing the fields and facilities to local high schools and colleges and has frequent
events and games of their own which all the traffic and parking issues spill onto Penn Street and have
for many years. To compound this impact Whittier College has concurrently blocked traffic through
the campus due to construction, resulting in Penn Street becoming, more of, the parking lot for
Monday and Tuesday night practices, Friday night and Saturday practices and games. There have
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been accidents related to this use alone in the past few months. With this upgrade to the Sports
Complex currently being developed they really need to put in a major parking area for a significant
amount of cars and buses for visitors. It is not always all about sporting events; they have other events
as well.

5. Penn Street short-cut traffic at rush hours:

In addition to adjoining neighborhoods on Canyon Drive, Canyon Crest Road and Summit Drive
which use Penn Street, there is a large volume of rush hour short-cut traffic from Mar Vista up College
and down Penn Street. These cars travel fast, and accidents have occurred on Penn between College
and Earlham as a result.

There is also a lot of foot traffic as well due to the college, park and neighborhood. You will see many
people walking their dogs, people with baby strollers and small children, as well as people walking to
the college and to Uptown.

6. Penn Street wasn’t even the first choice:

Due to the complaints of neighborhoods of higher socio-economic status and much lower density,
Penn Street has been singled out as the alternative preferred access for the oil operations construction
and long term access activities, allegedly, because it was thought that we won’t notice.

Penn St. residents were NEVER notified of the proposed project. The City must send out notification
of the project to all residents living on Penn St.

Having oil trucks in addition to everything mentioned above is nothing more than an assault on Penn
Street. We feel it is just too much to burden us with.

7. Restricted parking on Penn Street:

A council member publicly disclosed that ALL parking will be restricted on Penn Street, from
Pickering to the land fill, to allow SAFE uses. This restriction is IMPRACTIAL and places an undue
hardship on the residents and businesses.

8. Decreased home values:

The increased truck traffic will decrease the value of homes on Penn St. The oil truck traffic will
industrialize a residential neighborhood.

9. Increased air pollution:
The EIR clearly states that there will be an increase in pollution associated with the truck traffic. Penn
St. residents should not be exposed to these pollutants! Further, the Penn St. access to the oil facility

is by far the longest route, thereby causing even more pollution in our city neighborhoods, and impacts
to the habitat in our hills.
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STATEMENT OF PETITION

The undersigned people request that NO oil project construction and/or long term operations
vehicular access be allowed via Penn Street. The oil company and the City must find a way to
access its resources in a way that does NOT create further impacts to our SAFETY, health, and
quality of life.

More in-depth study of the cumulative impacts of uses of Penn Street must be considered
thoroughly in the EIR process. We request that this neighborhood be considered for the actual
humanity contained in it, appropriately. This includes deeper consideration in Section 4.3, Safety,
Risk of Upset, and Section 4.1 Air Quality, and also Section 4.16.4 Environmental Justice, where the
document acknowledges that “the future potential development could disproportionately impact
minority populations,” (page 4.16-8).

Impacts to this neighborhood of gver 500 residents should not be considered insignificant by our

City Council, regardless of the statistics chosen to validate this approach.

If Penn Street is still considered, mitigation of impacts for Penn Street ON Penn Street should be
included, and we hereby request disclosure of a COMPLETE traffic plan for this street in advance
of adoption of the Final EIR and review of such with the residents, including implementation of safety
measures such as, but not limited to, signage, enhanced pedestrian crosswalks to protect our children,
enforcement of speed limits, alternative routing of all special events (i.e., sporting events and practices
at Whittier College, weddings and large gatherings at Penn Park, etc...)

We also request physical mitigation of the impacts of noise, vibration and air quality due to the
cumulative traffic, including soundproofing of windows, added vegetation buffers, increased street
sweeping, timely repairs by the City of damage to roads, sidewalks and driveways, etc.

We further request that this oil project in its entirety from production to transportation be fully
insured for a catastrophic natural or human event/subsidence/toxic contamination/combustive
or explosive failure and funds be set up for medical and property needs for residents along the
access route. In the event that a resident is in need of medical services or there is damage to property,
that there will be funds available to pay for this. This is in an effort to get the medical attention
quickly without having to engage in years of legal action. It should be noted that people requesting
compensation for quick medical attention be able to go to their own physician and not the company
doctor chosen by the oil company and its affiliates. This is in no way a substitute for individual or
collective lawsuits regarding death, injury, or damage, but merely a way for people to get medical and
other attention quickly if a tanker truck overturns, a well explodes, a pipeline ruptures, or any other
potential event related to this oil project in any way. There must be a reasonable and responsive

process in place for handling these contingencies.

We also request advance notice from the City of any changes to traffic levels and any other
potential added uses of Penn Street for any purpose.

We also request that the lead agency (City Council) engage with the Penn Street neighborhood in
a constructive manner to address the various issues stated above.
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SIERRA a1 3765 e
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% WWW. sierraclub.org

FOUNDED 1892

Suite 320

San Gabriel Valley Task Force
Puente-Chino Hills Task Force

Draft Comments on Whittier Oil Drilling Project Scoping

The San Gabriel Valley and Puente-Chino Hills Task Forces of the Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club have
read the Notice of Preparation and Scoping Document for an Environmenta Impact Report (EIR) for the
Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project REVISED. We jointly submit the following commentsin
response to the scoping process prior to preparation of a new Draft Environmental Report on proposed renewed
oil drilling in Whittier.

The San Gabriel Valley Task Force was created to address environmental issuesin the San Gabriel Valey. The
focus of the San Gabriel Valley Task Forceis on potential enhancements of natural areas, open space and
recreational opportunities within the San Gabriel Valley, the watersheds of the San Gabriel River and the Rio
Hondo, the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains, and the hills defining the margins of the Valley. We support
the enhancement of the wildlife corridor managed by the Native Habitat Authority and protection of open-
space and recreational activitiesin the Puente-Chino Hills.

The mission of the Puente-Chino Hills Task Force isto work towards the preservation and biological integrity of the
Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor which extends from the Whittier Narrows to the Santa Ana Mountains, as well as
providing open-space and recreational activities within the Puente-Chino Hills.

The Sierra Club believes that “no leasing, renewing of unworked |eases, devel opment facilities such as pipelines, or
disruptive exploratory work such as drilling should be allowed in existing or potential conservation system units where
these activities could lead to the destruction of the values the systems were designed to protect” (Sierra Club, National
Policy). In addition, since these lands were purchased with Proposition A funds, it is required that the lands remain as
open space in perpetuity unless there is an appropriate land exchange. However, because environmental evaluation
required by CEQA , we submit the following comments.

Task Forces have great concern about the new proposal to consolidate drilling and processing with access for
vehicles two tons and under through Catalina Avenue while vehicles larger than two tons would use the Penn
Street entrance and the landfill road to access the site through the North Access Road.

e [(Consolidated Central Site and Savage Canyon Landfill Road: This proposal was deemed the most
environmentally preferred alternative in the 2010 DEIR. I mpacts of this proposal must be thoroughly
studied. Simply “consolidating” the impacts to one area, which has already been the site of restoration
efforts, negates all efforts and resources already expended to mitigate the damage caused by past oil
drilling. In addition, there has been a great deal of work by volunteer groups or other park and resource
agencies to restore the area that will be disrupted or destroyed. Construction and production activities
will disrupt movements of wildlife through this area. All these impacts must be evaluated.

e |Savage Canyon Landfill road: Theimpactsof usingthisroad to accessthe consolidated site must
befully addressed. Therouteis currently dirt, narrow and not suitable for truck traffic. The use of an
existing road around Savage Canyon Landfill to the Consolidated Site would eliminate the need for the
new access road. However, as noted in the NOP, 3 miles of the existing North Access road would need
to be widened and stabilized to safely accommodate vehicles, 700 feet of new roadway would be built to
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access the well pad, and approximately 1,800 feet of existing asphalt road within the Preserve adjacent
to the Project Site would have to be realigned. In addition, the impacts of the above-ground gas pipeline
along the road during the Design and Construction phase need to be studied The Task Forcesarevery
alarmed at theimpacts on special status species by required permanent upgrading, widening and extension
of roadswith associated fuel modification clearings on each side.

The USFWS designates the Project Site and associated roads as critical habitat for the federally threatened coastal
Cdlifornia Gnatcatcher. The only reported breeding pair of gnatcatchers in the Core Habitat is adjacent to
thisroad. Improvement of this road and fuel modification requirements would result in the removal of
occupied gnatcatcher habitat. The project would permanently destroy Coastal Sage Scrub and riparian habitat
for this protected species. In addition several other “specia status species’ are or could be present on the sites.
This requires the permanent removal of some of the best quality native vegetation in the Core Habitat
Areafor the lifespan of the project—violating the mandate for protection of such resourcesin the
Preserve. Biological basdline studies must be required before any project area distur bance takes place.

|I mpacts of the project to residents on Catalina Avenue must be addr essed fully.

Accesstothesitevia Penn Street: The Task Forceis very concerned about the new proposal to access
the consolidated site via Penn Street. Penn Street is currently residential, narrow, congested both night
and day and is inadequate to passage of large trucks required for the proposed project. Penn Street is
lined on both sides by cars at al hoursand isin adensely popul ated area with amix of single and
multiple family dwelling units. Passage of trucks through the area currently isdifficult. Thereisa
public park and Whittier College facilities (gymnasium and swim stadium) on Penn Street associated
with daily activity and special events with limited parking. Athletic events at Whittier College add
traffic and parking burdens to the area. With the proposed project there will be increased danger to
children, students, parents and the general public. The addition of trucks hauling drilling equipment,
supplies, and personnel through this areawill exacerbate already difficult noise, congestion, and
hazardous conditions. This street currently provides access to the landfill with the daily passing of
garbage trucks. The additional traffic burden of drilling operationsto the current activity over
years must be fully addressed, not only for the environmental impact of the proposed project but
the cumulative impactsto current activitiesthat strain the quality of lifein that neighborhood.

The project, except a“No Project Alternative”, will interfere with disper sal and movement of wildlife through
and within the Preserve. Continued drilling and well maintenance will extend these impacts for the life of ail
operationsin the project areas. These impacts must be addressed fully.

The Task Force is concerned about on-site impacts of drilling, hydraulic fracturing, construction, maintenance,
and pipeline installation, including light pollution, noise, air quality impacts, and traffic on the affected part of the
Wildlife Corridor. While these impacts would be greatest during early stages of the project, they would continue
for thelife of the project. Theseimpacts must be addressed in the new DEIR. The effects and timelinesfor
impacts over the potential life of the project must beincluded.

Impactsfrom Vibrationsfrom drilling, construction and transportation may exceed significance levels.
(DEIR, 2010, pg. 4.5-35). Drilling takes place 24 hours a day with night lighting and vibrations; thiswill impact
activities of nocturnal animals both large (i.e. bobcats, coyotes) and small (i.e. various species of bats).
Maintenance of wells would cause impacts throughout the life of the oil operationsin the Preserve. The proposed
oil drilling and production contradicts the mission statement of the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat
Preservation Authority which is“dedicated to the acquisition, restoration, and management of open space in the
Puente Hills for preservation of the land in perpetuity with the primary purpose to protect the biological
diversity”. Any impactswith the Habitat Authority RM P must beincluded.

Discussions of Geological Resourcesin the 2010 DEIR were wholly inadequate. Although long descriptions
of conditionsthat could exist are included, little site or no specific datais given for various geological hazards for
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Appendix |
the proposal or adternatives. Site specific studies must be done for the Central Consolidated Site Alternative.
Documentation of geological hazar ds and site characteristics must be included.

Analysis of earthquake hazards must beincluded. Geological Resources discussion in the 2010 DEIR did
not consider potential effects of an earthquake on the Puente Hills Thrust Fault. Studiesindicate that the four
past earthquakes discovered to have occurred along the fault had magnitudes between M 7.2 and 7.5 in the last
11,000 years, a higher M, than any nearby fault listed on Table 4.4 of the DEIR, 2010. The estimated maximum
peak ground accel eration in the project area due to the Puente Hills Thrust must be included. Mitigation
measur es should reflect the highest ground accelerationsthat could be expected.

Thedisposal of drilling fluids and formation water must be discussed. Accidental spillsof toxic drilling
muds, fluids, or oil, including contaminated formation water are a possibility. Such accidents could endanger the
flora and fauna of thisimportant habitat, impact specia status species, and affect surrounding residential areas.
'The handling of these materials and impacts, both during daily operations and during an accidental spill
must be evaluated.

The Preserveis currently within a proposed Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area. Proposed
activitiesmust be compatible with SEA designation.

Theincreased risk of fires cannot be avoided since potential ignition sources are inherent in mechanical and
electrical equipment as well as with human activities associated with clearing all vegetation from pad areas and
along roads. Whileitisnormal for chaparral areasto burn from natural causes within 50-100 year time
spans, the increased frequency of fire escaping even to just a portion of the Preserve could lead to permanent
changesin the habitat as well asrisk to nearby residential areas. Fire hazards must be addressed.

The project, and the products of the project, will contribute to greenhouse gas emissions and to global warming.
Thiswill lead to cumulative GHG and global warming impacts. These must be addressed by the DEIR.

Impacts to the Preserve Core Habitat could degrade the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor due to
fragmentation of habitat. These must be analyzed in the DEIR.

The analysis of cumulative impacts was not adequatein the 2010 DEIR. CEQA requires study of past,
current and planned future projects that may cumulatively affect the region’ s environment. Major losses of
habitat have occurred in this area due to housing development, local landfills, golf courses and cemeteries. The
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission project will take place during proposed oil development. Potential
development of the Aera property would have major impacts to connectivity along the Puente-Chino Hills
Wildlife Corridor. The National Park Serviceis currently studying the feasibility of creating a national recreation
areathat potentialy could include the Puente-Chino Hills. The Whittier Hills Oil project would degrade the
potential of thisareato beincluded in such afederally designated national recreation area. These
cumulativeimpacts must be fully addr essed.

Recreational use of the trails and outdoor education will be interrupted during this project-- devel opment that
would particularly affect Arroyo Pescadero and the Core area. The major activity in the Preserveis hiking. This
areais heavily used by hikers, equestrians, bicyclists and Habitat Authority educational programs. The ail
development and production will diminish the quality of outdoor recreation due to noise which will exceed
General Plan levels, vibrations, exhaust, and dust generated for the life of the project. The public usesthis areato
escape from the noise and disturbance of the urban environment—not to encounter noise of drilling, trucks etc.
All of these impacts must be thoroughly addressed.

The DEIR should include an off-site alter native and alter nate accessr oads, including an
alternative using Catalina Avenue only. It isnot enough to only study alternatives on core habitat
land.
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Apnpendixl

Viewsheds from Colima and Arroyo Pescadero Park will be impacted throughout the life of the
project; thiswill affect popular recreational trails within the general area. These impacts should be
included in the DEIR.

The City has an obligation to require whatever mitigations are necessary. Although we do not believe
this project should be approved, if it isconsidered further by the City of Whittier:

Mitigation for habitat disruption must begin before damage from the new project occurs. These
mitigations must befully described. The Consolidated Site is currently utilized habitat and would be
limited during al phases of oil/gas exploration and development.

As mitigation to prevent damage to the Preserve, funding from Matrix must berequired for hiring Habitat
Authority staff equivalent to two full time equivalent positions which specialize in compliance monitoring
to monitor all project activities.

Funding from Matrix must beincluded to train oil company and contract worker s on this project about the
environmental/biological concerns associated with the Preserve.

Funding from Matrix should be designated for community and educational outreach programsin the
Preserveto account for the loss of recreational and educational opportunities dueto this project.

Requirements must be included to minimize auto and truck traffic through carpooling of workers and to limit, as
much as possible, truck traffic through neighborhoods and to address parking issues within the Preserve or
community. There should be strict limits established on the number of allowed vehicle trips, with meaningful
monitoring and finesiif limits are exceeded.

As mitigation for loss of Core Habitat, funds from this project should be stipulated for Preserve management and
purchase of lands before the project is started to compl ete the continuity of the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife
Corridor.

Up-front funding for emergency response and cleanup of any toxic materials should be included for the life of the
project. Funding should also be included for cleanup and restoration of the entire project after completion.

Conservation easements should be put on all Habitat Authority lands which are owned by the City.

We respectfully submit these comments.

Joan Licari, Chair
San Gabridl Valley Task Force
Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club

Eric Johnson, Chair
Puente-Chino Hills Task Force
Angeles Chapter of Sierra Club
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WHITTIER AREA AUDUBON

May 25, 2011

Jeff Adams

Planning Services Manager
City of Whittier

13230 Penn St.

Whittier, CA 90602

Mr. Adams,

Whittier Audubon appreciates the opportunity to comment on the “Notice of Preparation
and Scoping Document for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Whittier Main Oil
Field Development Project, Revised” (the NOP), released April 25, 2011.

Whittier Audubon believes that the following topics and issues should be thoroughly
described, analyzed and discussed in the Draft EIR (DEIR):

1. |Total habitat to be affected: The DEIR should discuss the habitat to be
permanently and/or temporarily disturbed during each phase of the project, with
time-lines, acreage, habitat type, length of disruption. This must clearly indicate
one-time and on-going disruption from road stabilization, widening and re-
alignment, from construction, from operations, from temporary and permanent
connections to utilities (water, electrical, sewer, etc.) and from fuel modification
zones and impacts (along the roads, drilling areas, operations facilities, and
pipelines within the Habitat Preserve), as well direct construction areas. An overall
projected time-line of the project (all phases) would be very helpful in
understanding the overall picture of habitat disturbance and destruction.

2.| Vehicle round trips: The DEIR should give the number of vehicle round trips on the
landfill and other roads during all phases of the proposed project, the impact of this
traffic on wildlife in the area of the roads, and how this can be mitigated in an area
identified by the Habitat Authority as a Core Habitat Zone (Habitat Authority
Resource Management Plan, 2007, pp. 70-72; DEIR pp. 4.2-30 to 31), which
currently “provides undisturbed breeding habitat for wildlife and native vegetation,
which is recovering in the absence of human disturbance.” The discussion of
impacts and mitigation should include data from surveys and studies conducted to
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determine how the road (and the area to be disturbed along it during construction
and on-going fuel modification) is currently used for nursery and foraging by
various species.

Page 7 of the revised CUP application states that approximately 87,500 cubic
yards of soil excavated during grading would be transported off site, either to the
Savage Canyon Landfill or elsewhere, during a 6-month period. With the stated
capacity of each dump truck at about 16 cubic yards of sail, this adds up to about
5,469 truckloads, or an average of over 30 per day. With this and the additional WAA-3
construction and drilling-related traffic, the draft EIR should address the expected
rate of traffic on the roads (for example, how many vehicles per hour), and how will
this affect wildlife in the core habitat, especially if these levels of traffic occur
during any part of the breeding season.

Table 2 on page 15 of the revised CUP application shows a quantity of 5 dump
trucks, operating 8 hours per day. The draft EIR should explain whether these 5
dump trucks will each make 6 round trips per day filled with excavated soil. If soil
has to be transported further than the Savage Canyon landfill, will more trucks be
required? If stabilization of the landfill road is happening concurrently with WAA-4
construction of the gas and oil processing plant facilities, (as stated on p.16 of the
revised CUP application) the draft EIR should address how much of the dump truck
traffic will transport soil to the landfill or other location via the Catalina access and
how much via the landfill road.

Table 8 on page 28 of the revised CUP application shows 14 round trips for Trucks
on a peak day during Grading and Earthwork Activity of the Construction Phase.
The draft EIR will need to address the apparent discrepancy between this figure
and the number of truckloads required to remove the amount of excavated soil
stated on p. 7.

WAA-5

3. |Noise: The DEIR should discuss impacts on wildlife of noise from drilling up to 60
wells over an initial 5-year period (24 hours a day), with ongoing re-drilling for WAA-6
about 3 months each year for the life of the project.

4. |Vibration: The DEIR should discuss impacts on wildlife of vibration from drilling up
to 60 wells over an initial 5-year period (24 hours a day), with ongoing re-drilling for| WAA-7
about 3 months each year for the life of the project.

5.| Core Habitat: Impacts on the core-habitat and its designated function as a
breeding habitat for wildlife and native vegetation, and how this could be mitigated
in areas contiguous with the existing core habitat, or with another equivalent-size
replacement core habitat in the same general area of the Preserve. Any mitigation
areas must provide habitat of the same type as is disturbed or destroyed by the
project.

WAA-8

6. |All types of wildlife: Impacts and mitigation should address all types of wildlife,
including insects, reptiles and amphibians, birds, and mammals, as well as plants, | \yaa.g
in the affected areas, as these are all inter-connected in the ecology of an area.
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7. |Above-ground pipeline: Page 4 of the NOP states that an above-ground gas
pipeline could be constructed next to the landfill road, to connect to the City of
Whittier pipeline system. The EIR must indicated the impacts of construction and
on-going operation of this above-ground gas pipeline, should it be built. For WAA-10
example, would there be an increase in the acreage affected by fuel-modification
requirements if this pipeline is constructed, and how would this affect plant and
wildlife in the area?

8. | Bermed basins: The DEIR must discuss how bermed basin areas for drilling mud,
drilling water, concrete slurry, wastewater, and other fluids will be designed to
prevent wildlife access, so that wildlife are not harmed by toxicity of the fluids, or | waa-11
trapped in a basin. For example, will the impermeable material lining the pond be
so slippery that any animal walking on it will fall into the pond will be unable to
extricate itself?

Sincerely,

Joan V. Powell
Conservation Chair, Whittier Area Audubon Society
joan.powell@att.net
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
Organization

WAA-1 424 Disturbed habitat acreage

WAA-2 2334, 424 Vehicle round trips,
impact on wildlife

WAA-3 424,474 Revised round trips and
impacts on wildlife

WAA-4 23,474 Soil truck trips

WAA-5 23,474 truck trips

WAA-6 424 Noise impacts on wildlife

WAA-7 424 V!brgtlon impacts on
wildlife

WAA-8 424 I mpacts on core habitat

WAA-9 424 Impapts on al kinds of
wildlife

WAA-10 424 I mpacts of aboveground
pipeline

WAA-11 484 Bermed basin impacts on
wildlife

RMC-1 424 BIO| ogical resources
impacts

RMC-2 4.2.6 Tehachapi project

RMC-3 4.1 through 4.16 I mpacts

RMC-4 424 Wildlife impacts

RMC-5 2.0, Figure 2-6, 4.2.4, Figure 4.2-2 & Appendix A i'i‘q’;‘gc't;"pm"emems &

RMC-6 Table4.2-3 List of acres impacted

RMC-7 Outside of scope Project website

RMC-8 4.1 through 4.16 Construction impacts

RMC-9 23,414,453 Venicle detals, air &
noise impacts

RMC-10 414,453 464,474 Alr, noise, light & traffic
impacts

RMC-11 424 Noxmus & invasive plant
impacts

RMC-12 424,4144, | mpactsto recreational
trails
Air & bio impacts;

RMC-13 41.4,424,47.45 carpooling; electric
engines

RMC-14 4.24 Critical habitat analysis
Bio — impacts to special

RMC-15 424 otatus birds

RMC-16 Appendix C Biological reports

RMC-17 Appendix H Economic impacts

RMC-18 Outside of scope ][\lljonr;-wastl ng endowment

RMC-19 424 Nesting periods

RMC-20 424 Wildlife impacts

RMC-21 453,464 Noise & lighting impacts

RMC-22 453 Noise impacts

RMC-23 453 Vibration impacts
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
RMC-24 453,484 Habitat impacts
RMC-25 4.4,484,4.10.4,4.134 Water resources &

wastewater impacts
Geology and soils
RMC-26 445 impacts & mitigation
RMC-27 4144 Recreational impacts &
mitigation
RMC-28 464 Viewshed impacts &
mitigation
RMC-29 434 Hazards impacts &
mitigation
Emissions of air pollutants would be well below levels that could
RMC-30 impact plants except under accidental release situations (see Toxic exposure impacts
section 4.3). Section 4.2 examines air pollutant impacts to biological resources
including cancer and acute/chronic impacts on humans.
RMC-31 Outside of scope — not yet approved Policy consistency
RMC-32 4.14.4 Educational component
RMC-33 4144 Trailhead impacts &
mitigation
Alternatives — reduce
impacts to habitat
RMC-34 50 fragmentation, footprint,
edge effect
RMC-35 5.0 Alternatives — offsite alt
RMC-36 50 Alternatives — alt access
routes
Impacts of Consolidated
SC-1 5.0,6.0 Site on previous
restoration in area
SC2 424,474 LandfiII_Road—fuIIy
address impacts
Bio — special status
SC-3 421,424 species, baseline study
needed
sCoa 474 I mpacts on Catalina Ave.
residents
SC-5 474 Penn St. access impacts
Bio - Project will
SC-6 424 interfere will dispersal
and movement of wildlife
Bio — analyze impacts of
SC-7 424 duration of Project
onwildlife
Bio — vibration impacts
SC-8 424,453,4115.2 exceed thresholds;
consistency with RMP
SC.9 445 G_eo - site-specific data
missing
SC-10 445 Geo — earthquake hazards
Wastewater/Risk (?) —
SC-11 424,484 disposal of drilling fluids,
produced water
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment #

EIR Section Where Issue Addressed

Issue Area

SC-12

Outside of scope — not yet approved

Bio — activities must
comply with Significant
Ecological Area
designation

SC-13

4.35,4124

Fires —risk unavoidable

SC-14

4.1.4

Air — GHG impacts

SC-15

424

Bio- impacts from
fragmentation of habitat

SC-16

4144

Recreation — impacts of
interrupting recreational
use

SC-17

50

Alternatives — consider
offsite alternative,
alternative access

SC-18

4.6.4

Aesthetics — viewsheds
from Colima and Arroyo
Pescadero Park

SC-19

424

Bio- MM for habitat
disrutiion must begin
immediately

SC-20

8.0

Matrix should fund 2
complaice monitors

SC-21

Outside of scope

Matrix should fund
training about bio
concerns

SC-22

Outside of scope

Matrix should fund
community, educational
programming

SC-23

474

MM should include
carpooling, parking
restrictions, and
enforcement

SC-24

Outside of scope

Matrix should contribute
funds for Preserve
management

SC-25

Outside of scope

Up-front funding for
emergency response and
cleanup

SC-26

Outside of scope

Conservation easements
on al HA lands owned
by City

PSRB-1

4.74,50

Support No Project
Alternative

PSRB-2

474

Penn Street cumulative
impacts related to safety,
air quality, and
environmental justice

PSRB-3

4.74

Penn Street traffic study

PSRB-4

434,414,4.16.4

Noise, vibrations & air
mitigation

PSRB-5

4.74.4

Project insurance

PSRB-6

453,414

Notice of traffic level
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment #

EIR Section Where Issue Addressed

Issue Area

changes

PSRB-7

Ouitside of scope

City Council engage with
Penn St. neighborhood
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Mineral Extrac Scoping Doc comments- Elise Abrego 051911

From: eabrego [eabrego@earthlink.net]

Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2011 4:49 PM

To: Jeff Adams

Subject: Mineral Extraction Scoping Document comments

Dear Mr. Adams

Please make sure that the DEIR for this project uses a secluded nature preserve as
the baseline

for sound measurement and NOT A PUBLIC PARK like it did last time. This is a quiet
preserve

and it is not comparable to Michigan or Parnell Park.

