APPENDIX A: EXISTING CONDITIONS SITE INVENTORY

The Project Area encompasses a diverse mix of urban, suburban, rural, and natural
landscapes. Within this setting are residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, and
recreational spaces—many directly adjacent to or influenced by ongoing or legacy oil and
gas operations. This environmental context is critical to understanding the potential
impacts evaluated in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This inventory establishes
the environmental baseline for existing oil and gas operations within the Project Area, as
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The information compiled in this inventory was derived from several sources. Well and
production facility data, including status and operator information, was obtained from the
California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) Well Statewide Tracking and
Reporting (WellSTAR) database and public well search tools in April 2025. Information
regarding 'likely orphaned' wells is based on CalGEM's 'Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells'
inventory, dated February 2023. Parcel-specific information, including Assessor’s
Identification Number (AIN), ownership, and acreage, was sourced from the Los Angeles
County Office of the Assessor. Land use, zoning, and planning area data were obtained
from the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning's geographic
information systems (GIS) data.

This inventory represents a snapshotintime and is subject to change, as well statuses and
operatorship can be updated. The inventory focuses on active and idle wells and does not
include an exhaustive list of all historically plugged and abandoned wells in the Project
Area, as these are considered permanently sealed by CalGEM. While CalGEM's data is
the authoritative source, records may contain historical inaccuracies.

To ensure a clear and consistent understanding of the information presented in this
inventory, key technical, regulatory, and land use terms are defined below. These
definitions are consistent with those used by the California Geologic Energy Management
Division (CalGEM) and the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning.
Unless otherwise specified (e.g., as a "waterflood well," "dry hole," or "core hole"), the term
"well" throughout this appendix refers exclusively to an active or idle oil and gas well
intended for hydrocarbon extraction.

Well and Facility Types and Statuses:

e Active Well: A well that is in operation and currently being used for its designated
purpose, such as producing oil or gas, injecting fluids to enhance recovery, or
disposing of waste fluids.

o Idle Well: A well that has not been used for production, injection, or any other
operational purpose for a continuous period of 24 months, but has not yet been
permanently plugged and abandoned according to state regulations.

e Orphan Well ("Likely Orphaned"): An idle or potentially hazardous well for which
CalGEM has determined there is no viable operator of record financially capable of
carrying out the necessary plugging, abandonment, and site restoration. These
wells may present a heightened risk to public health and the environment due to a
lack of maintenance.



Ancillary Well: A well used to support oil and gas production rather than for the direct
extraction of hydrocarbons. This category includes injection, water disposal, and
water source wells.

o Injection / Waterflood Well: An ancillary well used to inject water, steam, or
gas into an underground formation to increase pressure and stimulate the
flow of oil or gas to nearby production wells.

o Water Disposal Well: An ancillary well used for the permanent underground
disposal of produced water, which is a saline water byproduct of oil and gas
extraction.

o Water Source Well: An ancillary well used to extract water from underground
aquifers for use in oilfield operations, such as for injection or dust control.

o Core Hole: A typically shallow well drilled to gather geologic data, such as
rock samples (cores), rather than for hydrocarbon production. These wells
are also required to be plugged and abandoned.

o Dry Hole: An exploratory well that was drilled but failed to find commercially
viable quantities of oil or gas. Such wells are required to be permanently
plugged and abandoned.

Production Facility: Any surface equipment or infrastructure associated with oil and
gas operations. This includes, but is not limited to, storage tanks, tank settings,
separators, pipelines, pumps, compressors, and other processing equipment. In
the inventory, these are often referred to by names such as "Tank Farm," "Lease
Facility," or "Compressor Plant."

Land Use and Parcel Terms

Assessor's ldentification Number (AIN): A unique, multi-digit number assigned by
the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor to identify a specific parcel of land
for property tax and record-keeping purposes.

Zoning: A set of legally enforceable regulations established by the County of Los
Angeles that dictates the allowable uses of land and establishes development
standards, such as building height, density, and setbacks, within a specific
geographic area or zone.

Land Use Designation: A category within the County's General Plan or an
applicable Area, Community, or Specific Plan that describes the long-term vision
for the use of land (e.g., Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Open Space). While
related, the land use designation may differ from the current zoning.

As of April 2025, records from the California Geologic Energy Management Division
(CalGEM) identify oil- and gas-related activity on 337 unique parcels in unincorporated
Los Angeles County. These parcels are distributed across 10 of the County’s 11 Planning
Areas, with the highest concentrations in the Santa Clarita Valley, Metro, Westside, and
Gateway Planning Areas.

248 parcels contain one or more active or idle oil and gas wells.

25 parcels contain only ancillary wells (e.g., injection, water source, or disposal
wells).

64 parcels contain only surface production facilities, such as tanks, tank settings,
pits, sumps, or other infrastructure. Facility data is tracked separately by CalGEM
in the Well Statewide Tracking and Reporting System (WellSTAR).



This inventory documents the full range of oil and gas infrastructure in the Project Area—
from large, active production facilities to isolated single wells. A critical feature of this
dataset is the proximity of many wells and facilities to sensitive land uses. Oil and gas
infrastructure is documented on parcels containing single-family homes, apartment
complexes, mobilehome parks, schools, and recreational areas.

In addition, numerous wells included in this inventory are identified by CalGEM as “likely
orphaned.” These wells, which no longer have a responsible operator of record, can
present heightened risks to environmental quality and public health and safety.

The inventory that follows is organized by Planning Area and provides, for each of the 337
parcels, the Assessor’s Identification Number (AIN), well status, and surrounding land use
context.

1. Antelope Valley Planning Area
a. Angeles National Forest
i. Notina Mapped Oil Field

1. APN 2581018900: Located in the Angeles National Forest,
where Los Angeles County has no land use authority. This
site is home to one idle well operated by the Russian Oil
Company. CalGEM identified this well (403719208) as likely
orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted
Wells as of February 2023.

2. APN 2581022301: Located in the Angeles National Forest,
where Los Angeles County has no land use authority. This
site is home to one idle well operated by the Tujunga Oil
Company. CalGEM identified this well (403706161) as likely
orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted
Wells as of February 2023.

3. APN 3058012901: Located in the Angeles National Forest,
where Los Angeles County has no land use authority. This
parcel contains one dry hole.

b. State Lands
i. Hopper Canyon QOil Field

1. APN 3250005904: This site is part of the Hungry Valley State
Vehicular Recreation Area, administered by California State
Parks Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR)
Division. Los Angeles County does not have land use
authority over state lands. The parcel contains one idle well
operated by the Harris Oil Company. CalGEM identified this
well (411106306) as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

c. Unincorporated Antelope Valley
i. Notina Mapped Qil Field

1. APN 3005019029: This 2.52-acre parcel contains one dry
hole and is unimproved. The property is zoned A-2 with land
use designation RL2.



APN 3145022905: This vacant parcel is owned by the US
Federal Government and contains one dry hole.

APN 3162013901: This 23.18-acre parcel contains one dry
hole and is unimproved. The property is zoned A-2 with land
use designation RL20 and is owned by the County of Los
Angeles.

APN 3201004013: This 2.5-acre parcel contains one dry hole
and is unimproved. The property is zoned A-1 with land use
designation RL1.

APN 3368014058: This 2.54-acre parcel contains one dry
hole and is unimproved. The property is zoned A-2 with land
use designation RL20.

APN 3374004045: This 2.3-acre parcel contains one dry hole
and is unimproved. The property is zoned A-2 with land use
designation RL20.

2. Coastal Islands Planning Area

a. No known active oridle oil and gas wells.
3. East San Gabriel Valley Planning Area

a. Hacienda Heights
Not in a Mapped Qil Field

1.

APN 8204011033: This 0.33-acre lot isimproved with a single-
family residence but also contains one idle well (403705118)
operated by Anchor Petroleum, identified as likely orphaned in
CalGEM'’s Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells Inventory as of
February 2023. The site is zoned R-A and the land use
designationis H2.

b. Rowland Heights

Brea-Olinda Oil Field: Bridge Energy LLC operates an active oil
production facility spread across nine parcels totaling 1,055 acres in
this Field. The site is entirely zoned A-1, with land use designations
RL40 or RL10, as detailed below.

1.

APN 8269001004: 33 oil and gas wells, one waterflood well,
portion of the West Puente Tank Farm, land use designation
RL40, size 295.42 acres.

APN 8269001016: Two wells, land use designation RL40, size
108.84 acres.

APN 8269002002: Two wells, land use designation RL10, size
11.11 acres.

APN 8269002003: Six wells, land use designation RL10, size
9.87 acres.

APN 8269002005: One well, land use designation RL10, size
2.4 acres.

APN 8269002024: Three wells, portion of the West Puente
Tank Farm, land use designation RL10, size 6.16 acres.

APN 8269006002: Three wells, land use designation RL40,
size 359.56 acres.

APN 8269081001: One well, land use designation RL40, size
62.52 acres.



9. APN 8269081002: Four wells, land use designation RL40,

size 199.08 acres.
ii. Sansinena Qil Field

1. APN 8269002015: Matrix Oil Corporation operates an active
oil production facility on this 11.19-acre parcel with a total of 17
known oil and gas wellheads and one waterflood well. The site
is zoned A-1 and the land use designation is RL10. Per
CalGEM facility records, this facility is known as Site 9.

iii. Notina Mapped Oil Field:

1. APN8269027035: This 0.39-acre lotisimproved with a single-
family residence, zoned R-A with land use designation H5, and
contains one idle well operated by Melvin Hansen. CalGEM
identified this well (403726385) as likely orphaned in their
inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February
2023.

4, Gateway Planning Area
a. Cerritos Islands
i. Montebello Oil Field

1. APN 7016015082: This 0.68-acre lot is improved with a
parking lot and church annex facility, zoned R-2 with land use
designation H9, and contains one idle well. CalGEM identified
this well (403705142) as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

b. North Whittier
i. Whittier QOil Field

1. APNs 8125024906, 8289007911, and 8126001903: These
three parcels are situated in the Puente Hills Preserve,
administered by the Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat
Preservation Authority. APNs 8125024906 and 8289007911,
totaling 368.52 acres, are zoned A-2 with land use designation
OS and each contain one idle oil and gas well. One of these
wells (403705945), operated by Central Oil Co., was identified
by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely
Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The other
idle well (403718311) is operated by Chevron USA. APN
8126001903 is an active oil production facility operated by
Matrix Oil Corporation on a 25.44-acre lot which contains 12
oil and gas wells and one waterflood well. This lot is zoned A-1
with land use designation OS. Per CalGEM records, this
facility is known as the Rideout Drill Site.

ii. Montebello Oil Field

1. APNs 8125032 -005, -006, -007, -008, -009, -010, -011, -012,
-013,-014,-015, -016, -017, -018, -019, -020, -021, -022, -023,
-024, -025, -026, -027, -028, -029, -030, -032, -033, -034, -
035, -036, -037,-038, -039, -040, and -042: This site isa 2.06-
acre lot improved with 36 condominiums. one idle well
(403712029) operated by Montebello Mascot Oil Co. is on the
lot and was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their



inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February
2023. The lot is zoned R-4 with land use designation H18.
iii. Notina Mapped Qil Field

1. APN 8125024903: This 73.82-acre lot contains one core hole
but is otherwise unimproved. The property is zoned A-2 with
land use designation OS-C and is owned by the Puente Hills
Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority.

2. APN 8125025009: This 225.56-acre lot is zoned A-2 with land
use designation P, asiit is part of the Rose Hills Memorial Park
and Mortuary. The lot contains one idle well (403705946)
operated by Central Qil Co., which was identified by CalGEM
as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and
Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

3. APN 8125028025: This 0.74-acre parcel is improved with a
single-family residence and is zoned R-1 with land use
designation H5. The Ilot also contains one idle well
(403705540) operated by Keystone-Montebello Oil Co. and
considered likely orphaned by CalGEM in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

4, APN 8125031014: This 0.65-acre parcel is also improved with
a single-family residence and zoned R-1 with land use
designation H5. This site contains two idle wells (403705703
and 403705704) operated by Montebello Oil Syndicate, which
were identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory
of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

c. Rancho Dominguez
i. Dominguez Oil Field

1. APN 7318008026: This 56.98-acre site is the Mertz Del Amo
Estates mobile home park, which is zoned C-M with land use
designation IL. This parcel is also subject to a Development
Program (pursuant to County Code Section 22.52.040). The
site contains one well (403706744) operated by Arco Western
Energy Co., which was identified by CalGEM as likely
orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted
Wells as of February 2023.

2. APN 7318010026: Bridgeland Resources LLC operates an
active oil production facility on this 2.3-acre site, which is
zoned M-2 with land use designation IH. The parcel is also
subject to the Industrial Preservation combining zone (County
Code Chapter 22.60). The facility includes four oil and gas
wells and a portion of Breitburn Operating LP’s Dominguez
Tank Farm.

3. APNs 7318010043, 7318023-028, and -050: Breitburn
Operating LP’s Dominguez Tank Farm extends on to these
properties, which are 50.69, 2.34, and 6.35 acres,
respectively. APNs 7318010043 is zoned C-M with land use
designation IH/IL and is home to the Dominguez Hils Estates
Mobile Home Park, while APNs 7318023-028 and -050 are
zoned M-2 with land use designation IH and are improved with



warehouses. APN 7318010043 is also subject to a
Development Program (pursuant to County Code Section
22.52.040).

APN 7318022032: This 7.48-acre property is improved with a
warehouse facility but also contains one idle well with no
known operator. The site is zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH. The parcel is also subject to the Industrial
Preservation combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).

d. South Whittier — Sunshine Acres
i. Notina Mapped Oil Field

1.

APN 8026021008: This 0.36-acre property is improved with a
single-family residence but also contains one idle well
(403705844) operated by Santa Fe Dome Oil Company,
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The
site is zoned R-2 with land use designation H18.

APN 8026021010: This 0.37-acre property is improved with a
multi-family residence but also contains one idle well
(403705845) operated by Santa Fe Dome Oil Company, also
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The
site is zoned R-2 with land use designation H18.

APN 8026021018: This 0.37-acre property is improved with a
multi-family residence but also contains one idle well
(403705223) operated by Brady eight Well Syndicate, also
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The
site is zoned R-2 with land use designation H18.

APN 8026023027: This 0.18-acre property is improved with a
single-family residence but also contains one idle well
(403705224) operated by Brady Eight Well Syndicate, also
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The
site is zoned R-2 with land use designation H18.

APN 8029020023: This 0.18-acre property is improved with a
single-family residence but also contains one idle well
(403706181) operated by Union Oil Company of California,
also identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory
of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The
site is zoned R-1 with land use designation H9.

e. West Whittier — Los Nietos
i. Notina Mapped Qil Field

1.

APN 8176021908: This 0.45-acre site is improved with a La
Habra Heights County Water District facility, zoned R-1 with
land use designation H9, and contains one idle well operated
by R. W. Jackson. CalGEM identified this well (403705525) as
likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and
Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

5. Metro Planning Area



a. West Athens — Westmont

Howard Townsite Qil Field
1. APN 6079008023: This 0.28-acre site is improved with a

multifamily residence but also contains one known idle well
(403707634) operated by McMahon & McDonald which was
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The lot
is zoned Residential three via the Connect Southwest LA TOD
Specific Plan with land use designation H30. This Specific
Plan does not regulate oil and gas operations. The Title 22
(Planning & Zoning) Oil Well Ordinance proposed by the
Project would apply within this Specific Plan.

. APNs 6090026003, 6090027003, and 6090027030: Power

Run QOil LLC operates an oil production facility on these three
parcels with one well per parcel. APNss 6090026003 and
6090027003 are 0.16 acres each, while APN 6090027030 is
0.37 acres. All three parcels are zoned R-1 with land use
designation H9. Aside from oil production infrastructure,
including Power Run Qil LLC’s Howard Lease facility on APN
6090026003 and Diest Lease facility on APN 6090027030,
the sites are unimproved.

. APN 6090027038: Power Run Oil LLC operates the Hunter

Lease facility on this 0.12-acre lot which is zoned R-1 with land
use designation H9. There are no known active or idle wells on
the site as it is a surface facility supporting offsite wells.

. APNs 6079023-118, -119, -120, -121, -122, -142, -143, -146, -

150, -153, -162, and -163: This 0.73-acre property is improved
with 12 townhomes. According to CalGEM records, the site is
home to Power Run Oil LLC’s Moser Lease facility, but there
are no active or idle oil and gas or ancillary wells on the site.
The property is zoned via Connect Southwest LA (CSLA): A
TOD Specific Plan for West Athens-Westmont with land use
designation H9.

b. West Rancho Dominguez - Victoria

Rosecrans Oil Field
1. APNs 6129001054, 6129009050, and 6129015040:

Bridgeland Resources LLC operates an oil production facility
onthese three parcels with one well per parcel. The parcels are
1.74, 3.87, and 0.55 acres, respectively. All three parcels are
zoned M-2 with land use designation IH. These sites are also
subject to the Industrial Preservation combining zone (County
Code Chapter 22.60). Aside from oil production infrastructure,
the sites are otherwise unimproved. APN 6129009050
contains a portion of Breitburn Operating LP’s Rosecrans Lact
facility and APN 6129015040 contains a portion of Breitburn
Operating LP’s Crawford Tank Farm.

. APN 6129015041: This property is currently used for bus

storage and maintenance and contains a portion of Breitburn
Operating LP’s Crawford Tank Farm. The site contains no



active or idle wells—only tankage. The property is 0.69 acres,
zoned M-2 with land use designation IH, and is subject to the
Industrial Preservation combining zone (County Code
Chapter 22.60).

. APNs 6129009-035, -037, -038, -039, and -040: These
properties contain part of Breitburn Operating LP’s Rosecrans
Lact facility. They are 2.46, 1.47, 0.63, 1.06, and 1.14 acres,
respectively. All five parcels are zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH, subject to the Industrial Preservation
combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60), and improved
with warehouse/light manufacturing facilities.

. APNs 6129023029, 6129023-040, and -041: Bridgeland
Resources LLC operates an oil production facility on these
three parcels with one well per parcel. The parcels are 1.11,
1.14, and 0.93 acres, respectively. All three parcels are zoned
R-1 with land use designation H9. Aside from oil production
infrastructure, the sites are otherwise unimproved.

. APNs 6132007-002, -004, -017, and 6132042022: These four
parcels comprise the Phillips 66 Los Angeles Gasoline and
Lubricant Terminal. The parcels are 4.46, 5.99, 12.19, and
2.39 acres, respectively. Bridgeland Resources LLC operates
one well on APN 6132007004 and two wells on APN
6132007017, while Sun Exploration & Production Company
operates one well (403714439) on APN 6132042022. APNs
6132007-002 and -004 contain a Breitburn Operating LP
Compressor Plant. The well on APN 6132042022 was
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. All
four parcels are zoned M-2 with land use designation IH.
These sites are also subject to the Industrial Preservation
combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60). APN
6132042022 is subject to a Development Program (pursuant
to County Code Section 22.52.040).

. APNs 6132042-042, -049, 6132043-024, -067, and -081:
These properties are improved with manufacturing facilities.
Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one well on each
property, except for APN 6132043024, which contains two
wells. APN 6132042042 also contains Breitburn Operating
LP’'s O’Dea 22 facility and APN 6132043067 contains
Breitburn’s O’Dea 16 facility, while APN 6132043024 contains
a portion of Breitburn’s O’Dea Tank Farm. The sites are 2.16,
1.28,11,1.01, and 4.09 acres, respectively. All five parcels are
zoned M-1.5 with land use designation IH and are subject to
the Industrial Preservation combining zone (County Code
Chapter 22.60). APNs 6132042042 and 6132043081 are also
subject to the Green Zone (County Code Chapter 22.84)
combining zone.

. APNs 6132042041 and 6132043066: Breitburn Operating LP
operates a portion of the O’Dea Tank Farm on these 1.10- and



10.

11.

12.

13.

0.95-acre properties which are zoned M-1.5 with land use
designation IH. The parcels are also subject to the Industrial
Preservation (County Code Chapter 22.60) and Green Zone
(County Code Chapter 22.84) combining zones.

APNs 6129001-047, -049, 6132044-007, and -026: These
properties are improved with manufacturing facilities.
Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one well on each
property, except for APN 6129001047, which contains two
wells. The sites are 3.92, 3.5, 0.58, and 1.82 acres,
respectively. All four parcels are zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH and are subject to the Industrial Preservation
combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).

APNs 6129015046 and 6137001003: These properties are
improved with manufacturing facilities. The parcels are 4.7 and
3.47 acres, respectively. Power Run Qil LLC operates one well
on APN 6129015046, while Cypress Petroleum Company of
California is the operator of record for one idle well on APN
6137001003. Thiswellon APN 6137001003 (403713583) was
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. Both
parcels are zoned M-2 with land use designation IH and are
subject to the Industrial Preservation combining zone (County
Code Chapter 22.60). APN 6137001003 is also subject to the
Green Zone (County Code Chapter 22.84) combining zone.
APN 6129010041: This 1.8-acre lot is currently used as truck
and cargo storage. The site contains one well operated by
Bridgeland Resources LLC as well as Breitburn Operating
LP’s Callender Tank Setting and is zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH. The site is also subject to the Industrial
Preservation combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).
APN 6132007001: This 1.31-acre lot, adjacent to the Phillips
66 Los Angeles Lubricant Terminal, is currently used for truck
and material staging. The site contains one well operated by
Bridgeland Resources LLC and is zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH. The site is also subject to the Industrial
Preservation combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).
APNs 6132044030, 6132044031, 6132044032, and
6132044033: These properties comprise a Robertson’s
Ready-Mix concrete facility. Bridgeland Resources LLC
operates a total of 12 oil and gas wells and four waterflood
wells across the site. The parcelsare 2.91,5.31, 4.99, and 3.56
acres, respectively. The properties are zoned M-2 with land
use designation IH and are also subject to the Industrial
Preservation combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).
APNs 6129001048, 6129009-041, -045, -048 and
6132007023: These properties are improved with warehouse
facilities. The parcels are 4.98, 2.09, 1.9, 1.03 and 1.4 acres,
respectively. Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one well on
each property. All five lots are zoned M-2 with land use



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

designation IH and are subject to the Industrial Preservation
combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60). APN
6129009041 also contains a portion of Breitburn Operating
LP’s Rosecrans Lact facility.

APN 6129009034: Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one
idle waterflood well on this 3.22-acre lot. The property is
improved with a warehouse and is zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH. The lot is also subject to the Industrial
Preservation combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).
APN 6129009043: Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one
active waterflood well on this 1.88-acre lot. The property is
improved with a light manufacturing facility and is zoned M-2
with land use designation IH. The lot is also subject to the
Industrial Preservation combining zone (County Code
Chapter 22.60).

APN 6129009068: This 0.82-acre lot is improved with a Bank
of America branch and contains a portion of Breitburn
Operating LP’s Rosecrans Lact facility. The property is zoned
M-2 with land use designation IH and is subject to the Industrial
Preservation combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).
APN 6132007022: Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one
idle waterflood well on this 1.64-acre lot. The property is
improved with a light manufacturing facility and is zoned M-2
with land use designation IH. The lot is also subject to the
Industrial Preservation combining zone (County Code
Chapter 22.60).

APN 6129010071 and 6132044027: These properties are also
improved with warehouse facilities. The parcels are 11.53 and
2.69 acres, respectively. APN 6129010071 contains one well
(403714352) operated by Mars Oil Company while APN
6132044027 contains two wells (403713609 and 403713611)
operated by Yoelin Family Trust. All three wells were identified
by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely
Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. APN
6132044027 also contains Sherwin D. Yoelin’s Universal
Trust Lease facility. Both lots are zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH and are subject to the Industrial Preservation
combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).

APNs 6132043-047, -070, -074, -078, -080, and -084: Also
improved with warehouse facilities, these parcels are 1.72,
2.33, 3.25, 0.73, 2.62, and 1.57 acres, respectively.
Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one oil and gas well on
each property. APN 6132043074 also contains one waterflood
well and Breitburn Operating LP’s O’Dea 18 facility. APNs
6132043080 and 6132043084 contain a portion of Breitburn’s
O’Dea Tank Farm. All six lots are zoned M-1.5 with land use
designation IH and are subject to the Industrial Preservation
combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60). APNs
6132043047, 6132043070, 6132043078, and 6132043080



are also subject to the Green Zone (County Code Chapter
22.84) combining zone.

20.APN 6132043059: Bridgeland Resources LLC operates one
active waterflood well on this 1.65-acre lot. The property is
improved with a warehouse facility and Breitburn Operating
LP’s O’Dea 10 facility and is zoned M-1.5 with land use
designation IH. The lot is also subject to the Industrial
Preservation combining zone (County Code Chapter 22.60).