Please also be sure to include an analysis of the impact(such as sound, visual, and
recreational)

on the entire preserve to have the construction and maintenance trucks driving thru
it.

AbregoE-1

AbregoE-2

Please also consider the safety of the children who enter and exit cars on Penn to
visit Penn

Park. The additional traffic and large size of the proposed vehicles creates
additional hazards for

Penn Park visitors and small children and should be analyzed. And please be sure the

analysis is

done during normal park visiting hours. Summer hours, when the park is especially
busy, should

also be evaluated.

AbregoE-3

The DEIR should also correctly identify the 1290 acres as the Open Space Preserve
that it IS,

and NOT the Whittier Main Field/Whittier Mail Oil Field. The NOP Scoping document
calls the

1290 acres - Whittier Main Field/0il Field - what is WAS known as. However, since it

is NO
LONGER the Whittier Main Oil Field, but the Whitter Hills Preserve, it needs to be
correctly

labeled. It is deceiving to call it Whittier Main Oil Field. The land 1S a Preserve.

AbregoE-4

Thank you
Elise Abrego

Page 1
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Brad Cambell Email with Comment Documents 052411
From: Brad Campbell [pennstreetfamily@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 12:09 PM

To: Jeff Adams
Subject: Fw: Public Comment Documents
Attachments: Matrix Oil_City of Whittier_Community Concerns_1.doc; DMEC_Comments-

WhittierOilDEIR-20101105-9.pdf

-—— On Tue, 5/24/11, Brad Campbell <pennstreetfamily@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: Brad Campbell <pennstreetfamily@yahoo.com>
Subject: Public Comment Documents

To: jadams@whittierch.or

Cc: "Brad Campbell"™ <pennstreetfamily@yahoo.com>
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2011, 11:25 AM

Dear Mr. Adams,

Please accept the following two attached documents, entitled "‘Comments
on Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project EIR™ and "Matrix
Oil_City of Whittier_Community Concerns' as my public comment for the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Whittier Main Oil Field
Development.

In addition to the comments included in the document entitled, "Matrix
Oil_City of Whittier_Community Concerns', I would ask the following
for the document entitled "Comments on Whittier Main Oil Field
Development Project

EIR":

Specifically, 1 would like ANY and ALL sections of the report entitled
"Comments on Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project EIR" that
have been identified by DMEC as inadequate to satisfy CEQA regulations CampbellB-1
reviewed by the city and responded to, as part of the DEIR review
process.

Additionally, any section of the report that suggests that additional

studies or evaluation be be done, 1 would like treated in a similar CampbelIB-2
fashion.

I would request that the city address and respond to any section (s) CampbelIB-3

of the report that finds any error with any of the methodologies used
by the preparing agency.

As well, 1 would request that the city specifically address and
respond to any mitigation findings found by DMEC to be inadequate or CampbelB-4
in need of additional study.

Finally, I note that my original submittal of the document entitled,

""Comments on Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project EIR" required
a response and comments under CEQA guidelines from the City of Campbel|B-5
Whittier and no such response or comments were received.

Thank you,

Brad Campbell
Whittier resident

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYV
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Mr. Jeffery Adams

Planning Services Manager
13230 Penn Street

Whittier, CA 90602

Email: jadams@whittierch.org

May 23, 2001

RE: PUBLIC CONCERNS

Scope and Content of Notice of Preparation and Scoping Document for an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Whittier Mail Oil Field Development
Project REVISED - April 20, 2011:

Dear Mr. Adams,

Please accept the following as my concerns with regard to the above.

PUBLIC CONCERNS:

Communication:

During the General Public Scoping Meeting on May 5, 2011, it was clearly apparent that
the City’s communication is lacking about the meeting. Home owners/residents along
Penn Street, Catalina, Mar Vista, and Colima did not all receive appropriate notices of
this meeting and therefore had their rights limited to provide concerns regarding the
partnership of Matrix Qil and the City of Whittier. Proper notice was not received by the
residence most impacted. It was discussed at the Scoping Meeting with Jeffery Adams,
Planning Services Manager, who suggested that we, concerned citizens, provide him with
addresses and email address of citizens that would like to voice a concern. While this is a
way to obtain address information it certainly is not the most effective way. Even without
proper notification received the public is still held to a deadline date of 30 days from
April 25, 2011, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Meetings. Due to the
notification problems of the City’s communication, there was a request made to allow the
public more time to respond to the DEIR and provide public concerns and issues. No
response to the request and we are now held to a 20 day deadline for comments on the
DEIR.

CampbelIB-6
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Multi-ethnicity impact has not been considered with the communication that has been
provided by the City and Marine Research Specialists. It has been requested to include
notices in other languages of our diverse community, but to date that has not occurred. | CampbellB-7
Many individuals are unaware of the City’s efforts and impacts that will be made due
English not being the predominant language (Chinese, Armenian, Spanish, etc.).

Scope of the EIR:

The scope of the EIR is very limited and identifies only a few streets impacted in the
urban areas of Whittier. All citizens of Whittier are impacted by this proposed project and
I request analyses and information to be view by all of Whittier, because it is all of
Whittier that will be impacted. The impacts will include but not limited to noise, traffic,
exhaust, odor that the wind will over enormous areas of Whittier and beyond, property
and automobile damage, vibrations of heavy equipment will impact all citizens and
wildlife. For example vehicles do not magically appear on Penn Street, but must come
from some route (Whittier Blvd., Washington Blvd., Hadley, Painter, etc.) that gets them
from their starting position and to their ending position. Currently the scope is limited in
the EIR to Penn Street, Colima Road, and Catalina Avenue as described in your Proposed
Project Description dated April 2011. This is not acceptable and requires further analysis
of this issue and should be included in the EIR.

CampbellB-8

Aesthetics/Visual Impact:

The EIR is inadequate and incomplete in that it fails to provide information regarding the
effect upon the project site’s microclimate that would be caused by the reduction in the
project site elevation and the hills. The EIR also fails to provide an analysis as to how the
changes in the microclimate that would be caused by the proposed project would affect
the flora and fauna (plants and animals specific to the region) of the project site and its CampbelIB-9
surroundings, which are a visual resource. The tactile sensations experienced by persons
in and around the subject site such as changes in moisture in the air, temperature changes,
odor, emissions, and other. The EIR must include a section providing the above listed
information and analysis.

The EIR acknowledges impacts to the background view of undeveloped hillsides and
protected habitat of the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority.

The Visual Impact maps provided in the NOP (April 2011) are insufficient and inaccurate
to clearly see the impact to the area. The Project describes power poles, power lines and
above ground pipeline that was not part of the initial interact map on the PowerPoint
presentation at the Scoping meeting dated May 5, 2011. A more accurate method of
projecting the area is needed to determine the impact.

CampbellB-10

Inadequate Range of Alternatives:

The EIR should include information and analysis on a range of alternatives instead of a
densely populated urban community and nationally recognized wildlife preserve.
Alternatives should include a reduced drilling alternative, a no-project alternative that | CampbellB-11
prohibits all new drilling activities in the Whittier Main Oil Field.
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Look for alternatives to reduce human health, social and economic impacts resulting from

T : e L CampbellB-12
the physical impacts on the environment of the Whittier Main Oil Field. P

Alternative access should include access from Colima without impacting the Habitat

R .- CampbelIB-13
Preserve and the densely populated urban community of Whittier.

Inadequate Identification of Transportation Impact:

‘The Proposed Project Description identifies two methods for transporting the oil that are
proposed by Matrix. There is no mention as to the expected number of oil carrying
vessels that will be impacting our community. Information and analyses need to include
the expected number of vehicles, weight of load in addition vehicle weight, both empty
loads and full loads, and the route that will be taken to the Whittier Main Oil Field.

According to the scoping meeting of May 5, 2011, Luis Perez, Senior Project Manager
for Marine Research Specialists, technology is so advanced that the amount of oil
extraction that is expected by Matrix is already known. If the expected amount of oil is
know then including this analysis will not be difficult, because without this number we
do not really know what depth of impact our densely populated streets/community will
have.

CampbelIB-14

The vehicles should include all oil transportation vehicles, construction vehicles,
emergency vehicles, testing equipment transportation, maintenance vehicles, etc. All
vehicles that access to oil fields and through the Habitat Preserve for any purpose as part
of the construction and operation of the Whittier Main Oil Field/Matrix Oil partnership
are to be included in the EIR along the expected weight of all such vehicles and routes to
be taken.

Impacts to Roads:

EIR should include an analysis and information on road conditions and the impact to our
community for related damages and repairs. The analysis should include a suggested
source to fix and eliminate all damage to the roads caused by weight and excessive use on
any Whittier roads to and from the Whittier Main Oil Field/Habitat Preserve caused by | camppelip-15
the construction and operation of the mineral extraction. The road repair costs should not
come from increased taxes or creative accounting imposed upon the citizens of Whittier.
A commitment is needed on the amount of time it will take to fix damaged roads.

Analysis and information is required on the alternate routes that will be used by Matrix
oil to access Whittier Main Oil Field. This should include for example: If Penn Street is
closed due to repairs what alternative access road will be used. This is also another|  CampbellB-16
example of why the scope of the NOP and Scoping Document for an EIR should be more
comprehensive to include those alternative densely populated routes.

The EIR should suggest alternative routes to limit the damage to our urban community CampbellB-17
and Habitat Preserve.

Property and Automobile Damage:
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An analysis is needed on the EIR of property and automobile damage that will be
sustained by accessing on the densely populated Penn Street and other streets of access
routes that will be used by Matrix Oil.

Damage to vehicles along Penn Street/Catalina Street will also occur to from the material
falling from the equipment that will hit windshields, chip the paint of cars, cause flat tires
from sharp material falling off of trucks, to actual impacts while trying to avoid those
people who are walking in the street where no sidewalks are available and also from
those who chose not to use the sidewalks. Campbel|B-18

Damage to the residents’ property is an imminent fact, the analysis should include
information and mitigating options on the damage that will be sustained by using Penn
Street and or Catalina as the preferred interior access road to the Whittier Main Oil Field
and through the Habitat Preserve.

Excess traffic also causes damage to the homes by the vibrations that will occur. Property
damage might include structural damage, plumbing problems from debris being
dislodged in the pipes, cracked windows, sidewalk fractures, etc., a damage analysis is
needed in the EIR.

Air Quality:

The NOP (April 2011) does acknowledge that the proposed Project would contribute to
an increase in air quality from construction and operation of...these emissions could
result in the violation of air quality standards and evaluate both the long- and short-term
impacts. Sensitive receptors will be used to the south and west residences near the
Project site. Information is needed to include the specific number, type of receptors,
record methods with various times, to record air contaminants, and location of the
specific monitoring identified by a map. This information is necessary to know if this
method is adequate for the area that needs to be covered. The analysis should also record
the exhaust also caused by vehicles used for the Project.

CampbellB-19

Odor needs to be fully evaluated with wind being a factor that can carry the odor over

several miles of area that will impact our City and those neighboring cities. Campbel|B-20

Alternative Air Quality tracking processes need to be included/analyzed and determine
the best method to ensure the citizens, flora, and fauna (plants and animals specific to the | =,y opeiB-21
region) are will protected and an emergency protocol of how notification of dangerous
levels will be made.

Outside agencies should also be part of the EIR to be a monitoring factor of air quality

. . L CampbelIB-22
control that provides monthly updates to the City for public viewing and access.

Information and analysis is required.

Expansion:
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An analysis and information is needed in relationship to any expansion beyond the initial
drilling operations that includes further impacts to our City and the environment. The
analysis should include a no expansion alternative. Information and analysis is required.

CampbellB-23

Risks, Hazards and Hazardous Materials:

Exploration for and production of oil has major detrimental impacts to soils, surface and
ground waters, and the local ecosystems in the United States. These impacts arise
primarily from the improper disposal of enormous volumes of saline water produced with
oil and gas, from accidental hydrocarbon and produced water releases, and from
abandoned oil wells that were not correctly sealed. It is equally important to understand
the long-term and short-term effects of produced water and hydrocarbon releases from
these sites in order fully assess the impact to our community and wildlife. Information
and analysis is required.

CampbellB-24

Human Health Risk Assessment:

Human health risk assessment estimates rely on parameters such as environmental
concentrations, body weight, absorption by the body, exposure scenario, and certainly
several other parameters. Information and analysis is required on impact to human health
and the health of a human fetus. It is well know that vehicle exhaust and oil/gas
extraction has disease causing properties that can be slowing growing in nature. An
epidemiological analysis is required to determine the health of the citizens of Whittier of
past oil/gas extraction efforts and the impact that was made.

A current epidemiological study is also necessary to determine the health conditions that
currently affect those citizens living on Penn Street due to the stress and current traffic | campbeliB-25
exhaust accumulates in this area. A projected analysis can then be provided and the
anticipated human health risk to those most impacted on the Matrix Oil and City of
Whittier partnership and the exposure to chemicals caused by extraction efforts including
the transportation and dispersion patterns.

FYI...The American Academy of Pediatrics and the American Nurses Association, for
example, are now suing the EPA over mercury regulations they contend will allow
"subtle but irreversible™ brain damage in fetuses.

Traffic/Parking:

Penn Street has over 500 residents between Painter Street and the entrance to the landfill.
Penn Street, particularly east of Painter, suffers from inadequate parking as a result of the
City allowing multifamily residential development without requiring parking as needed
by the density allowed. Penn Street is used as the primary access for the City landfill and
all related activities, including trucks importing dirt, sometimes in excess of 250 trucks
per day.

Penn Street bears the burden of traffic to and from Penn Park, rush hour short-cut traffic,
and more recently, an exponential increase of traffic related to changes in operations at
Whittier College. Whittier College has upgraded the sports complex, and is now leasing
the fields to local high schools and sports clubs for practices and competition. To
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compound this impact to Penn Street, Whittier College has concurrently blocked traffic
through the campus due to construction, resulting in Penn Street becoming the parking lot
for Monday and Tuesday night practices, Friday night and Saturday practices and games. CampbellB-26
There have been accidents related to this use alone in the past few months without the
proposed access to the Whittier Main Oil Field. Traffic does not just include cars and
trucks, you analysis should include the school buses, Tour Coaches, Banquet Vehicles,
Ice cream trucks, limousines (used for weddings, quiencefiera, etc.), all of which can be
doubled park and in the red no parking zones. Analysis should be taken during the busiest
times when Whittier College is in full sessions during the fall and spring semesters,
during the weekend days/afternoons, Friday evenings during the public school year, etc.
Please do not provide analysis of this situation by obtaining information of traffic and
parking concerns at 2:00am, thank you.

Parking restriction now enforced on Penn Street places hardships on the residence and
businesses, making it anymore restrictive will place an even more dramatic hardship then
is necessary due to the Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project. Where are
homeowners and renters to park especially when the construction phase will by 24 hours
a day, 7 days a week?

Biological Resour ces:

Animal studies have shown that exposure to high levels of PAHSs can lead to reproductive
problems, skin problems and problems with the immune system but these affects have not
been seen in humans. Information and a specific analysis should be included on the
health conditions that the fauna will be exposed to as their biology is different from | CampbellB-27
humans. The plant life also will be impacted by the exhaust and damage the Project will
cause.

The reproductive habits of the wildlife and flora found in the area also needs an analysis
to assess the impacts the Project will make, including reproductive cycles, migratory|  cCampbellB-28
patterns of the birds and butterflies.

Road going through the landfill and Habitat might require grading down to mineral soil
and partial brush clearance of 30 feet on either side. That should have a huge impact on
the core increasing edge effect and reducing the area that is available for wildlife| campbellB-29
nurseries. More information and analysis is required about the actual road requirements
and the impact to the wildlife nurseries and the soil.

Information and analysis is required.

Water:

California is currently not in a drought situation; this is the first time in a decade or two
that drought conditions are not a concern. Amazing as that is we certainly know drought
conditions can change drastically from year to year. During the Scoping Meeting of May
5, 2011, it was mentioned that 10,000 gallons per day for 2.5 years will be used just
during the Construction Phase. It was not mentioned where this water is coming from it
could be transported in or will using of the City of Whittier’s water resources. An | CampbellB-30
analysis and information is needed on the water impacts to the City and to the Habitat
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Preserve. With such volume of water the analysis should include environmental impacts
that will occur to the flora and fauna of the Habitat. The analysis should also include how
much expected water will be used once the oil/gas extraction is in operation.

It is my understanding that produced water extracted during oil and gas production
includes formation water, injected water, small volumes of condensed water, and any
chemical added during the oil/water separation process. Produced water contains both
organic and inorganic constituents. The toxicity and persistence of polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) in produced water is of particular environmental concern.
Information and an analysis should be provided on the effects of the produced water and
the toxicity that will be exposed to the community and health impacts to human, flora,
fauna and soil. Produced water contains several potential toxic metals, small amounts of
radionuclides, as well as industrial additives.

The analysis should describes the origin of pollutants, their fate and transport in the Campbel|B-31
environment, and exposure pathways also include alternative storage of toxic water

FYI...Boffetta et al. (1997) reported human skin cancer and Armstrong et al. (2004)
reported human lung and bladder cancer, associated with PAHs with different exposure
pathways.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) | believe defined 16 main PAHSs as
the Priority Pollutant PAHSs: naphtalene, acenaphthylene, acenaphthene, fluorene,
phenanthrene, anthracene, fluoranthen, pyrene, benz(a)anthracene, chrysene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, benzo(a)pyrene, dibenz(a,h),anthracene,
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, and benzo(ghi)perylene (USEPA 2007).

Toxcities/Health:

Toxic chemicals associated with the Project need to be assessed as to the amount of
exposure that the community will have. The chemicals are not simply those produced by
the oil/gas extraction, but also those chemicals used for testing and treatment of the
equipment used for containment, storage and extraction. Some of the more common
chemicals found in petroleum products are the following that should also be included in
the EIR. Information and analysis is required.

BETX chemicals: (n) a group of chemicals found in petroleum products that have been
linked to serious health effects in humans.

Benzene: a known human carcinogen. Benzene has been linked to anemia,
leukemia, and other blood cancers.

Ethylbenzene: a possible human carcinogen. It has been shown to cause hearing
loss, neurological effects and kidney damage in lab animals.

Toluene: not currently classified as carcinogenic. It can affect the nervous
system causing tiredness, confusion, weakness, memory loss, nausea, loss of
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appetite, “drunk-like” actions and hearing and vision problems. High level
exposure to toluene can damage the kidneys.

CampbellB-32
Xylene: not currently classified as carcinogenic. At high levels, xylene can cause
headaches, dizziness, problems with muscle coordination, skin irritation, irritation
of the eyes, nose and throat, breathing problems, delayed reaction time, memory
problems, upset stomach and may cause changes in the liver and kidneys. At very
high levels, it can cause unconsciousness or death.

hydrogen sulfide (H2S): (n) a corrosive, flammable gas with a characteristic “rotten
egg” smell that is derived from sour gas. It tends to accumulate in low lying and
confined spaces. Low doses and long term exposure can cause eye irritation, sore throat,
cough, nausea, headaches, fatigue and shortness of breath. Brief exposure to a high dose
can lead to neurological damage, loss of consciousness or death

particulate matter: (n) a mix of very small particles and liquid droplets which can
include nitrates, sulfates, organic chemicals, metals, soil or dust. Health effects vary with
the size of the particles. Very fine particles have the worst effect because they can lodge
in the lungs or be absorbed into the bloodstream. Particulate matter has been linked to
respiratory problems, asthma, chronic bronchitis, irregular heartbeat, nonfatal heart attack
and premature death in people with heart or lung disease

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs): (n) a group of more than 100 chemicals
formed by incomplete burning. The most common source of exposure is breathing smoke
from wildfires, coal fires, automobile exhaust, cigarettes, or by eating grilled foods.
PAHs are found in coal tar, crude oil, creosote, and roofing tar.

Waste Disposal:
Insufficient information is provided on the waste disposal and processes that will impact
the community and Habitat. Information and analysis is required.

CampbellB-33

FIRE Protection and Emergency Services:

We live in Southern California with known fire risks and local earthquake faults. The
NOP (April 2011) acknowledges these types of catastrophes and will require the
preparation of an emergency response plan (ERP). The ERP is concerned with adequate
access for emergency response and firefighting equipment to the various development CampbellB-34
sites. This is good to see, but in addition there is no mention of a notification system to
the residence should an explosion, sabotage or terrorist event occur. Information and
analysis is required.

MATRIX Oil is Finished:

The NOP (April 2011) does not include an analysis or information on the exit plan when
Matrix Oil leaves the area. This should be included in the EIR and what safety and Campbel|B-35
restoration efforts will be needed and who the responsible party for costs will be.
Information and analysis is required.
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"Baiid Magney Brvirommental Qonsulfing

P.O. Box 1346, Ojai, California 93024-1346 * E-mail: david@magney.org
805/646-6045 Voice * 805/646-6975 FAX
WWw.magney.or g

5 November 2010

Andrea Gullo

Executive Director

Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority
7702 Washington Avenue, Suite C

Whittier, CA 90602

Subject: Commentson Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project EIR

Dear Andrea:

Per your request, David Magney Environmental Consulting (DMEC) is providing these comments on the
City of Whittier's Main Oil Feld Development Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR),
focusing on project related impactsto biologica resources.

DMEC has been in business since July 1997, specidizing in biological resource assessments, CEQA/NEPA,
wetlands permitting and mitigation planning, and vegetation mapping. DMEC is owned by Mr. David L.
Magney.