21. APNs 6129010035 and 6129021030: These two lots are also
improved with warehouse facilities, and each contain one well
operated by Bridgeland Resources LLC. The properties are
9.47 and 4.61 acres, respectively. APN 6129010035 is zoned
M-1.5 while APN 6129021030 is zoned M-1. Both lots are
designated IL and are subject to the Industrial Preservation
(County Code Chapter 22.60) and Green Zone (County Code
Chapter 22.84) combining zones.

22.APN 6132017809: This narrow 2.99-acre lot contains
Southern Pacific Railroad tracks owned by the Union Pacific
Railroad Company. The parcel is also home to two idle wells
(403710652 and 403710653) and the Pacific Clark Lease
facility operated by Guzman Energy LLC. The property is
zoned M-2 with land use designation P and is subject to the
Green Zone (County Code Chapter 22.84) combining zone.

23.APN 6134033005: This 8.97-acre site comprises the Los
Angeles Adventist Academy, a K-9 private school. Nancy E.
Anthony is the operator of record for one idle well (403713552)
on the site, which was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned
in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023. The property is zoned R-1 with land use
designation P

24. APNs 6132019010, 6132019015, 6132019050, and
6132037024: These lots are each improved with a single-
family residence, and are 0.29, 0.26, 0.23, and 0.19 acres,
respectively. Each lot also contains one idle well. The
operators of record are J. T. Robertson Company
(403714385), Joseph B. Dabney (403713584), D.D. Dunlap &
John F. Tracey (403713588), and L. F. Bassett and Blaine
White (403713573), respectively. All four of these wells were
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The
parcels are zoned R-1 with land use designation H9.

ii. Notina Mapped Oil Field

1. APN 6130015002: This 13.28-acre lot is improved with a
manufacturing facility. The lot contains one idle well
(403705533) operated by C. C. Julian which was identified by
CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan
and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The property is
zoned B-1 with land use designation IL and is subject to both



the Industrial Preservation (County Code Chapter 22.60) and
Green Zone (County Code Chapter 22.84) combining zones.
APNs 6130008001 and 6130008016: These parcels are 0.29
and 0.15 acres, respectively, and each contain one idle well.
The operator of record for the well on APN 6130008001
(403705461) is Hanners QOil Company, while the operator for
the wellon APN 6130008016 (403705466) is John B. Harding.
Both wells were identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in
their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023. APN 6130008001 is part of a parking lot for
New Mt. Calvary Missionary Baptist Church and APN
6130008016 is improved with a single-family residence. The
parcels are zoned R-1 with land use designation H9.

6. San Fernando Valley Planning Area

a. Oat Mountain
Aliso Canyon Oil Field: The Termo Company, Southern California
Gas Company, and Crimson Resource Management Corporation
operate an active oil production facility spread across seven parcels
totaling 2,082 acres in this Field. The site is entirely zoned A-2 with
land use designation RL20.

1.
2.

3.

7.

APN 2821004800: Four wells, 493 acres.

APN 2821004801: Seven oil and gas wells, one water disposal
well, 93.52 acres.

APN 2821005800: Five oil and gas wells, four observation
wells, four waterflood wells, 178.87 acres. This parcel is home
to the following Southern California Gas Company
infrastructure: Porter P 72A Drip Tank, Mru, Porter
Compressor Plant, Porter Ware Disposal Plant, Porter
Gathering Plant, Compressor Oil Storage Tanks.

APN 2821005801: 22 oil and gas wells, three waterflood wells,
507.69 acres. This parcel is home to the following Southern
California Gas Company infrastructure: P-69, Sesnon 31
Manual Drip Tank, Sesnon 1 Gathering Plant, Sesnon 2
Gathering Plant, Dehydration Plant 2.

APN 2821005805: One well, 10.8 acres.

APN 2821006800: This 295.08-acre parcel is the site of the
following Southern California Gas facilities: Limekiln Tank
Farm, Hazardous Materials Storage Area, Station 23 (Main
Plant), Compressor Oil Storage Tanks. The property is
otherwise unimproved.

APN 2821007801: Southern California Gas Company’s
Limekiln Tank Farm extends on to this 502.62-parcel.

Oat Mountain Oil Field: The Termo Company operates an active oill
production facility spread across seven parcels totaling 566 acres in
this Field. The site is entirely zoned A-2 with land use designation
RL20, except as noted below.

1.
2.
3.

APN 2826016050: Two wells, 74.51 acres.
APN 2826017022: One well, 36.11 acres.
APN 2826017039: One well, 153.39 acres.



APN 2826017040: Three wells, 157.13 acres.
APN 2826017041: One well, 70.3 acres.
APN 2826017053: One well, 36.4 acres, also improved with a
telecommunications facility.
7. APN 2826016909: One well, 37.82 acres, owned by the
Mountains Recreation & Conservation Authority therefore the
land use designationis C.

iii. Newhall Oil Field — Rice Canyon: The Ricano Oil and Newhall
Mountain Oil Companies operate an active oil production facility
spread across three parcels totaling 55.62 acres in this Field. The
site is entirely zoned A-2 with land use designation RL20.

1. APN 2826029012: Four wells, 10 acres.
2. APN 2826029017: One well, 5 acres.
3. APN 2826029908: One well, 40.62 acres, owned by the
Mountains Recreation & Conservation Authority.
b. West Chatsworth
i. Notina Mapped Oil Field
1. APN 2017010030: This 4.3-acre lot is primarily agricultural
use with one known well (403724153) identified by CalGEM as
likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and
Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The operator of record for
this well is Charles C Townsend. The site is zoned A-1 with
land use designation RL10.
2. APN2017010031: This 4.29-acre lotis an unimproved pasture
with one known core hole (403724152). The site is zoned A-1
with land use designation RL10.

ook

c. West Hills
i. Canoga Park Qil Field

1. APN 2031015011: This 43.72-acre lot is zoned RPD with land
use designation RL2. The site contains three idle wells
(403700494, 403701161, and 403701167) all identified by
CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan
and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The operators of
record for these wells are Canoga Oil Company, Frank Knapp,
and Cheng and Lin Liu.

7. Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area
a. Castaic
i. Castaic Hills Oil Field: Crimson Resource Management Corporation
operates oil production facilities spread across six parcels. These
sites are unimproved aside from oil production infrastructure, except
as noted below.

1. APNs 2865019-001, -009, and -010: These properties are
160.43,119.38, and 38.41 acres and contain four, five, and two
oil and gas wells, respectively. APN 2865019001 also
contains two waterflood wells and APN 2865019009 contains
one waterflood well. All three parcels are zoned A-2 with land
use designation RL2. APN 2865019001 contains the Rynne
Fisher #2 oil production facility, while APN 2865019009



contains the Rynne Fisher Tank Farm #1 and a production
facility identified as “03701225” in CalGEM records.

APN 2865019008: This 39.66-acre |lot contains two oil and gas
wells, one water source well, and is zoned R-1 with land use
designation H5. This property is also home to the Golden Tank
Farm production facility.

APN 2865019064: This 43.79-acre lot contains one well and is
zoned RPD with land use designation H18. The property also
contains the Turney Tank Farm.

APN 2865019063: This property is improved with a single-
family residence and contains one well and the Ament Tank
Farm. The lot is 26.45 acres and is zoned RPD with land use
designation H18.

Del Valle Oil Field: Production of oil in this field is split between LBTH
Inc., Thompson Oil Company, Vintage Production California LLC,
and West Energy Operating LLC. The field is unimproved aside from
oil production infrastructure, except as noted below. All parcels are
zoned A-2 with land use designation RL20.

1.

10.

APN 3272019012: One oil and gas well, one idle water
disposal well, unknown Vintage Production California facility,
40.29 acres.

APN 3272021003: Four oil and gas wells, five dry gas wells,
Rincon Field Vasquez Lease facility, 76.21 acres.

APN 3272021006: Three oil and gas wells, one dry gas well,
one water disposal well, Rincon Field Vasquez Lease facility,
77.65 acres.

APN 3272021013: Two wells, unknown Vintage Production
California facility, 20.28 acres.

APN 3272021018: Five oil and gas wells, five dry gas wells, Del
Valle Qil Field Sepulveda Lease facility, 319.16 acres.

APN 3272022002: Eleven oil and gas wells, one water
disposal well, unknown Vintage Production California facility,
155.43 acres.

APN 3272022003: Two oil and gas wells, one dry gas well,
22.89 acres.

APN 3272022004: One well, 19.97 acres.

APN 3271003900: Thirteen wells, 158.2 acres. This property
is owned by the County of Los Angeles and is home to the Fire
Department Del Valle Regional Training Center. The site also
contains unknown production facility infrastructure operated
by Vintage Production California LLC.

APNs 3271003021 and 3271003022: These properties (18.17
and 13.71 acres, respectively) also contain unknown
production facility infrastructure operated by Vintage
Production California LLC. APN 3271003022 also contains
support towers for electricity transmission lines, but the site is
otherwise unimproved.



iii. Hasley Canyon Qil Field: This field is operated by Crimson Resource
Management Corporation. Operations are spread across four parcels
totaling 55.16 acres.

1. APNs 2866001081, 3247032-047,and-055: These properties
are 3.03, 4.16, and 40.52 acres and contain two, three, and
eight wells, respectively. All three lots are zoned A-2. The land
use designation for APNs 2866001081 and 3247032047 is
H2, while the land use designation for APN 3247032055 is
RL2. APN 2866001081 contains the Sadd Lease Tanks, APN
3247032047 contains the Burns Crist and Sadd Lease Tanks,
and APN 3247032055 contains the Mabel Strawn Diluent
Tanks and Tank Battery.

2. APN 2866001097: This 7.45-acre lot contains one idle oil and
gas well, one active waterflood well, and the McGillivrae Tank
Farm. The property is zoned M-1.5 with land use designation
IO and is subject to a Development Program (County Code
Section 22.52.040).

iv. Honor Rancho Oil Field: Production of oil and gas in this field is split
between Southern California Gas Company and West Energy
Operating LLC.

1. APN 2866004802: This 88.57-acre lot contains one active oil
and gas well operated by Southern California Gas Company.
The property is zoned A-2 with land use designation P, asiitis
part of the Honor Rancho Natural Gas Storage Facility.

2. APNs 2866004901 and 2866004906: These parcels
(approximately 604.05 and 114.36 acres, respectively) are
owned by the County of Los Angeles and are part of the
Pitchess Detention Center. APN 2866004901 contains eight
oil and gas wells, one water disposal well, and associated
tanks, while APN 2866004906 contains just one oil and gas
well. All nine oil and gas wells are operated by West Energy
Operating LLC, and both parcels are zoned A-2 with land use
designation P.

v. Newhall Oil Field: Allwells in this field are currently idle, and all parcels
are unimproved aside from oil production infrastructure.

1. APN 2826009052: This 101.37-acre lot contains one well
operated by California Resources Production Corporation.
The property is zoned A-2 with land use designation RL5.

2. APN 2826009110: This 1,480.34-acre lot contains four wells
operated by California Resources Production Corporation.
The property is zoned R-1 with land use designation H5. This
property is also home to the Ferguson production facility
operated by Vintage Production California LLC.

3. APN 2848018020: This 86.76-acre lot contains fourteen oil
and gas wells and one water disposal well operated by Watt
Mineral Holdings LLC. All fourteen oil and gas wells
(403700063, 403713125, 403713160, 403713161,
403713365, 403713366, 403713367, 403713369,
403713372, 403713373, 403721460, 403721462,



403722342, and 403722346) were identified by CalGEM as
likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and
Deserted Wells as of February 2023. This parcel also contains
part of the Albert Lease Tank Farm operated by Watt Mineral
Holdings. The property is zoned OS with land use designation
PR.

APNs 2826009906 and 2826013918: These properties
(approximately 10.69 and 79.37 acres, respectively) are
owned by the Mountains Recreation and Conservation
Authority. Each lot contains one idle well. The well on APN
2826009906 is operated by California Resources Production
Corporation, while the well on APN 2826013918 is operated
by Chevron USA. Both properties are zoned OS. The land use
designation for APN 2826009906 is C and APN 2826013918
is PR.

APNs 2826019917 and 2826019918: These properties
(approximately 161.27 and 82.19 acres, respectively) are
jointly owned by the State of California and the Mountains
Recreation and Conservation Authority. APN 2826019917
contains one idle well (403712814) while APN 2826019918
contains two (403712812 and 403712813). The operator of
record for these wells is Hardison & Stewart Oil Company. All
three wells were identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in
their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023. The properties are zoned OS with land use
designation PR.

vi. Oak Canyon Qil Field: All parcels are unimproved aside from oil
production infrastructure.

1.

APNs 3247028010, 3247029012, 3247029013, and
3247035007: These properties (approximately 117.21, 75.6,
75.64, and 9.52 acres, respectively) contain wells operated by
The Termo Company. APN 3247028010 contains two oil and
gas wells while APN 3247029012 contains ten oil and gas
wells. APN 3247029013 contains one idle waterflood well.
APN 3247035007 contains one active water disposal well. All
four lots are zoned A-2 with land use designation RL20.

APN 3247029002: This 38.17-acre lot contains one idle well
(403711706) identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their
inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February
2023. The operator of record is J.A. Smith. This property is
also zoned A-2 with land use designation RL20.

vii. Placerita Oil Field: All parcels are unimproved aside from oil
production infrastructure, except as noted below.

1.

2.

APN 2848009020: This 302.73-acre lot is owned by a motion
picture and television production company. The site contains
one dry hole and is zoned A-2 with land use designation RL20.
APNs 2848018012 and 2848018014: These properties (1.06
and 66.17 acres, respectively) contain idle wells identified by
CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan



viii.

and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The operator of
record is Watt Mineral Holdings LLC. APN 2848018012
contains one well (403722313) while APN 2848018014
contains 10 (403706361, 403706362, 403706363,
403710670, 403713362, 403713363, 403713364,
403713370, 403721820, and 403722343). APN 2848018014
also contains part of the Albert Lease Tank Farm, also
operated by Watt Mineral Holdings. Both properties are zoned
A-2 with land use designation RL20.

APNs 2848018016 and 2848018280: These properties (6.25
and 8.28 acres, respectively) also contain Watt Mineral
Holdings LLC wells identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in
their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023. APN 2848018016 contains three wells
(403708267, 403713374, and 403722341) and APN
2848018280 contains one (403713375). Both properties are
zoned O-S. The land use designation for APN 2848018016 is
PR, while the designation for APN 2848018280 is RL20. APN
2848018280 is improved with electricity transmission support
towers owned by the City of Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power.

Ramona Oil Field: Production of oil in this field is split between LBTH
Inc., Thompson Oil Company, Vintage Production California LLC,
and West Energy Operating LLC. The site is unimproved aside from
oil production infrastructure. All parcels are zoned A-2 with land use
designation RL20.

1.

2.
3.

9.

APN 3272017008: Six wells, Upper Sepulveda facility
(operated by LBTH), 160.34 acres.

APN 3272018005: Two wells, 82.24 acres.

APN 3272018007: No wells, unknown Vintage Production
California facility, 41.09 acres.

APN 3272018008: Three wells, 39.56 acres.

APN 3272019003: Five wells, unknown Vintage Production
California facility, 32.35 acres.

APN 3272019004: Six wells, unknown Vintage Production
California facility, 39.06 acres.

APN 3272019005: Eight wells, unknown Vintage Production
California facility, 40.84 acres.

APN 3272019006: Three wells, 19.87 acres. All three wells
(403713696, 403713697, and 403713698) were identified by
CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan
and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The operator of
record for these wells is Thompson Oil Company.

APN 3272019009: No wells, unknown Vintage Production
California facility, 39.12 acres.

10. APn 3272019010: Three wells, 40.04 acres.
11. APN 3272019016: One well, unknown Vintage Production

California facility, 16.59 acres.



12. APN 3272019019: Two oil and gas wells, one water disposal
well, 19.96 acres. Both oil and gas wells (403713729 and
403713734) were identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in
their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023. The operator of record for these wells is
Thompson Oil Company.

13. APN 3272021019: One well, 59.09 acres.

14.3272021020: Two wells, 19.97 acres.

ix. Tapia Oil Field: This field is primarily operated by West Energy
Operating LLC and is unimproved aside from oil production
infrastructure, except as noted below.

1. APNs 2865021006, 2865021015, 2865021904, and
2865021905: These four properties (approximately 90.21,
10.1, 36.14, and 22.53 acres, respectively) contain a total of
twenty oil and gas wells and one waterflood well. All four
parcels are zoned A-2 with land use designation RL5. APNs
2865021904 and 2865021905 are owned by the City of Santa
Clarita. APN 2865021015 contains the Brandon Lease
production facility. APN 2865021905 contains the
Hartje/Lacke production facilities.

2. APN 2865021903: This 28.9658-acre lot is also owned by the
City of Santa Clarita. It contains two water disposal wells, is
zoned A-2 with land use designation RL5 and is otherwise
unimproved.

3. APN 2865021902: This 164.3-acre lot is owned by the County
of Los Angeles and is part of the Jack Bones Equestrian
Center. The parcel contains 13 oil and gas wells, one dry gas
well, and is zoned A-2 with land use designation P. This
property also contains the Yule/Snow production facility.

4. APN 2865012916: This 52.51-acre lot is also owned by the
County of Los Angeles. The property is part of the Castaic
Sports Complex and contains three idle wells. Two are
operated by Anterra Services Incorporated (403722956 and
403729963) and one is operated by Jean Martinez
(403724229). The Anterra Services Incorporated wells were
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The
property also contains an oil production facility operated by
Exxon Mobil Corporation, known as USL 1. CalGEM records
suggest this facility may also be referred to as the Commander
Oil Tank Farm. This parcel is zoned O-S with land use
designation PR.

X. Wayside Canyon QOil Field: This field is operated by West Energy
Operating LLC.

1. APNs 2866004900 and 2866004905: These properties
(approximately 374.13 and 530.56 acres, respectively) are
owned by the County of Los Angeles. APN 2866004900 is part
of the North County Correctional Facility, while APN
2866004905 is part of the Pitchess Detention Center. APN



Xi.

2866004900 contains one well and associated tanks and APN
2866004905 contains twelve wells and the Baker Tanks. Both
parcels are zoned A-2 with land use designation P.

Not in a Mapped Oil Field
1. APN 2848010011: This 176.24-acre lot contains just one idle

well. The operator of record is V.J. Puccio & Carl Doshay. The
parcel is otherwise unimproved and is zoned A-2 with land use
designation NF, as it is part of the Angeles National Forest,
where Los Angeles County has no land use authority.

2. APN 3211014044: This 37.16-acre lot also contains just one

idle well. The operator of record is O. R. M. Company
Incorporated. This well (403726384) was identified by
CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan
and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The property is
otherwise unimproved and is zoned A-1 with land use
designation RL2.

3. APN 3213007007: This 5.93-acre lot is improved with a single-

family residence and contains one idle well operated by Albert
E. Weiss Jr. This well (403726339) was identified by CalGEM
as likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and
Deserted Wells as of February 2023. This parcel is zoned A-1
with land use designation RL2.

b. Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Del Valle Oil Field
1. APN 3272024003: This 460.3-acre parcel contains a total of

thirteen active wells and the Del Valle Newhall Land & Farm
Lease facility, with operations split between LBTH
Incorporated, Vintage Production California LLC, and West
Energy Operating LLC. The property is otherwise unimproved
and is zoned via the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, with land
use designations E and OA.

Newhall-Potrero Oil Field
1. APN 2826122005: This 908.55-acre parcel is home to three

idle oil and gas wells and one idle water disposal well operated
by California Resources Production Corporation. The parcel
also contains part of the Rancho San Francisco production
facility and vessels operated by Vintage Production California
LLC. The property is otherwise unimproved and is zoned via
the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, with land use designations L
and LM.

. APN 2826123008: This 1,706.03-acre parcel contains eleven

idle wells also operated by California Resources Production
Corporation. Vintage Production California LLC’s Rancho San
Francisco production facility extends on to this parcel. The
property is otherwise unimproved and is zoned via the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan, with land use designations LM, M, MU,
and OA.

Not in a Mapped Qil Field



1. APN 2826123009: This 150.05-acre parcel contains two idle

wells operated by The Newhall Land and Farming Company
LLC. The property is otherwise unimproved and is zoned via
the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, with land use designation

OA.

8. Santa Monica Mountains Planning Area
a. Santa Monica Mountains North Area

Not in a Mapped Qil Field
1. APNs 2052001900 and 2063020902: These properties

(187.6 and 188.64 acres, respectively) are federal lands—part
of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area—
and are each home to one idle well. Both wells (40370622 and
403705486) were identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in
their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023. The operators of record are Burt T. Wells and
George W. Hoyt, respectively. Both properties are zoned OS
with land use designation PR.

. 2063010901: This 24.85-acre property is part of the state-

owned Malibu Creek State Park. The site contains one idle well
(403705786) operated by Pugh-Miller Drilling Company which
was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory
of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023. This
property is also zoned OS with land use designation PR.

. APN 2063015024: This 1-acre lot is improved with a single-

family residence but also contains one idle well (403706223)
operated by Bruce Waring which was identified by CalGEM as
likely orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and
Deserted Wells as of February 2023. The lot is zoned A-1 with
land use designation RL2.

. APN 2063008004: This 37.03-acre site is unimproved aside

from one idle well (403705556) operated by A. D. Kneuper
which was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their
inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February
2023. The lot is zoned A-1 with land use designation RL20.

b. Santa Monica Mountains Coastal Zone

Not in a Mapped Oil Field
1. APN 4472028035: This 36.73-acre lot is unimproved aside

from one known idle well (403705578) operated by Liberty Oil
Company which was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned
in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023. The lot is zoned R-C with land use designation
RL10.

. APN 4472028901: This 78.17-acre property is owned by the

City of Malibu and is part of the Charmlee Wilderness Park.
The site contains one idle well (403705577) operated by
Liberty Oil Company which was identified by CalGEM as likely
orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted
Wells as of February 2023. The lot is zoned OS with land use
designation P.



9. South Bay Planning Area
a. West Carson

i. Torrance Qil Field: Operation of this field is split between Brea Canon
Oil Company and E & B Natural Resources Management
Corporation, as noted below.

1. Brea Canon Oil Company

a.

APNs 7409003-030, -031, -032, and -033: These
parcels (0.11, 0.12, 0.12, and 0.19 acres, respectively)
are each improved with a single-family home but also
may contain a portion of Brea Canon’s Drill Site 2. All
four properties are zoned R-1 with land use designation
H9.

APN 7409003039: This 0.82-acre site is home to two
idle oil and gas wells, two idle waterflood wells, and is
zoned C-3 with land use designation GC. The site is the
primary location of Brea Canon’s Drill Site 2 but is
otherwise unimproved.

APN 7409003040: This 6.65-acre site is improved with
a large commercial building (currently LA Fitness and
Ross Dress for Less) and is zoned C-3 with land use
designation CG. Brea Canon’s Drill Site 2 extends on to
a portion of the site.

APN 7409010041: This 0.3-acre siteishometooneidle
waterflood well and is zoned R-1 with land use
designation H9. The site is otherwise unimproved.
APN 7409009013: This 0.16-acre site contains one idle
welland is zoned R-1 with land use designation H9. The
site is otherwise unimproved.

APN 7409019015: This 2.11-acre site is improved with
a light manufacturing facility, contains one idle well, and
is zoned M-2 with land use designation IH. This
property is also subject to the Industrial Preservation
(County Code Chapter 22.60) and Green Zone (County
Code Chapter 22.84) combining zones. The oil
production facility at this site is known as Well at 23920
South Vermont.

APN 7409019019: This 1.31-acre lot is improved with a
hotel currently operated as Motel six Harbor City,
contains one idle oil and gas well and one idle
waterflood well, and is zoned C-2 with land use
designation GC. The oil production facility at this site is
known as Well at 820 West Sepulveda.

APN 7409019900: The Well at 820 West Sepulveda
facility extends on to this 0.88-acre parcel which is
zoned W with land use designation W as it is an LA
County Flood Control District channel.

APNs 7409021-001 and -002: These parcels are 0.15
and 0.14 acres, respectively. They are home to one idle
well and Brea Canon’s 910 245th Street Well facility.



Both lots are zoned R-1 with land use designation H9.
The site is otherwise unimproved.

APN 7409021003: Brea Canon’s 910 245th Street Well
facility may extend onto this parcel, whichis 0.15 acres,
improved with a single-family home, and zoned R-1
with land use designation H9.

. APNs 7409021-029, -030, -031, and -032: These

properties (0.14, 0.13, 0.13, and 0.14 acres,
respectively) comprise Brea Canon’s 6-E, 951 Koleeta
Drive facility. APNs 7409021-030 and -031 are
unimproved aside from oil infrastructure. APNs
7409021-029 and -032 are each improved with a
single-family home. All four properties are zoned R-1
with land use designation H9.

APN 7409021900: Brea Canon’s 6-E, 951 Koleeta
Drive facility extends on to this 2.88-acre parcel, which
is zoned M-2 with land use designation P as it contains
rail tracks owned by LA Metro. This site is also subject
to the Green Zone (County Code Chapter 22.84)
combining zone.

. APN 7409022037 This 1.23-acre site is home to one
idle waterflood well in addition to the 23980 South
Normandie Avenue Setting facility and is zoned R-1
with land use designation H9. The site is otherwise
unimproved.

. APNs 7409025-025, -026, -027: These properties
(0.12, 0.16, and 0.12 acres, respectively) comprise
Brea Canon’s 24408 Marigold Avenue Well facility. The
site is home to one idle well and is zoned R-1 with land
use designation H9. APN 7409025026 is otherwise
unimproved, while APNs 7409025025 and
7409025027 each contain one single-family home.

. APNs 7409020-002, -003, -004, and -016: These lots
(3.39, 0.76, 1.73, and 2.22 acres, respectively) are
home to Brea Canon’s Drill Site 3, Well 7-F, and Well
24-F facilities. APN 7409020016 contains Brea
Canon’s JU 12-F and JU13-F (South Vermont Avenue)
facilities. The properties are zoned M-2 with land use
designation IH and are subject to the Industrial
Preservation (County Code Chapter 22.60) and Green
Zone (County Code Chapter 22.84) combining zones.
APN 7409020002 is improved with a self-storage
facility, while APN 7409020003 contains a light
manufacturing facility and APN 7409020004 is used for
vehicle storage. APN 7409020016 is improved only
with a parking lot for an adjacent church and
commercial buildings.

. APN 7409020900: This 7.14-acre lot is part of an LA
County Flood Control District channel. The site is also



home to Brea Canon’s 24900 South Vermont Avenue
761 West Lomita Boulevard production facilities. The
site is zoned M-2 with land use designation W. The
property is also subject to the Green Zone (County
Code Chapter 22.84) combining zone.

q. APNs 7409024-003, -004, -019, -020, and -021: These
properties (0.12, 0.14, 0.11, 0.17, and 0.12 acres,
respectively) comprise Brea Canon’s 24413 Alexandria
Avenue Well facility. APN 7409024020 is unimproved
aside from oil production infrastructure, while the four
other parcels are each improved with a single-family
home. All five properties are zoned R-1 with land use
designation H9.

r. APNs 7409026-008, -009, and -010: These properties
(0.2,0.17, and 0.14 acres, respectively) comprise Brea
Canon’s 1007 West 245th Street Well facility. APN
7409026008 is improved with a single-family home,
while APNs 7409026009 and 7409026010 are
unimproved aside from oil production infrastructure. All
three parcels are zoned R-1 with land use designation
H9.

s. APNs 7438016-032 and -033: These properties (0.12
and 0.1 acres, respectively) comprise Brea Canon’s JU
6, NW corner Normandie/Oakheath facility. Each
property is improved with a single-family home. Both
lots are zoned R-1 with land use designation H9.

t. APN 7439019039: This 0.61-acre parcel is improved
with a warehouse facility but also contains Brea
Canon’s 24401 Frampton Avenue Well facility. The
property is zoned M-1 with land use designation IL and
is also subject to the Green Zone (County Code
Chapter 22.84) combining zone.

2. E & B Natural Resources Management Corporation

a. APNs 7409029011 and 7409029012: These properties
(49.11 and 75.79 acres, respectively) contain a total of
10 active or idle oil and gas wells and one active
waterflood well, are zoned R-3 with land use
designation H18 and comprise the San Rafael Mobile
Home Park. These parcels contain the following Brea
Canon oil production facilities: Between Spaces 96 and
105, Between Spaces 194 and 195, Between Spaces
391and 400, South Torrance Unit, C-10R, C-12W, Next
to Space 9, Next to Space 190, Between Spaces 33
and 35.

b. APN 7439027005: This 8.17-acre parcel is home to
the Coast Mobile Home Park. The property also
contains one idle waterflood well and is zoned R-3 with
land use designation H30.



b. Wiseburn
Lawndale Oil Field (Abandoned, per CalGEM designation)
1. APNs 4147022005 and 4147026027: These properties are

c. APNs 7409020009 and 7409020010: These properties
(10.3 and 0.83 acres, respectively) contain a total of
three oil and gas wells and four waterflood wells, are
zoned M-2 with land use designation IH and are
otherwise unimproved. These lots are also subject to
the Industrial Preservation (County Code Chapter
22.60) and Green Zone (County Code Chapter 22.84)
combining zones. The production facility on APN
7409020009 is known as 24650 and 24900 South
Vermont Avenue, while that on APN 7409020010 is
known as 761 West Lomita Boulevard. Brea Canon Ol
Company may be responsible for some operations of
these facilities.

Not in a Mapped Oil Field
1. APN 7351035027: This property is vacant but contains one

dry hole. The lot is 2.3 acres with zoning M-2 and land use
designation IH. The site is also subject to the Industrial
Preservation (County Code Chapter 22.60) combining zone.

two 0.13-acre residential lots, each containing a single-family
home and one idle oil well. The properties are zoned R-1 with
a land use designation of H9. The wells (403708607 and
403708606), previously operated by McKeon Oil and
M.L.C.R. Companies, were identified by CalGEM as likely
orphaned in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted
Wells as of February 2023.

10. West San Gabriel Valley Planning Area
a. South San Gabriel

Not in a Mapped Oil Field
1. APN 5275012001: This 0.19-acre lot is improved with a

multifamily residence, contains one known idle well operated
by Chevron USA, and is zoned R-1 with land use designation
H9.

b. Whittier Narrows

Montebello Oil Field
1. APN8119004905: This 70.85-acre site is federally owned land

home to the US Army Corps of Engineers El Monte Baseyard
as well as one idle well operated by Chevron USA.

. APN 5271011902: This 15.14-acre federally owned property

contains Whittier Narrows Dam as well as one idle well
operated by Church Minor Syndicate. This well (403712289)
was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory
of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

. APN 5271010031: Aside from one idle well operated by

Chevron USA, this 3.45-acre lot is otherwise unimproved and
zoned A-1 with land use designation W.

Not in a Mapped Qil Field



1.

APN 5281029906: This 41.54-acre federally owned property
contains part of the Whittier Narrows Golf Course as well as
one idle well (403705135) operated by Arcadia Oil Company,
which was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their
inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February
2023.

APN 8119005907: This 66.95-acre federally owned property
contains part of the Whittier Narrows Recreation Area as well
as one idle well (403705401) operated by Five Star Oil
Company, which was identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned
in their inventory of Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of
February 2023.

11. Westside Planning Area

a. Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD)
Inglewood QOil Field: Sentinel Peak Resources operates an extensive
oil production facility situated in the Baldwin Hills. This site spans 19
parcels totaling 780.21 acres. Sentinel Peak Resources is the
operator of record, and all parcels are unimproved aside from oil and
gas production infrastructure, except as specified below.

1.

10.

11.

APN 4201002027: Four oil and gas wells, three waterflood
wells, size 19.89 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation
MR.

APN 4201003011: Two oil and gas wells, three waterflood
wells, size 2.33 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation
MR.

APN 4204017005: Three oil and gas wells, one waterflood
well, size 4.07 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation MR.
APN 4204017010: 19 oil and gas wells, six waterflood wells,
size 20.87 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation MR.
APN 4204017012: 19 oil and gas wells, four waterflood wells,
one injection well, size 25.61 acres, zoning A-2 with land use
designation MR.

APN 4204017013: 36 oil and gas wells, 19 waterflood wells,
size 31.85 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation MR.
APN 4204017014: 35 oil and gas wells, eight waterflood wells,
size 27.02 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation MR.
APN  4204017015: 143 oil and gas wells, 49
waterflood/injection wells, Vic2 Tank Setting, Tvic Field Water
Plant, size 251.68 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation
MR.

APN 5009005011: 11 oil and gas wells, five
waterflood/injection wells, size 11.14 acres, zoning A-2 with
land use designation MR.

APN 5009006009: 69 oil and gas wells, 28
waterflood/injection wells, size 41.23 acres, zoning A-2 with
land use designation MR.

APN 5029017015: 23 oil and gas wells, 11 waterflood wells,
size 26.62 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation MR.



12. APN 5029020010: 66 oil and gas wells, 36 waterflood wells,
Bc Tank Setting, size 106.56 acres, zoning A-2 with land use
designation MR.

13. APN 5029020013: 74 oil and gas wells, 35 waterflood wells,
Lai Tank Setting, Water Plant, Packard Tank Setting, Gas
Plant, size 73.57 acres, zoning A-2 and M-1.5 with land use
designation MR.

14. APN 4204017001: Four oil and gas wells, four waterflood
wells, size 4.85 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation
MR. This parcel is also the site of the Cone Trust House.

15. APN 4203027155: Two idle wells operated by A.M. Kupfer and
Mills Petro Company, size 8.02 acres, zoning A-2 with land
use designation P, as this property is part of the Holy Cross
Cemetery. These wells (403707381 and 403707382) were
identified by CalGEM as likely orphaned in their inventory of
Likely Orphan and Deserted Wells as of February 2023.

16. APN 4204017800: One well, size 15.52 acres, zoning A-2 with
land use designation P, as the site is improved with an electric
utility facility.

17. APN 4201003902: 26 oil and gas wells, nine waterflood wells,
Lail (B) Tank Setting, size 66.74 acres, zoning A-2 with land
use designation MR. This property is owned by the Baldwin
Hills Regional Conservation Authority.

18. APN 5009005903: 26 oil and gas wells, 10 waterflood wells,
size 35.63 acres, zoning A-2 with land use designation MR.
This property is also owned by the Baldwin Hills Regional
Conservation Authority.

19. APN 5029020274: No wells, Bc Tank Setting, size 7.01 acres,
zoning A-2 with land use designation P, as the site is owned by
the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(DWP) and improved with transmission towers.

b. Ladera Heights/View Park — Windsor Hills
i. Inglewood Qil Field

1. APN 5029020904: This 75.22-acre property is owned by the
State of California as part of the Kenneth Hahn State
Recreation Area. This parcel contains just one idle well,
operated by Chevron USA. This property is outside of, but
adjacent to, the Baldwin Hills CSD and zoned OS with land use
designation PR.

c. Ballona Wetlands
i. Playa Del Rey Oil Field

1. APNSs 4211016-802, -801, and -803: Each of these parcels is
0.28 acres. APN 4211016802 contains one oil and gas well,
while APNs 4211016801 and 4211016803 each contain one
observation well. All wells are operated by Southern California
Gas Company. The properties are zoned OS with land use
designation C and are surrounded by the Ballona Wetlands
Ecological Reserve.



2. APN 4211016900: This 136.88-acre parcel is the bulk of the
Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve. The site contains one
observation well operated by Southern California Gas
Company and is zoned OS with land use designation C.

d. West Los Angeles (Sawtelle VA)
i. Sawtelle Oil Field

1. APN 4365008906: This 211.8-acre site is part of the West Los
Angeles - Sawtelle Veterans Affairs property. The site
contains 12 oil and gas wells, three waterflood wells, and the
Sawtelle Drill Site facility operated by Bridgeland Resources,
LLC and Breitburn Operating LP. Since the property is
federally owned, Los Angeles County has no land use
authority at the site.

e. Marina Del Rey Specific Plan
i. Playa Del Rey Qil Field

1. APN 4224011800: This siteisa 0.21-acre, single-well-head oil
and gas production facility operated by Southern California
Gas Company. The parcel is not zoned in the Marina Del Rey
Specific Plan, having been only designated with land use
“Boundary,” as the site is the center of the roundabout at the
southern terminus of Fiji Way.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

April 1, 2025

Kenneth Warner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 W Temple Street

Los Angeles CA 90012

Re: 2025031377 Revised Oil Well Ordinance (ROWO) Project, Los Angeles County
Dear Mr. Waner:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
821000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code 8§821084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, 815064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code 821080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines 815064 (a)(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
8§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. 8800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiiated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.
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AB 52
AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:
Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A “Cadlifornia Native American tribe" is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project’s impacts on fribal cultural resources.
d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and 86254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code 821082.3 (c)(1)).

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e)).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code 8815.3 (c)).
f. Please note thatit is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.
c. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found online at: http://nahc.ca.qgov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online af:

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated_ Guidelines 922.pdf.

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a
specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code 865352.3
(a)(2)).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city's or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)).
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) atf p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30331) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

d. If asurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, 815064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiiated Native Americans.
c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
Andrew.Green@NAHC.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Andrew Green
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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Chris Kilpatrick

P.O. Box 8534

La Crescenta, CA 91224
April 7, 2025

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Attn: Ken Warner

320 W. Temple Street, Floor 13

Los Angeles, CA gooi2
ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov

Subject: Public Comment on the Revised Oil Well Ordinance (Project No. PRJ2025-000212)
Dear Mr. Warner,

I am writing as a private citizen to express my strong opposition to the proposed Revised Oil
Well Ordinance, which would phase out oil production in unincorporated Los Angeles County
by reclassifying existing wells as nonconforming uses.

While this ordinance does not directly impact the Crescenta Valley, where I serve in local
government, I want to be clear that I am not speaking on behalf of the Crescenta Valley Town
Council, and no vote has been taken. I am oftering this comment in a personal capacity because
the broader implications of this policy affect the entire region.

There are thousands of oil wells in Los Angeles County, and they continue to provide substantial
economic value—including middle-class jobs, local tax revenue, and domestic energy production.
These wells are part of the infrastructure that supports our economy and the communities that
rely on it.

Regardless of political viewpoint, it is a fact that fossil fuels remain the backbone of our economy
and the primary source of energy. Phasing out local production does not reduce demand—it only
shifts supply to out-of-county and out-of-state sources, increasing costs, reducing oversight, and
creating greater environmental risk through long-distance transport.

This ordinance also introduces the serious risk of well abandonment. When production is forced
to shut down without a viable transition plan, maintenance stops, and wells are left to decay—
resulting in greater environmental liabilities over time, not fewer.

If the concern is compliance, then focus on enforcing existing laws. Eliminating a lawful,
regulated industry through zoning is a blunt instrument with far-reaching consequences.



[ strongly urge that the Environmental Impact Report include a full and honest assexsisiaenof all
impacts of this ordinance—including economic displacement, loss of local revenue, increased
emissions from imported energy, and the very real environmental consequences of premature

well abandonment.

This ordinance may be well-intended, but as written, it risks doing more harm than good—
economically, environmentally, and operationally.




California Independent Petroleum Association
1001 K Street, 6" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 447-1177

Fax: (916) 447-1144

CIPA

April 26, 2025

Mr. Ken Warner

LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Notice of Preparation: Revised Oil Well Ordinance, Project No. PRJ2025-000212
Dear Mr. Warner,

The California Independent Petroleum Association (CIPA) hereby submits the following scoping
comments to inform the LA County Department of Regional Planning Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the proposed Revised Oil Well Ordinance (ROWO), Project No. PRJ2025-
000212. We ask that these comments be made part of the records of proceedings for the
ROWO.

CIPA represents approximately 300 independent oil and gas operators, service and supply
companies, as well as royalty owners throughout the State of California who supply the crude
oil and natural gas necessary for California’s residents to commute to work and school, repair
roads and other infrastructure, heat and cool their homes, and keep the lights turned on.

As you are aware, the County of Los Angeles’ (LA County) previous attempt to adopt a so-called
oil ordinance was challenged in court and resulted in a settlement whereby LA County agreed
to rescind that ordinance. CIPA looks forward to LA County’s fulfillment of its settlement
obligations and expects that the County will complete ordinance rescission in a timely manner.
As LA County is well aware, the Courts have repeatedly confirmed that the state regulations
pre-empt local government rulemaking regarding the operation of oil wells.* We understand
that, in advancing the ROWO, LA County is attempting to adopt a revised version of its original
oil ordinance under the auspices of AB 3233. CIPA notes that: (1) AB 3233 does not resolve the

1 See Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. County of Monterey (2023) 15 Cal.5th 135; Warren E&P, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 23-
STCP00060 (March 21, 2025).
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matter of legal preemption; and (2) does not protect local governments from takings claims
from affected operators and royalty owners. While CIPA appreciates that LA County
understands the controversial nature of the ROWO and will be preparing an EIR to analyze the
environmental impacts of the ROWO, we are dismayed at LA County’s attempt to narrowly limit
its disclosure of environmental impacts to preclusion of access to mineral resources. The initial
study published with the notice of preparation improperly and inaccurately dismisses every
single other resource category under Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The following
comments identify specific topics of environmental concern that LA County should study in the
EIR and provide public disclosure of the full environmental impacts of its decision-making.

An EIR Must Include an Accurate and Supported Statement of Project Objectives

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires that a “project description shall contain a statement
of objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help
the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR....The
statement of objective should include the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss
the project benefits.” The project description published in the Notice of Preparation and the
initial study specifically excludes any statement of objectives to which any potentially identified
alternatives will be compared. The project background provided in the initial study lists the
numerous agencies with regulatory oversight of oil production operations, along with recent
statewide legislative actions that further regulate and limit oil production. Thus, the project
background itself discloses the fact that the ROWO seeks to occupy a field that is already fully
occupied by the state and other affiliated agencies and will therefore be subject to a
determination of legal preemption once more.

The EIR must include a clearly written statement of objectives for the ROWO that includes a
well-supported description of the need for the ROWO given the extensive existing regulatory
framework for oil and gas production, and the lack of any identified and unmitigated
environmental impacts within the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) after 17
years of continuous monitoring, reporting, and oversight by LA County Department of Regional
Planning.

EIR Must Include Accurate, Non-Hypothetical Baseline Setting

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 (a)(3) specifies that “an existing conditions baseline shall not
include hypothetical conditions, such as those that might be allowed, but have never actually
occurred, under existing permits or plans, as the baseline”. Here, LA County, inappropriately
assumes that the existing conditions baseline with respect to Air Quality presently exposes
disadvantaged communities/the public to unique health hazards attributable to oil and gas
operations in LA County. This is demonstrably false.

While notably not discussed in the project description, CIPA notes that the great majority of
active oil fields in LA County are located outside of any SB 535 designated disadvantaged
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communities.? This includes the active oil fields in the Santa Clarita Valley (up through the
Castaic Area), as well as the Inglewood, Cheviot Hills, Beverly Hills, San Vincente, Salt Lake,
Torrence, Whittier, Sansinena, Long Beach, Seal Beach, Huntington Beach, and Newport oil
fields. While there is reference to protection of public health in the 2021 Board Motion, the
November 2020 Health Risk Assessment Report for the Baldwin Hills CSD evaluated potential
human health risks from current operations (drilling 1 well per year on average) and future
worst-case scenario operations (drilling of 46 new wells per year) and found that: 1) the current
operations scenario does not exceed Air District significance thresholds for acute, cancer or
chronic hazards at the fenceline or any sensitive receptor locations; 2) worst-case future year
scenario exceeded Air District significance thresholds for cancer risk at the fenceline and was
below thresholds for acute, chronic and cancer risk at all sensitive receptors; and 3) drilling
scenarios up to 25 wells drilled per year were below all significance thresholds.? This health risk
assessment report complements LA County Department of Public Health’s February 2011
Inglewood Oil Field Community Health Assessment which likewise concluded that there were
no statistically significant differences in: 1) overall mortality rates for all causes of death, 2) the
mortality rates for any of the leading causes of death or premature death, 3) in the rates of low-
birth-weight births, nor 4) in the number of birth defects in the Inglewood Qil Field
communities compared to Los Angeles County, after adjusting for age and race/ethnicity. The
study also concluded that there was no evidence of elevated rates of acute myelogenous
leukemia (the type of cancer most often linked to petroleum projects) in the Inglewood Qil Field
communities compared to Los Angeles County as a whole. What’s more notable is that the data
used to inform this assessment is from the time period before the enactment of the Baldwin
Hills CSD. While Los Angeles County announced its intention to once again conduct a new study
to focus on health impacts of the Inglewood Qil Field in 2021, the results of this study are still
unpublished four years later.

The most direct and relevant monitoring study conducted in Los Angeles County—the Study of
Neighborhood Air near Petroleum Sources (SNAPS) at the Inglewood Oil Field—documents the
fact that there are no elevated levels of criteria pollutants attributable to oil operations. CARB’s
SNAPS program placed air monitors on both the west and east sides of the Inglewood Qil Field,
supplemented by mobile monitoring throughout the community. The air quality results, which
cover data through March 2024, found that all detected compounds were below National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or OEHHA's acute health reference exposure levels.
Pollutants of concern, including VOCs, benzene, and black carbon, were measured and found
not to pose acute health threats in the area.* These findings directly contradict the assertion
that continued oil production poses a disproportionate health risk to nearby residents, and
exposes LA County’s so-called environmental baseline for what it is—a hypothetical assumption
that has already been disproved by numerous qualified assessments. The above-described
published studies and the current data collected by the SNAPS program must be described in
the EIR to present the baseline setting against which the Project is compared, and not a

2 https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-40
3 https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/bh_health-risk-assessment-report.pdf
4 https://gis.carb.arb.ca.gov/portal/apps/storymaps/stories/09390e3ad9994177b4c23b17532c0380
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hypothetical —demonstrably false—baseline of potential health impacts for which the County
has no evidence to support such a claim.

Similarly, with regard to all other resource categories, LA County must incorporate all existing
monitoring data and reports related to the Baldwin Hills CSD since its implementation in 2008,
for which no unmitigated adverse impacts to the physical environment have been documented.
Under CEQA Guidelines, the baseline setting is set at the time that the Notice of Preparation is
published which is a baseline that includes ongoing implementation of the Baldwin Hills CSD. It
is inappropriate, arbitrary and capricious that the project description in the initial study
references the findings of the Baldwin Hills CSD EIR which evaluated a baseline setting over 17
years ago prior to the adoption of the CSD, in order to falsely paint a picture of existing adverse
conditions.

Reasonably Foreseeable Indirect Impacts

CEQA defines a “project” as an activity that (1) is a discretionary action by a governmental
agency and (2) will either have a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect impact on the
environment. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21065.). LA County’s initial study improperly avoids any
discussion of the reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts of the proposed ROWO. The realities
of crude oil demand and energy production and distribution in California (and LA County) are
such that the following information and conclusions are not speculative, but reasonably
foreseeable and inevitable outcomes of the ROWO and MUST be disclosed and evaluated in the
EIR.

1. Increased Imports of Oil to Local Ports and Associated Tanker and Tanker Truck Traffic

Every barrel of oil not produced in-state must be tankered into California, primarily into the
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to meet demand. There are no interstate pipelines that
carry foreign crude oil, and railing and trucking oil is expensive and impractical. As a result,
increased tankering of foreign oil is the inevitable result of any curtailment of in-state
production and a reasonably foreseeable indirect impact of the Project. Californians consume
over 1.8 million barrels of crude a day.®> Despite the state’s efforts to transition to alternative
fuels, oil consumption in California has not decreased. Accordingly, since the data shows that
demand is not decreasing, if LA County adopts the ROWO, the oil produced in Los Angeles
County that is currently sent to the local refineries will need to be made up for by either
production at other California fields, or imported via tanker to the Ports. According to the
CalGEM WelISTAR data dashboard, average monthly production of crude oil in Los Angeles
County in 2023 was 1,116,635.5 barrels. According to the documentation associated with the
Stanford produced OPGEE model which is used by the California Air Resources Board to
calculate the carbon intensity of oil produced in California and imported into California from
elsewhere, the standard tanker which delivers crude to California has a capacity of 22,500 tons.
This equates to 153,926 barrels of oil (1 ton equals 6.08 barrels of oil equivalent). Accordingly, if
production of oil from Los Angeles County is eliminated, it is reasonably foreseeable that this

5> https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=CA#tabs-1
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would result in 7 to 8 additional tankers of crude oil coming into the local ports each month. All
foreseeable impacts resulting from the use of these additional tankers must be disclosed and
evaluated in the EIR.

The anticipated increase of approximately 84-96 additional tanker calls per year represents a
4.4% increase in annual port vessel traffic for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Each of
these tankers generates emissions of harmful pollutants, including particulate matter (PMi0 and
PMy.s), diesel particulate matter (DPM), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), hydrocarbons
(HC), carbon monoxide (CO), and greenhouse gas emissions measured as carbon dioxide
equivalent (COze). The cumulative emissions from these additional tankers will directly
contribute to air quality degradation to the greater Long Beach area, which is within the South
Coast Air Basin that is already designated as non-attainment under State and Federal Clean Air
Acts for ozone and particulate matter. Increased port activity also means greater use of
tugboats, auxiliary engines, trucking of crude to refineries, and increased idling times,
compounding the emissions impacts. These emissions are not only harmful on a regional
scale—they also have localized consequences for communities living adjacent to the ports.