David L. Magney, Presdent of DMEC, is a biologist and geographer, specidizing in botanica resources
and wetlands. Mr. Magney has been consulting full time since 1985, working for Dames & Moore, Jones
& Stokes Associates, Fugro Wegt, Inc., and ENSR before establishing DMEC. Mr. Magney is consdered
an expert on the flora of Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties, and has been “certified” as a qudified
biologist by Ventura County Planning Divison, Los Angeles County Regiona Planning (SEATAC), and
Santa Barbara County. He serves on the Los Angeles County Environmenta Review Board, and isthe City
of Rancho Paos Verdes Consulting Biologist, and has served as an Expert Witness as a botanigt for the
U.S. Department of Justice. Mr. Magney'sCV is avallable at www.magney.org. Mr. Magney has worked
extensvely in Los Angeles County.

David M. Brown, Biologist/Zoologist, has over 10 years experience in biologicd sudies and
environmental consulting. He has experience conducting botanica surveys in centrd and southern
Cdifornia. Mr. Brown was ateam member conducting floristic surveys of 62,000 acres of the Tgjon Ranch
in Kern and Los Angeles Counties and on The Wildlands Conservancy' s Wind Wolves Preserve in southern
Kern County. Mr. Brown has mapped and described naturd vegetation, assessing project-related impacts
to natura habitats, and mapped the digtributions and occurrences of specid-status plant species. He has
conducted biologica surveys in Kern, Los Angeles, Sacramento, and Ventura Counties for a variety of
projects and participated in surveys for the Y elow-billed Cuckoo aong the Santa Clara River in Ventura
County. Mr. Brown has experience in preparing Initid Study Biological Assessments, biologica congtraint
andyses, and revegetation plans, and has critically reviewed CEQA assessment documents for severa
projectsin Ventura, Santa Barbara, and Los Angeles Counties.

Prior to joining DMEC, Mr. Brown has worked as a field biologist for Sugnet & Associates, conducting
wetland delineations in vernd pool and paustrine wetland habitats, and assisted with designing and
congructing wetland reserves. Mr. Brown has dso taught and been a lecturer in biology at UCLA, and
served as an internship coordinator for the UCLA Center for Community Learning. He aso served as an

D:\DMEC\Jobs\L osAngeles\PuenteHillsAuthori\WhittierEl RWhittier Oil DEIR Review 20/A04DMEC_Comments WhittierGIlDEIR-20101105doc ~~ WWhittier Project EIR


http://www.magney.org/

Comments on Draft EIR for the Whittier Oil Project

DR ect No. 10-0151 ,l ,| @
5 November 2010

Page 2

environmenta policy intern at Environment Now in SantaMonica He earned a Bachelor of Science degree
in Zoology, University of Cdifornia, Davis in 1993, and a Master of Science degree in Ecology, UC Davis
in 1997.

DMEC' s review of the biologica resources section of the DEIR, and associated documents, has identified
several issues and biologica resources that were not adequately evaluated or consgdered by the City. This
letter provides some background information about the California Environmenta Quality Act (CEQA) and
biological resources of the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preserve (Preserve) and Los Angeles Region
that are directly relevant to the issues DMEC has identified as inadequate to satisfy CEQA regulations.
Below isatable of contents of the contents of this letter.

Pertinent CEQA CoNCEPLS AN POIICIES........couieieirieeir ettt s eae e e se e e e seeneseenan 3
(€72 07 = T 000 o oSSR S PN 3
CEQA POIICIES ...ttt b bbb b £ b s £ s8££ £ £ bbb bbb bbbttt es e 4
CEQA D€finitions Of SPECial-StalUS SPECIES ........c.cerererrereieeriresieseesess st s e se s nens 4
CEQA 821001. Additional LegiFatiVe INENTL .........coccueueueurieieieieieieieieeee et 5

Specific Aspects of the Preservethat Must De CONSIAEIE ..........c.cioirriceciec e 6
Importance of the Preserve for Conserving Viable Wildlife Populationsin the Puente Hills............ccooeevveinveecnee. 6
Importance of the Preserve for Conserving Viable Wildlife Populationsin the Los Angdes Region.......coeeeeeee. 7
Importance of the Preserve for Conserving Viable Stands of Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat in the Puente
HIIIS REOION. ...t h £ e e b b e e b b st b bt e bbb es 7

Specific Areas of DEIR Deficiency Reated to Biological Resources of the PreSarve.........cvvcceccinneccceseseee 8
Biodiversity is Not Adequately ASSESSEH INTNEDEIR ..ot 8
NONVaSCUlar PlantS NOE SUNVEYET.........c.cueiriririeieictiseeee ettt n s 9
BryOPNYLES INOE ASSESSE ...ttt bbb bt et b b st e ettt 9
LICHENS INOE ASSESSE.......cueeeeiteitese sttt b b bt e b b e e b b e e e b bt e e b b ettt s e es 10
INverterateS NOt SUNVEYEH OF ASSESSEU.......cccruiueiiiiiiirieieiee sttt 11

Butterfly Species of Potential Conservation Concern 0N the PrESENVE.........co e 12
Terrestrial Mollusk Species of Potential Conservation Concern Onthe PreSErve.......vvvcececccevcceeeese e 13
Special-Status MOIUSKS INOE ASSESSE.......cvveieiiieri ettt 13

Quantifying DIOAIVErSIty ONThE PrESEIVE........coieeccee s 14

Mitigation MEBSUIES ATE INBOEOUELE............covrurueeiiiierieieie sttt eb et s et b e n e 15
Special-Status Plant Species Assessment and Mitigation INDEIR ... 15
Mitigation MeasUreS BIO-1 @nNd BIO-2..........cooeiieeirieerieieeeees e te e se e ee st sasse e ssesesaesesessansssensssnsenens 16
Mitigation MEBSUIE BIO-3........eoiireeeee ettt bttt 17
Mitigation MEBSUIE BIO-4 ...ttt e bbbttt bbb 17

A. Inadequate Consideration of Possible Mitigation Measures to Avoid Declaration of “ Significant and
Unavoidable ImpactS to WildliTFE MOVEMENT” ..ot 17
B. Inadequate Assessment and Consideration of Mitigation Measuresfor Vibration Impacts of Project on
Wildlife Movement and REDIOUCTION .........couourureeueiiriresie et 18

Landfill ROBA AIENELIVE ANBIYSIS .......cueiiirieieiceere st a et s bt s st b e e et 18

Effect of Landfill Road on Core Habitat iNthe PrESEIVE.........ccoveeecec e 19
A. Disruption of Core Habitat as WildlITE NUISENY ...t 19

B. Fragmentation Of COreHEDITAL. ...........cueueuiiriririeieteerrrie et 19

C. Potential Disruption of Bird Breading by Noise Generated by Use of the Landfill Road..........ccccccevevevenenee. 20
DMEC Proposed PrOjeCt AIENELIVE ...ttt ettt 21
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PERTINENT CEQA CONCEPTSAND POLICIES

Selected sections of CEQA are quoted below to support DMEC's contentions regarding specific
deficiencies in the DEIR. Specific parts are emphasized in bold typeface to illustrate clearly the
requirements of CEQA. Asiillustrated below, CEQA is clear in its intent to protect the environment over
the long term and to make the public fully aware of the changes to the environment that a project would
have. CEQA requires that al sgnificant impacts to the environment either be avoided, and if avoidance is
not possble, that the impacts be minimized and mitigated. Even when an impact cannot be fully mitigated,
the decisonmakers do not have the authority to Smply state that mitigation is infeasible, but must require
mitigation to the extent feasible and make findings of overriding consderation for unmitigatable impacts to
permit projectsthat it believes are more important regardless of the damage to the environment.

General Concepts

“Section 15002. Generd Concepts.
(8) Badsic Purposesof CEQA. Thebasic purposes of CEQA areto:

(1) Inform governmental decison mekers and the public aout the potentid, sgnificant
environmenta effects of proposed activities.
(2) Identify the ways that environmenta damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.
(3) Prevent ggnificant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects
through the use of dternatives or mitigation measures when the governmenta agency finds the
changesto be feasble.
(4) Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmenta agency approved the project in the
manner the agency chose if sgnificant environmenta effects are involved.

(g) Significant Effect on the Environment. A dgnificant effect on the environment is defined as a
substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected by the proposed
project. (See: Section 15382.) Further, when an EIR identifies a sgnificant effect, the government
agency approving the project must make findings on whether the adverse environmental effects have
been substantialy reduced or if not, why not. (See: Section 15091.)

(n) Methods for Protecting the Environment. CEQA requires more than merely preparing
environmenta documents. The EIR by itsalf does not control the way in which a project can be built or
carried out. Rather, when an EIR shows that a project would cause substantial adverse changes in the
environment, the governmenta agency must respond to the information by one or more of the following
methods:

(1) Changing a proposed project

(2) Imposing conditions on the approval of the project;

(3) Adopting plans or ordinances to control a broader class of projects to avoid the adverse
changes;

(4) Choosing an alternative way of meeting the same need,;

(5) Disapproving the project;

(6) Finding that changing or altering the project is not feasible;

D:\DMEC\Jobs\L osAngeles\PuenteHillsAuthori\WhittierEl RWhittier Oil DEIR Review 20/A804DMEC_Comments WhittierGIlDEIR-20101105doc ~ Whittier Project EIR



Comments on Draft EIR for the Whittier Oil Project

DR ect No. 10-0151 ,l ,| QI
5 November 2010

Page4

(7) Finding that the unavoidable significant environmental damage is acceptable as provided in
Section 15093.”

CEQA Pdlicies

Section 15003, Policies, dtates, “In addition to the policies declared by the Legidature concerning
environmenta protection and administration of CEQA in Sections 21000, 21001, 21002, and 21002.1 of
the Public Resources Code, the courts of this state have declared the following policies to be implicit in
CEQA:

(8 The EIR requirement isthe heart of CEQA. (County of Inyo v. Yorty, 32 Cd. App. 3d 795.)

(b) The EIR serves not only to protect the environment but aso to demongtrate to the public that it is
being protected. (County of Inyo v. Yorty, 32 Cd. App. 3d 795.)

(c) The EIR is to inform other governmenta agencies and the public generdly of the environmental
impact of aproposed project. (No Qil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cdl. 3d 68.)

(d) The EIR is to demongtrate to an gpprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and
congdered the ecological implications of its action. (People ex rel. Department of Public Works v.
Boso, 47 Cd. App. 3d 495.)

(e) The EIR process will enable the public to determine the environmenta and economic values of ther
elected and gppointed officias thus alowing for appropriate action come eection day should a mgjority
of the votersdisagree. (Peoplev. County of Kern, 39 Ca. App. 3d 830.)

() CEQA was intended to be interpreted in such manner asto afford the fullest possible protection
to the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language. (Friends of Mammoth v.
Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247.)

(g) The purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compe government at dl levelsto make
decisonswith environmental consequencesin mind. (Bozungv. LAFCO (1975) 13 Cd.3d 263)

(h) The lead agency must consder the whole of an action, not amply its congtituent parts, when
determining whether it will have a sgnificant environmenta effect. (Citizens Assoc. for Sensble
Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151)

(i) CEQA does not require technica perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a
good-fath effort a full disclosure. A court does not pass upon the correctness of an EIR's
environmenta conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an informationa document.
(Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cd.App.3d 692)

(j) CEQA requires that decisons be informed and balanced. 1t must not be subverted into an instrument
for the oppresson and delay of socia, economic, or recreationa development or advancement. (Laurel
Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of U.C. (1993) 6 Cad.4th 1112 and Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Ca.3d 553)”

CEQA Definitions of Special-status Species
Below is the part of the CEQA Guidelines that define specid-status species that should be consdered in a

project impact assessment. Those partsin bold typeface are added for emphasis and related directly to the
reasons why parts of the DEIR are inadequate.
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“15380. ENDANGERED, RARE OR THREATENED SPECIES
(a) “Species’ as used in this section means a pecies or subspecies of animal or plant or a variety of
plant.
(b) A species of animal or plant is.
(1) “Endangered” when its survival and reproduction in the wild are in immediate jeopardy
from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, overexploitation, predation,
competition, disease, or other factors, or
(2) “Rar€’” when either:
(A) Although not presently threatened with extinction, the species is exigting in such smdll
numbers throughout al or a significant portion of its range that it may become endangered if its
environment worsens, or

(B) The speciesis likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout al or a
ggnificant portion of its range and may be consdered “threastened” as that term is used in the
Federal Endangered Species Act.
(c) A speciesof anima or plant shal be presumed to be endangered, rare or threatened, asit islisted in:
(1) Sections670.2 or 670.5, Title 14, California Code of Regulations; or
(2) Title 50, Code of Federd Regulations Section 17.11 or 17.12 pursuant to the Federa
Endangered Species Act asrare, threatened, or endangered.
(d) A speciesnot included in any listing identified in subdivision (c) shall neverthelessbe considered to
be endangered, rare or threatened, if the gpecies can be shown to meet the criteria in subdivison
(b).
(e) This definition shall not include any species of the Class Insecta which is a pest whose protection
under the provisons of CEQA would present an overwheming and overriding risk to man as
determined by:
(2) The Director of Food and Agriculture with regard to economic pests; or
(2) The Director of Health Services with regard to hedlth risks.”

CEQA §21001. Additional L egidative Intent

CEQA 8§ 21001, Additiond Legidative Intent, states, “The Legidature further finds and declares that it is
the policy of the gate to:

(& Develop and maintain a high-quality environment now and in the future, and take al action necessary
to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmenta quality of the state.

(b) Take dl action necessary to provide the people of this sate with clean air and water, enjoyment of
aesthetic, natura, scenic, and historic environmenta qudities, and freedom from excessive noise.

(c) Prevent the imination of fish or wildlife species due to man's activities, insure that fish and wildlife
populations do not drop below sdf-perpetuating levels, and preserve for future generations

representations of al plant and animal communities and examples of the mgor periods of Cdlifornia
history.”

The assessment of a project’s environmenta impacts under CEQA mugt take these intentions into
congderation, regardless of whether they are further explained or described in the CEQA Guidelines.
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SPECIFIC ASPECTSOF THE PRESERVE THAT MUST BE CONSI DERED

Below are severd important functions or aspects of the Preserve that must be considered when making any
project or management decison affecting the Preserve or parts of the Preserve.  Since the project Ste is
located within the second largest parcel within the Preserve and has been considered such an important part
of the integrity of the Preserve, the City's parcel must be viewed in context with the whole Preserve. The
particular functions of the Preserve that the City's parcd is important for includes its importance for
conserving viable wildlife populations in the Puente Hills, within the Los Angeles region, and conserving
viable stands of coastal sage scrub habitats in the region, which are known to support specia-status species.
Each of these functions are described below.

I mportance of the Preservefor Conserving Viable Wildlife Populationsin the Puente Hills

The Preserve is ecologicaly important for conserving viable populations of wildlife in the Puente Hills
region because it provides core habitat for many species. As defined in the Resource Management Plan for
the Preserve (p. 72), core habitat is an area that can sustain a population of plants or animals by providing
food, shelter, and a place to safely reproduce. By providing core habitat, the Preserve serves as a “wildlife
nursery” for wildlife species like Mule Deer and Bobcat by dlowing them to reproduce away from
ecologica edge effects like noise, unnaturd lighting, and disturbance by humans and domestic animals.
Research on Bobcats (Riley 2006) demonstrates that they avoid areas of human disturbance. Without the
ecologica function of core habitat in the Preserve buffering them from human disturbance, it is possible that
Bobcats and other wildlife species sengtive to human disturbance would not be able to reproduce in the
Puente Hillsregion. In this event, viable populations of these species would disappear from the Puente Hills
region. The core habitat of the Preserve has the highest known population of Bobcats in the Preserve area
(Haes and Crooks 1999, Lucas 2010°), providing evidence that this area is an important habitat for
supporting the viability of this species in the Puente Hills region.

The core habitat of the Preserve provides habitat for many species of invertebrates that may also disappear
without the ecologica benefits that the core habitat provides (i.e. adequate food and shelter, buffer from
human disturbance/presence). For example, some groups of invertebrates, such as the Mygalomorphae
(trapdoor spiders and their kin), have very long life spans (20-30 years) and specific habitat requirements
(Bond et a. 2006). Disturbances to these habitats may result in loca population extinctions, which in turn
may lead to regiond extirpation (Bond et d. 2006). Since there are many endemic Mygalomorph speciesin
the Los Angeles Basin, and most of the historic habitats have adready been destroyed by urban and industria
development, the remaining habitats and populations are vita to the continued existence of loca endemic
Mygaomorph species. Bond et a. (2006) point to two species of Apomagius that are threatened with
extinction by habitat disturbance and loss. The core habitat of the Preserve is one of the last areas in the
region where these species likely persst. Smilarly, the core habitat of the Preserve likely provides essential

! Riley, SP.D. 2006. Spatial Ecology of Bobcats and Gray Foxes in Urban and Rural Zones of a National Park. Journal of
WiIdlife Management 70(5): 1425-1435.

2 Haas, C.D., and K. Crooks. 1999. Carnivore abundance and distribution throughout the Puente/Chino Hills. Final Report.
Prepared for The Mountains Recregtion and Conservation Authority and State of California Department of Trangportation.

3 Shanon Lucas, Ecologist, Puente Hills Native Habitat Authority, 2010, unpublished data.

* Bond, JE., D.A. Beamer, T. Lamb, and M. Hedin. 2006. Combining Genetic and Geospatial Analyses to Infer Population
Extinction in Mygalomorph Spides Endemic to the Los Angdes Region. June. Animal Conservation 9:145-157.
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habitat for the persistence of severa native land snails (Magney 2009°) and butterfly species (Resource
Management Plan 2007, Mattoni 1990°).

I mportance of the Preservefor Conserving Viable Wildlife Populationsin the
L osAngeles Region

The Preserve plays an important ecologica role in preserving viable wildlife populations in the larger region
surrounding the Puente Hills. The Resource Management Plan (2007) notes (Page 9, first paragraph): “The
Preserve is an integra part of the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor, an unbroken zone of natura habitat
extending nearly 31 miles from the Cleveland National Forest in Orange County to the west end of the
Puente Hills above Whittier Narrows. ...Biologicdly, this area preserves a microcosm of the Cdlifornia
Florigic Province, an identified biodiversity hot spot in North America and a genetic reserve for the
continent. As a reault, the Preserve is regiondly and globally sgnificant as a prime example of this unique
habitat web, yet it occursin an areathat is almost completely surrounded by existing development, with the
attendant human influences. Remaining corridors of undeveloped land within the Puente-Chino Hills
provide a rare opportunity to preserve a functiona ecosysem. This wildlife corridor provides food, cover,
breeding grounds, refugia in the event of a large disturbance, contributes to species diversity, dispersd
routes for juveniles, home ranges, and the trandfer of genetic materid, which help mantain hedthy
populations. Corridors are important in sustaining populations of both animas and plants. The Preserve
conggts of the western portion of the Puente Hills, comprising large areas of important habitat and wildlife
resources.”

The Preserve specifically contains one of the most critical road crossing structures for wildlife in the Puente-
Chino Wildlife Corridor, the Colima Service Tunnd (used by Bobcat, Mule Deer, Coyote, and other species
to cross under Colima Road between San Migud Canyon and the Whittier Hills) (Conservation Biology
I ngtitute 2005").

I mportance of the Preservefor Conserving Viable Sands of Coastal Sage Scrub
Habitat in the Puente Hills Region

Coastd Scrub in Los Angeles County is conddered to be a*community at risk” due to the cumulative loss
of approximately 90% of this habitat type across its range in California (Davis et d. 1995°), smilar in
magnitude to the cumulative 95% loss of California’ s wetlands. Research in Coastal Scrub ecosystems has
demonstrated that isolated fragments of less than 1 kn? (10-100 ha) will lose their native vertebrate species
within a few decades (Fleishmann and Murphy 1993°). Alberts et d. (1993") showed that fragmentation of

® Magney, D.L. 2009. Terrestrial Snailsof Los Angdles County. 20 August 2009. David Magney Environmental Consulting,
Qjai, Cdlifornia. Published through the Sespe Ingtitute (www.sespeingtitute.com)

® Mattoni, Rudi.  1990. Butterflies of Greater Los Angeles. The Center for the Conservation of
Biodiversity/L epidoptera Research Foundation, Inc. Beverly Hills, California.

" Conservation Biology Ingtitute. 2005. Maintaining Ecological Connectivity Across the “Missing Middle’ of the Puente-
Chino HillsWildlife Corridor. July. Corvalis, Oregon.

8 Davis, FW., PA. Sting, D.M. Stoms, M.I. Borchert, and A.D. Hollander. 1995. Gap Analysis of the Actual Vegetation of
Cdlifornia: 1. The Southwestern Region. Madrofio 42(1):40-78.

° Heishmann, D., and D. D. Murphy. 1993. A review of the hiology of the coastal sage scrub. Stanford, CA: Center for
Conservation Biology, Department of Biological Sciences, Stanford University. Unpublished report, May 10 update
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Coastd Scrub into small patches leads to disruption of the ecosystem and eventud dimination of many
native species. Approximately one hundred (100) specid-gtatus plant and animal species are obligately or
facultatively dependent on Coastd Scrub habitat (O’ Leary et al. 1994™).

The Preserve protects intact stands of coastd sage scrub and thus many of the species dependent on this
community, including the Coastal California Gnatcatcher. The Puente Hills has been designated as Critical
Habitat for the Coastd California Gnatcatcher (Federd Register 72(243):72041), which states, “Habitat
within this unit is being designated because it was occupied at the time of listing, is currently occupied, and
contains all of the features essentia to the conservation of the coastal Cdlifornia gnatcatcher (PCEs 1 and 2
[primary condtituent elements]). Additiondly, this unit [Unit 9] provides for connectivity and genetic
interchange among core populations and contains large blocks of high-quality habitat capable of supporting
persstent populations of coastal California gnatcatchers. The PCES contained within this unit may require
gpecid management condderations or protection to minimize impacts associated with habitat type
converson and degradation occurring in conjunction with urban and agricultura development.” Unit 9
includes the Puente Hills.

SPECIFIC AREASOF DEIR DEFICIENCY RELATED TO
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCESOF THE PRESERVE

The sections below identify specific biologica resources known or expected to occur on the project Ste that
were not identified or adequately assessed in the DEIR.

Biodiversty isNot Adequately Assessed in the DEIR

Dwyer and Murphy (1995") note that CEQA requires the state to “preserve for future generations
representatives of dl plant and anima communities’. They aso note that specific language defining rare
and endangered plants and animals exigts in CEQA (Section 15380), and that “animals or plants that are
even suspected of being rare or at risk must be conddered in a CEQA Environmenta Impact Report”. A
reasonable interpretation of this CEQA requirement is that one of the objectives of CEQA, in regards to
biologica resources, is to protect biodiversity. This genera objective can be overwhelming and difficult to
quantify, and has often been ignored, as in the case with the Whittier Oil Main Project DEIR. The loss of
loca biodiversty is “exceedingly important” from an ecologica and evolutionary perspective (Bond et 4.
2006"). This is because population extinction [including loca extinctions] disrupts fundamental
evolutionary and evolutionary processes, which impacts future potential for evolutionary response and

change.

10 Alberts, A.C., A.D. Richman, D. Tran, R. Saugjot, C. McCalvin, and D.T. Bolger. 1993. Effects of Habitat Fragmentation
on Populations of Native and Exatic Plants in Southern California Coastal Scrub.  Pages 103- 110 in JE. Kedey, editor.
Proceedings of the Symposium on the Interface Between Ecology and Land Development in California. Southern
California Academy of Sciences, Los Angedles, California.

1 OLeary, JF.; SA. Desmong, and D.D. Murphy e a. 1994. Bibliographies on Coastal Sage Scrub and Related
Malacophyllous Shrublands of Other Mediterranean Type Climates. California Wildlife Conservation Bulletin No. 10.

2 Dwyer, L.E., and D.D. Murphy. 1995. Fulfilling the Promise: Reconsidering and Reforming the California Endangered
Species Act. Natural Resources Journal 35:735-770

3 Bond, JE., D.A. Beamer, T. Lamb, and M. Hedin. 2006. Combining Genetic and Geospatial Analyses to Infer Population
Extinction in Mygalomorph Spides Endemic to the Los Angdes Region. June. Animal Conservation 9:145-157.
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For example, some groups of invertebrates, such as the Mygalomorphae (trapdoor spiders and their kin),
have very long life spans (compared to many invertebrate species), with most species having very specific
habitat requirements (Bond et al. 2006). Disturbances to these habitats may result in loca population
extinctions, which in turn may lead to regiond extirpation/extinction. Since there are many endemic
Mygaomorph species in the Los Angeles Basin, and most of the historic habitats have aready been
destroyed by urban and industrid development, the remaining habitats and populations are vitd to the
continued existence of local endemic Mygalomorph species. Bond et a. (2006) point to two species of
Apomagtus that are threatened with extinction by habitat disturbance and loss.