In contract to the census tracts surrounding active oil fields that are not disadvantaged
communities, the census tracts at the Ports and along the freeways which are used to transport
products from the Ports to their ultimate destinations have been identified by CalEnviroscreen
4.0 as Senate Bill 535 Disadvantaged Communities.® Therefore, the EIR must evaluate the
indirect impacts of the Project on air quality, including a human health risk assessment of the
increased emissions of tankers and associated tanker trucks on the disadvantaged communities
surrounding the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The EIR must also evaluate the indirect
impacts of the Project on traffic and transportation, as it relates to the increased tanker truck
traffic on local roadways and the already extremely impacted highways surrounding the Ports,
including but not limited to, the 405 and 710 freeways.

With regard to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, the EIR must disclose that
existing oil production operations in Los Angeles County are covered by the California Air
Resources Board’s Cap-and-Trade program, as well as the South Coast Air Quality Management
District rules which limit greenhouse gas emissions. The EIR must compare the Project to this
existing baseline setting and not falsely characterize the purported Project-related beneficial
impacts to greenhouse gas emissions. Cap-and-trade is a market-based regulation that is
designed to reduce GHGs from multiple sources, including operators of petroleum and natural
gas systems facilities (Section 95852(h)). The program sets a firm limit, or cap on GHG emissions
from all sources in the cap-and-trade program and minimizes the compliance costs of achieving
AB 32 goals. The initial cap was established in 2013 for the electrical sector and any large
industrial source (including oil and gas production activities) emitting more than 25,000
MTCO.e per year, which includes a total of 450 entities statewide. The cap declines
approximately 5 percent each year for the period 2021 through 2031, reducing the overall
volume of GHGs that can be emitted by covered entities each year. Note that California’s cap-
and-trade program does not capture the GHG emissions from other sources such as universities

5 https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-40
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or municipalities, regardless of the volume of GHGs emitted. Compared to oil production
emissions which are covered by the cap-and-trade program, the Port of Long Beach GHG
emissions associated with cargo handling equipment alone were 133,039 MTCOe in 2022, and
the reported GHG emissions in 2022 for the University of California Los Angeles were 212,687
MTCOze. Similarly, City of LA Metro conducted an analysis of GHG emissions anticipated to
result from proposed expansion of lane miles on freeways in the LA region (which began in
2017) and found that the work is expected to induce 2.6 million to 10.1 million MTCO,e GHG
emissions between 2017 and 2047 (average mobile GHG emissions of 337,033 MTCOze/year).”
Accordingly, the EIR must evaluate the reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts to greenhouse
gas emissions of increased port activities and increased tanker truck traffic that would result
from the Project.

2. Redevelopment of Existing Oil Fields

The EIR must evaluate the reasonably foreseeable indirect impact of redevelopment of the
Inglewood Qil Field and all other oil production lands that would be affected by the Project.
While any specific redevelopment proposals would be appropriately evaluated in detail in a
project-specific CEQA document, EIR must provide a good-faith attempt to disclose the
potential impacts of the range of likely redevelopment activities that would occur if the Project
is adopted, including new housing and commercial spaces and/or public parks.

As evidenced by the following, the most speculative of all outcomes of the Project is that the oil
fields would remain vacant and undeveloped, conserved in perpetuity in their current state in
order continue providing beneficial coastal sage scrub and shrub scrub habitat for biological
resources.®

e The oil and gas industry provides approximately $10.1 billion in state and local taxes and
other revenue in Los Angeles County.® The impact of these revenues are most intense in
Supervisorial District 4 — which has large oil and gas production operations.? In
addition, according to recent economic assessments by the LA Economic Development
Corporation, the industry supports an estimated 33,169 direct jobs and over 118,000
indirect and induced jobs within the County. This translates to a total of 151,490 jobs
and approximately $15.1 billion in labor income. It is reasonably foreseeable that LA
County would seek to replace the lost revenue and labor income from oil field
operations through construction activity, new commercial job opportunities, as well as
property taxes and sales taxes that would be realized only through future
redevelopment.

e Los Angeles County’s housing shortage is getting worse — recent studies confirm that the
County is over 400,000 units short of the affordable housing it needs to meet demand.*!
On March 25, 2025, the LA County Board of Supervisors adopted a goal to increase the

7 https://www.cityofsignalhill.org/612/Current-Projects

8 https://baldwinhillsnature.bhc.ca.gov/native-shrubs/

% https://laedc.org/research/reports/oil-gas-in-california/

10 https://www.wspa.org/wp-content/uploads/QOil-and-Gas-Industry-Contributions-to-LA-County-.pdf
11 https://chpc.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Los-Angeles_Housing_Report.pdf
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current level of affordable housing production, from a baseline of 1,700 units in FY 23-
24 to a target of 2,400-2,600 units in 2030.12 It is reasonably foreseeable that LA County
would seek to use the land currently occupied by active, legally-operating oil production
operations to fulfill its affordable housing needs.

e Following the 2023 Settlement Agreement between Sentinel Peak Resources and the
City of Culver City, the City of Culver City noted that it acknowledges its support for the
thoughtful redevelopment of the Inglewood Oil Field to transition to certain compatible
land uses, including, but not limited to, residential, commercial and recreational uses,
and access, and is receptive to working collaboratively with the County in an effort to
create a coordinated review process and timeline for the Inglewood Oil Field
Redevelopment process.!3

e In 2016, the Baldwin Hills Conservancy proposed additional segments of its Park-to-
Playa trails which included portions of the Inglewood Qil Field, and published an Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration evaluating the effects of converting the oil field to
recreational use.** The Baldwin Hills Conservancy has also published the Kenneth Hahn
State Recreation Area General Plan Amendment which clearly identifies that once oil
operations extraction operations at the Inglewood Oil Field cease, the land may become
available for park purposes (i.e., to expand the boundaries of the state recreation
area).’® Therefore, it is reasonably foreseeable that all oil fields affected by the Project
could be acquired by a land conservancy and converted to park space.

The County has already assessed at a program-level the types of impacts that would occur from
future redevelopment in its 2022 Housing Element PEIR®, which could be incorporated by
reference into the subject EIR. The Site Inventory included as Appendix A to the Housing
Element provides an estimate of maximum density allocation and population capacity for each
parcel identified by the County. This same formula could be utilized to estimate the maximum
density of dwelling units and expected population of future redevelopment at all currently
operating oil fields in LA County that would be affected by the Project. The Housing Element
PEIR identified potentially significant and unavoidable impacts related to air emissions, cultural
resources, noise and vibration (including a permanent increase in ambient noise levels), and
traffic and transportation.

In addition to these resource categories, the EIR must evaluate the impacts to biological
resources that would result from redevelopment of currently operating oil fields. The EIR must
accurately describe the existing baseline setting for biological resources including the ecological
functions currently provided by oil fields across Los Angeles County, particularly the Inglewood
Oil Field. Despite their industrial nature, many of these sites are large open spaces that support
ongoing habitat restoration and provide important corridors for wildlife movement within a

12 https://homeless.lacounty.gov/responsive-regional-plan/

13 https://www.culvercity.org/News/IOF-Settlement-Agreement

14 https://bhc.ca.gov/webmaster/arc/documents/Segment%20C%20Park%20t0%20Playa%20Trail%201S-MND.pdf
15 https://bhc.ca.gov/webmaster/arc/documents/introduction.pdf

16 https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/Housing_final-peir.pdf
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fragmented urban landscape. The Inglewood Qil Field, for example, includes native habitat
restoration areas supporting Coyote Bush Scrub, Costal Sagebrush Scrub, Cottonwood Trees,
Native Grassland, Interior Live Oak Woodland, Riparian Scrub, Willows, and Disturbed Riparian
Scrub. These habitats support species such as burrowing owls, red-tailed hawks, and various
pollinators.

With regard to the reasonably foreseeable outcome of conversion to park space, the
development of the Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area included development of numerous
soccer fields, grassy play areas and structures. If oil field lands are prematurely
decommissioned and converted into conventional urban parks—like Kenneth Hahn State
Recreation Area—they could introduce greater human activity, water-intensive landscaping,
and lighting that disrupts nocturnal wildlife. Additionally, replacing open oil field space with
developed park infrastructure may interrupt wildlife connectivity between the Baldwin Hills and
other natural areas, further degrading biodiversity in an already urban-constrained ecosystem.
Therefore, the EIR must include an evaluation of the anticipated impacts to biological
resources, as well as other impacts related to water demand, pesticide/herbicide use,
stormwater runoff, elevated ambient noise levels and traffic associated with park use.

Issues that Must be Addressed in the EIR
1. New Sources of Light and Glare

The initial study arbitrarily states that “existing oil production operations in unincorporated Los
Angeles County often involve nighttime lighting for safety and operational purposes, as well as
infrastructure (e.g., storage tanks, pipes) that can reflect sunlight and create glare during the
day. By phasing out and removing oil wells and associated facilities, the project is anticipated to
reduce these existing sources of artificial light and glare, thereby improving nighttime visibility
and diminishing daytime glare conditions.” The EIR must accurately describe the existing
baseline setting of Los Angeles County which has significant nighttime light pollution as well as
glare from the existing heavily developed land areas. The EIR must also properly evaluate the
reasonably foreseeable significant and unavoidable increases in new sources of light and glare
that will undoubtedly result from transitioning legally-permitted oil production operations to
any other land use by the County.

2. Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations

As described above, the EIR must evaluate the significant and unavoidable indirect effects of
the Project in exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations as a result of
the reasonably foreseeable redevelopment of any oil field sites, as well as increased volume of
tankers at local ports and tanker truck traffic on local highways.

3. Adverse Effects to Biological Resources

QOil fields in Los Angeles County provide some of the last areas of open spaces and native
habitat in the unincorporated County, including habitat for sensitive species (e.g., the
Montebello Oil Field provided some of the highest quality habitat for the California coastal
gnatcatcher in Los Angeles County, and former oil fields in the Santa Clarita Valley contain the
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San Fernando Valley spineflower). The EIR must evaluate the potential significant and
unavoidable indirect effects of the Project on sensitive resources, sensitive natural
communities.

4. Impacts to Archaeological and Paleontological Resources

It is surprising that the initial study describes the potential archaeological and paleontological
resources of oil fields within the County as low given that the Baldwin Hills CSD EIR describes
the potential as high and incorporates a mitigation measure requiring a paleontological
monitoring for all ground-disturbing activities. The EIR must reconcile the baseline setting
description to accurately characterize the potential for such resources within the oil field
environment, given the large amount of undeveloped open space that is common within oil
fields, and assess the potential for impacts to such resources given the reasonably foreseeable
future uses of such lands.

5. Impacts of the Replacement of an Energy-Providing Land Use with Energy-Consuming Land Uses

The initial study inaccurately states that Project would not replace oil production operations
with any greater energy-intensive operations and therefore, the Project would result in a
decrease in energy consumption. This assumption is arbitrary and capricious and not based in
reality. The State and County’s efforts to replace oil and natural gas with electric resources
mandates that any land use that replaces the oil fields will absolutely increase energy
consumption and require additional energy resources. The EIR must evaluate the reasonably
foreseeable significant and unavoidable increases in energy consumption that will occur as a
result of the indirect impacts of the Project.

6. Increases in Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As described above, the Project would result in the reasonably foreseeable indirect impact of
increased Port activities. Evaluations of Port greenhouse gas emissions reveal that it is a
substantial source of greenhouse gas emissions in the County, and that it is not subject to the
same greenhouse gas regulations as all oil and gas production operations in the County. The EIR
must evaluate and disclose the reasonably foreseeable increases in greenhouse gas emissions
that would result from the Project.

7. Impacts to Water Resources

As described above, it is reasonably foreseeable to anticipate that if oil production operations
cease, the lands would be redeveloped into recreational, residential or commercial land uses,
all of which would have a much greater water demand, as well as generate a greater volume of
stormwater, likely contaminated with pesticides and other chemicals common in roadway
runoff. The EIR must evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant impacts to water resources
that would occur as a result of the indirect impacts of the Project.

8. Conflicts with Existing County Land Use Policy

The EIR must disclose and evaluate the Project’s conflicts with existing County policies. In
particular, the proposed amendments to the General Plan for the Project directly conflicts with
Goal C/NR 10 of the Conservation and Natural Resources Element: Locally available mineral
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resources to meet the needs of construction, transportation, and industry!’, including the
following policies:

e Policy C/NR 10.1: Protect MRZ-2s and access to MRZ-2s from development and
discourage incompatible adjacent land uses.

e Policy C/NR 10.2: Prior to permitting a use that threatens the potential to extract
minerals in an identified Mineral Resource Zone, the County shall prepare a statement
specifying its reasons for permitting the proposed use, and shall forward a copy to the
State Geologist and the State Mining and Geology Board for review, in accordance with
the Public Resources Code, as applicable.

e Policy C/NR 10.5: Manage mineral resources in a manner that effectively plans for
access to, development and conservation of, mineral resources for existing and future
generations.

e Policy C/NR 10.6: Require that new non-mining land uses adjacent to existing mining
operations be designed to provide a buffer between the new development and the
mining operations. The buffer distance shall be based on an evaluation of noise,
aesthetics, drainage, operating conditions, biological resources, topography, lighting,
traffic, operating hours, and air quality.

In addition, the Project directly conflicts with the entirety of the Baldwin Hills CSD and attempts
to present an inaccurate and hypothetical baseline of oil field operations without 17 years of
continued regulatory oversight through the CSD. The EIR must evaluate how the obvious
conflict with these policies which the County previously adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect would create a significant environmental impact (preclusion
of mineral resources and all associated reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts as previously
described).

9. Increased Noise Pollution, Increased Traffic, and Conflicts with Transportation Plans

As described above, it is reasonably foreseeable to anticipate that if oil production operations
cease, the lands would be redeveloped into recreational, residential or commercial land uses. In
addition, it is reasonably foreseeable that Port activities would increase. Accordingly, the EIR
must evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant and unavoidable impacts of these indirect
effects of the Project on increased ambient noise levels, increased traffic, and conflicts with
County transportation plans.

10. Indirect induced population growth

The initial study blatantly ignores the fact that elimination of an industrial land use would open
up large swaths of land to provide housing for LA County’s population. Therefore, it is arbitrary
and capricious that the initial study did not evaluate the indirect effects of the Project on
inducing population growth. The EIR must evaluate the reasonably foreseeable significant and
unavoidable effects of the project on population growth, and accordingly, public services and
utilities to accommodate such growth.

7 https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/9.0_gp_final-general-plan-ch9.pdf
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11. Wildfire

Several of the oil fields in LA County are located in areas designated as very high severity fire
zones. Furthermore, the disastrous fires that raged through LA in January 2025 demonstrated
just how quickly and easily wildfires can spread from areas of known fire danger to entire
neighborhoods well outside of designated fire zones. As described above, it is reasonably
foreseeable to anticipate that if oil production operations cease, the lands would be
redeveloped into recreational, residential or commercial land uses. The EIR must evaluate the
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts of the indirect effects of the Project in placing
greater concentrations of people (residents and/or recreationalists) in these very high severity
fire zones.

12. Cumulative Impacts

The EIR must consider the cumulative effects of the Project in combination with all other oil-
production related ordinances currently proposed by the City of Los Angeles, as well as those
that are proposed prior to publication of the Draft EIR. The EIR must also evaluate the
cumulative effects of the Project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions to curtail oil production in California on access to mineral resources, reduction in
energy supply, the need to require the construction and/or expansion of utility services (e.g.,
electricity and natural gas) to meet the energy needs of Los Angeles County.

13. Alternatives

Although a statement of project objectives was not provided in the initial study or Notice of
Preparation, assuming that the County objectives in drafting the ROWO are to improve public
health and reduce the potential presumed environmental impacts of continued oil and gas
production, the County should evaluate a Project Alternative that would apply all conditions of
the Baldwin Hills CSD to all other active oil and gas operations in the unincorporated County.
Such an alternative would effectively mitigate all presumed (and demonstrably false)
environmental effects of oil production not already addressed by the existing regulatory
environment, and would avoid all direct and indirect significant impacts identified previously in
this letter.

Conclusion

We look forward to reviewing the County’s EIR which we expect will have thoroughly evaluated
and disclosed all of the issues raised in this scoping comment letter in accordance with State
CEQA Guidelines. Should you have any questions related to any of the comments above, or
anything related to production in the County, please contact me directly.

Sincerely,

Rock Zierman
CEO
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Capitol Matrix
Consulting

April 24,2025

Ken Warner

LA County Planning, Ordinance Studies Section
320 West Temple Street, Floor 13

Los Angeles, CA90012

Dear Mr. Warner,

This letter presents my input on the environmental issues and concerns that should be considered
in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) related to the Revised Oil Well Ordinance, Project
Number PRJ2025-000212 (Ordinance). The Ordinance would deem all wells or production facilities
operating within the boundaries of the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) to be a
non-conforming land use, and it would require all wells within the CSD to be plugged and
abandoned by no later than December 31, 2030.

In its Initial Study, the County found that a full EIR is warranted because the proposed restrictions
would result in the loss of a valuable local mineral resource. However, it also asserted that the
Ordinance would not have significant environmental impacts in other areas covered under CEQA
law. Most notably, the Initial Study claimed that the revision would have less-than-significant direct
or indirect impacts on global greenhouse gas emissions, and that the Ordinance would have less-
than-significant impacts on air quality in the Los Angeles region. The Initial Study proposed that the
full EIR limit its detailed analysis to the mineral loss category, and that it merely indicates why the
effects in other potential EIR categories - including greenhouse gas emissions and air quality -
were determined to be less-than-significant.

My Comments

[ believe that the Initial Study took an overly narrow view of the environmental impacts of the
Inglewood Oil Field’s closure, focusing primarily on impacts in areas immediately adjacent to the
field. The approach failed to account for the far-reaching impacts that the production shutdown will
have on the County. This is because California already consumes three times the amount it
produces each year. Thus, any oil not produced locally will have to be imported for many years into
the future, even under California’s increasingly unrealistic assumptions about a transition to



renewable energy. 12 California is an energy island, with no pipelines connecting the state to other
oil producing or refining regions of the U.S, and extremely limited shipments by rail due to safety
and environmental concerns related to rail shipments of crude oil into the state. Given these
limitations, most, if not all, the additional imports will be waterborne imports from Alaska or
foreign nations, some over 15,000 miles away. That oil will then need to be offloaded in Southern
California ports that already face major challenges with respect to congestion and air pollution. For
these reasons, it is important the EIR’s analysis spell out the full ramifications of the loss in locally
supplied crude through several studies that address:

e Theloss in jobs resulting from the shutdown of Inglewood oilfield. Based on public
information available from Sentinel Peak Resources, about 80 workers are directly
employed by the company to work in the oilfield, along with an additional 100 to 150
contractors who support Sentinel Peak’s operation. When multipliers are considered, |
estimate that Inglewood field operations directly and indirectly support about 600 jobs in
Los Angeles County. The oil and gas jobs are high-paying, and most are available to workers
with high-school and technical degrees. The EIR should include a study of job losses
resulting from the shutdown and include the impact of these losses on disadvantaged
communities in the County. The study should also identify “just-transition” programs and
funding available from the state of California or the County of Los Angeles to help the
workers transition to other comparable-paying jobs.

o The capacity of the Southern California ports to accommodate replacement crude
from abroad. Specifically, the EIR should include a study of whether adequate port
infrastructure is in place to offload, store, and transport the additional crude or refined
products that will be needed to replace losses from Inglewood Field, and if not, what
investments would need to be made, and whether such investments are feasible.

o The risks posed by greater reliance on imports for crude or refined product. A key
benefit of California production is that it provides reliable flow of a known slate of crude oil
to refiners, which have optimized production around these slates of crudes. A shutdown of
local production will make refiners more dependent on imports from foreign countries,
which is always a challenge given time delays (routes of up to 15,000 miles taking several
weeks from producing regions to California ports), the need to find slates of crude oil that
replicate California crudes, and fluctuating market conditions. In current markets, import
dependence has even greater risks, given global tensions related to tariff policies and other

1 Current federal policies, recent State actions, and California government budget shortfalls are likely to slow the pace of
the energy transition, leading to continued strong demand for petroleum in the State. Factors leading to a slower energy
transition include California’s withdrawal of its waiver request from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for its
Advanced Clean Fleets (ACF) regulation, as well as federal efforts to rescind EPA waivers previously granted for its
Advanced Clean Cars II (ACC II) and the Advanced Clean Trucks (ACT) regulations. Other factors include (1) current
federal interest in cutting federal subsidies for electric vehicles, chargers, grid expansion, and other infrastructure funds
needed to support the rapid energy transition envisioned by the Scoping Plan; (2) concerns about energy transition’s
effect on already-high energy costs in California; and (3) the lack of State government resources available to support the
transition due to California’s major ongoing budget deficits.

2 [t also should be noted that crude production from Inglewood Field would last for many years, absent a shutdown of the
field. According to a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) conducted in 2012, the Inglewood 0Oil Field had known recoverable
reserves (equal to total production-to-date plus remaining reserves) of 430 million barrels. The USGS’s mean estimate for
remaining recoverable reserves was 230 million barrels. Even after accounting for the depletion that occurred due to
extraction between 2012 and early 2025, the field still has over 200 million in recoverable reserves, or about one-half of
its original total. This implies that the field could continue to provide oil (and associated gas) to the Southern California
regions for decades to come, assuming that operators were allowed to make investments in replacement wells and other
field operations needed to sustain production over time.



geopolitical factors. The EIR should include a study of the supply risks associated with
greater dependence on oil import. The study should include the consequences of supply
disruptions on gasoline and other refined product prices in Los Angeles County.

e The impact on Southern California refiner operations. The EIR should include a study of
the challenges posed by the loss of a reliable local source of crude on refinery operations.
The study should include a determination about whether the loss of Inglewood oil
production will further raise refiner costs and increase the risk of additional refinery
shutdowns in the region. This is extremely important given that refined fuel markets are
already tightly balanced, and losses of additional refineries would have potentially
devastating impacts on the region. The EIR should include a study of the impacts of such
developments on gasoline and other refined fuel prices. The study should also address the
impacts of any increase in gasoline prices on economically disadvantaged communities.

Environmental impacts. Replacement of locally produced oil will have significant environmental
impacts, which should be studied in the EIR. These include:

e Congestion and pollution in California’s already crowded ports. The EIR analysis
should include a study of the impacts of additional crude or refined product imports on the
air quality in communities (including disadvantaged communities) located around the
ports. According to the South Coast Air Quality Management District, the Los Angeles/Long
Beach port complex emits around 100 tons of nitrogen oxides each day, making it the
largest fixed source of smog and particulate-forming pollution in Southern California.

e Greenhouse gas emissions. Crude oil production from the Inglewood oil field uses
electrical power, is collected on-site, and is sent via pipeline to local refineries in Southern
California.3 The field is also among the most regulated in the world. These factors are
responsible for the relatively low carbon intensity of oil produced by this oil field.45
Replacement of this oil will likely come from leading exporters of crude oil to California,
such as Iraq and Ecuador, which have fewer environmental standards and are up to 15,000
miles away from Southern California ports. It is also the case that California has established
a goal of carbon neutrality by 2045, and many of its policies are aimed at reducing global
emissions. Given these factors, the EIR should include a study of how the replacement
Inglewood Oil Field production with foreign crude will affect the net amount of greenhouse
gas emissions. The study should measure both reduction from the closure of Inglewood
Field, and the offsetting increase from drilling, production, and shipments from oversea
sources of crude.

o Impacts related to imports of refined product. Finally, if the Ordinance were to
contribute to a loss of additional refineries in Southern California, the increase in imports of

3 The Inglewood oil field is also subject to multiple levels of federal, state, and local regulations, making it one of most
regulated fields in the world.

4 Source: Calculation of 2022 Crude Average Carbon Intensity Value, Low carbon Fuel Standard Crude Oil Cycle Assessment.
August 3, 2023. https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/fuels/Icfs /crude-

0il/2022 Crude Average CI Calculation initial.pdf.

5 Crude oil carbon intensity measures emissions associated with the production and transport of crude oil supplied to
California refiners. Carbon intensity (measured as grams of CO2 per megajoule of energy) was 10.06 for Inglewood, or 26
percent less than the 12.69 average from all California refinery sources. It is also 37 percent lower than the carbon
intensity of Alaska crude and nearly 20 percent lower than crude oil from Iraq, which was the leading non-U.S. source of
imports during 2024.



https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/fuels/lcfs/crude-oil/2022_Crude_Average_CI_Calculation_initial.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/fuels/lcfs/crude-oil/2022_Crude_Average_CI_Calculation_initial.pdf

refined product would have far-reaching environmental impacts that would need to be
evaluated. There are relatively few out-of-state merchant refiners that can produce gasoline
meeting California’s reformulated fuel standards. Most are in Europe and Asia, up to 15,000
miles from California. Most of these refiners are also far from their respective sources of
crude oil inputs. For these reasons, the EIR should include a study of the environmental
consequences of replacing local crude production with imports of refined products. The
study should account for emissions associated with long-distance shipments of crude oil
from oilfields to the refineries as well as the shipments of refined product from the
refineries to Southern California ports. It should also review the environmental standards
that apply to foreign producers and refiners involved in the shipments.

Sincerely,
Brad Williams

Senior Partner and Chief Economist
Capitol Matrix Consulting

Attachment: Author’s Biography and Contact Information



Author Biography

Brad Williams joined Capitol Matrix Consulting (CMC) in 2011 as its senior partner and chief
economist after a nearly 33-year career in state government. During the 12 years at CMC, Mr.
Williams has advised clients on development of statewide ballot initiatives; prepared numerous
economic studies; and represented clients in public hearings, editorial board meetings, press
conferences, and other public and private venues. His work has involved projects in numerous
areas, including oil and gas, renewable energy, education, taxation, state and local government
finances, pensions, agriculture, and health care.

During this period, Mr. Williams has prepared dozens of statewide and regional studies for the
California oil and gas industry. These have included the industry’s direct and indirect impacts on
statewide and regional economies, as well as evaluation of the impacts of laws, regulations, and
general plan updates on oil production, gasoline prices and availability, and jobs in the industry. Mr.
Williams has also presented testimony before regional boards and commissions on oil industry-
related impacts of proposed regulatory changes.

During his career in state government, Mr. Williams served in the non-partisan California
Legislative Analyst's Office as its chief economist and Director of Economic and Fiscal Forecasting,
where he was responsible for: the office's economic and budget-related forecasts; financial
modeling of budget scenarios for legislative leaders; analyses of ballot and legislative budget
proposals; and preparation of studies relating to revenue volatility, the impacts of the state’s
spending limit, and fiscal challenges facing local governments. He was also a key spokesman for the
office, frequently providing testimony to the legislature, presenting at state and national
conferences, and appearing on CNBC and other television and radio programs. In his government
career, Mr. Williams also served as consultant in the Assembly Appropriations committee; as an
advisor to State Treasurer Kathleen Brown and State Controller Kathleen Connell; and as the
executive director of the Commission on State Finance - an agency responsible for preparing short-
and long-term forecasts of the state's economy and financial situation.

Based on a detailed Wall Street Journal comparison of economic projections made by banks,
universities, and other forecasters over the full decade of the 1990s, Mr. Williams was recognized
by the Journal as the most accurate forecaster of California's economy for that period. He was also
recognized by the Journal as one of the first economists in the U.S. to recognize and measure
growing volatility in state government revenues starting in the late 1990s, reflecting shifting
income distributions and state governments’ rising dependence on income taxes on capital gains.

Mr. Williams received his BA and MA in economics from the University of California, Davis.

Contact Information:

11616 Prospect Hill Dr.
Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: 916-761-2574
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April 24, 2025

Ken Warner

LA County Planning Ordinance Studies Section
320 West Temple Street, Floor 13

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Via Email: ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov

Subject: Written Comments Regarding Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report for the Revised Oil Well Ordinance (ROWO) Project (Project No. PRJ2025-
000212)

Dear Mr. Warner:

Please find below comments from the City of Culver City (“City”) presented in response to the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) regarding the Los Angeles
County (“County”) Revised Oil Well Ordinance (ROWO) project (the “Project”). The City has
reviewed the NOP and Initial Study and has identified a number of topics that should be addressed
in the EIR.

The Project includes Amendments to County Title 22 that would, generally, prohibit any new oll
wells, establish existing oil operations as nonconforming uses, and require phaseout of all
nonconforming oil uses subject to a 20-year amortization period, throughout the unincorporated
County, except within the Coastal Zone. In addition, the Project includes Amendments to the
Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (“Baldwin Hills CSD”) to align its provisions with
corresponding amendments to Title 22, including a targeted 20-year amortization phaseout
period.

The Baldwin Hills CSD regulates the approximate 1,000-acre Inglewood Oil Field (IOF), which is
a large active urban oil field located partially within the eastern portions of Culver City and
unincorporated County. Because of its partial inclusion within the City and its interface with much
of the City’s eastern perimeter, Culver City has long held interest in the operations and
management of the IOF. Culver City has taken steps to phase out oil extraction activities within
the City portion of the I0F requiring that all active, idle and unplugged wells with Culver City be
plugged and abandoned by 2029 and that the oil lease sites returned to as near a natural condition
as practical.

In addition, approximately 400 acres of the IOF within the adjacent unincorporated County lies
within the Culver City’s planning sphere of influence. Culver City recently adopted a General Plan
Update (“General Plan 2045”), which reinforces the City’s goals and objectives concerning oil and
gas related activities within the IOF and advances strategies that ensure a safe and effective
phaseout of the IOF and just transition toward potential future uses.
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City’s Comments to the NOP

Project Description

e The Project Description should provide a clear accounting of the number of
active/idle/plugged/other wells and the year a well was plugged, if known, covered by the
Project, and indicate the total area in acres of oil leased land that will be subject to
decommissioning and restoration. The Project Description should distinguish that same
information specific to the IOF.

e The Project Description should identify all proposed requirements and/or assumptions
pertaining to the timing and phasing of all well plugging and abandonment and lease site
restoration activity that will be necessitated in compliance with the proposed ROWO Project.
The Project Description should distinguish that same information separate and specific to the
IOF. Note that the IOF is largest concentration of oil activity within the County and it is
embedded within the Baldwin Hills and Culver City communities. The description of project
activities and impacts should acknowledge that conditions and assumptions relative to the
IOF may be different that those applicable to other oil uses throughout the County.

e The Project Description should also identify how the abandoned oil uses and/or properties
will be managed and monitored following the phaseout of those oil uses. For example, please
include description of how methane from plugged/abandoned wells would be monitored and
described how properties will be managed to ensure the integrity of the plugged wells are
maintained.

e Tothe extent it may be reasonably and/or foreseeably known, the Project Description should
identify potential future uses of land where oil uses will be phased out.

Land Use Effect

o Approximately 400 acres of the I0OF lies within the Culver City planning sphere of influence.
The City’'s General Plan 2045 considers a framework for the safe and effectively-managed
phaseout of the IOF operations. The EIR should evaluate land use impacts associated with
phaseout of the IOF in the context of consistency with relevant goals and objectives of the
Culver City General Plan 2045, as appropriate.

e The EIR should address how the County will coordinate with the City (and other agencies) to
promote compatibility between plugging/abandonment/restoration activities and the
surrounding areas, including the Culver City community. In addition, the EIR should address
compatibility of known or reasonably foreseeable uses of the IOF with the surrounding
communities.

Biological Resources and Cultural Resources Effects

Construction activity associated with plugging and abandoning wells and site
remediation/restoration work, including removal of all above and below grade facilities and
infrastructure, will involve disturbance of soils. Some portions of the IOF contain patches of native
vegetation. Cultural resources may be present within the upper surfaces of the IOF. Potential
impacts should be evaluated and appropriate mitigation measures, if any, should be identified to
ensure that proposed construction activity associated with phasing out oil and gas uses at the
IOF will not harm existing biological resources and/or cultural resources. In addition or
alternatively, requirements of the BH CSD that serve to mitigate potential impacts to biological
and cultural resources should be specifically identified as part of the project description and
assumptions.
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Hazards and Wildfire Effect

e  Much of the IOF is mapped as a Very High Fire Hazard Safety Zone. The introduction of new
equipment and personnel during the well plugging and abandonment procedures and
decommissioning activities may increase the risk for fire hazard. The potential increased risk
of wildfire during decommissioning activities should be addressed in the EIR.

e Following decommissioning of the IOF, there is potential for the land to remain vacant. Once
oil activities are removed, there would no longer be personnel on-site to routinely monitor the
vast area of the I0F for potential risks and incidents that could result in wildfires. The IOF is
surrounded by established residential communities that would be greatly at risk from wildfires
originating from the vacant IOF properties. The potential increased risk of wildfire and risk to
adjacent communities following decommissioning and natural restoration and revegetation
of the IOF should be addressed in the EIR.

Cumulative Effect

As noted above, the IOF encompasses a relatively high concentration of oil and gas facilities
within an area surrounded by developed communities. With an estimated 600+ wells to be
plugged and abandoned over a 20-year amortization/phaseout period, significant construction
activity associated with closing down the I0F is anticipated on an annual and ongoing basis for
several decades. The unique circumstances of the IOF, considering the volume of wells to be
plugged and abandoned and its urban location, should be evaluated in the EIR specifically in
context to a 20-year cumulative effect on the immediate surrounding communities.

No Project Alternative

The No Project analysis for the IOF should include specific explanation of the role of the BH CSD
and its ongoing regulation of the IOF and expectations for continuous regulation, monitoring and
reporting.

Alternate Amortization or Decommissioning Period Alternative

The Project Description should identify assumptions for the annual rate of phasing out oil uses
over a 20-year period. However, as the schedule for plugging and abandoning wells, and
decommissioning and restoring the lease sites, may be at the discretion of the oil field operators,
it's possible that the schedule for well closures could be different than what the County assumes
for analysis. Such differences may result in differing cumulative effects, especially within the IOF
which has a larger number of wells. At least one Alternative to the Project should consider a
scenario where the pace of well closures is consolidated (or perhaps expanded) over time. For
example, 600 well closures spread equally would yield 30 well closures per year (on average)
over a 20-year period. However, if the operator delays and concentrates well closures until the
last 5 years of the 20-year phaseout period, then on average as many as 120 wells could result
each year, potentially resulting in significant impacts such as greenhouse gas emissions and
noise related to demolition and decommissioning of the wells. The cumulative effects between
these alternate scenarios would be different.

Green Energy Project(s) Alternative

The Initial Study indicates that the Project would result in a significant impact for Mineral
Resources. The EIR should evaluate at least one Alternative to the Project that may serve to
reduce or avoid those impacts. One alternative would be a project that could serve to replace
energy needs that would be displaced due to restrictions to extract oil and gas resources.
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Thank you for the County’s consideration of the City's comments. Please do not hesitate to
contact Gabriel Barreras, Senior Planner, at Gabriel.Barreras@culvercity.org or (310) 253-5776
should you have questions or require clarification.

Sincerely,

Mark E. Muenzer
Planning and Development Director

Copy:
Emily Stadnicki, Current Planning Manager, City of Culver City
Heather S. Baker, City Attorney, City of Culver City
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From: Tim

To: DRP Ordinance Studies

Subject: CSD Amendment comment/question...
Date: Saturday, April 26, 2025 5:33:50 PM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Thank you for the opportunity to present my comment/question.

I have served as a Community Advisory Panel and UCLA Health Study committee member
for over 3 years. A primary concern that I have voiced and have not received a satisfactory

response is, "Who is responsible for the complete remediation for the 1000+ acres of land at
the oil field end of life (EOL)?

I'll just list several facts/statements that make this question as important to you as it is to me.

1.

The remediation costs vary depending on the intended land use. If land is to be used for
housing developments, the cost is substantially greater than for park and/or open green-
space use.

Discussions at previous Community Advisory Panel (CAP) meetings suggested that
there is, or is supposed to be. a Bond to cover the cost of remediation.

The amount of the Bond has not been confirmed, but is rumored to be $6,000,000.
During the 4/24/25 CAP meeting, the Sentinel Peaks Resources representative stated
that there are approximately 600 oil wells on the Inglewood Oil Field.

During the 4/24/25 CAP meeting, the City of Los Angeles Petroleum Administrator
from the Office of Petroleum and Natural Gas Administration referenced documents
that indicate the low side of remediation is from $250,000 to $300,000 per oil well. The
math is very easy, 600 x $250,000 = $150,000,000; and very disturbing.

Can we get a clear understanding within this Amendment of who will be financially
responsible, to what degree, for how long, and what needs to be done now while the company
is still viable and generating revenue?

Thank you for your time and attention.

Tim Jones

My child is the one in white...

"It is easier to build strong children than to repair broken men", Frederick Douglass
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From: Perfecto Lopez

To: DRP Ordinance Studies

Cc: PL

Subject: Fw: Revised Oil Well Ordinance

Date: Thursday, March 27, 2025 10:14:28 PM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Hello LA County Planning,

There are areas in Santa Clarita with oil wells that have not been properly plugged / sealed which are
contaminating water for wildlife. These polluting wells have been forgotten about for years.

Specifically speaking, in Towsley Canyon (Stevenson Ranch), there are various wells that are spewing oll
all year around. When walking through the trails, | have to pick up my dog so she does not get full of oil.
The odors are strong and running springs are being heavily contaminated, which is sad to see.

These oil wells need to be properly sealed.

Companies that operate wells need to be held responsible for active management, clean-up, and proper
closure.

It would be appreciated to discuss this topic during your upcoming meeting.
Regards,

P. Lopez

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: LA County Planning <ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov>

To: "pettto@yahoo.com” <pettto@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2025 at 06:42:39 PM PDT
Subject: Revised Oil Well Ordinance
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REVISED OIL WELL
ORDINANCE

Dear Stakeholders,

The County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning is initiating an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Revised Oil Well Ordinance
(ROWO), Project No. PRJ2025-000212. This project proposes regulations for oil wells and
production facilities within unincorporated Los Angeles County.

The project includes:

1. Amendments to Title 22 — Planning & Zoning: Prohibits new oil wells and production
facilities, designates existing wells without approved discretionary permits as
nonconforming with a 20-year amortization period, and establishes performance
standards for site maintenance, well plugging, and site restoration. Additionally, within
Title 22, amendments to the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) ensure




consistency with countywide oil well prohibitions and performance standards during the
amortization period.

2. Amendments to Title 12 — Environmental Protection: Removes noise exemptions for oil
wells, subjecting them to standard County noise control regulations.

3. Amendments to the General Plan: Supports sustainability and environmental justice
goals by revising the Land Use Element, Conservation and Natural Resources Element,
and Safety Element to prohibit new oil well operations and remove designations that
support oil production activities.

The complete Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study (IS) for this project are now

available for review at https://planning.lacounty.gov/long-range-planning/revised-oil-
well-ordinance/.

We invite you to provide input on the environmental issues and concerns that should be
considered in the EIR. The County will conduct a virtual public scoping meeting for the
purpose of soliciting oral and written comments from interested parties as to the
appropriate scope and content of the EIR on Thursday, April 17, 2025 at 6:00 PM — 7:00
PM (Pacific Time) via Zoom, accessible from the project webpage linked above.

Language access services will be provided in Spanish, Cantonese, and Mandarin.
Additional language services can be arranged upon request with at least seven business
days’ notice to ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov.

The public comment period for this NOP begins today, March 27, 2025, and ends April 26,
2025.

Please direct written comments to:

Ken Warner

LA County Planning, Ordinance Studies Section
320 West Temple Street, Floor 13

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tel: (213) 974-6432

Email: ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov

We encourage all interested parties to participate in this process and share their insights
on the scope and content of the EIR.

Warm regards,
LA County Planning
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April 26, 2025

Submitted via email to: ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov

Ken Warner

LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tel: (213) 974-6432

Subject: Revised Oil Well Prohibition Ordinance and General Plan Amendment

Dear Mr. Warner:

Hills For Everyone (HFE) submits these comments to the County of Los Angeles on
the proposed Revised Oil Well Prohibition Ordinance and General Plan
Amendment. We are pleased to see the County take seriously the impacts of oil on
our planet and align its policies with that of California’s net zero carbon neutrality
goals.

By way of background, HFE is a 47-year-old non-profit organization that established
Chino Hills State Park (CHSP) and is still working to conserve the remaining natural
lands in the Puente-Chino Hills Wildlife Corridor at the juncture of Los Angeles,
Orange, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. We have documented numerous
properties in need of preservation, and several of these have oil operations onsite
that could benefit from this revised ordinance and amendment.

Our comments are as follows:

1. Support for Phase-Out and Land Restoration Measures:
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HFE commends Los Angeles County for taking bold and necessary steps to prohibit
new oil well development and designate existing wells as nonconforming uses. We
strongly support the ordinance's emphasis on well abandonment and land
restoration, which aligns with long-term conservation and environmental justice
goals.

2. Prioritization of Permanent Land Conservation Post-Abandonment:

We encourage the County to incorporate policies or incentives that prioritize the
permanent protection of lands post-remediation, especially those with ecological,
recreational, or cultural significance. Once oil production ceases and remediation is
completed, these lands should be considered for conservation acquisition or public
open space designations, ensuring their long-term stewardship and preventing
future incompatible development.

3. Coordination with Conservation Organizations:

We respectfully request that the County establish a formal mechanism for
collaborating with conservation-focused non-profits and land trusts during the
planning and implementation phases of site restoration. Such partnerships can
ensure that, after appropriate remediation, restored and ecologically valuable lands
provide public benefit in perpetuity.

4. Transparent and Inclusive Planning for Amortization Periods:

The proposed 20-year amortization period for existing wells is a significant
transition. We encourage the County to provide clear guidelines and milestones for
operators to follow, with regular public updates. Transparency in how these sites
are monitored and assessed for progress will build public trust and accountability.

5. Environmental Justice Considerations:

Many oil operations are located near historically marginalized communities. We
support the County's efforts to remove noise exemptions and enforce stronger
environmental protections, and we urge the County to prioritize the restoration and
conservation of these lands to benefit community health and well-being.
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6. Clarification on Post-Amortization Land Use Designations:

We request clarification on how land use designations will change once oil
production ceases. Specifically, we encourage the County to consider amending
zoning codes to preclude future industrial or extractive uses on these sites, aligning
with conservation goals and climate resilience objectives.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the County's Revised Oil Well
Ordinance and General Plan Amendment. Should you have any questions about
our feedback, | can be reached at: (714) 996-1572.

Sincerely,

Cinie. A ehlsttcitochs

Claire Schlotterbeck
Executive Director



From: John Kuechle

To: DRP Ordinance Studies
Subject: Inglewood Oil Field: Environmental Impact Report
Date: Sunday, April 20, 2025 6:09:28 PM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Ken Warner,

Although my comment is similar to one expressed by another attendee at last week's scoping
meeting, and although I have expressed this thought at several CAP meetings, I nevertheless
decided to submit a written comment.

My concern with the contemplated EIR is that it is only considering a part (and a very small
part, at that) of the ultimate project.

Unless the land that is currently part of the Inglewood Oil Field will be turned into a giant park
(which from everything I have heard is not even close to being a financial possibility), a
decision to prohibit oil extraction must necessarily mean that this property will be used for
something else. The County does not have the right to prohibit all use of the property, and
almost certainly it could not limit the property's use to orange groves or some other
agricultural use. Therefore, if the oil field is shut down, the land will eventually be used for
some combination of residential, commercial and industrial purposes - all of which will have
significant environmental impacts.

Given this, it is not accurate or reasonable to say, as does the Initial Study, that there will be a
less than significant increase of (air) pollutants, noise, population growth, or the need for
public services and transportation (to pick just a few examples).

I am not that familiar with the case law on piecemealing, but it certainly seems a reasonable
argument can be made that this is what is being done here.

When I raised this point a number of months ago at a CAP meeting, a County representative
said that he was not concerned with these issues, since any future use of the property would
require the preparation of an additional Environmental Impact Report, and the issues could be
dealt with then. However, that is not accurate. Since the property owners will have the legal
right to make some reasonable use of their property, and since it will not be possible in the
future to decide to let them resume using it as an oil field, the County could wind up in a
position of having a legal obligation to approve some use even though it might have
dramatically greater environmental impacts than the current oil field.

That is why the current EIR should consider all of the impacts that will flow from a decision to
prohibit oil drilling.

John Kuechle
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KENNETH L. KUTCHER

10715 Lugo Way (310) 451-3669
Culver City, CA 90230 kutcher@hlkklaw.com
April 23, 2025

VIA EMAIL

Kenneth Warner

Los Angeles County Planning
Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012
ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov

Re: NOP and Revised Oil Well Ordinance Initial Study
Project No. PRJ2025-000212

Dear Mr. Warner:

| attended the online public scoping meeting for the Environmental Impact Report
(“EIR”) as to the above-referenced Revised Oil Well Ordinance. | have also reviewed
the Initial Study dated March 27, 2025.

| am submitting this response to the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) on my own
behalf as an interested individual who resides near the Inglewood Oil Field. This
response is filed pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b).

Enclosed with this response is a copy of the first letter that | wrote on July 7,
2008, with respect to the impact of the Inglewood Oil Field on my neighborhood in
Culver Crest. | was also an instrumental part of preparing an initial draft of what became
the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District Ordinance (“CSD”). | was also one of
the attorneys representing interested parties that challenged the adequacy of the
County’s EIR for the CSD. (Community Health Councils, Inc. v. County of Los Angeles,
LASC Case No. BS118023.)

The enclosed letter describes some of the adverse impacts of living next to an
active oil field. In my opinion it is long overdue to phase out the operations of the
Inglewood QOil Field because it sits smack dab in the middle of a dense urban area that
consists of residences, senior care facilities, schools, houses of worship, ballfields,
public parks, hiking trails, flora and fauna, neighborhood serving businesses, and other
sensitive receptors/uses.

As to the forthcoming EIR, | request that one of the Project Alternatives be not
only to adopt the ordinance phasing out all oil field operations in the County but also to
rezone the Inglewood QOil Field from Heavy Agricultural A-2 (which seems an
anachronistic land use designation at this point) to Open Space consistent with the
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vision of creating the public park (i.e., One Big Park) as envisioned by State Legislation
codified in Public Resources Code Sections 32550, et seq.

One Big Park Concept Illustrative

The Future of the Baldwin Hills Parklands

Open Space zoning would be in furtherance of Public Resources Code Section
32551(d), which reads as follows:

As one of the last remaining urban open spaces in the
County of Los Angeles, the Baldwin Hills, southern Ballona
Creek Watershed, and Upper Dominguez Channel area
should be held in trust to be preserved and enhanced for the
enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present and future
generations.
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And Section 32551(e), which reads as follows:

The Baldwin Hills and Urban Watersheds Conservancy
should be created to develop and coordinate an integrated
program of resources stewardship so that the Baldwin Hills,
southern Ballona Creek Watershed, and Upper Dominguez
Channel area is managed for its optimum recreational and
natural resource values based upon the needs and desires
of the surrounding community.

| also wish to take this opportunity to comment on certain scoping comments
expressed by representatives of the Inglewood Oil Field operator and/or landowners
during the County’s scoping meeting.

It is cynical in the extreme for representatives of this notoriously dirty industry to
raise concerns about greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions and other alleged adverse
environmental impacts of ending oil drilling in Los Angeles County. The parade of
horribles about importing oil from overseas is nothing but a red herring. The United
States is full of oil reserves and operating oil fields. Not only are there ample oil fields in
the State of California, but the top five crude oil-producing states as of 2022 were Texas
(42.5%), New Mexico (13.3%), North Dakota (8.9%), Colorado (3.7%) and Alaska
(3.7%). https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/oil-and-petroleum-products/where-our-oil-
comes-from.php Amortizing and shutting down the oil fields in Los Angeles County will
not have any noticeable effect on the importing of oil from foreign countries. (Martin
Tillier, “America Produces Enough Oil to Meet Its Needs, So Why Do We Import
Crude?,” (Mar 8, 2022) https://www.nasdag.com/articles/america-produces-enough-oil-
to-meet-its-needs-so-why-do-we-import-crude.) For oil industry representatives to claim
to the contrary is simply specious.

The oil industry claims in this context are the most recent glaring example of the
need for CEQA reform as called for by the Little Hoover Commission in its report
entitled, “CEQA: Targeted Reforms for California’s Core Environmental Law (Report
#279, May 2024). https://Ihc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Report279.pdf As noted in that
report:

e Often, CEQA'’s protections have been most profound in the most
disadvantaged and vulnerable communities, those where negative
environmental impacts have often been greatest in the past. (p. 7.)

e The state should establish the same standing requirement to file a suit under
CEQA as exists under the National Environmental Policy Act, the federal law
after which CEQA was in many respects modeled. (p. 6.)
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e CEQA. ... can be used for purposes that have little relationship to
environmental protection. Its strong bias toward the status quo means that it
can be used to block projects that would help improve the environment. (p. 5.)

e Chris EImendorf, Martin Luther King Jr. Professor of Law at UC Davis, told
the [Little Hoover] Commission that the state should identify projects that are
good for the environment and seek to “scale back” CEQA for those projects.