The DEIR assesses project impacts to vascular plants and vertebrate animals, however, the City has not
done any assessments of non-vascular plants or invertebrate animals. These groups are very important
components of biodiversity and should be assessed as part of the CEQA review. Comments on specific
groups that should be assessed are discussed below.

Nonvascular Plants Not Surveyed

Nonvascular plants, including bryophytes (mosses, liverworts, and hornworts) and lichens are important
components of Cdifornia's biodiversity, even though these taxonomic groups of plants are smdl in size.
Several species of nonvascular plants are consdered rare. The project assessment should have consdered
the effects it would have on nonvascular plants.

Bryophytes Not Assessed

While the bryophyte flora of Los Angdles County is not well known, significant efforts have been made to
document the bryophyte flora for portions of the County, such as for the Santa Monica Mountains (Sagar &
Wilson 2007**). The moss flora of California was recently published (Malcolm et . 2009™), which documents
al the mass taxa known to occur in the state at the time of that publication.

A preliminary checklist of bryophytes known or likely to occur in Los Angeles County has been published by the
Sespe Ingtitute (Magney and Huff 2010™). This checklist includes 207 mosses, liverworts, and hornworts that
are known or likely to occur in Los Angeles County. It also indicates taxathet are rare in the county.

It does not gppear that any effort was made to assess the project impacts on the bryophyte flora. No mention is
made anywhere in the DEIR or technica appendices of ether literature or field surveys to assess ther
(bryophytes) basdline status on the property. With no basdline status assessed then no impacts of the project on
the non-vascular plant florais possible and this significant aspect of the biotaiis completely ignored.

The CNDDB tracks 29 bryophyte taxa (CNDDB 2010""), up from 28 in 2004, with more species amost
certainly to be added in the near future as more data are submitted. DMEC recently found a potentialy

4 Sagar, T., and P. Wilson. 2007. Bryophytes of the Santa Monica Mountains. In Flora and Ecology of the Santa Monica
Mountains, edited by D.A. Knapp. Southern California Botanigts, Fullerton, California.

> Macolm, B., N. Malcolm, J. Shevock, and D. Norris. California Mosses. Micro-Optics Press, Nelson, New Zedland.

16 Magney, D.L., and C.L. Huff. Prdiminary Checklist of Los Angdes County Bryophytes. 16 March 2010. Sespe Ingtitute,
Inc., Qjai, Cdlifornia. http://mww.sespe ngitute.com.

17 Cdlifornia Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2010. Special Plants, Bryophytes, and LichensList. July. Cdifornia
Department of Fish and Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California
http://mww.dfg.ca.gov/bi ogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/ SPR ants. pdf.

D:\DMEC\Jobs\L osAngeles\PuenteHillsAuthori\WhittierEl RWhittier Oil DEIR Review 20/404DMEC_Comments WhittierGIlDEIR-20101105doc~ VWhittier Project EIR



Comments on Draft EIR for the Whittier Oil Project

DR ect No. 10-0151 ,l ,| QI
5 November 2010

Page 10

undescribed species of Syntrichia moss in Ventura County (T. Hallingback pers. comm.*®), and there are new
records of at least five moss species in the Santa Monica Mountains not previoudy known in the Southwest
(floristic) Region of California (Wishner 2008%°, 2009™). These are examples of why it is necessary to conduct
surveys for bryophytes as part of the CEQA environmenta review process. It is possible that one or more species
of rare bryophytes occur on the Puente Hills Preserve and impacts to them may be considered significant.
Lacking ANY surveys for bryophytes precludes any ability to perform an adequate impact assessment.

The DEIR is inadequate in that it failed to assess project-related impacts to the bryophyte flora or specia-status
bryophytes that have potentia to occur onsite.

Lichens Not Assessed

There is no evidence that any effort was made to assess the project impacts on the lichen flora. No mention
is made of ether literature or field surveys to assess their basdline status on the property. With no basgline
gtatus assessed then no impacts of the project on the non-vascular plant flora is possble and this sgnificant
aspect of the biotais completely ignored.

The CNDDB tracks nine (9) lichen taxa (CNDDB 2010%), up from six (6) in 2004*, with more species
amogt certainly to be added in the near future as more data are submitted based on recent research on
Cdifornia lichens (Magney 1999*, Knudsen 2005&, Knudsen 2005b%°, Knudsen & Magney 20067,
Knudsen & La Doux 2006%, Knudsen 20082, Knudsen 20086, and Kocourkova & Knudsen 2008%).

18 Cdlifornia Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2004. Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and LichensList. September.
California Department of Fish and Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California.

19 Hallingbéck, Tomas. Bryologist, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, ArtDatabanken, P. O. Box 7007, SE-750 07
Uppsala, SWEDEN, email: tomas.hallingback@artdata.du.se, 22 May 2009 regarding identity of Syntrichia mass found at
Mandalay Beach, Oxnard, California.

2 \Wishner, C. 2008. Bryophyte Inventory — Ash-Hidden Valley. 23 July 2008. Prepared for David Magney Environmental
Conaulting, Qjai, Cdlifornia. 12 pages. Chicago Park, California.

2 Wishner, C. 2009. Bryophyte Inventory: Plot Plan RPPT 2008-00190, APN 4448-018-018, Tuna Canyon Road, Topanga
(Dix Canyon), Santa Monica Mountains, County of Los Angdes, California. Chicago Park, Cdlifornia. Prepared for: Will
Wild, Caballero Ranch Homes, Misson Hills, California

2 Cdlifornia Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2010. Special Plants, Bryophytes, and LichensList. July. California
Department of Fish and Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California.
http://mwww.dfg.ca.gov/bi ogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/ SPR ants. pdf.

2 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2004. Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and LichensList. September.
California Department of Fish and Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California.

2 Magney, D.L. 1999. Prdiminary List of Rare California Lichens. California Lichen Society Bulletin 6(2):22-27. See
http://128.32.109.44/red.html or http://ucjeps.berkeey.edu/rimoe/calst 2.html.

% Knudsen, Kerry. 2005a  Lichens of the Santa Monica Mountains, Part One. Opuscula Philolichenum 2:27-36.
http://clade.acnatsci .org/l endemer/paper6.pdf

% Knudsen, Kerry. 2005b. Biodiversity of Lichens at Palomar Mountain State Park, California. 11 July 2005. Herbarium,
University of California, Riversde. Prepared for California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento, California.

#" Knudsen, K., and D.L. Magney. 2006. Rare Lichen Habitats and Rare Lichen Species of Ventura County, California
January 2006. Opuscula Philolichenum 3:49-52.

% Knudsen, Kerry, and Tasha La Doux. 2006. Lichen Flora of the Southwestern Mojave Desert: Key's Ranch, Joshua Tree
Nationa Park, San Bernardino County, California, USA. Evansia 22(3):103-1009.

% Knudsen, Kerry. 2008a. Biodiversity of Lichens and Lichenicolous Fungi at Cabrillo Nationa Monument. June 2008.
Herbarium, Universty of California, Riversde. Prepared for U.S. Dept. of Interior, National Park Service, San Diego,
Cdifornia.
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DMEC recently found a potentially undescribed species of Placopyrenium lichen in Ventura County (Kerry
Knudsen pers. comm.*). Knudsen recorded at least 63 lichen speciesin the Santa Monica Mountains, some
of which were not previoudy known in the Southwest (floristic) Region of Cdifornia (Knudsen 2005a).
These are examples of why it is necessary to conduct surveys for lichens at the project dte as part of the
CEQA environmenta review process. It is quite possible that one or more species of rare lichen occur on
the Preserve and impacts to them may be consdered dgnificant. Lacking ANY surveys for lichens
precludes any ahility to perform an adequate impact assessment.

The DEIR is inadequate in thet it failed to assess project-related impacts to speciad-status lichens that have
potentia to occur onste.

I nvertebrates Not Surveyed or Assessed

Invertebrates are the largest group of animd (wildlife) species in the world, including Cdifornia. There are
more insects (a subset of invertebrates) than any other group of animals, and invertebrates represent alarge
component of the biodiversity of the project ste.

Pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-3 of the DEIR lig the wildlife and plant surveys that were conducted on the
preserve between 1999 and 2010. There do not gppear to have been any surveys of potentiad specia-status
invertebrate species performed as part of the CEQA review process as there is no survey data on the any
invertebrate species within the DEIR.

There are a least two invertebrate groups, butterflies and terrestriad mollusks, which potentidly have
gpecies of specia conservation concern present on the Preserve that could be impacted by the project. The
sgnificance of project impacts on the persstence of these species should be assessed as part of the CEQA
asessment.  That assessment has not occurred as part of the current DEIR and should be required to
complete the impact assessment of the proposed project on invertebrates.

Two species of invertebrates are discussed below as specific examples.

Meloe ajax, arare blister beetle from chaparral in southwestern Riverside County (Pinto 1998%) is just
one example of the insect biodiversity of the Los Angeles region, where new species are discovered.
It isentirely possible that one or more undescribed species of invertebrates, in particular, insects, occur
in the Puente Hills.

Apomastus kristenae, a species of trapdoor spider, is known from the Puente Hills. Due to the isolation of
loca populations and the Mygalomorph's reproductive traits, loca population extirpations will result in
loca genotype extinctions (Bond et a. 2006*). Therefore, it is imperative that any populations of

% Knudsen, Kerry. 2008b. Biodiversity of Lichens on San Migud Idand. Herbarium, University of Cdifornia, Riverside.
Prepared for U.S. Dept. of Interior, Nationa Park Service, Ventura, California.

3 K ocourkova, Jana, and Kerry Knudsen. 2008. Four New Lichenicolous Fungi from North America. Evansia 25(2):62-64.

% Knudsen, Kerry. Lichenologist, Curator of Lichen Herbarium, University of California at Riversde. Emails dated 31 May
and 10 June 2008, and 12 March and 11 August 2009 regarding rare lichens, including Placopyrenium sp. nova found on
the Ash property in Hidden Valley, and Placocarpus americanus (new species) found in the Congo Valley in the Santa
MonicaMountains.

* Pinto, John D. 1998. A New Meloe Linnaeus (Coleoptera: Meoidag, Mdoinag) from Southern California Chaparral: A
Rare and Endangered Blister Beetle or Smply Secretive? The Coleopterists Bulletin 52(4):378-385.

% Bond, JE., D.A. Beamer, T. Lamb, and M. Hedin. 2006. Combining Genetic and Geospatial Analyses to Infer Population
Extinction in Mygalomorph Spides Endemic to the Los Angdes Region. June. Animal Conservation 9:145-157.
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Apomastus kristenae on or near the project Ste be located and measures to avoid negative impacts to them
must be implemented to protect this, and other rare species of invertebrates.

Butterfly Species of Potential Conservation Concern on the Preserve

The populations of severa species of butterflies have declined in numbersin the Greater Los Angelesregion
(defined as the coagtd plain and low mountains of Los Angeles County) and disappeared from extengve
parts of their former range (Mattoni 1990%). The Resource Management Plan (RMP) of the Habitat
Authority (2007) ligts severa butterfly species observed or potentidly occurring on the Preserve (RMP
Appendix, Pages 150-151). There are four (4) butterfly species observed or potentialy occurring on the
preserve identified by Mattoni (1990) as being in population decline and potentialy in need of conservation.
These species and their food/host plants are:

Butterfly Species

Food/Host Plant

Hanford’s Sulfur (Colias alexandra hanfordii) [observed on Preserve; not
identified to subspecies in RMP, assumed to potentially be subspecies
hanfordii based on geography]

Rattlepod/Milkvetch/Locoweed  (Astragalus
pecies). 3 gpecies present on Preserve.

California Ringlet (Coenonympha tullia california) [potentially occurs on
Preserve; not identified to subspecies in RMP, assumed to be subspecies
california based on geography]

Native bunch  grasses
Elymus/Leymus, Mélica,
5 species present on Preserve.

(Achnatherum,
Nas=lla).

Monarch (Danaus plexippus) [observed on Preserve]

Milkweeds (Asclepias species).
present on Preserve.

4 gpecies

Lorquin’s Admiral (Liminitis lorquini lorquini) [observed on Preserve; not
identified to subspecies in RMP, assumed to potentialy be subspecies

Willows (Salix pecies). 3 species present on
Preserve.

lorquini based on geography]

The population status of each of these species is defined in Mattoni (1990) as “declining”. Mattoni
observes that there is a need to gather accurate data on these species in the hope that the decline of these
gpecies can be mitigated.

No butterfly surveys were conducted for the Whittier Oil Project DEIR. Butterflies are important indicator
gpecies for ecosystem function of the preserve and the project impacts on these declining butterfly species
should be assessed.  Winter concentrations of the Monarch Butterfly are consdered to be a Cdifornia
Specid Animal, tracked by CNDDB (2009*%). The RMP ligts the presence of winter concentrations of
Monarch Butterflies as unknown (RMP Appendix page 180). Surveys should be conducted for the
potentia presence of winter concentrations of the Monarch Buitterfly.

A practica method for assessing project impacts on the butterfly species of concern isto determine whether
any patches of their food/host plants will be affected by the project. If a significant portion of the species
food plant ongite has project impacts (e.g. grading, dteration of soil), then appropriate mitigation (e.g. plant
restoration) can be implemented.

¥ Mattoni, Rudi. 1990. Butterflies of Greater Los Angeles. The Center for the Conservation of
Biodiversity/L epidoptera Research Foundation, Inc. Beverly Hills, California.

% California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2009. Special Animals. March. Caifornia Department of Fish and
Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California.
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Terrestrial Mollusk Species of Potential Conservation Concern on the Preserve

There have not been any surveys focused on terrestrial mollusks even though California Department of Fish
and Game's (CDFG) Naturd Diversty Database (CNDDB) lists 56 mollusk (Gastropoda) species as
sengtive species (CNDDB 2004*) and up to 104 mollusk taxa by early 2006 (CNDDB 2006%). This
number remains approximately the same for the 2009 version of CNDDB’slist (CNDDB 2009%).

SPECIAL-STATUSMOLLUSKSNOT ASSESSED

The native terrestrid mollusks known to occur in Los Angeles County (excluding those occurring only on
Santa Catdlina and San Clemente |dands) include:

e Anadenulus cockerdli*

e Catindlarehderi

Catinella vermeta

Cochlicopa lubrica

Deroceras monentol ophus*
Glyptostoma gabrielense*

Haplotrema cadatum*

Hawaiia minuscula

Helminthoglypta fontiphila*
Helminthoglypta petricola sangabridis*
Helminthoglypta petricola zechae*
Helminthoglypta traskii pacoimens's
Helminthoglypta traskii traskii* (sengtive species— CNDDB 2009)
Helminthoglypta tudiculata angelena*
Helminthoglypta tudiculata convicta*
Helminthoglypta tudiculata imperforata*
Helminthoglypta uvasana
Helminthoglypta vasquez

Herpeteros angelust

Hesperarion hemphilli*

Oxyloma sllimani*

Paralaoma caputspinulae

Prigtiloma gabridinum*

Punctum californicum

Punctum minutissmum

Sterkia hemphilli

Zonitoides arboreus

37 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2004. Specia Animals. August. California Department of Fish and
Game, Wildlife and Habitat Data Analys s Branch, Sacramento, California.

% Cadlifornia Natura Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2006. Special Animals. February. (Quarterly publication, mimeo.)
California Department of Fish and Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California.

% California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2009. Special Animals. March. Caifornia Department of Fish and
Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California
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Those that are rare (meeting the criteria identified by CEQA Guidelines Section 15380) arein bold typeface.
Those rare terrestrial species that have potentia to occur on the Preserve, based on generd proximity and
habitat suitability (Magney 2009*°) are designated with an asterisk (*). Of the 38 native terrestrid mollusks
known to occur in Los Angeles County, 28 occur on the mainland and are listed above. One species is
currently tracked by the CNDDB (2009), Helminthoglypta traskii s3p. traskii, has high potential to occur in
the Puente Hills due to the proximity to known occurrences. Mogt of the other mainland taxa certainly
qualify as rare and should be considered as such (Magney 2009), regardless of the fact that the CNDDB has
not yet added themto their list.

Heminthoglypta is a relatively large genus of terrestria land snails found throughout California (Roth and
Sadeghain 2003*). Helminthoglypta species (Shoulderband snails) amost certainly occur on the Preserve,
as this genus of terrestrid snail occursin anumber of natural habitats throughout Cdifornia. There are 104
gpecies of Helminthoglypta known to occur in California, with 26 Gastropoda taxa (Species and subspecies)
known to occur in mainland Los Angeles County and 12 Gastropoda species known to occur in adjacent
Ventura County (Roth and Sadeghain 2003, Magney 2005%, 2009%). Of these, 12 species (taxa) are
congdered sengtive by the CNDDB (2004). By 2006, CNDDB listed 18 species of Helminthoglypta and
104 mollusk taxa, as senditive (CNDDB 2006*), and the same number of Helminthoglypta but 110 mollusk
taxa by early 2009 (CNDDB 2009&®). This regular increase in the number of mollusks considered rare by
the CNDDB is areflection of the new data becoming available about thisinteresting and important group of
wildlife species, which have often been ignored or given very little atention by the resource agencies and
environmenta consultants (mostly because of their lack of knowledge with this group).

Since the likelihood of one or more species of rare terrestrial mollusks being present on the preserve is high,
focused surveys for them should have been part of the assessment of biological resources. The DEIR is
inadequate in thet it falled to assess project-related impacts to speciad-status mollusks that have potentia to
occur onsite.

QUANTIFYING BIODIVERSTY ON THE PRESERVE
Biodiversty is vitaly important to the hedlth and vitdity to al ecosyssems. While difficult to accurately and

completely document, there are metrics available that can serve as a basc measure of biodiversity in the
Preserve and the project Ste. An effort to calculate the overdl biodiversity of the Preserve should be made

“0 Magney, D.L. 2009. Terrestrial Snails of Los Angdes County. 20 August 2009. David Magney Environmental Consulting,
Qjai, Cdlifornia. Published through the Sespe Ingtitute (www.sespei ndtitute.com)

! Roth, Barry, and Patricia S. Sadeghain. 2003. Checklist of the Land Snails and Slugs of California. (Santa Barbara
Museum of Natural History Contributionsin Science No. 3.) Santa Barbara, California.

“2 Magney, D.L. 2005. Atlas of California Native Terrestria Snails in Ventura County. 16 March 2005. David Magney
Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California  Prepared for County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning
Divison. Ventura, Cdlifornia

3 Magney, D.L. 2009. Terrestrial Snails of Los Angdes County. 20 August 2009. David Magney Environmental Consulting,
Qjai, Cdlifornia. Published through the Sespe Ingtitute (www.sespeingtitute.com)

“ California Natura Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2006. Special Animals. February. (Quarterly publication, mimeo.)
California Department of Fish and Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California.

“ Cdlifornia Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 2009a. Special Animals. March. California Department of Fish and
Game, Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, California
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as part of the CEQA assessment.  The following metrics may be used to quantify overall biodiversity of the
Preserve and project site (REWHC 2000%):

Species Richness () - the total number of different organisms present. It does not take into account
the proportion and distribution of each subspecies within azone.

Simpson Index (D) - a measurement that accounts for the richness and the percent of each subspecies
from a biodiversty sample within a zone. The index assumes that the proportion of individuals in an
areaindicate their importance to diversty.

Shannon-Wiener index (H) - Similar to the Smpson's index, this measurement takes into account
subspecies richness and proportion of each subspecies within a zone. The index comes from
information science. It has adso been cadled the Shannon index and the Shannon-Weaver index in the
ecologicd literature.

One of these metrics could be used to determine a quantitative measure of diversty present, and can be
used to identify potential impacts to biodiversity caused by of the proposed project. Performing at least a
minimal assessment of the biodiversty of the Preserve and project dte, before and after project
implementation, may provide some important ingghts into how the proposed project, or adternatives, may
affect biodiverdty ongte and in the Preserve.

MITIGATION MEASURESARE INADEQUATE

Below is an assessment of severd of the DEIR mitigation measures, which are generally lacking in sufficient
detail to be feasible (i.e. successful).

Special-Satus Plant SpeciesAssessment and Mitigationin DEIR

Table 4.2-1, Special-gatus Plants, on Page 4.2-10 of the DEIR dates that dl the specid-status plants
conddered as potentidly occurring ongte are “congdered absent” because they were not observed during
the botanicd field surveys of the Preserve. There are many variables why any one species may not be
detectable during one or severd years. The EIR preparer’s conclusons that these species are absent are
erroneous. These plant taxa should be consdered as potentidly present if suitable habitat is present, even if
the likelihood may be low. The lack of observations cannot disprove that specid-status plants species may
germinate and be present on the project site in years with favorable growing conditions.

DMEC recommends that supplemental seasona field surveys for specid-status plant species should be
conducted prior to gdte disturbance activities associated with the proposed project in order to clearly
determine if specid-gtatus plants species exist in the project footprint. |f specid-gatus plants species are
found within the development footprint, the exact locations and numbers of plants must be clearly marked.
A qudified botanist familiar with the flora of the Preserve region should conduct the surveys.

If special-status plants species are found within the project footprint by the supplementa plant surveys, they
should be avoided by congtruction activities to the maximum extent possible. |f avoidance is not possible
then as many seeds as possible from populations within the grading areas shal be salvaged and planted in
preserve areas. Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden is an agppropriate facility to conduct the savage,

48 http:/Aaw.rewhc.org/biomeasures.shtml
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storage, and ongoing propagation of these specid-gatus plant species. If possble, trandocation of the rare
plants should occur ongte or if no suitable location is available, then an offste location could be used. A
suitable trandocation Site on the parcel would need to be identified and a detailed mitigation plan specific to
that impacted species would need to be prepared by a quaified restoration botanist.

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and Bl O-2

Pages 4.2-37 & 38 (last paragraph) of the DEIR discuss Mitigation Measure BIO-1a concerning restoration
of coastdl sage scrub habitat. The DEIR directs that there will be a minimum 2:1 areal replacement of
coastal sage scrub habitat. Restoring 5.46 acres of degraded habitats onste into coastal sage scrub would
compensate for the project’s permanent loss of 2.73 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat.

Page 4.2-39 (second paragraph) of the DEIR discusses Mitigation Measure BIO-2a concerning restoration
of riparian habitat. The DEIR directsthat there will be a 3:1 ared replacement of riparian habitat.

It is not clear why different areal replacement ratios are applied to coastal sage scrub and riparian habitats.
Both of these habitats are sengtive habitats under smilar conservation threats, and the DEIR uses the exact
same rationde for both coastal sage scrub (Page 4.2-28, fourth paragraph) and riparian habitats (Page 4.2-
39, fourth paragraph) to explan why the ared replacement ratios are greater than 1:1. The same
replacement ratio should be used for coastd sage (i.e. 3:1 for atota replacement of 8.19 acres of habitat) as
is used for riparian habitat.

Page 4.2-35 of the DEIR, Table 4.2-3, Areas of Impacted Plant Communities, shows that nine (9) different
kinds of coastal sage scrub are going to be impacted by the project. Mitigation Measure 1a needsto specify
what types and amounts of each type of coastal sage scrub are going to be restored.

Restoration projects need multi-year monitoring plans to demondirate that the ecologica function of the
impacted habitat type is being adequately replaced and that the restoration isworking. Mitigation Measures
la (coastd sage scrub restoration) and 2a (riparian habitat restoration) need to include restoration plans
specifying:
e Specific criteria for restoration success including the metrics that will be used to measure that the
ecologica functions of the restored habitats are adequately replaced;

e Timeframe for monitoring program;
e Enforcement provisons for resolving problemsiif restoration criteriaare not met; and

e Adeguate funding for monitoring and restoration remediation if habitat restoration criteria are not
met.

Mogt habitat restoration actions require at least five (5) years before success in meeting establishment
criteria can be determined. Advanced planning must occur prior to on-the-ground work to improve
mitigation success. Since many habitat restoration projects, usualy conducted as required mitigation, fail to
meet mitigation objectives, for a wide variety of reasons; therefore, great care must be taken during each
step of the process, sarting with establishing clear and precise goas and objectives, and criteria that will be
used to measure success or fallure. The proposed mitigation measures fail to provide the required leve of
detail to be consdered feasble.
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3

Pages 4.2-40 & 41 of the DEIR discuss Mitigation Measure BIO-3 concerning potentia rupture or leaks of
oil wells or pipelines on the Preserve. The proposed mitigation measure is the preparation of an Emergency
Response Action Plan (ERPA).