(p. 14.)

e In order to limit the use of CEQA for pursuing nonenvironmental goals, the
[Little Hoover] Commission recommends strengthening standing
requirements to sue for alleged violations of CEQA. (/d.)

e The [Little Hoover] Commission further recommends that the Legislature
specifically state in statute that the intent of CEQA is environmental protection
and that the law should not be used for suits that do not align with this intent.
(/d.)

e The [Little Hoover] Commission believes that this can help deter some abuse
of CEQA, while generally reaffirming CEQA’s core purpose and intent. (/d.)

| look forward to the issuance of the Draft EIR. Please keep me informed of the
County’s progress in that regard.

Sincerely,

Kenneth L. Kutcher

Enclosure

cc: Holly Mitchell (w/ encl.)
Lola Smallwood-Cuevas (w/ encl.)
Isaac Bryan (w/ encl.)
David McNeill (w/ encl.)
Damon Nagami (w/ encl.)
Michelle Burton (w/ encl.)
John Kuechle (w/ encl.)
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July 7, 2008

Regional Planning Commission
County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1350
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Project No. R2007-00570-(2) (Dr. Fricano)
Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) and EIR
. SCH No. 2007061133
Environmental Case No. RENVT2007-00048
Agenda Date: July 16, 2008
Agenda Item No. 7

Dear Commissioners:

| am a resident of the Culver Crest neighborhood in Culver City. | have a wife
and two children.

| am very concerned about certain deficiencies in the opportunity for community
involvement concerning the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District. | am
requesting an opportunity for more fair involvement in three specific areas:

¢ As recommended by County Staff, the Planning Commission should set a
second hearing within the community on a weekday evening commencing no
earlier than 7:00 pm.

¢ The Planning Commission should move its targeted August 27 hearing on this
matter to at least September 10, 2008, if not later.

¢ The Planning Commission should make an official request that the oil field
operator provide a demonstration of the full effect of flaring during the site visit
planned for the morning of August 2, 2008.

The reasons for these three requests are explained in greater detail below. But
before describing those reasons, a background of the relevant facts and circumstances
is necessary to an understanding of these concems.




KewwErH L. KUTCHERR

10715 Luge Weay (BI) 435D
Cadbigr Ciiy, CA U230 Rirhex@Himitow aom

Areas. More than ome million residemts live witihin 2 five mijle radius of
tihe Baldwim Hiills Cill IField. Tihe Balidvwim Hillls Oil Field encompasses appioximaitely 750
acres of otherwise undeveioped land. The commumnities of lLadera Higigihts, Culver
Crest, Blair Hills, Balidwin Hiills, Baldwin Vista, View Park, Culver City Creekside and
Windsor Hills are adjacent to tive Oill Field. Mullti-family complexes including Vilage
 Green, Cameo Woods, Raintree Townhomes, Raintree Condominiums, Tara Hillls,
Lakeside Village, Lakeside Villas and The Heather are also adjacent. Various parks,
iincluding Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area, the Ladera Ball Fields, the Baldwin Hills
Scenic Overlook, Culver City Park and Norman O. Houston Park, are also located in the
immediate area, as is West Los Angeles Community College.

Noxious Emissions. Beginning at about midnight on January 11, 2006,
uncontrolled emissions of methane gas and hydrogen sulfide occurred in the Qil Field
and permeated the Culver Crest neighborhood in which | live. Many residents
evacuated their homes. The City of Culver City received at least 60 complaints that
night/morning. Representatives from the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(*SCAQMD"), the Culver City Fire Department, the Los Angeles County Fire
Department, and the Los Angeles County Health & Hazardous Materials Department
were dispatched to the neighborhood at about 4:00 a.m., resulting in Emergency
Response Notification #121860. According to the SCAQMD Report:

"[O]n January 10th at 21:30hrs, [PXP's] crew had
encountered a large methane gas pocket (trap) during the
drilling activities at a depth of 8850ft. The build up of
methane gas immediately occurred during the drilling
operation in which a large amount of drilling spoils and other
contaminated base material sprayed out from the well head
during the shut down process which occurred until nearly
1:30hrs on January 11th.

"Approximately 400 barrels of petroleum contaminated mud
was stockpiled inside an adjacent open sump with at least
10 barrels on the ground surrounding the drill rig equipment.

At 06:00hrs, [Inspector Israel] inspected the sump location
and detected a very heavy petroleum odor throughout the
location. The nearest residence is less than 1/2 mile south
of the drill rig site.”

Approxinmately 500 homes are located in my neigihboriood and were impacted
by this incident. PXP reported readings of "around 1,500 to 2,000 ppm of
hydirecarbons” as a resullt of this incident. (SCAQMD Air Quality Complaint Report for
Corpliaiinit N. 181387.)
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Once again on February 7, 2006, a simiilar incident occurred. Iin addition to
residents of Culver Crest, West Los Angeles College also called to complain because
this incident occurred at 11:00 in the moming when classes were in session. According
to Mr. Steve Rusch of PXP, "[T]here was no gas release and really nothing we could do
to prevent it - it was routine, daytime operations.” Nevertheless, this incident resulted
in Notice of Violation No. P37137 issued by the SCAQMD to PXP on February 17, 2006
because “[d]ischarge from oil well drilling operation caused nuisance to a considerable
number of people.”

Another Notice of Violation (#P48802) was issued by the SCAQMD to PXP on
May 16, 2008, for "operating Vickers Pit as a sump, failure to maintain cover on Vickers
Pit, operating Vickers Pit without control device."

Initial Two Urgency Ordinances. On June 27, 2006, the County Board of
Supervisors adopted Urgency Ordinance No. 2006-0050U "to impose additional
temporary restrictions on the drilling of new wells and the deepening of existing wells in
the Baldwin Hills Zoned District and initiate a zoning study to consider potential
additional permanent regulations of these historical oil and gas production operations in
that area, including a determination of the appropriate environmental review to be
required.” (BOS 6/27/06 Meeting Minutes.) This first emergency ordinance was
adopted because:

"[T]he Board of Supervisors finds that there is a current and
immediate threat to the public health, safety, or welfare, and
that the drilling or deepening of new wells and the approval
of any required additional subdivisions, variances, building
permits, site plans, or any other applicable entitlements in
connection therewith would result in that threat to the public
health, safety, or welfare." (Ord. No. 2006-0050U, § 6.)

On August 8, 2006, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2008-
0064V to extend Interim Ordinance No. 2006-0050U because

“It is now time for the County to undertake additional
environmental review and to consider new regulations . . .
[W]e must face the fact these activities now operate within
the midst of a densely populated urban area... The
extension will enable the County to undertake essential
environmenital and zoning studies that will help identify
appropriate permanent regulations. [ ] These important
studies will necessarily include the active participation and
expertise of the State Department of Conservation and the
City of Cullver City.” (BOS 8/8/06 Meeting Minutes.)
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Tihe Jully 27, 2006 Staff Report indlicated:

"It iis recommended tiat tine lInterim Urgency Ordimamce be
etended fior tem months and 15 days a5 providied  im
[Govermment Code] Section 65858. Thiis willl alllow sufficient
time for DRP to complete the zoning studly, includiing
recommended changes to the Zoning Code iif meeded.”
(7/127/06 Staff Report at p. 2.)

initial Delays for Commencing the EIR. But it was not until eleven months
later, on June 28, 2007, that the County issued its Notice of Preparation ("NOP*) of an
EIR for the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District -- which means that the EIR
preparation had only just begun. (See State CEQA Guidelines § 15082 ("Immediately
after deciding that an environmental impact report is required for a project, the lead
agency shall send to the Office of Planning and Research and each responsible and
frustee agency a notice of preparation stating that an environmental impact report will
be prepared”).)

Delays by Plains Explorations and Production Company ("PXP") appear to have
been the principal reason that the EIR process was not commenced more promptly.
Even though the County and PXP had decided in 2006 that the best way to proceed
was to Incorporate new regulator provisions for the oil field into a Community Standards
District ("CSD"), it was not until March 5, 2007, that PXP finally submitted an application
to establish this CSD.’

Third and Final Interim Ordinance. As a result of these delays, on May 29,
2007, the Board of Supervisors was required to adopt Ordinance No. 2007-0084, further
extending and modifying Ordinance No. 2006-0064. The extension was needed
because:

"County staff is working diligently with a consultant team to
prepare an environmental impact report to assess the effect
of existing and future oil production activities on the
surrounding communities. A community standards district is
being drafted to establish permanent land use regulations,
procedures and development standards to assure that future
oil field operations are compatible with the health and safety

" Meanwhile, in May 2007, the Statie Division of Oil Gas and Geothermal
Resources ("DOGGR") revoked 24 permits it had previously issued fo PXP due to
confiicts of interest and etihical violations by the employee responsitbie for processing
PXP's pemmitt applications. (See investigations of improper Activilies by Stale
Employees: July 2006 through January 2007, Califomia State Auditor (March 2007)
IR007-1, Ch. 1)
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of sunroundiing residential neighborhoods. These
environmental studies and regulations will be prepared with
extensive community involvement so that all the concems of
residents are addressed. This process, which also includes
formal public hearings by the Regional Planning Commission
and the Board, will be completed next year.

“In order to provide the greatest protection to the public
health, safety and welfare of the Baldwin Hills community, no
additional oil well drilling should occur in the next 12 months
. . . This will give the County staff and the environmental
consultant adequate time to prepare the studies and
regulations that will provide the basis of a program to allow
oil production in a manner that does not jeopardize the
public health, safety and welfare of the community. This
program will be extensively reviewed by community
members to allow the broadest input from all members."
(Meeting Minutes at p. 2; emphasis added.)

According to the timeline dated February 13, 2007, the County planned to
release the Draft EIR on August 21, 2007. The first Planning Commission hearing was
to occur on October 10, 2007, after the close of the comment period on the DEIR. The
Final EIR was to have been completed on December 20, 2007. After release of the
Final EIR, the second Planning Commission hearing was to occur on January 2, 2008,
The Board of Supervisors were expected to hold two hearings on February 5 and
March 4, 2008.

Delays in Drafting the CSD. In a peculiar twist, rather than the County drafting
the CSD to be studied in the EIR, the County requested PXP to submit its own draft
CSD for the EIR to study.

However, as late as October 23, 2007, PXP's lawyer, Mr. Charles Moore, was
corregponding with County Zoning Administrator Ron Hoffman about ground rules
restricting the release of PXP's draft CSD to the public:

*| assume that the draft [CSD] will not be treated as a public
record and will not be distributed outside the county.
Misinformation from an early draft is detrimental to the public
process. Can you confirm that the county counsel will :
support this exemption from any duty to disclose the draft to
the public?" (Email from Mr. Moore to Mr. Hoffman dated
10/23/07 @ 8:34 pm.)

On November 29, 2007, the County reiterated the importance of receiving a draft
CSD from PXP: "As the applicant for the CSD, | think it's important that you provide us

3
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wiith & dirafit CSD as soom s possitle." (Emaill firmm M. Hiofffmean to M. Moore dafted
11/29/07 @ 943 am.) On Decemiber 10, 2007, PXP's represeniative indicated thait the
diraft CSD woulld be submitted "soom.” (Email firom Mr. Moore to Mr. Hioffimam datied
121007 @ 953 awm.)

On December 20, 2007, the Coumnty requested thait PXP sulbmilt iits draft CSD by
no later than January 2, 2008. (Email firomm M. Hoffimam to Mr. Moore diated 12/20/07 @
10:08 am.) Mr. Moore appeared confused that this had not already been done by his
office: "1 have confiimmed that my office delivered previously an initial draft ordinance to
the county’s envirommental consulliant in an effort to assist hinn with his tasks.” (Email
from Mr. Moore to Mr. Hoffman dated 12/20/07 @ 7:57 am.) But what had been sent
was only a compilation of ordinances enacted by ather jurisdictions to regulate oil field
activities. (Email from Mr. Hoffman to Mr. Moore dated 12/20/07 @ 10:08 am ("This is
not a draft CSD and does not satisfy the request that we made to you yesterday*).)

On December 21, 2007, the County prepared a revised timeline based on
submission of PXP's CSD by January 2, 2008. That revised timeline projected a Draft
EIR release date of May 1, 2008. However, once again PXP missed the County's
deadiine for submission of their proposed CSD.

PXP's initial draft CSD was not submitted to the County until January 7, 2008.
This was 19 months after the moratorium was first imposed and ten months after PXP
filed an application for a CSD. The neighbors had no role in this delay. In fact, the
neighbors were completely excluded from the process during this 18-month period.

On January 25, 2008, the County provided PXP with comments on thelr initial
draft CSD. And then it was not until February 15, 2008, that PXP submitted its revised
draft CSD to the County for environmental review. (Email from Ms. Dittman to Ms,
Lemke dated 2/15/08 @ 2:45 pm.)

Lack of Meaningful Community Involvement. Regrettably, at no time has
PXP indicated that consensus would be pursued with its neighbors or with any of the
Culver City representatives: "We look forward to advancing the proposed ordinance
through further cooperative efforts by the applicant, all consultants and representatives,
and the County offices.” (Email from Mr. Moore to Mr. Hoffman dated 12/20/07 @ 7:57
am.) Indeed, in February 2008, PXP's representatives even worked to make sure their
draft CSD was not shared with representatives of Culver City:

"We spoke with Culver City yesterday. Of course the
representatives asked for any ordinance product we had
drafted and we dedlined, indicated that it was intertwined
wiith Coumtly envirommentall review process. We diid not
discuss suibstance. They then suggested a working session
wiith the Countty before puiblic release of the ordinance. We
sziid we would pass the request along, and you can expect
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the City [of Culver City] to make that request directly. Their
theory is that since this is a legislative process there is no
reason why another legislative body cannot become part of
the process before public release.” Email from Mr. Moore to
Mr. Hoffman dated 2/6/08 @ 12:56 pm.

Moreover, while the County indicated to PXP's representatives that the County
had its own draft CSD, that document has never been shared with the public despite
repeated requests from members of the public. (Email from Mr. Hoffman to Ms. Dittman
dated 1/2/08 @ 2:17 pm (“[I}f [PXP's draft] CSD is not given to John [Pierson] by Friday,
we will proceed with our version of the CSD").)

In addition, despite repeated requests from members of the public, the
screencheck drafts of the EIR that were supplied to PXP were explicitly withheld from
members of the public. (Letter from Ms. Lemke to me dated 4/21/08.)

Our requests for a copy of PXP's draft CSD were also rebuffed by the County.
However, pursuant to a Public Records Act request made pursuant to Government
Code Section 6250, et seq., we eventually received PXP's draft CSD from the County
on February 21, 2008.

On June 18, 2008, the community issued its own draft CSD. The next day, the
Draft EIR was finally released to the general public. Thus, through no fault of the
community, the Draft EIR was not issued until more than eight months after it was
originally promised.

REQUESTED ACTIONS

1. In Addition to its August 2nd Hearing, the Planning Commission Should
Schedule a Second Community Hearing on a Weekday Evening. County staff has
repeatedly assured the community that this CSD would be a community-based process.
But at this time, only one local hearing has been scheduled in the community. That
hearing is to occur on Saturday, August 2, 2008 at 12:00 noon at West Los Angeles
College.

Unfortunately, it is my understanding that only three of the five Planning
Commissioners will be available to attend that hearing. While | am aware of the
provisions of Section 10 of the Planning Commission Rules of Procedure allowing the
two other Planning Commissioners to participate inspite of their absence from the
neighborhood meetings and missing residents' testimony, the fact that two of the
Commissioners will be unable to attend is very unfortunate. There is no substitute for
live testimony, with an opportunity to ask follow up with questions, to view a hearing in
its entirety in one sitting, etc.
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Moreover, at the time of the August 2 heariing, the public comment period will stil
be open on the Draft EIR. Some members of the general public may not yet have had
an opportunity to review the Draft EIR in its entirety, since is contains more than 1400
pages.

It is my understanding that both Planning staff and Supervisor Burke support
establighing a second special hearing in the neighborhood on a weekday evening for
this CSD. | urge the Commission to do so. Section 3 of the Planning Commission
Rules of Procedure (Sept. 9, 1999) provides that a special meeting "may be called for
any reasonable time by the Commission.” The Planning Commission should set a
second special hearing in the neighborhood on a weekday evening for this Commumty
Standards District.

2. The Planning Commission’s Third and Final Hearing on the CSD Should
Be Rescheduled to September 10 or Later. | support Culver City’s request that the
August 27™ hearing should be postponed. If public participation is genuinely desired,
August 27 is one of the worst possible weeks of the year to hold a public hearing.
August 27 is a very poor date for a hearing of wide public interest such as this CSD
because it falls on the Wednesday before the Labor Day weekend. That is a week
when many families are out of town for their traditional end-of-summer vacations.
Perhaps the only worse week for public participation would be the week between
Christmas and New Year's.

Moreover, the August 27 hearing will not satisfy Section 602J of the County's
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines (Nov. 17, 1987).
Section 602J requires:

"An advisory agency shall also review the Final EIR prior to a
recommendation on the project.”

The public comment period on the Draft EIR will not close until August 19, 2008. There
will not be sufficient time for the County’s consultant to prepare the Final EIR by the
time of the August 27 hearing. Until the Final EIR has been released, it would be
premature for the Planning Commission to hold its final hearing (at which time the
Commission must make its recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on the
contents of the draft CSD). (Gov't Code § 65855.)

Without addressing the requirements of Section 602J, Supervisor Burke opposes
any postponement of the August 27" Planning Commission hearing. In the
Supervisor's July 1, 2008 letter to Culver City Mayor Scott Malsin, she argues against a
postponement because “the County wants to keep this project moving forward.” This
argument is off-target, as is her position that the County has "taken numerous steps to
keep community groups and community residents advised and updated.” The County
had refused to provide the community with PXP's draft CSD until compelled fo do so by
submission of a formal Public Records Act Request; the County refused to supply the
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community with the screencheck draft EIRs that PXP was shown; the County has
refused to provide the community with a County-drafted CSD; and the County has
inadvertently delayed the issuance of the Draft EIR for seven months or more.

The County’s rush to schedule a final Planning Commission hearing on a date
when residents will normally be out of town on vacation means the community process
is effectively being short-changed due to prior delays by the applicant, the County and
the environmental consultant. As noted above, this Draft EIR was originally slated for
release on August 21, 2007. The EIR release date was then postponed to November,
then December, then January, then February, then April, then May, and then at least
four different dates in June 2008. Now the County wants to collapse the public review
and public hearing process to make up for lost ground. This is unfair.

Moreover, PXP is not without fault. PXP did not file its application for this CSD
until March 5, 2007 -- more than eight months after the moratorium was first imposed.
And then PXP did not file its initial draft of the CSD with the County until January 7,
2008 -- more than 10 months later. And then PXP's current draft of the CSD (i.e., the
one that was actually studied in the EIR) was not filed until almost six weeks later.

None of these delays were the fault of the neighborhood, and yet the neighbors
are the ones who will be short-changed by an expedited hearing schedule. We are
supposed to read a 1400 page EIR, prepare written comments, and attend Planning
Commission hearings before the Final EIR is prepared. We are also supposed to
respond to a one-sided CSD drafted by the very party to be regulated by the CSD. And
the County has steadfastly refused to release its own draft CSD to the community thus
far.

Finally, the Department of Regional Planning's Subdivision and Zoning
Procedures explicitly specify:

"Before a draft Community Standards District can move
forward, it will be necessary for [the applicant] to build
community support for the idea . . . Part of [the applicant's]
obligation in bringing [a CSD] forward is to demonstrate
unanimous (or as close as you can get to it) support for [the
applicant's] proposal. [This can be done] by hosting a public
workshop to introduce the community standards district
concept to the entire community and gather their input as to
what issues there are. Then, your Community Standards
District committee, with assistance from Department staff,
should complete a rough draft. A further community meeting
can be held to getinput on the draft. Once details have
been ironed out, [the Department] will compose a preliminary
draft which must be reviewed by [ ] County Counsel. Ideally,
consensus building has been an on-going process in your
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commumity.” Subdivisions and Zoning Ordinances
Interpretation and Procedures Manual (Dep't of Reg'l
Planning, 1st ed., June 2007) Technical Manual 2007-1, at
p. 154; emphasis added.

This has not yet occurred. Consensus has not been achieved over the details of
the CSD. What is more, the County has not yet assisted the community with the
drafting of a proposed CSD.

Based on the County's Zoning Ordinance Procedures Manual, this application is
simply not yet ready for final action by the Planning Commission. The community is
ready to participate, but our input has not been incorporated into the drafting and, as a
result, consensus has not been achieved. It is therefore premature to schedule the final
Planning Commission hearing on this matter. Until this occurs, the Planning
Commission simply will not be in a position to make its recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors concerning this application.

3. In Advance of its Official Site Visit, the Planning Commission Should
Regquest the Applicant to Arrange to Provide the Commission with a Flaring
Demonstration. The Planning Commission has scheduled a site visit for the morning
of August 2, 2008. Section 12 of the Planning Commission Rules of Procedure allow for
such site visits:

"Where, during the course of a hearing it appears that one or
more Commission members desire to view the subject
property, the hearing shall be continued for that purpose.”

The community strongly supports this site visit to the Oil Field. Moreover, the
Ralph M. Brown Act (Gov't Code §§ 54950, et seq.) entitles the community to attend.
(Gov't Code § 54952.2(a).) As does Section 12 of the Planning Commission Rules of
Procedure: “[A]s a body [the Commission] may view the site and may be accompanied
by proponents, opponents, and other interested persons.” :

Prior to conducting its site visit, the Commission should request that the
applicant be prepared to demonstrate the full effect of its flaring activities on the
morning of August 2nd. Flaring has been a source of extensive discussion and concemn
among the community. The Draft EIR states, "There is documented evidence that the
vibration and low frequency airborne noise [from flaring] has caused rattling of windows
and other items in homes that border the ol field." DEIR at p. 4.8-24. The Draft EIR
further states:

*A review of the flaring records for 2007 through April of
20038 showed llarge volumes of gas going to the flare om 21
days. It is likely that vibration andi low frequency airbome
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noiise tihat afffiect offsite locations ocoumed on ezch of these
days." DEIR at p. 4.9-25.

However, the DEIR states:

"Given that these events are unplanned, it was nat possiblie
to measure the level of vibration produced by the gas filare of
to evaluate the level of low-frequency airborme noise.” DEIR
atp. 4.9-24.

It should not be difficult to request that the operatar schedule a flaring episode
for demonstration purposes during the Commission’s site visit.

CONCLUSION

| plan on attending the July 16 hearing to address these concerns and any
guestions the Commission might have regarding my three requests.

Very truly yours,

W=

Kenneth L. Kutcher

KLK:snk

¢c: Supervisor Yvonne B. Burke
Supervisor Gloria Molina
Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky
Supervisor Don Knabe
Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich
Mike Bohkle
Steve Rusch
Charles Moore
Mayor Scott Malisin
Eliine Lemke
Hal Bopp, State Qil and Gas Supervisor
Rose Hamilton
Russell J. Fricano
Cownciimemiber Bemanrd Paiks
Senator Marnk Ridliey-Thomas
Speaiker Karen Bass
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April 25, 2025
Via Electronic Mail

Ken Warner

LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012
ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov

Re: Project No. PRJ2025-000212 CEQA Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Warner:

We submit this letter on behalf of our thousands of members and supporters in Los Angeles
County who have been advocating to protect the County's residents, its environment, and the
climate from oil drilling. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the County’s Notice of
Preparation and Initial Study for the proposed Revised Oil Well Ordinance, Project No.
PRJ2025- 000212 (the “Project”). As the County conducts its environmental review for the
Project, we urge it to consider and analyze the full context of fossil fuel extraction in Los
Angeles, some of which is provided below. We believe in doing so, the County’s environmental
review will find that the Project does not result in significant environmental effects but is
environmentally beneficial.

The Project is Environmentally Beneficial
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Continued oil and gas drilling is counter to local' and State® goals to phase out dangerous and
dirty fossil fuel extraction to mitigate the climate emergency and protect communities living
nearby. The intent of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is to prevent
environmental damage.’ It runs contrary to this purpose to find that this project—which reduces
pollution—results in significant environmental impacts.

Significant environmental effects are defined as ““substantial or potentially substantial adverse
[emphasis added] change[s] in the environment.” Once drilling is phased out, the Initial Study
notes that sites must be restored to “original condition as nearly as practicable,” resulting in
environmental and aesthetic benefits.> The Project will not result in adverse effects, but will
instead have positive impacts on air quality, climate, and local views, to name a few. Projects
like these are often exempt from CEQA. Although not utilized here, Class 8 CEQA exemptions
(Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14, § 15308) apply to projects taken by regulatory agencies for the
protection of the environment, such as the one here, that do not result in significant
environmental impacts.

As the County continues to analyze the Project, we recommend that its many environmental
benefits continue to be considered and the purpose of its review be kept in mind. Further, in any
alternatives analysis, we urge the County to thoroughly investigate the myriad and significant
environmental effects associated with nof implementing the Project.