The preparation of a “plan” is not an adequate or acceptable mitigation measure in itsalf. The mitigation
measure must dtate clear requirements, standards, and criteria that the plan must incorporate. The
preparation of the ERPA needs to be accompanied by specific preparations and resources to ded with the
contingency of an oil leak into the preserve.

e Adequate financial resources must be demongtrated to be available in the event of aspill. An ERPA
contingency escrow fund should be established with resources commensurate with the estimated
cogts of restoring the ecologica function of the preserve.

e The equipment needed to implement the ERPA must be demonstrably stored onsite and proven to
be functiond at regular intervas.

e Thetechnica expertise needed to implement the ERPA must be demongtrated in the form of annua
review of the ERPA and technical drills to make sure that implementation of the ERPA is
practicable.

e Shut-off valves must be present in the pipdline a regular intervals in order to contain oil flow in the
event of arupture or leak into the preserve,

Mitigation Measure BIO-4

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 focuses on project-related impacts to wildlife movement; however, it fals to
identify several measures that are feasible that could offset at least some of the significance of the impacts
related to the proposed project or project dternatives.

A. Inadequate Condderation of Possible Mitigation Measuresto Avoid Declaration of
“ Significant and Unavoidable | mpacts to Wildlife Movement”

Page 4.2-41 of the DEIR concludes that the project will have sgnificant and unavoidable impacts on
wildlife movement due to development and operation of the proposed East Wl pad ste.

On Page 6 of their Notice of Preparation Comments, the Habitat Authority specifically requested that
severd possible mitigation measures be assessed to mitigate for the project impacts of the East Pad Site on
wildlife movement around the service tunndl. These mitigation options have not been assessed in the DEIR.
The proposed mitigation measures that have not been adequately assessed are:

e Re-routing the trail away from the East Well Pad;
e |Indgtdling safe passage culverts under interna roadsin the project area; and
e Condruction of an dternative trail or wildlife overpass in another section of Colima Road.

If the project is to proceed as presented in the DEIR then the above mitigation measures must be assessed
for their feashility to avoid the project impact to wildlife movement. There are clearly feasble solutions
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avallable to mitigate the project impact on wildlife movement. It is not acceptable that these impacts are
labeled “unavoidable’ in the absence of adequate analysis and mitigation planning.

B. Inadequate Assessment and Consideration of Mitigation Measures for
Vibration I mpacts of Project on Wildlife Movement and Reproduction

Page 4.5-35 of the DEIR discusses how drilling activities will increase vibration levels in the Preserve and
surrounding area. The impacts of vibrations caused by drilling activities in the Preserve are declared to be
ggnificant and unavoidable, without any mitigation recommendations to reduce the impacts as much as
feasble.

The vibration impacts presented are based on the assumption that vibration levels 100 feet from the drilling
would be 0.19 inches per second. This vibration level would exceed the sgnificance criteria of 0.01 inches
per second defined by County of Los Angeles Code. The DEIR vibration andyss projects that the
vibration impact sgnificance criterion could be exceeded for resdences within 700 feet of the drilling Ste
within the Preserve. This vibration impact assessment is based upon vibrations data from a pile driver and
sheetpiling (DEIR Table 4.5-4).

The vibration sgnificance assessment is flawed in that a pile driver is used as a proxy for drilling equipment.
The measurement of oil drilling vibration is an area of active research (Russdll et d. 200847 and the
vibration data from oil drilling equipment proposed for the project should be the basdline data to assess
drilling vibration impacts.

The vibration impact assessment does not address potentia drilling vibration impacts to wildlife species.
The project ste is within a sengtive area of the Preserve that serves as an important refuge for wildlife
reproduction (i.e. as awildlife nursery). The potential impact of drilling vibrations on the ecologica role of
the Preserve as a wildlife nursery must be assessed as part of the CEQA review process. The vibrations
produced by oil drilling have the potential to disrupt the nesting of migratory birds and other specia-status
wildlife species. These potentid impacts on nesting birds and specid-status wildlife species must be
asesed inthe EIR.

No mitigation measures are proposed for the vibration impact, as it is not assessed beyond the declaration

that the impact is sgnificant and unavoidable. Insufficient analyss is presented to support the concluson
that the vibration impacts of drilling in the preserve are unmitigable.

LANDFILL ROAD ALTERNATIVE ANALYS S

Section 6.1.5.2 of the DEIR (p. 6-42) briefly assesses how the Landfill Road Alternative will affect
biologica resources in the Preserve. The conclusion of this assessment is that the Landfill Road Alternative
will:

¢ Reduce some impactsto sengtive species and senditive coasta sage scrub

e Eliminate dl impactsto riparian habitats

4" Wassdll, M.E; Cobern, M.E.; Saheta, V.; Purwanto, A.; and Cerpeda, M. 2008. Active Vibration Damper Improves
Performance and Reduces Drilling Cagt. World Qil. http://mwmw.rmotc.doe.gov/PDFSWO.APS. Sept08.pdf
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e Have some potential impacts to wildlife corridors, but that these impacts would be consdered
mitigable by implementation of mitigation measures BIO-4a (noise mitigation) and BIO-4h
(ingtdlation of appropriate native screening vegetation around the terminus of the Service Tunnél).

Based on this, the DEIR gtates that this project aternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The
assessment of the Landfill Road Alternative's on the biological resources of the Preserve is incomplete in
several areas, which are discussed below.

Effect of Landfill Road on Core Habitat in the Preserve

A. Disruption of Core Habitat asWildlife Nursery

The DEIR does not assess how the Landfill Road will affect the core habitat of the Preserve. The Landfill
Road expanson discussed in the DEIR would introduce a very active disturbance into what is currently
core habitat of the Preserve without human disturbance (public access is prohibited). As defined in the
Resource Management Plan (P.72), core habitat is an area that can sustain a population of plants or animals
by providing food, shelter, and a place to safely reproduce. By providing core habitat, the Preserve serves
as a “wildlife nursery” for wildlife species like Mule Deer and Bobcat by alowing them to reproduce away
from ecologica edge effects like noise, unnatural lighting, and disturbance by humans and domestic animals.
Research on Bobcats (Riley 2006*®) demonstrates that they avoid areas of human disturbance. Without the
ecologica function of core habitat in the Preserve buffering them from human disturbance, it is possible that
Bobcats and other wildlife species sengtive to human disturbance would not be able to reproduce in the
Puente Hillsregion. In this event, viable populations of these species would disappear from the Puente Hills
region.

The DEIR asserts the project impact on overdl acreage of senstive coastal sage scrub and riparian habitat
may be lessened by the Landfill Road Alternative; however; this alternative would have potentialy
devadtating effects on the viability of wildlife populations to reproduce in the Preserve by disrupting the
ecologica functions of core habitat as awildlife nursery. The DEIR must assess the full potential impact of
the Landfill Road Alternative on the ecologica function of the core habitat as awildlife nursery.

B. Fragmentation of Core Habitat

The converson of the current Landfill Road into a permanent road for the proposed project through the
core habitat of the Preserve could cause permanent fragmentation of the core habitat. The disruption of
wildlife movement patterns caused by this fragmentation could negatively impact viability of wildlife
populations by causing the genetic deterioration of populations (Delaney et d. 2010%°). This is especially
true for sengtive invertebrate species that need unfragmented core habitat to persst. The core habitat of the
Preserve provides habitat for many species of invertebrates that may aso disappear without the ecologica
benefits that the core habitat provides (i.e. adequate food and shdlter, buffer from human disturbance). For

“8 Riley, SP.D. 2006. Spatial Ecology of Bobcats and Gray Foxes in Urban and Rural Zones of a National Park. Journal of
WiIdlife Management 70(5): 1425-1435.

* Ddangy, KS, SP.D. Riley, RN. Fisher. 2010. A Rapid, Strong, and Convergent Genetic Response to Urban Habitat
Fragmentation in  Four Divergent and Widespread Vertebrates PLoS ONE 5(9):e12767.
doi:10.137V/journal .pone.0012767
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example, some groups of invertebrates, such as the Mygaomorphae (trapdoor spiders and their kin), have
very long life spans (20-30 years) and specific habitat requirements (Bond et a. 2006°°). Disturbances to
these habitats may result inlocal population extinctions, which in turn may lead to regiond extirpation.

The Hminthoglypta snails (shoulderband snails) provide a specific example of how fragmentation of the
core habitat by the Landfill Road could occur. There are potentialy 14 rare species of Helminthoglypta
snails occurring at the Preserve. These pecies are endemic to the Los Angeles region. Recent surveys of
the Newhdl Ranch’'s Misson Village development project found three species of rare terrestrid
Helminthoglypta snails that were not previously thought to occur there (Impact Sciences 2010°%). The
expanson and operation of the Landfill Road would potentialy serves as abarrier to the movement of snails
through the core habitat area of the Preserve, as has been demonstrated in other snail species (Baur and
Baur 1990°%). Fragmentation of a rare Helminthoglypta population could disrupt the gene flow within the
snall population necessary for persstence of the population. Recent genetics work on lizards demonstrates
that fragmentation by road barriers can geneticaly isolate populations in relatively short time periods
(Delaney et d. 2010); the fragmentation of the Preserve’'s core habitat by the Landfill Road Alternative
could have amilar effects on animal populations.

The DEIR must assess the full potential impact that the Landfill Road Alternative may have on fragmenting
the core habitat of the Preserve, specificaly on the ecological persstence of populations of sensitive animal
gpecies such as the HAmintoglypta snalls.

C. Potential Disruption of Bird Breeding by Noise Generated by Use of the Landfill Road

The Cdlifornia Fish and Game Code § 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any nongame migratory bird.
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. § 703) prohibits killing, possessing, or trading in migratory birds
except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. This act appliesto whole
birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and eggs.

On Page 6-45 (Section 6.1.5.5), the DEIR sates that during the operation of the Landfill Road, the noise
levels measured 50 feet from the road may range from 40 to 72dBA.

The noise generated along the Landfill Road would functionally become permanent during the 30 plus year
gpan of the proposed project. This noise would be a novel disturbance in the core habitat area of the
Preserve and could interfere with the nesting of migratory birds. The disruption of migratory bird nesting
by project-generated noise could be as a “take’ prohibited by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. §
703) and Fish and Game Code (§ 3513).

The DEIR must assess the potentia negative impact of noise generated by the Landfill Road Alternative on
the nesting success of breeding birds. DMEC recommends that at the very least a zone of 300 feet around
the proposed Landfill Road route should be assessed for project-related noise effects on breeding birds. A
300-foot buffer zone is a common distance recommended by CDFG for assessing project impacts on

* Bond, JE., D.A. Beamer, T. Lamb, and M. Hedin. 2006. Combining Genetic and Geospatial Analysss to Infer Population
Extinction in Mygalomorph Spides Endemic to the Los Angdes Region. June. Animal Conservation 9:145-157.

* |mpact Sciences 2010. Mission Village Draft Environmental Impact Report. (SCH No. 2005051146.) October 2010.
Prepared for Los Angeles County Regional Planning, Las Angdes, California. Camarillo, California

2 Baur, A. and B. Baur 1990. Are Roads Barriers to the Dispersal of the Land Snail Arianta arbustorun? Canadian Journal
of Zoology 68:613-617.
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breeding birds (e.g. Shasta River FEIR 2008>). We note that the Landfill Road would traverse known
Coagtd Cdifornia Gnatcatcher nesting/breeding habitat. While this species has been observed breeding in
areas of high noise (e.g. adjacent to airports) (Awbrey et a. 1995™), it is not clear that gnatcatchers will
continue to breed in areas where substantial nove noise is introduced, as would be the case with noise
generated from along the Landfill Road by heavy equipment and vehicles. The specific impact of noise on
Coadtd Cdlifornia Gnatcatcher breeding in the Landfill Road Alternative Area must dso be assessed in the
DEIR.

DM EC PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The primary source of sgnificant adverse impacts to biological resources on the project ste and Preserve
results from habitat fragmentation, erecting barriers to wildlife movement, and degradation of core habitat
resulting from widely disperse project facilities and, with the use of the Landfill Road proposed in the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative’, bisecting core habitat. By simply usng components of the
proposed project and dternatives, a truly environmentaly superior aternative can be permitted that would
avoid or minimize mogt of the significant adverse impacts related to reinitiating oil and gas extraction on this
property.

Figure 1, DMEC Proposed Project Alternative, illustrates how the project could be developed that would
achieve project objectives and minimize adverse impacts to the Preserve and sengtive biologica resources
using the Preserve.

Bascdly, DMEC recommends that the Site be accessed via Catalina Avenue (as for the Proposed Project),
to a consolidated facilities Site (as for the Landfill Road Alternative). The Landfill Road and areas near the
Colima Road underpass should be avoided do to the importance of the natural habitats dong them. The
project facilities can be build under facade buildings that would reduce or eiminate noise and light pollution
from natura habitats and nearby residences. Such measures are routine practice in urban areas such as
Beverly Hills.

These conclude our comments on the DEIR. Please contact DMEC if you have any questions about any of
the comments above.

Respectfully,
David L. Magney David M. Brown
Presdent/Biologist Wildlife Biologist

%3 Cdlifornia Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 2008. Shasta River Permitting Final EIR.
http://mww.dfg.ca.gov/regions/1/ShastaScott/ShastaRiver El R/http://www.dfg.ca.gov/regions/1/ ShastaScott/ShastaRiver EIR
/

* Awbrey, F.T., D. Hunsaker, and R. Church. 1995. Acoustical Responsss of California Gnatcatchers to Traffic Noise. Inter-
noise 65: 971-974.
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DMEC PN: 10-0151
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Figurel. DMEC Proposed Project Alternative
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David C. Cowardin
8562 La Sierra Avenue
Whittier, California 90605
562-698-4131

Responseto April 25, 2011, Notice of Preparation for
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project

|. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project description should account for the baseline conditions on the site that include the on-
going implementation of another project - the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation
Authority’s Resour ce M anagement Plan.

The baseline site conditions should be regarded as “recovering wilderness,” not just a former oil
field or vacant land. The site plan should show the 20 plus acres that will be graded for
construction and roads, as well as brushed for fire protection purposes, all of which would result
in permanent alteration of the natural environment. The whole of the project should also include
any loss of natural areas resulting from edge effects and loss of wildlife corridors, potentially
totaling more than 200 acres.

There needs to be a highly detailed time schedule in the project description so that residents and
decision makers can know the true significance of the project.

The City should adopt as a priority objective of this project the concept of making a maximum
effort to protect the “recovering wilderness” and, in particular, the core habitat of the Preserve.

The DEIR should state how levels of significance were developed, and the City should always
choose lower, more protective thresholds than would normally be considered to support the
objectives of the project, as well as those of the City’s General Plan.

II. RECREATION, AESTHETICS, NOISE AND OTHER HUMAN |SSUES

The DEIR should clearly describe the extent of the disruption or discontinuance of use of the
Preserve as a result of the project.

It should fully describe and quantify the thresholds for determining the levels of significance in
this category since, in the Preserve, the public now enjoys irreplaceable views, as well as quiet
and escape from the nearby urban environment.
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Reliance on noise ordinance standards developed in the ‘60s and ‘70s as determinates of
significance levels may not be responsive to modern information on noise pollution, nor to
accepted norms of quiet in the community (45dB.)

1. AIR QUALITY

Short or long-term emissions, such as odors, dust, and NOx, should be quantified and compared
conservatively with ambient levels in the community to determine levels of significance, rather
than with regional levels. Location of receptors and micro-climatic influences should be
discussed. Mitigation measures should show how and the extent to which levels will be reduced.

IV.BIOLOGICAL

Since the Preserve constitutes what remains of native grasslands, coastal sage scrub, riparian
scrub, and oak woodland that existed in abundance in the past in the Puente Hills, the core
habitat in which the project site is proposed to be located should be considered as RARE and,
therefore, any changes significant.

The DEIR should evaluate how the pending development of the Montebello Hills could cause the
listed gnatcatcher pairs located in that important “core” population to migrate to larger habitat
areas such as the Puente Hills. Also, it should identify and update information on other protected
species that are or were known to inhabit the Puente Hills including California Species of Special
Concern and California Fully Protected species. In addition, it should identify other regionally
scarce wildlife species that are not on any protected list, but are nonetheless extremely rare now
in the Los Angeles area, as a result of the transformation of basin habitats into urban uses.

The DEIR needs to assess how the geographic configuration of the industrial facility with its fuel
modification setbacks, walls and fencing, dust generation, truck intrusion, lighting requirements,
daily operations, and increased edge effects will impact the core habitat (nursery) and the Puente
Hills wildlife corridor. Since it could result in degradation of more than 200 acres, the DEIR
should address how the project will impact ecological connectivity and biodiversity in the area;
and, it should evaluate alternative site configurations that will not create isolated areas where
creatures cannot thrive.

The DEIR needs to evaluate the impacts of present and future cumulative development in the
immediate community and surrounding the Preserve.

While not required by CEQA, the study should include an analysis of economic impacts, and the
importance of keeping the biological integrity of open space land within the project area intact so
it does not diminish the biological value of other land in the Preserve. This is important so that

the public understands the full impact of the City’s decision.

V.GEOLOGY
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The DEIR should consider that, as a result of years of grading of well pads under Chevron
ownership, the landscape in the Canyons is virtually all man-made. The terraces and broad fans
were filled from these grading operations. This can be seen in the manner to which the creeks
have sought to re-establish their natural grades over the years leaving behind wide fill terraces.
Since this is not engineered fill, any structures will require extraordinary foundations to resist the
impacts of earth movements, whether from earthquake or expansive soils. The geologic hazard
mitigations should be conservative since the previous DEIR extrapolated potential ground
accelerations of over 1g and vertical acceleration of 1.6g.

CowardinD-14

VI.HAZARDS

The site plan should show any facilities designed for the management of oil spills.

The site plan should show any facilities designed for the management of flows of storm water
and debris.

Any odor or release of polluting emissions will be unacceptable to neighbors, not to mention
potentially hazardous to biological resources in the Preserve.

The site plan should show all natural areas that will be modified for fire protection.

VII. TRAFFIC

The DEIR needs to fully describe the extent of traffic changes that will be wrought by this
project, including extent and time of duration. It should conservatively deal with the 15,000
potential dump loads (and 30,000 trips) of material exported for site development. It should also
include the cumulative effects in connection with of other trip generating projects that have or
will be developed in the vicinity.

The traffic analysis performed in connection with this project should be sensitive to local issues.
For example, increased traffic on Penn Street cannot be considered insignificant at any level.
For Colima Road, ambient traffic levels should be used as the capacity, rather than its ultimate
potential major highway capacity, since for virtually all its length it is a residential street with
few major highway characteristics except pavement width and the intersection with Whittier
Boulevard.

VIII. LAND USE PLANNING

The DEIR should demonstrate that the project is consistent with the goals and policies of the
Resources Management Plan and inconsistencies should be rationalized in a statement of over-
riding consideration available to the public for a reasonable period prior to final decision by the
Whittier City Council.
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Danny M. Espinal
13813 Penn Street

As aresident of 13813 Penn Street since 2004 it saddens me to think that those who have been
entrusted to serve the citizens of Whittier continue to push through with the Whittier Oil Field
Project despite resident disapproval and environmental groups who see the best case scenario ag
being no project at all. Our elected officials need only take a short walk up from city hall to those
Penn Street residents below Penn Park who will be directly affected to find out how we feel
about the proposed site and route. Better yet, maybe the council should revisit the Whittier Daily
News article "Penn Street residents oppose plan to have oil-drilling traffic use their road"

from December 4, 2010 as a reminder of how Penn Street residents DO CARE!

The renewal of the lease to allow these oil companies time to come up with a viable plan to drill
tells me that this city council will do anything it can to ensure the development of this project.
Allowing the oil companies time to develop the plan out of fear of lawsuit is flawed, as the
allowance to develop the land for drilling should not have been allowed in the first place.

As a Penn Street resident we share our street with families, local schools, and college students
who visit Penn Park daily. We share our street with Whittier College student athletes walking to
and from the newly opened gymnasium entrance on Penn. We share our street with the many
high school and college families who park on Penn to root on their children in the many sporting
and school events held at the college. We share our street with joggers, dog walkers, and
pedestrians who use the College Avenue/Penn Street shortcut that links Whittier College to
residences on Penn and beyond. As you can see there is much to lose with the "Superior
Environmental Alternative" to the proposed 0Oil Project.

In addition, the proposed route will only add to the traffic issues that Penn Street residents face
on a daily basis. We hear and feel the rumblings of every sanitation truck that departs and
returns to the facility. We deal with many private citizens hauling trash to the landfill. We face
early morning and late afternoon rush hour traffic that use Penn Street, through York Street and
College Avenue, as a shortcut to Mar Vista and Painter Avenue. As a result not a day goes by
without us hearing a screeching car or truck as they race up and down Penn. Since 2004 we have
been witness to two major accidents, one occurring in front of our home, and countless near
misses. Now, through the EIR proposal, Penn Street residents will be given the additional burden
of closed street parking for home and apartment occupants with the addition of larger trucks,
which could pose an environmental hazard to wildlife and Whittier residents. Is the risk worth
the reward? Especially when one considers the many scary incidences that have occurred
throughout the U.S. regarding drilling in proximity to residential areas.

This is not just about the financial windfall that will fill Whittier's coffers in order to stabilize a
city. As a teacher in Whittier you need not remind me of the budgetary crisis that has affected all
Californians. This project is not just about the environmental impact of native species. This is
about the loss of a valued livelihood that brought many transplants like myself to find a home in
Whittier.

The superior project alternative will be to have no project at all.

Danny, Lupe & Zoé Espinal
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From: Roy Fewell [wrfewell@gmail.com]

Sent:  Sunday, May 22, 2011 10:54 PM

To: Jeff Adams

Cc: rmartinez@cordobacorp.com

Subject: NOP and Scoping Document for Whittier Main Oil Field EIR

Let me begin by extending my thanks to the City of Whittier Community Development
Department, lead agency for the Whittier Main Oil Field Project, for this opportunity to comment
on the NOP and Scoping Document that was released on April 25, 2011.

A required part of the Environmental Impact Report is a determination of consistency of the
proposed project with the City's General Plan. Since the last update of the City's General Plan
dates from 1993, this will pose a real challenge for the environmental consultant. The current
General Plan clearly establishes a preference for the acquisition and preservation of open
spaces, outdoor recreational opportunities, energy conservation, and the maintenance of
environmental values. (See Land Use Element pp. 2-10 through 2-11 and Environmental
Resource Management Element (ERME) pp. 5-2 through 5-5). As stated in both the Land Use
Element and ERME of the General Plan, meeting the goals stated therein and pursuing the
Whittier Main Oil Field Drilling Project is, at best, problematic. Indeed, the only mention of oil
drilling in the general plan relates to its role in the contamination of the City's ground water
resources (ERME p. 5-1) and to the establishment of a policy of working with appropriate
agencies to rehabilitate or encourage rehabilitation of former drilling sites for the preservation of
natural resources (ERME p. 5-3, policy 1.4).

It could be that an update of the General Plan would show that community values have shifted

from the goals stated in the current plan to those of tax avoidance through City investment in oil
production and a lowering of environmental values to allow for that investment. Such a clear

shift in public sentiment might justify the oil drilling project. We could only know that, however, if
the citizenry went through the detailed democratic process of updating the City's General Plan

that is mandated under State law. Unless clear consistency with the current General Plan can be
shown in the Environmental Report, this project will undermine the process of orderly

development in the City of Whittier. We would strongly urge that the City go through that

process and establish consistency with a current General Plan prior to the undertaking of such a
radical shift in policy.

Sincerely,

Roy and Sheila Fewell
15920 Mar Vista
Whittier, CA 90605

FewllR&S-1

FewellR& S-2
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Save Our Community
Non Public benefit Corporation

City of Whittier as Lead agency
Scoping Comments Whittier Oil Project
Dear Sirs

We repeat our scoping comments and comments on the Draft EIR and include them herein by
reference.

In addition we would like to bring the Following NEW information.

USGS has released their Multi Agency Task force “ARKSTORM” report.
(Lucy Jones et all Pasadena CA)

The premise is astudy of the 1860's stormsin California,

(well within the “100 year storm” window considering when 100 year storm maps were generated.) Fluornoy-1
Evidently it can rain heavily for the proverbial 40 days and 40 nights causing flooding and damage not
seen even in 30 plusinch rainfall in Southern California years which are characterized by several storm
separated by dry spells.

For this project we require consideration of landslides, mud, debris, lahar style flows especially from

the un-engineered cuts, fills, pads and roads up canyon from the proposed project. Fluomoy2

WE mentioned that a seismic study be completed and would like to point out that more recent studies
(“wall towall” etc) show more frequent and stronger events on the Southern San Andreas with
commensurate even longer duration of shaking. Cybershake data should be more readily available. | Fluomoyd3

This long duration of shaking must be considered in landslide analysis.

Given the above we are even more opposed to any regrading of the road from the land fill and use of
that road as amgjor entry to the project area.

We are in favor of the most direct and shortest route whatever it is
Up Catalina or East to Colima.

We do not see mgjor traffic impacts with pipelinesand  without tanker trucks and even worker access| FluornoyJ-4
could be mitigated by car-pooling

Production of pollution would also be minimized compared to along circuitous route from the Landfill

We support the Sierra Club and Habitat authority comments.

We look forward to the revised and recirculated DEIR and commend you on your approach to this
project.

James Flournoy

Secretary
8655 Landis View Lane Rosemead Ca 91770
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From: ¢ ham [ocalham@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 10:21 PM
To: Jeff Adams
Subject:

Comments Regarding Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2010011049

My name is Olivia Hamud, 13622 E Penn St, Whittier CA, Homeowner

| offer the following comments/concerns/considerations:

Table 1 Prolect Details 2.0

HamudO-1
an explosion in the mak|ng srmrlar to that whrch occurred in San Bruno Calrfornra on 09/09/2010’) In the event of an explosion what plans are in proposal to address this HamudO-2
situation?

2.0 Proposed Project Description

How will the additional 6 acres described as "temporarily disturbed" for construction and grading be restored to natural state. How will wild life of this area be relocated prio| HamudO-3
to and after construction? Where will they be relocated?

Methods for transporting the marketable crude oil

| ill the EIRspan> consider Slant drilling? (Cost should not be driving force but rather well being of residents & environment)

EIR should include impact in using Penn St as access road and include alternate route. This stretch of road has been identified by the city of Whittier as a "High Density"
area. There is a mixture of single dwelling homes and apartment complexes, narrow street and some homes identified as "historical homes".The large oil tankers are too big HamudO-4
for this street. The EIR should include information on the increase in large oil tanker traffic, noise, omission of fumes from large oil tankers, & vibrations caused by large oil

What is proposed route of oil tanker once traveling west on Penn St from site. Penn street is not wide enough to allow for tanker to turn right or left onto Painter, Greenlea
or Pickering- without clearly impeding/overtaking other vehicles waiting at red light and the same is true for large tanker traveling north on Painter and wanting to turn right HamudO-5
onto Penn st, car stopped at Penn st east of Parnter would prevent tanker from turning thus creating additional traffic congestion at that intersection where young

4.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

| HamudO-6

before hand on how to react to toxic gases? Will Ievel of toxrcrty of drill site be contrnusously momtored even after construction of drilling site completed? Will there be a

How will pollutants/odors released as a result of drilling activity be controlled. How will the escape of toxic gases be handled-Will residents, schools and business be advised

HamudO-7

Will entire city of Whittier and surrounding cities impacted by this project be given an opportunity to comment on the EIR, including apartment dwellers, local school

administrations/administrators and businesses? Will EIR notification be clearly identified on envelope vs appearing as junk mail from ventura as did 04/25/11 "notice of HamudO-8
preparation and public scoping meetings" letter

Thank you for this opportunity to comment and submit items for your consideration and of my concern

Olivia C. Hamud.
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----- Original Message-----

From: krjones [mailto:krjones@pennst.net]
Sent: Wedﬁggﬂ!gﬂf', "mpril 27, 2011 5:26 PM
To: Jeff Adams

Subject: Oil Watch

JonesK -1

Dear Mr. Adams:

The newly designated access road for the oil trucks, Penn Street, seems a
very unwise choice. Penn Street is narrow, there are many homes, apartments,
and, therefore, children on this street which would seem very dangerous for
the community. Upper Penn Street already has parking and traffic problems
because of Penn Park, the Whittier College athletic building, and the Savage
Canyon Landfill. Lower Penn Street has all the apartments and the parked
cars. Is it expected that all these parked cars must be parked some other
place as the oil trucks zoom by. Where would a convenient place be so the
oil trucks could navigate the street. Is this being considered or will that

be decided after the problem exists? It seems there would be a very
significant and unfair impact on the Penn Street community.

Katherine Jones
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May 24, 2011

Attention: Jeff Adams, Community Development Department
City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street

Whittier, CA 90602

E-Mail: comdev@cityofwhittier.org

Dear Mr. Adams:

We submitted our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Whittier Main Qil Field
Development Project last December. We appreciate the opportunity to submit our comments again,
following the Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Meetings that occurred last month.

As shared previously, we are a young family that resides on Penn Street. We own our home and have
lived in Whittier since 2006. We have two children, one toddler and one infant, both born at Whittier
Presbyterian Intercommunity Hospital. We take pride in raising our family in Whittier. We walk to Penn
Park, the Central Library and the Uptown Farmers Market on a weekly basis. We attend church locally,
shop locally and support community activities as much as we can. We value our relationships with
neighbors and friends in Whittier and we’ve even encouraged family members and friends to move to
the area. As residents of Whittier, we understand the value of exploring projects such as the Qil Field
Development Project to increase revenues for the City. We trust that our City Council is analyzing and
making decisions, not limited to this Project, based on the best interest of the community it is dedicated
to serving. In order to share our voice, we submitted our comments regarding the DEIR, specifically the
use of the Landfill Road and Penn Street for access to the project sites.

We understand that the revised project focuses on the “environmentally superior project alternative”.
Access to the project would be from Catalina Avenue and along the North Access roadway from Penn
Street through the landfill property and through the Preserve to the project site. While we voiced our
concerns previously, we feel more concerned that the revised project targets Penn Street specifically.

Penn Street continues to be heavily travelled from residents to commuters to college and park visitors.
Already, there is insufficient parking for all of the tenants/residents; there are trucks travelling up and
down Penn Street that are noisy, shake our home, and leave behind debris; and, speed limits are neither
obeyed nor enforced. We are concerned that using Penn Street to access the oil project sites will
worsen an already existing traffic problem. We look forward to further detail and analysis of the current
uses for Penn Street and how these would be impacted by the QOil Project.

As stated previously, over the years, we have come to know many of our neighbors which include
various family sizes, mainly working class families, and many renters. We look forward to further detail
and analysis of how the populations on Penn Street would be specifically affected (including single
family residences, multifamily residences, students and faculty of Whittier College, and businesses and
City Hall traffic at the intersection of Penn Street and Painter Avenue) and whether or not there is a
disproportionate impact on minority and low income populations, compared to other alternatives.

Moreover, we look forward to further detail and analysis of the following issues:
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e [Air Quality — Please provide an updated study for Penn Street that addresses (1) cumulative
traffic impacts to air quality and (2) the impact of adding several miles of truck traffic from the
landfill entrance to the drilling site.

e [ Biological — Please address the impact of adding several miles of truck traffic from the landfill
entrance to the drilling site (that might otherwise be avoided under other project alternatives).

o [Safety of Risk Upset and Hazardous Materials — Please address the risk to Penn Street
residences, Penn Park visitors, Whittier College students that reside on campus, and College
visitors).

e [Noise and Vibration — Please address the impact of truck traffic to Penn Street and the
residences.

e [Transportation and Circulation — Please provide a study of cumulative impacts on Penn Street.

e [Fire Protection and Emergency Services — Please address how the increase of hazards will be
managed. If the potential for oil spills or wildfires increases, what is the City’s plan to protect
and serve residents? How might earthquakes be complicated by active oil activity?

e | Public Services and Utilities — Please address how the City will increase enforcement or oversight
of project related traffic.

e [Recreation — Please address how the Penn Park and Whittier College recreation areas may be
impacted. Also, please address how current public trails will be impacted. Will the public still
have access to enjoy these trails? Will we be able to do so safely given how the roads/trails will
be used for the oil project?

Where risks cannot be avoided, we would like to understand clearly what will be done to mitigate the

risks. For example, what are our options It Penn Street residents can no longer park on Penn Street in
order to make room for increased truck traffic? If it is determined that increased truck traffic may result

We'd also like to clearly understand the impact this project would have on the long-term health of our

children, particularly if oil trucks are driving past our house several times a day.

Practically speaking, we feel we need to understand what risks we face so we can make informed
decisions about our residence in Whittier. With regard to Penn Street, we hope we can continue to
enjoy our family walks to Penn Park, to the Library and to Uptown without having to worry about safety
hazards (traffic, health, etc.). With two small children, it is important to us that we raise our family
where we feel safe and where we feel heard. If we cannot do so, we will consider relocating.

Kind regards,

Malan Lai & Alecia Lai
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April 30, 2011

Mr. Jeffery Adams

Planning Services Manager
13230 Penn Street
Whittier, CA 90602

Dear Mr. Adams,

I am writing this letter in response to the Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping
Meetings notice | received April 27, 2011. As a citizen of Whittier, | had numerous
concerns regarding inadequacies in the initial DEIR performed by Marine Research
Specialists and | am pleased that the public has been asked to provide comment prior to
the release of the next one. | ask that a number of issues be addressed when preparing
the next document for public review and comment. The items that | feel should be part
of the scope and included in this next document are as follows:

1.

2.

Determine the true project impact in acres. It has been repeatedly incorrectly stated
that the project will affect less than seven acres. This figure does not take into
account the true footprint of the project. The following needs to be included in the
total acreage:

a.

The amount of habitat that will be affected by the North Access roadway
referenced in the Proposed Project Description. Per the Conditional Use
Permit, Matrix states that trucks of up to seventy feet in length will be used in
this project. Widening this road to accommodate this level of vehicle
significantly increases the acreage of this project and this should be included
in the next DEIR including a full engineering assessment of what it will
encompass.

The amount of habitat affected by the construction of the pipeline. The
pipeline will be buried under approximately one mile of existing wilderness
trails. These trails will need to be widened in this process and this needs to
be included in the next document. Again, an Engineer's assessment will be
needed.

Assess the impacts upon recreation relative to the miles of wilderness trails available
to citizens. All project documentation references “1280 acres” owned by the city. In
reality, the percentage of wilderness recreational space affected by this project
needs to be put in context to the number of miles of accessible trails. The following
should be included:

a.

What closures of trails will occur and what percentage this is of the trails
currently available to recreational users. Please put this in terms of
temporary and permanent closures of public access.

What percentage of ADA accessible trails will be affected by the building of
the pipeline? Deer Loop Trail from the Pescadero trailhead is one of the few
handicapped accessible wilderness trails in the city. What will be the
closures and disruptions on this trail and the affects upon these users?

LaMarcheB-1

LaMarcheB-2

LaMarcheB-3

LaMarcheB-4
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3. |Address the noise levels of the project upon recreational users of the nearby trails.
The original DEIR talked about the fact that noise levels would be lessened during LaMarcheB-5
the nighttime hours. This is not when people hike these trails, so given the proximity
of the project to the Deer Loop hiking trail, what will the noise impacts be and how
will they be mitigated?

4. | Assess the visual impacts of the project as it relates to recreational users. The
original DEIR spoke to visual disturbances for nearby residences, but it never
discussed what people hiking existing trails would see. What will hikers see and how
will any adverse affects on the wilderness experience be mitigated?

LaMarcheB-6

5. Include the building of the access road when referencing the affect the project will
have on the California gnatcatcher and coastal sage. The NOP makes the statement
that there are no California gnatcatchers in the proposed project area. Having
spoken with the Habitat Authority, | have come to understand that one of nine
nesting pair in the preserve are very near the proposed North Access Road. In | LaMarcheB-7
addition, the proposed access road will cut through approximately % mile of coastal
sage. | would like to see both of these issues addressed and quantified in the next
DEIR.

6. |Address any chemicals that will be introduced into the aquifer. Having researched
horizontal, (slant) drilling, | understand that water and chemicals (AKA mud) are
pushed through the soil with the drill bit to keep it from overheating. | understand
that these are pushed through the aquifer prior to a cement casing being inserted to | LaMarcheB-8
protect soil and water. | would ask that the DEIR fully outline what these chemicals
are and what all the potential affects are on the aquifer.

7. Please determine and review the true impact that the additional truck traffic will have
upon residential streets that now have GVW restrictions less than the projected
weight of the trucks proposed for use in the project. To get a true affect this project
will have upon citizens the next DEIR needs to:

a. |Document the exact route that tanker trucks will take to and from the site.
The current plans reference access and egress via Catalina Avenue in the
initial stage and Penn Street later on. What is not understood at this time is
the exact route that the vehicles will take upon leaving these streets.

b. |What neighborhoods and schools will the tankers pass? | LaMarcheB-10

c. (What are the current GVW restrictions on these streets and will this create
excess vibration for nearby housing? Depending upon the specific route, |
feel vibration will be a factor and if the DEIR determines that there is, what
mitigation measures will be employed?

LaMarcheB-9

LaMarcheB-11

Again, | appreciate this opportunity to provide input on the initial scoping of the next EIR.
| look forward to seeing the above items included in the next DEIR.

Regards,

Bruce LaMarche
8210 Enramada Ave.
Whittier, CA 90605
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May 23, 2011

Dear Mr. Jeffery Adams,

| am concerned about the increased traffic and noise In reference to the residents who live on the
proposed oil drilling access street-Penn. Penn Street already has the following problems: increased
traffic from people who access the park, increased traffic and noise from the trucks that access the

dump site, cars that gain speed as they drive down the hill, noise from cars as they accelerate uphill. The

residents on this street are also exposed to increased noise and traffic from the activities at the school.

Penn street has restricted parking for the majority of the day on the south side. In addition, | am not
aware of any efforts that the city has made in permanent repairs to the damaged sidewalks from the

roots of the pine trees—the sidewalks pose a hazard to pedestrians, especially the elderly and disabled.

This is a priority for the city to tend to mitigating some of the dangers to residents such as contracting
with the transit department to calm the street for the safety of the residents and making permanent

improvements to the sidewalks. This could include efforts such as inserting stop signage or speed bumps
as well as removing the divider line which gives some motorists the impression that they are driving on a
highway, not on a residential street where children play. These are the kinds of improvements that the
city should think of when considering Penn Street, not proposing yet another burden for the residents of
this street. Thank you for considering the concerns of the people who live on this street—to whomever
will make the decisions about drilling and the impact on the people and environment—please imagine
living on Penn Street as you make decisions that have a direct impact on the quality of life for those
whom you serve and represent.

Aurora Lopez, Resident
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MATRIX OIL and CITY OF WHITTIER
OIL DRILLING DEIR REDO

The superior environmental option according to the current DEIR isto put an industrial
operation and amile long industrial road in a Core Habitat area. In doing so MRS
(Marine Research Specialists) states there is no impact to biology that hasn’'t been
disclosed and mitigated. Common sense might suggest that such aclaim is probably not
true and may not be supported should the city be sued. So what should bein the revised
document to avoid alawsuit the city could lose? Should the city acknowledge that the
current preferred site would have impacts to the biology of a Core Habitat that can’t be
mitigated and simply say there are over riding economic considerations and just drill
there anyway? That would probably violate their “no environmental damage” pledge.
Should the city acknowledge that an industrial project and road will degrade the Core
Habitat Biological values and mitigate by creating a comparable “ Core Habitat”
elsewhere, say on the AREA property when it comes up for sell? The city may also have
another look at the landfill and consolidate some of the other already studied sites to
lessen impacts.

On my wish list isthat the new DEIR will seek to correct a perception in the former

DEIR that esthetics gets more attention than biology, and other very valid considerations.
If Whittier wants a project that will be an enormous economic boost to the city why isit
hidden away and closed off to the public, Core Habitat area? | think it is great that the
City istaking anew look at the impacts of oil drilling with arevised DEIR which should
have better supported ideas, and better disclosure of impacts, and more adequate
mitigation.

PUBLIC CONCERNS
Scope and Content of Notice of Preparation and Scoping Document for an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the
Whittier Mail Oil Field Development Project
REVISED - April 20, 2011:

PUBLIC CONCERNS:

Communication:

During the General Public Scoping Meeting on May 5, 2011, it was clearly apparent that
the City’s communication is lacking about the meeting. Home owners/residents along
Penn Street, Catalina, Mar Vista, and Colimadid not all receive appropriate notices of
this meeting and therefore had their rights limited to provide concerns regarding the
partnership of Matrix Oil and the City of Whittier. Proper notice was not received by the
residence most impacted. It was discussed at the Scoping Meeting with Jeffery Adams,
Planning Services Manager, who suggested that we, concerned citizens, provide him with
addresses and email address of citizens that would like to voice a concern. Whilethisisa
way to obtain address information it certainly is not the most effective way. Even without
proper notification received the public is still held to a deadline date of 30 days from

LunaP-1
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April 25, 2011, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Meetings. Due to the
notification problems of the City’s communication, there was a request made to allow the
public more time to respond to the DEIR and provide public concerns and issues. No
response to the request and we are now held to a 20 day deadline for comments on the
DEIR.

Multi-ethnicity impact has not been considered with the communication that has been
provided by the City and Marine Research Specialists. It has been requested to include
notices in other languages of our diverse community, but to date that has not occurred. LunaP-2
Many individuals are unaware of the City’s efforts and impacts that will be made due
English not being the predominant language (Chinese, Armenian, Spanish, €etc.).

Scope of the EIR:

The scope of the EIR is very limited and identifies only afew streets impacted in the
urban areas of Whittier. All citizens of Whittier are impacted by this proposed project and
| request analyses and information to be view by all of Whittier, becauseit isall of
Whittier that will be impacted. The impacts will include but not limited to noise, traffic,
exhaust, odor that the wind will over enormous areas of Whittier and beyond, property
and automobile damage, vibrations of heavy equipment will impact all citizens and
wildlife. For example vehicles do not magically appear on Penn Street, but must come LunapP-3
from some route (Whittier Blvd., Washington Blvd., Hadley, Painter, etc.) that gets them
from their starting position and to their ending position. Currently the scopeislimited in
the EIR to Penn Street, Colima Road, and Catalina Avenue as described in your Proposed
Project Description dated April 2011. Thisis not acceptable and requires further analysis
of thisissue and should beincluded in the EIR.

esthetics/Visual Impact:
The EIR isinadequate and incomplete in that it fails to provide information regarding the
effect upon the project site’'s microclimate that would be caused by the reduction in the
project site elevation and the hills. The EIR also failsto provide an analysis asto how the
changes in the microclimate that would be caused by the proposed project would affect
the flora and fauna (plants and animals specific to the region) of the project site and its LunaP-4
surroundings, which are avisual resource. The tactile sensations experienced by persons
n and around the subject site such as changes in moisture in the air, temperature changes,
odor, emissions, and other. The EIR must include a section providing the above listed
nformation and analysis.

The EIR acknowledges impacts to the background view of undeveloped hillsides and
protected habitat of the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority.

The Visua Impact maps provided in the NOP (April 2011) are insufficient and inaccurate
to clearly see theimpact to the area. The Project describes power poles, power lines and
above ground pipeline that was not part of the initial interact map on the PowerPoint LunaP-5
presentation at the Scoping meeting dated May 5, 2011. A more accurate method of
projecting the areais needed to determine the impact.
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Inadequate Range of Alternatives:

The EIR should include information and analysis on arange of aternatives instead of a
densely populated urban community and nationally recognized wildlife preserve. LunaP-6
Alternatives should include areduced drilling aternative, a no-project alternative that
prohibits al new drilling activities in the Whittier Main Oil Field.

Look for aternatives to reduce human health, social and economic impacts resulting from| | 1207
the physical impacts on the environment of the Whittier Main Oil Field.

Alternative access should include access from Colima without impacting the Habitat
Preserve and the densely populated urban community of Whittier. LunaP-8

Inadequate Identification of Transportation Impact:

The Proposed Project Description identifies two methods for transporting the oil that are
proposed by Matrix. There is no mention as to the expected number of oil carrying
vessels that will be impacting our community. Information and analyses need to include
the expected number of vehicles, weight of load in addition vehicle weight, both empty
loads and full loads, and the route that will be taken to the Whittier Main Oil Field.

According to the scoping meeting of May 5, 2011, Luis Perez, Senior Project Manager
for Marine Research Specialists, technology is so advanced that the amount of oil
extraction that is expected by Matrix is already known. If the expected amount of oil is LunaP-9
know then including this analysis will not be difficult, because without this number we
do not really know what depth of impact our densely populated streets/'community will
have.

The vehicles should include al oil transportation vehicles, construction vehicles,
emergency vehicles, testing equipment transportation, maintenance vehicles, etc. All
vehicles that access to oil fields and through the Habitat Preserve for any purpose as part
of the construction and operation of the Whittier Main Oil Field/Matrix Oil partnership
are to be included in the EIR aong the expected weight of al such vehicles and routes to
be taken.

Impacts to Roads:

EIR should include an analysis and information on road conditions and the impact to our
community for related damages and repairs. The analysis should include a suggested
sourceto fix and eliminate all damage to the roads caused by weight and excessive use on
any Whittier roads to and from the Whittier Main Oil Field/Habitat Preserve caused by LunaP-10
the construction and operation of the mineral extraction. The road repair costs should not
come from increased taxes or creative accounting imposed upon the citizens of Whittier.
A commitment is needed on the amount of timeit will take to fix damaged roads.

Analysis and information is required on the alternate routes that will be used by Matrix
oil to access Whittier Main Qil Field. This should include for example: If Penn Street is
closed due to repairs what alternative access road will be used. Thisis also another LunaP-11
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Appendix |

example of why the scope of the NOP and Scoping Document for an EIR should be more
comprehensive to include those alternative densely populated routes.

The EIR should suggest alternative routes to limit the damage to our urban community LunaP-12
and Habitat Preserve.

Property and Automobile Damage:

An anaysisis needed on the EIR of property and automobile damage that will be
sustained by accessing on the densely populated Penn Street and other streets of access
routes that will be used by Matrix Qil.

Damage to vehicles along Penn Street/Catalina Street will aso occur to from the material
falling from the equipment that will hit windshields, chip the paint of cars, cause flat tires
from sharp material falling off of trucks, to actual impacts while trying to avoid those
people who are walking in the street where no sidewalks are available and also from
those who chose not to use the sidewalks. LunaP-13

Damage to the residents’ property is an imminent fact, the analysis should include
information and mitigating options on the damage that will be sustained by using Penn
Street and or Catalina as the preferred interior access road to the Whittier Main Oil Field
and through the Habitat Preserve.

Excess traffic also causes damage to the homes by the vibrations that will occur. Property
damage might include structural damage, plumbing problems from debris being
dislodged in the pipes, cracked windows, sidewalk fractures, etc., adamage analysisis
needed in the EIR.

Air Quality:

The NOP (April 2011) does acknowledge that the proposed Project would contribute to
an increase in air quality from construction and operation of ...these emissions could
result in the violation of air quality standards and eval uate both the long- and short-term
impacts. Sensitive receptors will be used to the south and west residences near the
Project site. Information is needed to include the specific number, type of receptors, LunaP-14
record methods with various times, to record air contaminants, and location of the
specific monitoring identified by amap. Thisinformation is necessary to know if this
method is adequate for the area that needs to be covered. The analysis should also record
the exhaust also caused by vehicles used for the Project.

Odor needs to be fully evaluated with wind being afactor that can carry the odor over

several miles of areathat will impact our City and those neighboring cities. LunaP-15
Alternative Air Quality tracking processes need to be included/analyzed and determine

the best method to ensure the citizens, flora, and fauna (plants and animals specific to the P16

region) are will protected and an emergency protocol of how notification of dangerous
levels will be made.
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Outside agencies should also be part of the EIR to be a monitoring factor of air quality LunaP-17
control that provides monthly updates to the City for public viewing and access.

Information and analysisis required.

Expansion:

An analysis and information is needed in relationship to any expansion beyond the initial
drilling operations that includes further impacts to our City and the environment. The LunaP-18
analysis should include a no expansion aternative. Information and analysisis required.