Oil Production is in Decline in Los Angeles Independent of the Project

The Initial Study asks if the Project will, “[r]esult in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource...”® If the County chooses to consider oil a mineral resource, it must also consider the
trends of declining oil production within Los Angeles County and California as a whole. Any
loss of access to oil and gas (or any impacts resulting from the end of the lifecycle of oil and gas

extraction) must be considered in this context.

" Los Angeles County. 2019. “Our County: Los Angeles Countywide Sustainability Plan.”
https://ourcountyla.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/OurCounty-Final-Plan.pdf.

2 “Governor Newsom Takes Action to Phase out Oil Extraction in California.” 2021. Governor Gavin
Newsom. April 23, 2021. https://www.gov.ca.gov/2021/04/23/governor-newsom-takes-action-to-phase-
out-oil-extraction-in-california/.

3 California Public Resources Code, §§ 21000, 21001.

4 California Public Resources Code, § 21068.

> County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 2025. “Revised Oil Well Ordinance Initial
Study.” LA County Planning. https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2025/03/rowo_initial _study.pdf.

® Ibid.
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Oil production has been in decline in California for nearly four decades. Between 1985 and
2014, oil production fell by 48%’ and, between 2014 and 2024, production fell by 49%.3 Overall,
oil production has fallen by 73% since 1985, partly because of greater rates of decline since 2014
(Figure 1). Notably, much of the decline in oil production is due to geology and economics, not
policy. Many existing wells have simply reached their economic limit for production.

California Crude Oil Production
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Figure 1: California crude oil production from 1985 to 2024. Data from Energy Information
Administration.

Oil drilling is similarly declining within Los Angeles County. Most of the oil wells affected by
the Project are within the Inglewood Oil Field, where a new well hasn’t been drilled since 2014.°
Production in the Field has been declining over the last decade, and the operator’s annual plans
have consistently included plugging and abandonment of wells. In 2015, about 2,377,000 barrels
of oil and 1.1 billion cubic feet of methane gas were produced within the Inglewood Oil Field.!°
As of 2024, the Field was producing only 3,500 barrels of oil and 2,100 MCF of methane gas on
average daily - approximately 1,277,500 barrels of oil and 766,500 MCF of methane gas in a
year.!! Already, half of the wells within the Inglewood Oil Field have been plugged and

" Purvis, D., There Will Be Blood: Decommissioning California’s Oilfields, CarbonTracker (May 2023).
¥ Energy Information Administration, California Field Production of Crude Qil Data (last accessed, April
7, 2025), https://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hist/[eafHandler.ashx ?n=pet&s=mcrfpca2&f=a

? Baldwin Hills Community Services District, 2020 Drilling, Re-drilling, Well Abandonment, and Well
Pad Restoration Plan (2019), p. 5, available at: https://inglewoodoilfield.com/csd-related-plans/##140-
155-wpfd-2020; Baldwin Hills Community Services District, 2022 Annual Newsletter and Community
Announcement, p. 7 (2022), available a https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2022/11/bh_2022-iof-annual-newsletter.pdf.

19 Baldwin Hills Community Services District, 2016 Annual Newsletter and Community Announcement,
p. 7 (2016), available at https://inglewoodoilfield.com/csd-related-plans/#140-149-wpfd-2016

' Baldwin Hills Community Services District, 2024 Annual Newsletter and Community Announcement,
p- 2 (2024), available at https://inglewoodoilfield.com/csd-related-plans/#140-159-wpfd-2023.
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abandoned. The current operator aims to plug and abandon 12 additional wells each year.'? This
decline trend extends to other oil fields within unincorporated Los Angeles County as well. Oil
production from fields other than the Inglewood Oil Field, either completely or partly contained
within unincorporated LA County, saw an overall decline in oil production of 40% between 2012
and 2023, going from 3,372,000 barrels of oil in total to 1,871,000 barrels (Figure 2).!3 As Sarah
Ryker, acting director of the U.S. Geological Survey explained this month, "Almost 150 years
since exploration began, the Los Angeles Basin has little remaining undiscovered oil.'*

Oil Production in Unincorporated LA County Fields
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Figure 2: Oil production in Inglewood Oil Field (IOF) and the other oil fields within
unincorporated LA County. Note: Some oil fields have wells both in unincorporated and
incorporated areas of LA County. Production amounts represent field totals and not just

unincorporated LA County production. Data from California Air Resources Board.

As oil production continues to decline in the Golden State, it is important to separate the decline
in production associated with the Project from loss of access to oil and gas that would occur as
reserves dry. The Project cannot assume full responsibility for loss of access to oil and gas in the

12 Sentinel Peak Resources. 2025. “FAQ.” Inglewood Oil Field. Inglewood Oil Field. 2025.
https://inglewoodoilfield.com/faq/.

'3 Determined using data from California Air Resources Board, LCFS Crude Oil Life Cycle Assessment,
Final California Crude Average Carbon Intensity Values

(Last accessed, April 8, 2025), https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/Icfs-crude-oil-life-cycle-
assessment

' Udasin, Sharon. 2025. “Los Angeles Basin Has Little Untapped Oil Left: USGS.” The Hill. Nexstar
Media Inc. April 9, 2025. https://thehill.com/changing-america/sustainability/5240962-1os-angeles-oil-
gas/.
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region and state when it is apparent that production is independently in decline. Thus, the Project
does not result in a significant environmental impact.

The Economic Impacts of this Ordinance are Net-Positive

When considering whether the Project will “[r]esult in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site,”!> the County discusses the Project’s economic
impacts. To the extent that economic impacts are relevant, these impacts are net-positive for
County residents. If the County considers oil a mineral resource and does a comprehensive
economic analysis, it should find that the Project’s economic impacts are not indicative of
significant environmental effects.

When reflecting on economic impacts, it is critical to consider the Project’s broader setting in
determining significant effects.'® The eventual loss of oil and gas access is inevitable in Los
Angeles County and phasing out production over time allows for a responsible transition that
protects those who will be most impacted.

Further, the County should analyze the Project’s positive economic impacts, including positive
health impacts. The negative health impacts of living close to oil extraction have been clearly
documented. A report published last year from a scientific advisory panel commissioned by the
California Geologic Energy Management Division synthesized existing research and concluded
that, “As the distance between human-occupied residences and upstream oil and gas
development operations decreases, or the density of wells and production volume increases, the
likelihood of adverse health outcomes increases.”!” Air pollution from fossil fuel combustion
causes higher risk of preterm births, childhood asthma, and cardiovascular disease, and
ultimately accounts for 350,000 premature deaths per year in the United States.'® Reducing fossil
fuel extraction, therefore, could result in significant positive economic impacts in reduced
healthcare costs statewide.

15 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 2025. “Revised Oil Well Ordinance Initial
Study.” LA County Planning. https://planning.lacounty.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2025/03/rowo_initial _study.pdf.

16 Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14, § 15064(b)(1) (“An ironclad definition of significant effect is not always
possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For example, an activity which
may not be significant in an urban area may be significant in a rural area”).

'7 Shonkoff, Seth B.C., and Rachel Morello-Frosch. 2024. “Public Health Dimensions of Upstream Oil
and Gas Development in California: Scientific Analysis and Synthesis to Inform Science-Policy Decision
Making.” Edited by Joan Casey, Nicole Dezie, Dominic DiGiulio, Stephen Foster, Jo Kay Ghosh,
Gretchen Goldman, Robert Harrison, et al. California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM).
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/Documents/Public%20Health%20Panel%20Final%20Report_20
240621.pdf.

'8 Wolf, Shaye et al., Scientists’ Warning on Fossil Fuels, Oxford Open Climate Change, Volume 5, Issue
1, 6 (2025), available at: https://academic.oup.com/oocc/article/5/1/kgaf011/8099165.
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Finally, the Project sets a model for other jurisdictions to phase out drilling, and, together, these
Projects contribute significantly to global emissions reduction efforts. Fossil fuel use is the
primary cause of the climate emergency and phasing out fossil fuel extraction can help save our
communities from increasingly expensive climate disasters. The recent fires in Los Angeles
County were a terrible reminder of the economic toll associated with continuing to release
greenhouse gas emissions into the atmosphere. Preparing for future disasters in LA County
communities is estimated to cost local, state, and federal governments a minimum of 12.5 billion
dollars through 2040, and this sum does not include costs for disaster recovery.!”

If the environmental review analyzes economic impacts, it must also include a comprehensive
discussion of the positive impacts of phasing out oil drilling.

Thank You
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the County’s CEQA process.

We urge the County to take the aforementioned considerations into account when analyzing the
Project and believe doing so will result in a finding of no significant environmental effects
associated with the Project.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Tianna Shaw-Wakeman
Environmental Justice Program Director
Black Women for Wellness

Gladys Delgadillo
Senior Organizer, Climate Law Institute
Center for Biological Diversity

Tyler Earl
Senior Staff Attorney
Communities for a Better Environment

! Center for Climate Integrity, and Resilient Analytics. 2024. “Los Angeles County’s Climate Cost
Challenge.” Climateintegrity.org. Center for Climate Integrity. April 2024.
https://climateintegrity.org/uploads/media/L A County-ClimateCosts-2024.pdf.
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Paulina Torres
Staff Attorney
Natural Resources Defense Council

Emma Silber
Climate Justice Associate
Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles

David Haake
Co-Chair, Clean Break, Angeles Chapter
Sierra Club
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April 28, 2025

Ken Warner

LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Revised Oil Well Ordinance - NOP
Vic. LA-ALL
SCH # 2025031377
GTS # 07-LA-2025-04781
Dear Ken Warner:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review process for the above-referenced project. The project
includes: i) Amendments to Title 22 — Planning & Zoning of the Los Angeles County
Code to prohibit new oil wells and production facilities, designate existing oil wells
and production facilities as nonconforming due to use, and modify standards for
oil wells during the amortization period; ii) Amendments to the Baldwin Hills
Community Standards District (CSD) to be consistent with countywide prohibition
of oil wells and production facilities and standards for oil wells during the
amortization period; ii) Amendments to Title 12 — Environmental Protection of the
Los Angeles County Code to remove noise exemptions for oil wells; and iv)
Amendments to the County of Los Angeles General Plan in support of
sustainability and environmental justice goals by phasing out oil production in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The City of Whoville is the Lead Agency
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

After reviewing the NOP, Caltrans has the following comments:

As stated in the Initial Study’s Transportation Section, CEQA subsection A, the
project’'s contractors would coordinate with local agencies to ensure
compliance with existing roadway standards and traffic management
regulations, minimizing disruptions. Measures such as scheduling deliveries during
off-peak hours and following established haul routes can further reduce any
temporary impact to vehicle, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian circulation. Caltrans

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people
and respects the environment.”
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supports these measures to limit large truck travel and construction traffic to off-
peak commute hours.

Please note that a permit for any heavy construction equipment and or materials
that require the use of oversized transport vehicles on State highways. Any work
performed within State Right-of-way will require an Encroachment Permit. If
construction traffic is expected to cause issues on any State facilities, please
submit a construction traffic control plan detailing potential impacts for Caltrans
for review.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Jaden Oloresisimo, the
project coordinator, at Jaden.Oloresisimo@dot.ca.gov and refer to GTS # 07-LA-
2025-04781.

Sincerely,

MIYA EDMONSON
LDR/CEQA Branch Chief

cc: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people
and respects the environment.”
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I I lana Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
Direct Dial: 415-291-7413

swaggener@manatt.com

April 23, 2025

VIA EMAIL (ORDINANCE@PLANNING.LACOUNTY.GOYV)

Mr. Ken Warner, AICP

LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012
KWarner@planning.lacounty.gov

Re:  Comments on Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and
Public Scoping Meeting on the Proposed Revised Oil Well Ordinance, Project
No. PRJ2025-000212, Ordinance RPPL2025000276, General Plan Amendment
RPPL2025000277, Environmental Plan RPPL2025000284 and State
Clearinghouse Number 2025031377

Dear Mr. Warner:

This firm represents Matrix Oil Corporation, Royale Energy, Inc. and RMX Resources
LLC (collectively, “Matrix”). Matrix safely and responsibly operates two oil and gas production
and processing sites in the County of Los Angeles (“County””) commonly referred to as
Sycamore Canyon and Sansinena Site 9 (collectively, the “Matrix Sites”). These sites are located
within well-established, active oil fields whose boundaries have been delineated by the
California Geologic Energy Management Division (“CalGEM”).

Matrix appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the scope of the
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that the County intends to prepare in support of its
Proposed Revised Oil Well Ordinance, Project No. PRJ2025-000212, Ordinance
RPPL2025000276, General Plan Amendment RPPL2025000277, Environmental Plan
RPPL2025000284 and State Clearinghouse Number 2025031377 (collectively hereinafter
referred to as the “Revised Oil Ordinance”). These comments are provided below in sections one
and two, and we ask that they be included in the record of proceedings for the Revised Oil
Ordinance and, relatedly, the Couty’s compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”). Additionally, we join in the scoping comments submitted by the California
Independent Petroleum Association (“CIPA”), and we ask that they too be included in the record
of proceedings for the Revised Oil Ordinance.

As you will also note below, this letter raises issues in sections three and four that do not
pertain directly to the scoping of the EIR. However, these additional issues are very much related

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP One Embarcadero Center, 30th Floor, San Francisco, California 94111 Tel: 415.291.7400 Fax: 415.291.7474
Albany | Boston | Chicago | Los Angeles | New York | Orange County | Palo Alto | Sacramento | San Francisco | Washington, D.C.
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to the County’s consideration of the Revised Oil Ordinance and whether: (1) Matrix’s fully
vested production operations should be excluded from the project—aka the Revised Oil
Ordinance—and the EIR’s project description; and (2) whether the County can legally advance
the Revised Oil Ordinance in light of existing state law that preempts it.

1. The Revised Oil Ordinance EIR Must Comply with CEQA Guidelines Section
15125!

“An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project.” See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a). A CEQA lead agency “should
describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.” See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a)(1).
The project here is the Revised Oil Ordinance, which means that the physical environmental
conditions are the present day physical circumstances found at each of the numerous oil and gas
facilities within the County. There are many facilities spread across multiple oil fields in the
County, and each has its own locally distinct circumstances, which will dictate the nature and
severity of environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the Revised Oil Ordinance.
The EIR must disclose the environmental conditions at each facility and consider the impacts
associated with the wholesale removal of each facility from its current location.

2. The Revised Oil Ordinance EIR Must Consider Impacts to All Affected CEQA
Resources

Concerningly, the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) suggests that the only CEQA resource
that will be evaluated in the EIR is Mineral Resources. Proceeding with such a limited evaluation
would constitute a failure to proceed in the manner CEQA requires. As matter of law, CEQA
requires the consideration, analysis and disclosure of all potentially significant environmental
impacts of a proposed “project” before that project is adopted. If adopted, the Revised Oil
Ordinance would enact a county-wide ban of a land use that has been ongoing for more than fifty
(50) years and require the forced removal of thousands of oil and gas wells and supportive
production infrastructure. This will clearly and foreseeably impact a host of environmental
resource classes as set forth below.

a. Aesthetics

The forced removal of oil and gas facilities across numerous locations in the County
paves the way for redevelopment of those lands in some manner. The County is well aware of
this fact. As such, the EIR must evaluate the aesthetic impacts associated with transitioning lands
previously occupied by low density, low elevation production infrastructure to denser, built

! As used herein, “CEQA Guidelines” means and refers to 14 California Code of Regulations §§ 15000 ef seq.
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environments. Simply put, there will be buildings where there weren’t previously buildings, and
that will have a demonstrable aesthetic impact. The EIR must consider this.

b. Air Quality

Reducing oil and gas production in California, without an associated reduction in oil and
gas consumption, will result in an immediate, foreseeable increase in the importation of foreign
oil. The increase in foreign oil shipped to California to replace the oil that cannot be extracted
under the Revised Oil Ordinance will result in an increase in volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
and nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from the tanker ships (and, to a lesser extent, trucks)
transporting this oil to California ports and refineries. The EIR must evaluate these consequences
as well.

c. Biological Resources

The forced removal of oil and gas facilities will impact existing biological resources.
Certain oil and gas production facilities provide habitat for threatened and endangered plants and
animals, given the low density, low human impact nature of operations. Removal of the facilities
will impact these habitats. Additionally, redevelopment of these large sites will curtail their
availability for future habitat use. The EIR must consider both streams of impacts to biological
resources.

d. Cultural Resources

Redevelopment of the many oil and gas sites throughout the County will disturb locations
known to contain paleontological and archeological resources. The EIR must evaluate these
impacts.

e. Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) Emissions

As already noted in Air Quality above, the Revised Oil Ordinance will increase foreign
oil imports into California. Importation of foreign oil will result in increased GHG Emissions
from the tanker ships carrying the oil, as well as the oil itself, which is not climate compliant.?
This is a potentially significant impact that must also be evaluated in the EIR.

f. Land Use Planning

As part of the Revised Oil Ordinance, the County states that it will revise the County
General Plan’s Land Use Element, Conservation and Natural Resources Element, and Safety

2 By contrast, oil produced in California is climate compliant—meaning that oil produced in the State is produced in
compliance with some of the most rigorous GHG reduction programs in the world.
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Element to prohibit new oil well operations and remove designations that support oil production
activities. This does not resolve the conflict between the proposed Revised Oil Ordinance and the
operative County General Plan.

The County’s General Plan contemplates continued oil and gas production, whereas the
Revised Oil Ordinance clearly purports to shut down such production. As a matter of basic
planning law, the County cannot make a handful of changes to the General Plan and declare the
Revised Oil Ordinance consistent with the totality of that plan. See Gov. Code § 65860(a). Even
after the plan changes the County proposes are made, the General Plan will continue to
acknowledge the importance of mineral rights, including oil and gas. For example, Table 9.6
identifies a Geologic Inventory of Mineral Resources in the County. (See L.A. County General
Plan, Chapter 9.) Additionally, land use policies embodied in the General Plan make it a County
goal to “Ensure land use compatibility in areas adjacent to mineral resources where mineral
extraction and production, as well as activities related to the drilling for and production of oil and
gas, may occur.” (See General Plan, Chapter 17, at Goal LU 7.) Multiple General Plan policies
contemplate ongoing oil and gas extraction activities. (See General Plan Policies C/NR 11.1,
11.3,11.4,and 11.5.)

g. Noise

The forced removal of oil and gas facilities will have associated demolition noise impacts
that must be considered in the EIR. Additionally, redevelopment of the many oil and gas sites
throughout the County will have construction-related noise impacts that must be considered.
Redevelopment will also introduce new, permanent sources of ambient noise that were
previously not present. This too must be evaluated.

h. Wildfire

Redevelopment will also introduce new, permanent structures in locations where none
previously existed. Those structures and the people inhabiting them will be exposed to wildfire
risks, and such risks must be evaluated in the EIR.

i. Cumulative Impacts

Finally, the County fails to consider the cumulative impacts that will result from the
forced shuttering of all oil and gas operations county-wide. As discussed above, oil and gas
production is a long-authorized land use. Its termination will result in cumulatively considerable
incremental effects on Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Energy, GHG emissions, Noice, Transportation and Wildfire.
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3. The Revised Oil Ordinance Should Exempt Matrix’s Fully Vested Operations

Matrix operates the Matrix Sites in accordance with existing, fully vested entitlements
issued by the County (collectively, the “Matrix Permits™). As such, imposition of the Revised Oil
Ordinance would violate Matrix’s vested right to continue its lawfully established exploration
and production operations. See Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South Coast Regional
Commission, (1976) 17 Cal.3d 785; Hansen Brothers Enterprises v. Board of Supervisors,
(1996) 12 Cal.4th 533 ("Hansen"); HPT IHG-2 Properties Tr. v. City of Anaheim (2015) 243
Cal. App. 4th 188, 199; Malibu Mountains Recreation, Inc. v. County of Los Angeles (1998) 67
Cal.App.4th 359, 367.

Because the County cannot impose the provisions of the Revised Oil Ordinance on
Matrix’s vested and ongoing production operations, the County should expressly exempt these
operations from the Revised Oil Ordinance and exclude these operations from the EIR’s project
description and analysis.

4. The Revised Oil Ordinance Is Legally Preempted; AB 3233 Does Not Salvage It

The County’s efforts to adopt a Revised Oil Ordinance are preempted by state law. The
fact that the California Legislature enacted Aseembly Bill (“AB”) 3233 in 2024 does not rescue
the Revised Oil Ordinance.

The Revised Oil Ordinance is preempted by state law because the state legislature has
expressed a clear intent to occupy the field in regard to the regulation of oil and gas operations.
Under California law, “[a] county or city may make and enforce within its limits all local, police,
sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws.” Cal. Const, art.
X1, § 7. However, “[i]f otherwise valid local legislation conflicts with state law, it is preempted
by such law and is void.” Sherwin-Williams Co. v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 4 Cal.4th 893,
897, citing Candid Enterprises, Inc. v. Grossmont Union High School Dist. (1985) 39 Cal.3d
878, 885. Local legislation conflicts with state law where it “duplicates, contradicts, or enters an
area fully occupied by general law, either expressly or by legislative implication.” Id. Local
legislation is “duplicative” when it is coextensive of state law. Id. And local law is
contradictory where it obstructs or harms state law. Id. at 898. Finally, local legislation enters
an area that is “fully occupied” by state law when the legislature expressly or impliedly
manifested intent to occupy the area. Id; see also Candid Enterprises, Inc., supra, 39 Cal.3d at
885.

Under Public Resources Code, Section 3106(d), et seq, the state has vested complete
authority in CalGEM to “supervise the drilling, operations, maintenance, and abandonment of
wells so as to permit owners or operators of wells to utilize all methods and practices known to
the oil industry for the purpose of increasing the ultimate recovery of underground hydrocarbons
and which, in the opinion of the supervisor, are suitable for this purpose in each proposed case.”
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Pub. Resources Code,§ 3106(b). AB 3233 doesn’t negate this express vesting of authority in the
State.

The County is well aware of the preemption problem the Revised Oil Ordinance presents.
Specifically, the County is aware that the Los Angeles Superior Court recently found that an
ordinance nearly identical to the Revised Oil Ordinance was legally preempted. In Warren E&P,
Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 23-STCP00060 (March 21, 2025), Judge Curtis Kin ruled that the
City of Los Angeles’ (“City”) oil and gas setback ordinance No 187709 was preempted, because
it impermissibly banned “methods of production in existing well.” Warren, at 11. Judge Kin
found that the City’s ordinance impermissibly “restricts the [State Oil and Gas] Supervisor’s
‘express, statutorily-conferred authority to decide what oil production methods are suitable in
each case,” and therefore was implicitly preempted by Public Resource Code section 3106. 1d., at
12. Judge Kin further found the City’s ordinance preempted because its prohibition on
maintenance activities would similarly interfere with the Supervisor’s mandatory statutory duty
to supervise oil operations “on a way that permits operators to ‘utilize all methods and
practices’” approved by the Supervisor. /d. In his ruling, Judge Kin relied on the California
Supreme Court’s ruling in Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. County of Monterey (2023) 15 Cal.5th 135,
140 (Chevron II), holding that a similar ordinance in Monterey County was likewise preempted.

The County cannot circumvent this preemption issue by relying on AB 3233. The
Legislature cannot, and has not, made Public Resource Code section 3106 inoperative, nor has it
taken the issue out of the State’s hands. Judge Kin, along with the court in Chevron I, found that
the Supervisor’s duty to regulate hydrocarbon extraction and methods and practices was a matter
of statewide concern. Thus, the Legislature cannot remove jurisdiction over the matter and assign
it to cities or counties, as it has improperly attempted to do with AB 3233.

Sincerely,

I -

Sigrid R. Waggener



From: Michael Monagan

To: DRP Ordinance Studies
Subject: Oil Fields
Date: Thursday, April 10, 2025 11:51:29 AM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

At this point If anyone thinks that fossil fuels are the way forward they are either delusional or
blinded by money.

Evidence of the Climate Crisis is all around us and can be found in the news every day-
hurricanes, tornadoes, flooding, droughts, wildfires, sea level rise, melting ice caps, blistering
temperatures, etc, etc.

The sooner the Inglewood Oil Fields are shut down the better. The danger to our health and
the health of the planet is ongoing and must be stopped.

Thank you,

Michael Monagan

3341 Fay Ave

Culver City

monagan.com
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From: SSL

To: DRP Ordinance Studies; Barger Leibrich, Kathryn; Saraiya. Anish; Amy Bodek; Holly J. Mitchell;
thirddistrict@bos.lacounty.qgov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov

Subject: Oil well ordinance

Date: Friday, March 28, 2025 6:35:28 PM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Dear Gentlepersons;

| know that hatred of gasoline powered automobiles is an affliction rampant among
planners. It seems you all can just not tolerate that much choice and freedom for your
subjects. That said, have you actually considered what you are doing here?

| mean you know aside from willfully destroying an industry via means that seem
somewhat less than just or even constitutional. Do you understand that the little light
box contraption you are reading this on is made almost entirely of crystalized
petroleum? Do you know most medicines are synthesized from Petroleum? food is
basically a petroleum product with the high inputs modern production requires. Most
of the clothing you are wearing as you read this is blended and dyed with petroleum
products.