Risks, Hazards and Hazardous Materials:

Exploration for and production of oil has major detrimental impacts to soils, surface and
ground waters, and the local ecosystemsin the United States. These impacts arise
primarily from the improper disposal of enormous volumes of saline water produced with
oil and gas, from accidental hydrocarbon and produced water releases, and from
abandoned oil wells that were not correctly sealed. It is equally important to understand
the long-term and short-term effects of produced water and hydrocarbon releases from
these sitesin order fully assess the impact to our community and wildlife. Information
and analysisisrequired

LunaP-19

Human Health Risk Assessment:

Human health risk assessment estimates rely on parameters such as environmental
concentrations, body weight, absorption by the body, exposure scenario, and certainly
several other parameters. Information and analysis is required on impact to human health
and the health of a human fetus. It iswell know that vehicle exhaust and oil/gas
extraction has disease causing properties that can be slowing growing in nature. An
epidemiological analysisis required to determine the health of the citizens of Whittier of
past oil/gas extraction efforts and the impact that was made.

A current epidemiological study is also necessary to determine the health conditions that
currently affect those citizens living on Penn Street due to the stress and current traffic
exhaust accumulatesin thisarea. A projected analysis can then be provided and the
anticipated human health risk to those most impacted on the Matrix Oil and City of
Whittier partnership and the exposure to chemicals caused by extraction efforts including
the transportation and dispersion patterns.

LunaP-20

FYI...The American Academy of Pediatrics and the American Nurses Association, for
example, are now suing the EPA over mercury regulations they contend will allow
"subtle but irreversible” brain damage in fetuses.

Traffic/Parking:

Penn Street has over 500 residents between Painter Street and the entrance to the landfill.
Penn Street, particularly east of Painter, suffers from inadequate parking as aresult of the
City allowing multifamily residential development without requiring parking as needed
by the density alowed. Penn Street is used as the primary access for the City landfill and

1-186 Whittier Project EIR


Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Polygonal Line

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LunaP-17

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LunaP-18

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LunaP-19

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LunaP-20


Appendix |

all related activities, including trucks importing dirt, sometimes in excess of 250 trucks
per day.

Penn Street bears the burden of traffic to and from Penn Park, rush hour short-cut traffic,
and more recently, an exponential increase of traffic related to changes in operations at
Whittier College. Whittier College has upgraded the sports complex, and is now leasing
the fields to local high schools and sports clubs for practices and competition. To LunaP-21
compound this impact to Penn Street, Whittier College has concurrently blocked traffic
through the campus due to construction, resulting in Penn Street becoming the parking lot
for Monday and Tuesday night practices, Friday night and Saturday practices and games.
There have been accidents related to this use aone in the past few months without the
proposed access to the Whittier Main Oil Field. Traffic does not just include cars and
trucks, you analysis should include the school buses, Tour Coaches, Banquet Vehicles,
Ice cream trucks, limousines (used for weddings, quiencefiera, etc.), al of which can be
doubled park and in the red no parking zones. Analysis should be taken during the busiest
times when Whittier Collegeisin full sessions during the fall and spring semesters,
during the weekend days/afternoons, Friday evenings during the public school year, etc.
Please do not provide analysis of this situation by obtaining information of traffic and
parking concerns at 2:00am, thank you.

Parking restriction now enforced on Penn Street places hardships on the residence and
businesses, making it anymore restrictive will place an even more dramatic hardship then
is necessary due to the Whittier Main Oil Field Development Project. Where are
homeowners and renters to park especially when the construction phase will by 24 hours
aday, 7 days aweek?

Biological Resources:

Animal studies have snown that exposure to high levels of PAHSs can lead to reproductive
problems, skin problems and problems with the immune system but these affects have not
been seen in humans. Information and a specific analysis should be included on the
health conditions that the faunawill be exposed to astheir biology is different from LunaP-22
humans. The plant life aso will be impacted by the exhaust and damage the Project will
cause.

The reproductive habits of the wildlife and florafound in the area also needs an analysis
to assess the impacts the Project will make, including reproductive cycles, migratory LunaP-23
patterns of the birds and butterflies.

Road going through the landfill and Habitat might require grading down to mineral soil
and partial brush clearance of 30 feet on either side. That should have a huge impact on
the core increasing edge effect and reducing the areathat is available for wildlife L unaP-24
nurseries. More information and analysisis required about the actual road requirements
and the impact to the wildlife nurseries and the soil.

Information and analysisis required.

Water:
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Cdliforniais currently not in adrought situation; thisisthe first timein a decade or two
that drought conditions are not a concern. Amazing as that is we certainly know drought
conditions can change drastically from year to year. During the Scoping Meeting of May
5, 2011, it was mentioned that 10,000 gallons per day for 2.5 years will be used just
during the Construction Phase. It was not mentioned where this water is coming from it
could be transported in or will using of the City of Whittier’s water resources. An
analysis and information is needed on the water impacts to the City and to the Habitat
Preserve. With such volume of water the analysis should include environmental impacts
that will occur to the flora and fauna of the Habitat. The analysis should a so include how
much expected water will be used once the oil/gas extraction isin operation.

LunaP-25

It is my understanding that produced water extracted during oil and gas production
includes formation water, injected water, small volumes of condensed water, and any
chemical added during the oil/water separation process. Produced water contains both
organic and inorganic constituents. The toxicity and persistence of polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS) in produced water is of particular environmental concern.
Information and an analysis should be provided on the effects of the produced water and
the toxicity that will be exposed to the community and health impacts to human, flora,
fauna and soil. Produced water contains severa potential toxic metals, small amounts of
radionuclides, aswell as industrial additives.

The analysis should describes the origin of pollutants, their fate and transport in the
environment, and exposure pathways also include alternative storage of toxic water LunaP-26

FYI...Boffettaet al. (1997) reported human skin cancer and Armstrong et al. (2004)
reported human lung and bladder cancer, associated with PAHs with different exposure
pathways.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) | believe defined 16 main PAHs as
the Priority Pollutant PAHs. naphtal ene, acenaphthylene, acenaphthene, fluorene,
phenanthrene, anthracene, fluoranthen, pyrene, benz(a)anthracene, chrysene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, benzo(a)pyrene, dibenz(a,h),anthracene,
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, and benzo(ghi)perylene (USEPA 2007).

Toxcities/Health:

Toxic chemicals associated with the Project need to be assessed as to the amount of
exposure that the community will have. The chemicals are not simply those produced by
the oil/gas extraction, but also those chemicals used for testing and treatment of the
equipment used for containment, storage and extraction. Some of the more common
chemicals found in petroleum products are the following that should also be included in
the EIR. Information and analysisis required.

BETX chemicals: (n) agroup of chemicals found in petroleum products that have been
linked to serious health effects in humans.

Benzene: aknown human carcinogen. Benzene has been linked to anemia,
leukemia, and other blood cancers.
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Ethylbenzene: apossible human carcinogen. It has been shown to cause hearing
loss, neurological effects and kidney damage in lab animals.

Toluene: not currently classified as carcinogenic. It can affect the nervous L unaP-27
system causing tiredness, confusion, weakness, memory |oss, nausea, |oss of
appetite, “drunk-like” actions and hearing and vision problems. High level
exposure to toluene can damage the kidneys.

Xylene: not currently classified as carcinogenic. At high levels, xylene can cause
headaches, dizziness, problems with muscle coordination, skin irritation, irritation
of the eyes, nose and throat, breathing problems, delayed reaction time, memory
problems, upset stomach and may cause changesin the liver and kidneys. At very
high levels, it can cause unconsciousness or death.

hydrogen sulfide (H2S): (n) acorrosive, flammable gas with a characteristic “rotten
egg” smell that is derived from sour gas. It tends to accumulate in low lying and
confined spaces. Low doses and long term exposure can cause eye irritation, sore throat,
cough, nausea, headaches, fatigue and shortness of breath. Brief exposure to a high dose
can lead to neurological damage, loss of consciousness or death

particulate matter: (n) amix of very small particles and liquid droplets which can
include nitrates, sulfates, organic chemicals, metals, soil or dust. Health effects vary with
the size of the particles. Very fine particles have the worst effect because they can lodge
in the lungs or be absorbed into the bloodstream. Particul ate matter has been linked to
respiratory problems, asthma, chronic bronchitis, irregular heartbeat, nonfatal heart attack
and premature death in people with heart or lung disease

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS): (n) agroup of more than 100 chemicals
formed by incomplete burning. The most common source of exposure is breathing smoke
from wildfires, coa fires, automobile exhaust, cigarettes, or by eating grilled foods.
PAHs are found in codl tar, crude oil, creosote, and roofing tar.

Waste Disposal:
Insufficient information is provided on the waste disposal and processes that will impact LunaP-28
the community and Habitat. Information and analysisis required.

FIRE Protection and Emergency Services:

We live in Southern Californiawith known fire risks and local earthquake faults. The
NOP (April 2011) acknowledges these types of catastrophes and will require the
preparation of an emergency response plan (ERP). The ERP is concerned with adequate
access for emergency response and firefighting equipment to the various devel opment LunaP-29
sites. Thisis good to see, but in addition there is no mention of a notification system to
the residence should an explosion, sabotage or terrorist event occur. Information and
anaysisisrequired.

MATRIX Qil is Finished:

1-189 Whittier Project EIR


Jennifer
Polygonal Line

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Rectangle

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LunaP-27

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LunaP-28

Jennifer
Typewritten Text
LunaP-29


Appendix |

The NOP (April 2011) does not include an analysis or information on the exit plan when

Matrix Oil leaves the area. This should be included in the EIR and what safety and LunaP-30
restoration efforts will be needed and who the responsible party for costs will be.
Information and analysisis required.
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May 25, 2011

Jeffery Adams

Planning Services Manager
City of Whittier
jadams@whittierch.org

Dear Mr. Adams,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP and Scoping Document. Below are my
comments which cite the pertinent section, page and paragraph.

1. Section 1.0, pg. 1

a.

2. Table
a.

1 2—"...the project could generate a substantial long-term income stream for the
City and for the preservation and enhancement of the Preserve’s ecological
resources and native habitat.” Please provide the costs and sources of revenue
currently available for the “preservation and enhancement of the Preserve’s
ecological resources and native habitat”, and an estimate of the additional
revenue and how it would be used.

1.1, pg. 2

Site_Size described as 6.9 acres, however, the total area of permanent
disturbance/destruction should be described. The well/processing area should
include all adjacent roadways and cut slopes immediately adjacent to the pads
as they are necessary components of the construction for this project and result
in permanent changes to the native habitat.

Assessor Parcel Numbers includes one parcel number that according to the Los
Angeles Tax Assessor website, is invalid, parcel number 8139-021-909

Latitude and Longitude of the project is given as 33°56'54.82’N and
118°00'23.96"W, which is incorrect unless the project location is being changed
to the McDonald's at Colima and Whittier Blvd.

3. Section 2.0, pg. 3

a.
b.

| 2—The project description is incorrect. See comment 2.a., above. |

13—Does the 1,800 feet of existing road that will be realigned include the
pipeline corridor planned for L oop Road (shown on Figure 2.2)?

4—Provide operational detail about the Crimson Pipeline System (oil) and
Southern California Gas Pipeline, including typical frequency that the pipelines
are shut down and the typical duration that they are shut down.

4, Section 2.0, pg. 4

a.

2—provide construction details for the proposed aboveground gas pipeline,
including details of the existing City of Whittier pipeline system and the intended

| consumer/uses of the gas.

13—Describe work and equipment necessary for well workovers and re-drilling
operations. Also specify the frequency that these operations will be conducted
per well.
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Jeffery Adams

May 25, 2011

Page 2 of 3

MartinezA-10

MartinezA-11

MartinezA-12

MartinezA-13

MartinezA-14

MartinezA-15

MartinezA-16

MartinezA-17

MartinezA-18

MartinezA-19

MartinezA-20

5. Section 3.0, pg. 4

a.

4—This paragraph seems to contradict a councilman’s comments during a
meeting in April that the amended CUP approval was not discretionary because
Matrix had obtained “property rights” to the oil when the original CUP was
approved. Please provide further clarification regarding any current legal claims
to the oil/gas that either Matrix or Clayton Williams have at this point.
6—Because both the City and the Habitat Authority will receive money from this
project, project oversight and enforcement should be provided by some other
means.

6. Section 3.0, pg. 9

a.

2—"...the proposed Project would contribute to an increase in air_quality;
emissions...” should be changed to “...the proposed Project would contribute to
an increase in air pollutant (or air contaminant) emissions...”

3—The Draft EIR should include an evaluation of the greenhouse gas
emissions resulting from the transportation, refining and consumption of the
crude oil and natural gas being produced from this project.

Y4—The list of sensitive receptors 1o be evaluated must include the school

children and all school workers.

7. Section 3.0, pg. 10

a.

15—Thre preserve is an essential wildlife corridor for more than just “smal

mammals”, the Draft EIR should explicitly identify large mammal species such as
in | deer

18—The truck trips for all materials and wastes must be included in the Draft EIR

and should have been included in the original Draft EIR. Some explanation

should be provided why MRS did not included them in the original Draft EIR.

8. Section 3.0, pg. 11

a.

4—A copy of the Geological Hazards map prepared by the State of California
should be included in the report. Also, the potential hazards must be evaluated
for all aspects of the project including all new and temporary roadways as well as
construction/drilling -related temporary staging areas, containment ponds, soil

stockpiles, etc.

15—The noise study should also evaluate the impact to wildlife within the native
habitat preserve.

9. Section 3.0, pg. 12

a.

13—Hazardous materials and wastes that are brought to and taken from the
project must be included in the evaluation. The potential impact of the
construction and operations traffic on Mar Vista School students, teachers, other
staff and visitors must be evaluated.

18—Surface drainage patterns and construction details must be depicted on a
map and areas of significant concern from surface spills and leaks must be
identified.
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Jeffery Adams
May 25, 2011
Page 3 of 3

10. Section 3.0, pg. 13

MartinezA-21 a.| 1—A licensed archeologist and or paleontologist should be present at all times
during the construction period.

b. [ 12—Basins constructed for drilling mud must be shown on a map, with volume,
construction details and safety provisions clearly identified. A soil/water sampling

MartinezA-22 . . . .
plan should also be included to confirm that these basins did not leak or
otherwise impact the surrounding area.
MartinezA-23 C. |T7—A draft copy of the RMP should be included in the DEIR.
Sincerely,

Anthony F. Martinez
8130 Michigan Ave.
Whittier, CA 90602
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From: Mrla, Don (DonMrla) [DonMrla@chevron.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 6:28 AM
To: Jeff Adams
Subject: Public Comment on Qil Drilling / Penn Street

Jeff,

My name is Don Mrla and | am a homeowner at 13626 Penn Street. My wife and | (plus two children) have lived there since 1998. We try to be involved in the
community as much as possible. For example, this past weekend, our church (Whittier Area Community Church) participated in SERVE Weekend with the other
churches in Whittier. As the SERVE Coordinator for WACC, we were able to mobilize over 1,000 members in 120 discrete projects that served 40 unique clients in
Whittier. In another example, | led an effort with (retired) Sgt. Dan Lowe (WPD, Traffic Bureau), Chris Mogdusku (Traffic Engineer) and Kathy Schmierer (Hoover School
principal) to develop and implement a morning traffic/valet plan to greatly increase child safety at our children’s school.

I am in support of oil drilling in Whittier. Our natural resources are intended to be used responsibly and in a sustainable way. Do | have a vested interest in the oil
industry? Yes, | do. As a 19 year employee of Chevron, | can proudly say that | am part of a new generation of employee that cares both about our environment and
our nation’s energy security. My neighbors are surprised to hear that | ride my bike to work to reduce gasoline consumption. Or, that | take the Metro (train) to my
office in El Segundo. I am all in support of oil drilling if it puts cash into the City’s hands.

My issue with the Matrix Oil proposal on the table is the access on Penn Street. We have to understand the impact on each alternative to the entire Whittier
community. For example, the impact on trucks accessing the North Access Road via Penn does not end at Painter. The impact ends at the Whittier city line. Every single
alternative - if we are to have a good quality decision - much consider everyone impacted by the traffic. The data may show that on average, traffic density will support
the incremental oil drilling trucks that will use Penn Street. But, my issue is that the study fails to take into account peak traffic. Garbage trucks using the landfill tend to
do so during business hours, Monday through Friday. Although I'd prefer to not have the trucks go by home, the fact is, they were here first and their use of Penn Stree| \|r|saD-1
is for the benefit of the community. More importantly, however, is that they are on the road during the least hazardous times of the week. To have oil drilling trucks
using Penn Street during a weekend or in the evening is a recipe for disaster. Penn Park is very popular. During most weekends, Penn Street from College Avenue all the
way to York is packed with visitor’s vehicles. Adding to the congestion is when Whittier College has an event.

My only request is that we limit oil drilling vehicle (non-passenger) access to Penn Street during the same times that garbage trucks do. Thank you for reading this and
considering my input.

Don Mrla, PE

Design Engineering Pathways Advisor / Competency Leader
Chevron Products Company

El Segundo Refinery

324 W. El Segundo Blvd.

El Segundo, CA 90245

Tel 310 615 5119

Fax 310 615 5010

donmrla@chevron.com

Pacific Towers 19th floor, room 19111

cid:image001.jpg@01CBDDB5.FDB9
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Jon W. Myers
11039 Maple Street
Whittier, CA 90601

May 23, 2011

Mr. Jeffery Adams REC E' VED
Planning Services Manager M

City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street C ommunity Development
Whittier, CA 90602

Dear Mr. Adams:

Following are my questions and concerns regarding the proposed oil extraction project
which was presented at the public scoping meeting on May 5, 2011.

1. Will market price for the extracted oil and gas be determined on a daily basis? Myers)-1

2. What will be the usual price adjustment for the produced oil from the daily quoted oil | Myers12
price in the Wall Street Journal?

3. Will it be necessary to fill in canyons to make a pad for the well cellars, processing M
qoge . iqs : . yers)-3
facilities, truck loading facility, maintenance equipment, storage area and road upgrades?

| 4. If'a canyon or other uneven land has to be filled in, where will the dirt come from? | Myers}4

5. What would be the earliest and latest time that trucks would be allowed to travel or idle Myers}5
on the habitat preserve or surrounding city streets?

6. If trucks violate the allowed time of day to be traversing or idling on the habitat or city Myers)-6
streets, who would enforce it, and what would be the penalty?

7. On p. 2 of the new CUP application, there is a reference to transporting oil via tanker
trucks to a nearby receiving terminal. What is the length of such trucks and what is their
weight unloaded, and fully loaded?

Myers}7

8. What would be done to mitigate the added traffic hazard at Mar Vista Street and
Catalina Avenue? There already is a hazard at that intersection as west bound Mar Vista Myers}8
traffic rolls downhill from around a curve, approaching the Catalina intersection very
abruptly.

9. How much of the Prop A preserve habitat land will effectively be removed from the
public’s use and endangered species’ habitat by well cellars, truck loading platforms,
processing facility, existing road enhancements, new roads, storage areas, and drilling
rigs?

MyersJ-9
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May 23, 2011
Page 2

10. In the Winter 2011 issue of the Whittier Conservancy newsletter, the Preservationist,
it is estimated the oil drilling project will last 45 years; is that the likely length of the Myers}10
project?

11. Who will pay for repair of city streets damaged by the increased truck traffic? Myers}11

12. If the earthquake fault which runs through the habitat slips and the casings _
surrounding the water injection pipes break, how will such breakage be detected, and MyersJ-12
how will the damage be mitigated?

13. Will the oil facilities be located on the portion of the preserve which has heretofore

been denied to the public because of endangered species occupying the space? Myers>-13

14. Couldn’t another alternative site to consider as a consolidated central site be at the
original Upper Colima site (no. 4 in the original plan)? It would be south of the fault,
slant drilling could access the field, trucks would not have to traverse city streets and the
habitat would suffer much less scarring. The animal tunnel could be moved to the north,
and certain trail heads could be reconfigured. It could also be considered a site from
which to drill eastward if and when drilling is allowed east of Colima. Friendly Hills
residents would likely object, but would their daily routines be affected as much as Penn
Street residents, and residents along Mar Vista Street and Catalina Avenue with the
current plan?

MyersJ-14

15. The literature advanced by the City and Matrix Oil refers to the “Whittier Main Oil
Field Development Project,” which in turn refers to the land as used by previous oil
company owners. The more appropriate name should be something like, “Proposition A
Habitat Preserve and Open Space Proposed Qil Drilling Project.”

Myers}15

16. The city council is pursuing efforts to exchange habitat land to be used in drilling,
stated to be about 7 acres, for an equivalent size parcel from non Prop. A land. How
could such an exchange mitigate for the disruption of the habitat preserve which the
consolidated central site and accompanying road enhancements will cause?

Myers}16

17. It would be appreciated if the city council members and city manager would be
forthcoming about the likely portion of the potential royalty income the City could keep,
and the portion to be given up to the County. Or, if the City could keep all of the Myers}17
royalties, how would such a large amount be spent? (see attached calculation of potential
royalty income)

I look forward to reading the procedures the Environmental Impact Report will suggest to
mitigate for the invasion of the habitat preserve with heavy equipment, noise, odor, and
the inconvenience and disruption to Whittier residents’ daily routines which this project
will cause.
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May 23, 2011
Page 3

Sincerely,

Jon Myers
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Appendix |
From: elaine olmsted [emolmsted90602@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 3:28 PM
To: Jeff Adams
Subject: Response to proposed oil drilling OlmstedE-1

As a resident of and homeowner on Penn Street | am responding to the proposal to use Penn Street as an access road to the Matrix QOil drilling site. Once
again we residents are called upon to sacrifice our property values and quality of [ife for the "good" of the Whittier community. And what is our
compensation for this selfless act of permitting more large trucks to use our street? A cut in property taxes? Compensation for sinking home values? Timely
0ad Improvements addressing the wear and tear of our street? We have heard only what we give. What do we get from the City? WRere's the reciprocity fro
grateful community?

Michael Gearhart, Elaine Olmsted OlmstedE-2
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Laura Prelesnik Comments 052411

From: LMK [laura.krueger@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 3:30 PM

To: Jeff Adams

Cc: JasonPrelesnik

Subject: Whittier Oil Project Initial Study Comments

Dear Mr. Adams,

Please consider these comments for hte Initial Study of the WHittier Main Oil Field

Development Project:

1) There is no street called "Landfill Rd." in Whittier. The Savage Canyon Landfill
is accessed by

Penn St. Please make changes in the document to reflect this change. THis was a
major

oversight in the first document, and 1 believe it was intentional.

PrelesnikL-1

2) All analysis of traffic along Penn St. should include the cummulative impacts
from trash

trucks utlilizing Penn St., activities occuring at Whittier College, and pedestrian
usage from Penn

Park.

PrelesnikL-2

3) Emissions of trucks associated with the oil project should be listed and analyze
along with the
cummulative effects of trash truck usage on Penn St.

(.

PrelesnikL-3

4) Noise from trucks associated with the oil project should be listed and analyzed
along with the
cummulative effects of trash truck usage on Penn St.

PrelesnikL-4

5) pParking along Penn St should be analyzed if the proposed oil project is to affec
current usage

of the street. Where are all the cars going to park if current restrictions on
parking change?

PrelesnikL-5

6) A thorough environmental justice analysis should be conducted for the impacted
neighborhoods, not just the entire city of Whittier. The population of Penn St is a
much different

composition than the Catalina St. neighborhood.

PrelesnikL-6

7) A thorough analysis of construction of a road through Hadley St should be
considered. It was
not fully considered in the previous EIR.

Thank you for considering these comments.
Laura Prelesnik

13802 Penn St.

Whittier CA 90602

6)

Page 1
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Date: May 25, 2011
From: Mike Shatynski, Resident, 13726 Penn Street
To: Jeff Adams, Planning Services Manager

Subject: Issues and Concerns Regarding Scoping for the Preparation of a Draft
EIR (SCH# 2010011049)

Please address and incorporate into the DEIR applicable mitigation and comment
ideas presented by the Penn Street Neighborhood in its Petition response
letter on/about December 3, 2010 (attached) to the previous DEIR for the original
version of the project. Many of these same issues require analysis and mitigation
measures most likely will also apply to this revised project.

The Penn Street Neighborhood is overtaxed and substantially impacted by existing
uses. The intended access road through Penn Street adds to already impacts including
health and safety, quality of life, air quality, noise, transportation, and all the other issues
for analyses that must be considered during the EIR process. Specific ongoing issues
on Penn Street alone include:

1. Residences were overbuilt on Penn Street due to lack of adequate City
oversight. Within a two-block stretch of residential street of Penn Street uphill
from Painter Ave, there are over 550 residents, 150 residences, and 50
driveways.

2. Commuters use Penn Street for shortcuts to avoid stoplights and Mar Vista
congestion. Rush hour traffic is excessive and dangerous. There are no traffic
calming measures in place.

3. Landfill truck traffic is at or exceeds permit conditions. Landfill accepts large
guantities of fill dirt and other inert material from dirt-hauling tractor-trailers that
further impacts Penn Street.

4. A landfill methane gas line was installed underground from the landfill to
Presbyterian Intercommunity Hospital.

5. Whittier College is undergoing major construction and other campus
changes that have redirected student and visitor traffic and associated
parking onto Penn Street.

6. Whittier College is renting its athletic facilities to other educational institutions
and athletic teams which draws buses and other vehicles with students and
spectators to both access the facilities and park along Penn Street and feeder
streets.

7. Penn Park, one of the most popular parks in the City, draws large crowds of
families with children into the neighborhood to transit, park, and visit.
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8. The Fire Department routinely uses Penn Street for access to work out at the
Whittier College track and transits at high rates of speed using fire vehicles
including large ladder trucks.

The analysis must consider environmental justice issues specifically relating to the Penn
Street Neighborhood as a distinct neighborhood in the city separate from Central
East Whittier, Friendly Hills, or other distinct neighborhoods. The intent
environmental justice guidance from EPA and CalEPA is to protect the health and safety
of those who are historically under-represented in the environmental decision-making
process — minority, low-income, and indigenous populations — who are most often at risk
from environmental hazards. All of the following areas must be analyzed consider the
Penn Street neighborhood as a predominantly minority, lower-income, higher- ShatynskiM-1
density neighborhood relative to other potential impacted neighborhoods in the
City of Whittier:

Quality of life
Health and safety
Air Quality
Transportation
Noise

arwpdPRE

To protect the Penn Street Neighborhood from “disproportionate” and “high and
adverse” impacts, the EIR must conduct a comparative analysis with conditions faced ShatynskiM-2
by an appropriate comparison population like those in other directly affected
neighborhoods in the City of Whittier.

As a community within the City of Whittier, the residents of the Penn Street
Neighborhood also insist that the analysis needs to fully disclose the processes and ShatynskiM-3
analyze all the impacts of ALL types of activities which will be conducted, not only
oil extraction, but "other mineral extraction”, i.e., natural gas extraction.
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From: Paula Vannucci [rvannucci2@earthlink.net]
Sent:  Friday, May 20, 2011 3:31 PM

To: Jeff Adams

Subject:NOP and Scoping Marine Research Services

Mr. Jeffery Adams

Planning Services Manager

City of Whittier

Re: Scope of new EIR from Marine Research Services
May 20, 2011

Dear Mr. Adams:

After attending the Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping meeting on May 5, 2011, I think I now understand
the process that Marine Research Services used to help them complete their previous Environmental Impact Report
on the proposed drilling in the Whittier Hills. It had perplexed me why they considered the so-called Landfill
Alternative the “environmentally superior alternative”. The EIR also barely mentioned Penn Street, but rather
stressed “the entrance to the landfill” as if it existed in a vacuum. | even wondered if anyone from MRS had even
spent ten minutes actually driving on or observing the traffic on Penn. It became obvious during the meeting,
however, that MRS really didn’t consider the impact of this project on Penn Street or its hundreds of residents, and
indeed they may not have even visited Penn Street, but rather just looked at it on a map. They were fixated on the
oil-drilling site itself, and that is certainly understandable, as that is where the bulk of the disruptions will take place
if this plan goes ahead. But MRS should really widen their outlook on this next EIR and the Mayor and City
Council should really try to understand where all of the impacts of this project will be felt.

First of all, I would like it fully explained why the Penn Street Alternative (not the Landfill Alternative — let’s
give it an honest name) is the “environmentally superior” alternative. Looking at a map, the drilling site seems to be
less than one mile away from Colima Road, a commercial, 4-lane highway. Meanwhile, the proposed road that is
accessed from an entirely residential stretch of Penn Street requires trucks to drive what looks to be 3 or more miles
through the landfill and Preserve to get to the site. How is that better, environmentally or otherwise? The previous
EIR also stated that this would be such a great alternative because it didn’t impact any nearby residents or
recreational areas, but of course it does. The drilling site may be far from those things, but the trucks — everything
over 2-tons, which describes even some pick-up trucks — are going to be passing right in front of dozens of homes,
hundreds of residents, and an extremely well-used park.

Penn Street and its many, many residents will be terribly, negatively impacted by this project. We already deal
with numerous garbage trucks on an almost daily basis, and in the past, when there have been other large
construction projects in the city (such as the Whittier Area Christian Church expansion), we have had to deal with
lines of trucks parked down our street, idling, waiting for their chance to get into the landfill. Residents of Penn also

deal with overflow park traffic, and event traffic from VVhittier College (Just a note - for the previous EIR the traffic
study on Penn was conducted in May, when the College is not in full session. For the next EIR, do make sure to do
the traffic study in say, October or February, when the college is full of students). In addition, we must now also

deal with traffic generated by the construction of the new aquatic center at Whittier College, and the current use of

PenmStreetas the entrance to the cottege gym. My front yard 1as become a de facto parking tot, notonty on
weekends, but all day every day, with the expected attendant noise, trash and congestion. Although the college
construction certainly has an end date, the college has big plans to rent out its new facilities, and | have not heard
that they have any plans to build private college parking to accommodate the increased traffic they will be
generating. Nor does the City seem to have any plans to restrict parking on Penn to residents only (that would be
nice).

In other words, residents of Penn Street are getting hit from all sides and we’re really tired of it. This is a wholly
residential street, and it’s at more than capacity for traffic for such a street, so I believe that MRS, Matrix Oil and the
City need to really re-think using Penn Street as an access road to the landfill. It is not the people-friendly way to

go.
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As to the drilling itself, well, when we bought the preserve land with Measure A dollars, we bought it “in order to
preserve the land as open space and wildlife habitat.” | don’t believe there was a clause in Measure A that stated “or
until oil gets to over $100 per barrel.” We were just going to protect that land, not only for the animals and plants,
but for us, for our enjoyment. Plus, last | looked, oil is now under $100 a barrel. The price of oil goes down as well
as up, so let’s not count on that. | don’t believe we need to drill, and | don’t believe the city of Whittier needs this
kind of disruption or divisiveness. The economy will get better in the next 5 years, oil drilling or no. So I still vote
for the No Project Alternative.

Paula VVannucci
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----- Original Message-----

From: Cynthia Velasquez [mailto:cynvel@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:38 AM

To: Jeff Adams

Cc: v.shatynski@verizon.net

Subject: Whittier - Oil drilling and Penn Street

Mr. Adams,

I love living in Whittier. However, I'm deeply concerned that the city is considering a plan for oil drilling
within our city limits. | attended my first and only city council meeting a few months back when |
received information that Penn Street would most likely be utilized to truck drilling waste from/to the
drilling site. My 1st city council meeting because | always felt/thought the City leaders were fair and
doing their best to take care of the life we enjoy in this town. However, after attending the meeting
and hearing the city leaders interactions with the crowd, I came to the conclusion that decisions have
ALREADY been made and there is no use in fighting. So | didn't go back. And for that | am sorry.
Because now, the fight is much closer..... the fight is AT MY FRONT DOOR!

I HAVE YET TO COMPLAIN. BUT IM TIRED. Penn street residents shoulder the burden of Penn park,
Whittier college and the City dump. I'm positive we ALREADY absorb our share of inconveniences that
come with living in a large town such as Whittier. BUT NOW you want to ADD oil trucks too? When is it
going to be enough? Have you any idea of the impact? Using Penn street as the main thoroughfare for
the drilling is an ill conceived idea and comes with grave consequences for the Penn Street and Whittier
residents. | guess none of the city council members ever travel Penn Street and see the family foot
traffic that walks the hill daily to reach the playground at Penn park? I'm guessing the city council
thinks inhaling all those fumes won’t have any impact to their health and safety, right?

. Penn Park  We pick up trash/animal feces/graffiti/condoms after the weekend partiers. We
struggle to park on our street as the parking spaces are not sufficient to accommodate all park visitors.
We live with homeless people sleeping at the park nightly and picking through our trash in the morning.
. Whittier college  work on their sports complex has increased the already stretched parking
conditions. We have to fight to park in front of our own homes 7 days a week due to the increased
traffic and already present parking limitations (no parking 8-5pm 7 days a week on the south side of
Penn). Not to mention the increased foot traffic. Some days | think | live on the Whittier BLVD median.
It gets that busy.

. City Dump  When the church parking lot on Colima was being renovated, the number of trucks
utilizing Penn street increased 10x. And nobody noticed at the city that traffic volume was out of
control? Or better yet, nobody cared? Trying to cross Penn street and College street is downright
dangerous. The trash trucks are very loud all day long. They lose debris and I get to pick it up. Adding
Oil trucks only increases the burden. Parking on Penn street you soon realize that your car will be
impacted. The large trash trucks kick up small rocks and debris that dents the driver side of parked
cars. | never get compensated for the damage.

I have personally walked the block trying to gauge Penn Street resident knowledge levels on this drilling
issue. Let me say, | was sad to realize that most of the residents are sorely informed on the matter. As
I'm sure you may expect that | am. Truth be told, more information is needed to put our fears to rest.
I doubt we can fight this money making machine. And Obviously the health and safety of the Penn
street resident is not important enough to the City leaders. At least....that's the message | get! Before
the city moves forward with the new EIR process, please send an mailing out to the resident of Penn
Street (Painter to Penn park) and tell that what you are planning and how it will affect their quality of

1-205 Whittier Project EIR


mailto:jadams@cityofwhittier.org
mailto:jennifer.mcdevitt@mrsenv.com
mailto:luis.perez@mrsenv.com
mailto:joann@jalcps.com
mailto:cynvel@yahoo.com

Appendix |

life. Explain to us how much MORE traffic to expect. Tell us what this means to our current Parking
restrictions and how you plan to mitigate the traffic impact. Explain the added noisy and air pollution,
again how you plan to mitigate. And

what should WE the Penn street resident expect in return for this added inconvenience?

I am just one resident amongst many. | don’'t have the legal or financial resources that the Catalina or
Friendly Hills residents have to fight the city. | don't live in a million dollar home but my health and
safety is just as important. Big business always exploits minorities and less affluent areas. | would hate
to think the city council is following along and conspiring against its own taxpaying residents! | plan on
attending the City council meeting on Thursday, but please forward my email to the City Leaders. I've
heard from other residents that the city council is going to focus on Penn street as they think we don’t
care and know we don’t have the resources to fight them like the Catalina Street or Friendly Hills
residents do. Nonetheless, tell them we plan on fighting to the best of our ability.....it's on!

Cynthia Velasquez

VeazquezC-1,2,3
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April 27, 2011 RECEIVED

APR 2 8 2011
Jeffery Adams Community Development
Planning Service Manager
13230 Penn Street

Whittier, CA 90602

No drilling! No oil processing! No pipelines! No truck loading facilities!

The traffic on Colima is already a nightmare, not to mention the wide ranging and WagnerJ-1
irreparable harm to our environment.

~ WW%M

Jacquie Wagner
15200 Carretera
Whittier, CA 90605
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
Individuals
JonesK -1 4.7.4 Penn St. Traffic
EspinalD-1 Outside of scope Penn St. opposition
EspinalD-2 474 PD — L ease Renewal
EspinalD-3 474 Alternatives — ESA
EspinalD-4 4.0 Penn St. Traffic
. . Biological,
EspindD-5 4.2.4,4.7.4, Appendix H A
WagnerJ-1 474 Colima Rd. traffic
VelazquezC-1 474 traffic on Penn St.
VelazquezC-2 453 Noise on Penn St
VelazquezC-3 414 Air on Penn St.
L aMarcheB-1 424 Acreage of North Access
Road
LaMarcheB-2 4.14.4 Acreage of pipeline
construction
LaMarcheB-3 4.14.4 trail closures
LaMarcheB-4 4144 ADA accessibletral
closures
LaMarcheB-5 4144 Noise on recreation
LaMarcheB-6 4.6.4 Visual on recreation
Building road impact on
LaMarcheB-7 424 ot caigher o ;ge
LaMarcheB-8 484 Chemicalsin aquifer
LaMarcheB-9 4.7 Exact Tanker route
Route through
LaMarcheB-10 4.7 neighborhoods and
schools
GVW restrictions on
LaMarcheB-11 45.3 Streets, vibrations
AbregoE-1 4513 Noise baseline
AbregoE-2 453,46.4,4.7.4,414.4 Traffic impacts on noise
Traffic impacts on safety,
AbregoE-3 474 cidren T y
AbregoE-4 2.0 Project nomenclature
VannucciP-1 4.7.4 ESA
V annucciP-2 4.7.4 Penn St.
VannucciP-3 4.7.4 Penn St. baseline
VannucciP-4 474 Whittier College baseline
VannucciP-5 474 Penn St. parking
V annucciP-6 4.7.4 Penn St.
VannucciP-7 Outside of scope Opposes Project
FewellR&S-1 41151 Inconsistency with
Genera Plan
Fewel|IR& S-2 Outside of scope Update General Plan
LopezA-1 4744 Penn St. noise and traffic
. Sidewalk damage —
LopezA-2 Outside of scope outside scope 2? EIR
LopezA-3 4744 Penn St. improvements
MartinezA-1 Outside of scope Revenue
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
MartinezA-2 2.3 Site Size
MartinezA-3 Figure 2-2 Wrong APN #
MartinezA-4 Not identified in DEIR Wrong lat & long
MartinezA-5 2.3 Sitesize
MartinezA-6 2.3 Existing road realignment
MartinezA-7 2.0, operational info about Crimson system not available. Operatllons_ info bout
other pipelines
MartinezA-8 2323 Construction info about
aboveground gas pipeline
MartinezA-9 2332 Workovers and redrills
MartinezA-10 Outside of scope Matrix property rights
MartinezA-11 8.2 Project oversight
MartinezA-12 4.1 Air wording
MartinezA-13 4144 gage of produced oil and
MartinezA-14 413 School snould be
sensitive receptor
Preserveiswildlife
MartinezA-15 4.2.4,table 4.2-2 corridor for large animals
too
MartinezA-16 2.0, Appendix A. Detailed truck trips were included in Appendix | Truck tripsfor all
A of the original DEIR. materials and wastes
MartinezA-17 Regional faults & fault actlvitg g1ap provided (Figure 4.4-3); Include state Geo map
MartinezA-18 424 Noise impacts on wildlife
MartinezA-19 435 HazMat
MartinezA-20 Appendix A Surface drainage patterns
Archeologist and
MartinezA-21 494 pal eontol ogist present
during construction
MartinezA-22 484 Drilling mud basin details
MartinezA-23 RMP not included Include RMPin EIR
. , . Baseline should be
CowardinD-1 Figure 2-6, Appendix A “recovering wilderness”
. ) Detailed
CowardinD-2 Figure 2-10 timeline/schedule
CowardinD-3 424 Objective: preserve
wilderness
CowardinD-4 All of section 4.0 D_ete_r_ml nation of
significance levels
CowardinD-5 23 D|sr_upt|0_n of Preserve
use is an impact
. Recreation, visual
CowardinD-6 4.6.3, 4143 thresholds
. Noise ordinances
CowardinD-7 452 outdated
CowardinD-8 Ouitside of scope félvrélgommum ty ambient
CowardinD-9 424 Bio — Core habitat israre
CowardinD-10 424 Bio — Gnatcathers
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
CowardinD-11 424 Bio — Core habitat
CowardinD-12 426 Bio —Present & future

cumulative development
Bio — Economic impacts
CowardinD-13 Outside of scope of biological value of
Preserve
CowardinD-14 445 Geo - Basslineis man-
made terrain
CowardinD-15 Appendix A Ri Sk_ map spill mgmt
facilities
CowardinD-16 Appendix A Risk — map storm water
mgmt facilities
CowardinD-17 414 Risk —any odor
unacceptable, hazardous
CowardinD-18 23 Risk —map all fire mod
zones
Traffic — extent and
CowardinD-19 4.745 durations, dump loads,
cumulative impacts
CowardinD-20 474 Traffic = sensitive to
local issues
CowardinD-21 41152 Land Use - RMP
consistency
MyersJ-1 Outside of scope Daily market price of oil
Myers}-2 Outside of scope Qil prices
MyersJ-3 23,424 Infill canyons?
MyersJ-4 23,424 Infilled canyon fill
Traffic — truck travel
Myers5 23,474 time restrictions
Myers}6 23474 Traffic — timerestriction
enforcement
Myers}-7 2.3.1.1,2333 Tanker truck specs
Traffic— MM for Mar
Myers}-8 4745 Vista and Catalina
MyersJ}-9 2.0 Prop A land
Myers}-10 2.3 PD — Project duration
Traffic — payment for
MyersJ-11 4.7.4 street repairs
Geo —fault dip, pipeline
MyersJ-12 445,434 break detection
Myers}-13 2.0,4.2.4 Bio —endangered species
areas
Alternative —
Myers}-14 5.0,6.0 consolidated site at Upper
Colima
PD/Project Name — Qil
MyersJ-15 20 Field v. Preserve
Myers}-16 424 Land swap
Myers3}-17 Outside of scope Proj ect income reciplents,
spending
PrelesnikL-1 2.0 PD — Landfill Rd = Penn
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
St
Traffic — cumulative of
PrelesnikL-2 474 landfill, college, park
traffic
PrelesnikL-3 414,474 Alr - cumulative of
landfill and project
. Noise — cumulative of
Prelesnikl-4 453 landfill and Project
PrelesnikL-5 474 Traffic — Penn St. parking
PrelesnikL-6 4.16.4 Env Just — Penn St.
PrelesnikL-7 20,4.7.4 g't' road through Hadley
. Air — cumulative impacts,
LaM-1 414,474 miles of truck traffic
. Bio —impact of miles of
LaM-2 424 truck traffic
Risk — impacts on Penn
LaiM-3 435 St. residents, College
students and visitors
LaiM-4 453 glt0|se—|mpact on Penn
Traffic — study
LaiM-5 4744 cumulative impacts on
Penn St.
Fire— mgmt of hazards,
LaiM-6 4124 emergency plan,
earthquakes
. Public Services—
LaM-7 4745 Enforce/oversee traffic
Recreation — Penn Park,
LaiM-8 4144 College rec areas; public
trails
LaiM-9 474 ;rafflc — parking on Penn
LaiM-10 Appendix H Socio — home devaluation
compensation
. . Risk —long-term health
LaiM-11 All sections impacts on children
Traffic —truck time
MrlaD-1 4.71.3,4.7.14 restrictions on Penn St
HamudO-1 Outside of scope SCGC agreed to buy gas?
HamudO-2 434 Risk - Pipeline safety
Bio — temporarily
HamudO-3 424 disturbed area restoration
HamudO-4 4.7.4 Traffic — Penn St.
HamudO-5 2.0 Traffic — taker routes
HamudO-6 2.0 Slant drilling
HamudO-7 414 Air — pollutatnts/odors
HamudO-8 Outside of scope Notice
OlmstedE-1 Appendix H Socio- home devla uation

compensation
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
OlmstedE-2 4.7.4 Traffic —road _
improvements/repairs
. Env Just —impacts on
ShatynskiM-1 4.16.4 Penn St
Env Just —impacts on
. Penn St. neighborhood
ShatynskiM-2 4.16.4 compared to other
neighborhoods
ShatynskiM-3 All sections Disclosure
All DMEC ‘inadequate’
CampbelIB-1 All sections sections reviewed ad
responded to
All recommended
CampbelIB-2 All sections and appendices additional studies
reviewed
CampbelIB-3 All sections AII_methodoI ogy efrors
reviewed
. All DMEC ‘inadequate’
CampbelIB-4 All sections MM reviewed
. ) Origina comments not
CampbelIB-5 Appendix | of Final Draft responded t
CampbelIB-6 Outside of scope Communication by City
. Multi-lingual
CampbelIB-7 Outside of scope communication by City
Scope of EIR limited —
CampbelIB-8 474 include impacts to more
streets
Aesthetics — impacts to
CampbelIB-9 424,464 microclimate change
flora, fauna
CampbelIB-10 Figure 2-6, 4.2 figures Aesthetics — better maps
CampbellB-11 50 Alternatives — inadequate
range
Alternatives — reduce
CampbelIB-12 5.0,6.0 impacts to heal, social,
economics
CampbellB-13 5.0, 6.0 Alternatives — Colima
access
CampbellB-14 23,474 Traffic - impacts of
vehicles carrying oil
CampbelIB-15 474 Traffic —impacts to roads
CampbellB-16 2.3,47.4,50 Traffic — temporary
alternate route impacts
CampbellB-17 2.3,47.4,50 Traffic - altenative
routes to avoid Preserve
CampbellB-18 474 Property and Auto
Damage
CampbellB-19 4112413414 Alr — detals on sensitive
receptors
Air — odor and wind
CampbelIB-20 4.14 ovaluated
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
CampbellB-21 414 Air - analyze alternative
tracking processes
Air — outside agencies
CampbelIB-22 414,80 should monitor
CampbellB-23 5.0 PD — examine potential
Project expansion
Risk — damage to soil,
Campbel|B-24 434 surface and ground water,
ecosystem from saline
produced water impacts
. HRA —include
CampbelIB-25 Outside of scope epidemiological analysis
CampbelIB-26 474 Traffic — Penn St. parking
CampbelIB-27 424 Bio - PAH impacts on
wildlife
Bio —impactsto
Campbel|B-28 4.24 reproductive habits
) Bio — grading impacts on
CampbelIB-29 424 edge effect
Water — source of water,
CampbelIB-30 424,484 impacts of water
transport on Habitat
Water — produced water
CampbelIB-31 424,484 PAH impacts
Risk — Toxic chemical
CampbelIB-32 414 impacts, BETEX
Waste — disposal impacts
CampbelIB-33 4.2.4,484,4.13.1.2,4.13.4 on community and
wildlife
CampbelIB-34 4124 Fire — notification system
CampbelIB-35 2.0 PD — Matrix exit plan
Fluornoyd-1 435,484,4124 Weter- excessverain,
floods
FluornoyJ-2 435,445 Geo — landdlides, etc
Geo — seismic study,
FluornoyJ-3 4.4 cybershake data
FluornoyJ-4 20,4.7.4 Alternatives — support
short route, pipleine
LunaP-1 Outside of scope Communication by City
. Multi-lingual
LunaP-2 Outside of scope communication by City
Scope of EIR limited —
LunaP-3 474 include impacts to more
streets
Aesthetics — impacts to
LunaP-4 424,464 microclimate change
flora, fauna
LunaP-5 Figure 2-6, 4.2 figures Aesthetics — better maps
L unaP-6 50 Alternatives — inadequate
range
LunaP-7 5.0, 6.0 Alternatives — reduce
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NOP Comments Addressed by DEIR Location

Comment # EIR Section Where Issue Addressed Issue Area
impacts to heal, social,
economics

L unaP-8 5.0, 6.0 Alternatives — Colima
access
LunaP-9 23,474 Traffic - impacts of
vehicles carrying oil
LunaP-10 474 Traffic —impacts to roads
LunaP-11 23,4.7.4,50 Traffic — temporary
alternate route impacts
LunaP-12 23,4.7.4,50 Traffic — alternative
routesto avoid Preserve
LunaP-13 474 Property and Auto
Damage
LunaP-14 41.12,4.13 414 Alr —details on sensitive
receptors
Air — odor and wind
LunaP-15 4.1.4 ovaluated
LunaP-16 414 Air —analyze alternative
tracking processes
LunaP-17 4.1.4,8.0 Air —outside agencies
should monitor
LunaP-18 50 PD — examine potential
Project expansion
Risk — damage to soil,
LunaP-19 43.4 surface and ground water,
ecosystem from saline
produced water impacts
LunaP-20 Outside of scope HRA —include .
epidemiological analysis
LunaP-21 474 Traffic — Penn St. parking
LunaP-22 424 Bio — PAH impacts on
wildlife
Bio —impactsto
LunaPb-23 4.2.4 reproductive habits
. Bio — grading impacts on
LunaP-24 424 edge effect
Water — source of water,
LunaP-25 424,484 impacts of water
transport on Habitat
Water — produced water
LunaP-26 4.8.4 PAH impacts
Risk — Toxic chemical
LunaP-27 414 impacts, BETEX
Waste — disposal impacts
LunaP-28 4.2.4,413.1.2,4134 on community and
wildlife
LunaP-29 4124 Fire — naotification system
LunaP-30 2.0 PD — Matrix exit plan
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