You are by attempting to destroy the Los Angeles County petroleum industry making
the entire California and United States economies weaker, more dependent of foreign
sources and you make it necessary to to pollute more via ocean transportation to
meet critical needs for medicine, food, clothing, paint, waterproofing, building rain
screens, roofing and more products than one can name.

This is of course yet the latest example of self-righteous classist environmentalism,
taking the cleanest most well-run oil wells in the world and closing them because they
are "too dangerous" for our first world population to have to be near and then
exporting the production to third world and less developed countries. Much as Los
Angeles did two decades ago by using environmental policy to shove the once large
furniture manufacturing business into China into almost totally unregulated 19th
Century style plants that are a net loss for the planet in terms of pollution and a net
loss for humanity in terms of working conditions.

if you are going to outlaw the wells, you have a moral obligation to outlaw the
products we rely upon for our society to survive. You can't of course do that, so you
will take the benefits in the first world and export the costs and dangers to the third.
This is nothing less than global enviro racism and classism and this policy is both
reprehensible and scientifically wrong.

Sincerely,

Steven S. Lamb
Altadena
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From: bobb lynes

To: DRP Ordinance Studies; Barger Leibrich, Kathryn; Saraiya. Anish; Amy Bodek; Holly J. Mitchell;
thirddistrict@bos.lacounty.qgov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; SSL

Subject: Re: Oil well ordinance

Date: Saturday, March 29, 2025 10:12:23 AM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Steve,
Billy Bob Thornton couldn't have said it any better than you just did. I'm sure you've probably

seen

the TikTok clips from "Landman". Your message should be plastered on every wall & TV screen
in our

once-great nation. Truths many of us have known for YEARS. It HAS to be shared!

Well said, my friend...

Bobb

From: SSL <steve _lamb57@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Friday, March 28, 2025 6:35 PM

To: ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov <ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov>; Kathryn Barger Leibrich
<kbarger@bos.lacounty.gov>; Anish Saraiya <asaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov>; Amy Bodek
<abodek@planning.lacounty.gov>; Holly J. Mitchell <hollyjmitchell@bos.lacounty.gov>;
thirddistrict@bos.lacounty.gov <thirddistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov
<firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>

Subject: Oil well ordinance

Dear Gentlepersons;

| know that hatred of gasoline powered automobiles is an affliction rampant among
planners. It seems you all can just not tolerate that much choice and freedom for your
subjects. That said, have you actually considered what you are doing here?

| mean you know aside from willfully destroying an industry via means that seem
somewhat less than just or even constitutional. Do you understand that the little light
box contraption you are reading this on is made almost entirely of crystalized
petroleum? Do you know most medicines are synthesized from Petroleum? food is
basically a petroleum product with the high inputs modern production requires. Most
of the clothing you are wearing as you read this is blended and dyed with petroleum
products.

You are by attempting to destroy the Los Angeles County petroleum industry making
the entire California and United States economies weaker, more dependent of foreign
sources and you make it necessary to to pollute more via ocean transportation to
meet critical needs for medicine, food, clothing, paint, waterproofing, building rain
screens, roofing and more products than one can name.
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This is of course yet the latest example of self-righteous classist environmentalism,
taking the cleanest most well-run oil wells in the world and closing them because they
are "too dangerous" for our first world population to have to be near and then
exporting the production to third world and less developed countries. Much as Los
Angeles did two decades ago by using environmental policy to shove the once large
furniture manufacturing business into China into almost totally unregulated 19th
Century style plants that are a net loss for the planet in terms of pollution and a net
loss for humanity in terms of working conditions.

if you are going to outlaw the wells, you have a moral obligation to outlaw the
products we rely upon for our society to survive. You can't of course do that, so you
will take the benefits in the first world and export the costs and dangers to the third.
This is nothing less than global enviro racism and classism and this policy is both
reprehensible and scientifically wrong.

Sincerely,

Steven S. Lamb
Altadena



From: Douglas Kilpatrick

To: DRP Ordinance Studies
Subject: Revised Oil Well Ordinance (ROWO), Project No. PRJ2025-000212.
Date: Thursday, March 27, 2025 9:44:13 PM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

This is a poorly thought out and potentially harmful ordinance as written. Most of us drive
oil-fueled vehicles, rely on power generated from oil and use products daily that are made
from oil and this is not likely to change anytime soon, if ever.

That oil has to come from somewhere.

Restricting oil production from all of LA County doesn't make sense because there are areas
where it is appropriate.

I don't see the need or benefit to any ordinance, especially one that completely restricts this
activity everywhere.

Please remember that you represent many people like me who don't subscribe to the
hysteria about oil.

Thanks
Doug
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From: Dyer, Gre South Ba

To: DRP Ordinance Studies
Subject: Revised Oil Well Ordinance
Date: Friday, March 28, 2025 8:36:34 AM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.|

While | applaud the efforts to better regulate standards for oil well and production facility site
maintenance, well plugging, and site restoration (in particular) | am extremely opposed to the
prohibition of new oil wells and the closing of existing wells. Until there is an economical and
sustainable alternative to oil and gas we should continue to utilize the resources within the
County and find better ways to monetize those resources to help pay for our government,
roads, and remediation of past and ongoing contamination.

Greg Dyer
937 10" Street
Manhattan Beach, CA

Details about the personal data CBRE collects and why, as well as your data privacy rights
under applicable law, are available at CBRE — Privacy Policy.
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OFFICE OF THE SHERIEFF

CounTy oF Los ANGELES

HAGE, 05 JUSTICE)

RoBeErT G. LUxA, SHERIFI

April 29, 2025

Kenneth Warner, Associate Planner
LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Mr. Kenneth Warner:

REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANCE (ROWO)
NOTICE OF PREPARATION / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
REVIEW COMMENTS

Thank you for inviting the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
(Department) to review and comment on the March 2025 Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Revised Oil Well
Ordinance (Project). The Project will amend the Los Angeles County Code and
General Plan. Los Angeles County spans approximately 4,083 square miles and
is home to 88 cities and unincorporated Los Angeles County areas totaling
approximately 2,656 square miles. The Project area hosts a broad range of
land use designations, and oil production activities are especially concentrated
in areas like the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District area with the
Inglewood Oil Field. This Project will provide a mechanism for local
communities to work with the County, while the General Plan establishes 11
Planning areas where oil production activities are currently active and/or
could potentially expand.

The Department is the proprietor of unincorporated Los Angeles County area
location(s) with active oil wells. It would be beneficial to receive confirmation
whether the active oil wells at our facility currently conform and/or are
approved through a conditional use permit and/or any other discretionary
permit. Access to this information should be made available for these
locations.

211 WEST TEMPLE STREET, L.0S ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012

il Sradilion c/ Sevvice

— Yince 1850 —>
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The Project should also require that Construction Traffic Management Plans be
prepared to address construction-related traffic congestion and emergency
access issues. If temporary lane closures are necessary for the installation of
utilities, emergency access should be maintained at all times. Flag persons
and/or detours should be provided as needed to ensure safe traffic operations,
and construction signs should be posted to advise motorists of reduced
construction zone speed limits

The Department has no other comments at this time, but we reserve the right
to do so should additional and/or new information become available for the
proposed Project.

For future reference, the Department provides the following updated address

and contact information for all requests for reviews, comments, law
documents, and other related correspondence:

Jennifer Fang, Acting Bureau Director
Facilities Planning Bureau
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department

211 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: Planning Section
Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me, at
(383) 526-5687, or your staff may contact Mr. Ryan Erasmo, of my staff, at
(323) 526-5614.
Sincerely,

ROBERT G. LUNA, SHERIFF

@, Acting Bureau Director

Facilities Planning Bureau
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INDEPENDENTLY FOCUSED. PARTNERED IN DISCOVERY. MAIN FAX

April 25,2025

Mr. Ken Warner, AICP

LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Via Email: KWarner@planning.lacounty.gov

Re: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Public
Scoping Meeting on the Proposed Revised Oil Well Ordinance, Project No. PRJ2025-000212

Dear Mr. Warner,

The Termo Company (“Termo”) provides these comments regarding the County of Los Angeles’s
(“County”) proposed Project entitled “Revised Oil Well Ordinance” which includes amendments to Title
22 of the Los Angeles County Code and the General Plan, and the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) and the
accompanying Initial Study prepared in connection with this Project (Project No. PR]2025-000212),
issued March 27, 2025.

Termo offers the included comments and reiterates and joins in the comments submitted by the
California Independent Petroleum Association, Manatt Phelps & Phillips on behalf of Matrix Qil
Corporation, and by Alston & Bird on behalf of Sentinel Peak Resources California, LLC. As discussed in
these letters, the analysis in the proposed EIR must include all potentially significant environmental
impacts that are reasonably foreseeable consequences of the Project. These consequences include, but
are not limited to, the accelerated abandonment of the existing oil fields, the development of land
currently used for oil extraction, and the increased importation of oil and gasoline by tanker ships in
order to replace the decreased local production. As a result of these foreseeable consequences of the
Project, there will be potentially significant impacts to aesthetics, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
hazards and hazardous materials, traffic and circulation, noise, biological and cultural resources, and
conflicts with the County’s existing land use plans.

The Revised 0il Ordinance EIR Must Consider Impacts to All Affected CEQA Resources

Based on both data and observations, Termo offers the following areas that the project will have
significant effects on, and that the EIR must examine in further detail:

Air Quality

It is reasonable to expect that reducing production of crude oil locally will result in an increase
in imports of crude oil through the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. The LA Basin is
currently in a non-attainment status for pollutants that will be generated from an increase in
shipping and arriving ships into those ports. Additionally, the area around the port remains
heavily burdened by air pollution. The action of shutting down production will increase the
burden on these communities. The EIR must evaluate these impacts.
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Biological Resources

An often-overlooked environmental benefit of oil fields is the preservation of open space and
protection of wildlife habitat. In the areas where Termo operates there are abundant deer
populations, in addition to mountain lions, bobcats, coyote, and bears along with raptors and
other local and migrating birds. These de facto protected wildlife areas will be in jeopardy should
Termo be forced to shut down oil and gas production and the county designates the land for
other uses. This potential impact warrants far greater analysis in the EIR.

Energy

It is reasonable to expect that an increase in imports via ship, rail, or truck will expend more
energy in the transport of that oil than trucking oil locally from the production field to refinery.
This equates to a decrease in energy efficiency. The IS fails to identify this impact and it should
be evaluated in the EIR.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The proposed action will directly and indirectly increase GHG emissions due to the increased
importation of crude oil from outside the region. Stating that a decline in demand or market
forces may offset this impact is magical thinking not grounded in reality or historical data.
Foreign sources of crude oil have a higher GHG impact due to a lack of emissions controls thus
the action will directly or indirectly increase GHG emissions due to increased production from
outside of the region.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The proposed action will increase danger to the environment with increased shipping from
outside the region. An accident involving a tanker shipping crude oil from overseas could
potentially impact thousands of coastal residents.

Wildfire

Termo operates in currently designated as ‘very high severity’ fire zones. Whatever the future
use the County has envisioned for these lands, there is significant potential for an increase in fire
risk due to the loss of defensible spaces, access roads, and other wildfire mitigation measures
that are a result of oil field operations.

Cumulative Impacts and Alternatives
Based on the foregoing information, it is reasonable to conclude that the cumulative impacts of
the proposed ordinance and the subsequent shutdown of oil and gas in Los Angeles County are

significant and considerable. These cumulative impacts must be considered, and the EIR should
include a No Action alternative.
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Legal Preemption and Vested Rights

In its pending lawsuit against the County, Termo has identified the underlying reasons why the Proposed
Project is legally improper. The Revised Oil Well Ordinance remains subject to preemption of state law
pursuant to the decision by the California Supreme Court in County of Monterey (2023) 15 Cal.5th 135
(“County of Monterey”).) Even the Revised Oil Well Ordinance recognizes the need for compliance with
state law. By negating the Oil and Gas Supervisor’s statutorily-conferred authority to regulate the
operation, maintenance and abandonment of oil and gas wells, the Revised Oil Well Ordinance
unlawfully interferes with State law. The adoption of AB3233 did not change the language in section
3106 of the Public Resources Code that was relied upon by the California Supreme Court, and the
Supreme Court’s determination of the constitutional question of preemption may not be altered absent
a constitutional amendment. The Project will also enter into an area fully occupied by state law, and
conflicts with the State’s regulation of underground injection control wells pursuant to the federal
delegation of authority under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Termo holds vested rights to continue operating its wells pursuant to its existing entitlements and its
investment in operations that were permitted by right under the County Code. The County has identified
no legitimate interest in terminating these oil and gas operations, nor is there any legitimate interest in
eliminating an industry that is already regulated, permitted by various government entities, and
contributes to the local economy. The proposed Project interferes with Termo’s vested rights to
continue to develop oil and gas resources within County land. By purporting to terminate these
operations, the County’s actions will result in the taking of Termo’s vested property rights without the
payment of just compensation. Termo had a reasonable investment-backed expectation in the
continued extraction of oil and gas resources within its current operations in the unincorporated areas
of Los Angeles County. The Revised Oil Well Ordinance has provided no basis for finding that the
proposed amortization period is reasonable or otherwise applicable to “diminishing assets” such as oil
and gas resources, for which Termo has a vested right. (See Hansen Bros. Enters. v. Board of Supervisors
(1996) 12 Cal.4th 533.) For these reasons, Termo requests that its operations be exempted from the
operation of the Revised Oil Well Ordinance.

Sincerely,
e
Ralph E. Combs

Manager of Regulatory, Community and Government Affairs
The Termo Company
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NOTIGE OF PREPARATION
OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND PUBLIG SCOPING MEETING

DATE: March 27, 2025

TO: State Clearinghouse, Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk, Responsible Agencies,
Trustee Agencies, Organizations and Interested Parties
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SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report in Compliance with
Title 14, section 15082(a) of the California Code of Regulations

R

The County of Los Angeles (“County”) is the lead agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and intends to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report (“EIR”) for the proposed project identified below. The County has prepared this
Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) to provide Responsible Agencies and other interested
parties with information describing the project and to identify its potential environmental
effects pursuant to State requirements.

AGENCIES: The County requests your agency’s input on the scope and content of the
environmental information relevant to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed project, in accordance with Title 14, section 15082(b) of the
California Code of Regulations. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by the
County when considering any permits that your agency must issue, or other approval for
the project.

ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED PARTIES: The County requests your comments
and concerns regarding the environmental issues associated with construction and
operation of the proposed project.

PROJECT & PERMIT(S): Revised Oil Well Ordinance (ROWO), Project No. PRJ2025-
000212, Ordinance RPPL2025000276, General Plan Amendment RPPL2025000277,
Environmental Plan RPPL2025000284

PROJECT APPLICANT: County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning

PROJECT LOCATION: Unincorporated Los Angeles County (Countywide)
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320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA90012 « 213-974-6411 « TDD: 213-617-2292
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Notice of Preparation: Revised Oil Well Ordinance
Project No. PRJ2025-000212

March 27,2025

Page 2 of 6

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project includes: i) Amendments to Title 22 — Planning
& Zoning of the Los Angeles County Code to prohibit new oil wells and production
facilities, designate existing oil wells and production facilities as nonconforming due to
use, and modify standards for oil wells during the amortization period; ii) Amendments to
the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) to be consistent with countywide
prohibition of oil wells and production facilities and standards for oil wells during the
amortization period; iii) Amendments to Title 12 — Environmental Protection of the Los
Angeles County Code to remove noise exemptions for oil wells; and iv) Amendments to
the County of Los Angeles General Plan in support of sustainability and environmental
justice goals by phasing out oil production in unincorporated Los Angeles County.

i.  Amendments to Title 22 — Planning & Zoning: Under the proposed project, no new
oil wells or production facilities may be established in any zone. Pursuant to
Section 22.172 of the County Code (Nonconforming Uses, Buildings, and
Structures), existing, legally established oil wells or production facilities operating
without an approved Conditional Use Permit or other discretionary permit will be
considered nonconforming and subject to a 20-year amortization period. In
addition, the ordinance establishes performance standards addressing signage,
comment and complaint logging, site maintenance, bonding, well plugging, and
site abandonment and restoration. This ordinance would apply to all oil wells in
unincorporated Los Angeles County, except in the Coastal Zone.

ii.  Amendments to the Baldwin Hills CSD: The project amends the Baldwin Hills
CSD to align with and implement the provisions of the Title 22 amendments
described above, ensuring consistent application of the new regulations and
standards within the Baldwin Hills CSD.

ili.  Amendments to Title 12 — Environmental Protection: The project eliminates the
current exemption for oil and gas wells from the Noise Control regulations set forth
in Title 12 of the County Code. Consequently, these wells will be subject to all
provisions of the Noise Control chapter, ensuring better management of noise
impacts related to oil and gas extraction activities.

iv.  Amendments to the General Plan: The project amends the General Plan.
Specifically, it revises the Land Use Element, Conservation and Natural
Resources Element, and Safety Element to prohibit new oil well operations and
remove designations that support oil production activities.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT: Basedon a
preliminary review of the proposed project consistent with section 15060 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the County has determined that an EIR should be prepared for this proposed
project. In addition, consistent with section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County
has identified the following probable environmental effects of the project, which will be
addressed in the EIR for this project:

» Mineral Resources
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The County has determined that there is not a likelihood of potentially significant effects
related to the following environmental topics:

* Aesthetics

« Agricultural Resources

* Air Quality

* Biological Resources

* Cultural Resources

* Energy

» Geology and Soils

» Greenhouse Gas Emissions

» Hazards and Hazardous Materials
» Hydrology and Water Quality

* Land Use and Planning

* Noise

* Population and Housing

* Public Services

* Recreation

* Transportation

« Tribal Cultural Resources

» Utilities and Services Systems

* Wildfire

» Mandatory Findings of Significance

The County proposes that the EIR indicate the reasons why these effects were determined
not to be significant and are therefore not addressed in detail in the EIR.

NOTICE OF SCOPING MEETING: The County will conduct a virtual public scoping
meeting for the purpose of soliciting oral and written comments from interested parties as
to the appropriate scope and content of the EIR.

All interested parties are invited to attend the meeting to assist in identifying issues to be
addressed in the EIR. The meeting will include a brief presentation of the project to be
addressed in the EIR and will provide attendees with an opportunity to provide input to the
scope of the EIR. The meeting will be held online.

Thursday, April, 17, 2025
6:00 PM-7:00 PM (Pacific Time)—Via Zoom Meeting
Please use the following link to access the webinar: bit.ly/4AhYNOWB

The meeting will include language access service in Spanish, Cantonese, and Mandarin.
Translation in other languages can be made available at the meeting upon request. Please
submit translation requests at least seven business days in advance of each scheduled
meeting to ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov.

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: The County has determined to make this NOP available for
public review and comment pursuant to Title 14, Section 15082(b) of the California Code
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of Regulations. The comment period for the NOP begins on March 27, 2025 and ends on
April 26, 2025.

Any comments provided should identify specific topics of environmental concern and your
reason for suggesting the study of these topics in the EIR.

Please direct all written comments to the following address:

Ken Warner

LA County Planning

Ordinance Studies Section

320 West Temple Street, Floor 13
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tel: (213) 974-6432
ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov

All written responses will be included as Appendices in the Draft EIR and their contents
considered in accordance with State and County environmental guidelines.

DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY: The NOP and Initial Study are available for public review
during regular business hours at the LA County Planning address listed above and the
following locations:

1340 W 106th St, Los Angeles, CA 90044
11949 Alondra Blvd, Norwalk, CA 90650

18801 Elaine Avenue, Artesia, CA 90701

150 E El Segundo Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90061
9945 E Flower St, Bellflower, CA 90706

240 W Compton Blvd, Compton, CA 90220
4420 E Rose St, East Rancho Dominguez, CA 90221
7807 Compton Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90001
1900 E Firestone Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90001
11940 Carson St, Hawaiian Gardens, CA 90716
12000 Garfield Ave, South Gate, CA 90280
4990 Clark Ave, Lakewood, CA 90712

12350 Imperial Hwy, Norwalk, CA 90650

6600 Del Amo Blvd, Lakewood, CA 90713
16254 Colorado Ave, Paramount, CA 90723
13800 La Mirada Blvd, La Mirada, CA 90638
3798 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd, Lynwood, CA 90262
11543 Colima Road, Whittier, CA 90604

4035 Tweedy Blvd, South Gate, CA 90280
11737 Wilmington Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90059
4411 E Gage Ave, Bell, CA 90201
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7110 S Garfield Ave, Bell Gardens, CA 90201
4025 E City Terrace Dr, Los Angeles, CA 90063
5218 Santa Ana St, Cudahy, CA 90201

4837 E 3rd St, Los Angeles, CA 90022

4264 E Whittier Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90023
1060 S Greenwood Ave, Montebello, CA 90640
6518 Miles Ave, Huntington Park, CA 90255

8511 Duchess Drive, Whittier, CA 90606

4323 E Slauson Ave, Maywood, CA 90270

1550 W Beverly Blvd, Montebello, CA 90640
9001 Mines Ave, Pico Rivera, CA 90660

3965 Cesar E Chavez Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90063
7828 S Serapis Ave, Pico Rivera, CA 90660

8800 Valley Blvd, Rosemead, CA 91770

500 S Del Mar Ave, San Gabriel, CA 91776

20540 E Arrow Highway Suite K, Covina, CA 91724
208 N Harvard Ave, Claremont, CA 91711

21800 Copley Dr, Diamond Bar, CA 91765

1301 Buena Vista St, Duarte, CA 91010

3224 Tyler Ave, El Monte, CA 91731

16010 La Monde St, Hacienda Heights, CA 91745
15920 E Central Ave, La Puente, CA 91744

3640 D St, La Verne, CA 91750

22 W Live Oak Ave, Arcadia, CA 91007

4550 N Peck Rd, El Monte, CA 91732

1850 Nogales Street, Rowland Heights, CA 91748
145 N Walnut Ave, San Dimas, CA 91773

1430 North Central Avenue, South El Monte, CA 91733

840 N Puente Ave, La Puente, CA 91746

21155 La Puente Rd, Walnut, CA 91789

1601 W West Covina Pkwy, West Covina, CA 91790
14433 Crenshaw Blvd, Gardena, CA 90249

17906 S Avalon Blvd, Carson, CA 90746

625 N San Vicente Blvd, West Hollywood, CA 90069
5335 W 135th St, Hawthorne, CA 90250

1731 W Gardena Blvd, Gardena, CA 90247

4359 Lennox Blvd, Lennox, CA 90304

24200 Narbonne Ave, Lomita, CA 90717

1320 Highland Ave, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
12700 Grevillea Ave, Hawthorne, CA 90250

550 Pier Ave, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

14615 Burin Ave, Lawndale, CA 90260
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33792 Crown Valley Rd, Acton, CA 93510

122 N Topanga Canyon Blvd, Topanga, CA 90290
4545 N Oakwood Ave, La Canada Flintridge, CA 91011
2809 Foothill Blvd, La Crescenta, CA 91214

16921 E Avenue O #A, Palmdale, CA 93591

601 W Lancaster Blvd, Lancaster, CA 93534
29901 Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 91301
35119 80th St East, Littlerock, CA 93543

27971 Sloan Canyon Rd, Castaic, CA 91384

5040 West Avenue M-2, Quartz Hill, CA 93536

217 N Maclay Ave, San Fernando, CA 91340

6934 Broadway Ave, Whittier, CA 90606

31220 Oak Crest Dr, Westlake Village, CA 91361
215 Sumner Ave, Avalon, CA 90704

151 E Carson St, Carson, CA 90745

4975 Overland Ave, Culver City, CA 90230

3854 W 54th St, Los Angeles, CA 90043

4181 Baldwin Park Blvd, Baldwin Park, CA 91706
25950 The Old Road, Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381
5939 Golden West Ave, Temple City, CA 91780

The public is also encouraged to visit LA County Planning's website to review the initial
study at https://planning.lacounty.gov/long-range-planning/revised-oil-well-ordinance/.

Thank you for your participation in the environmental review of this project.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
INITIAL STUDY

LA COUNTY

PLANNING

Project Title
Project No./Case No.
Related Case No(S).

Lead Agency Name &
Address

Location & Custodian
of Record of
Proceedings

Staff Contact

Staff Email & Phone
Number

Project’s Sponsor/
Project Applicant’s
Name & Address

Project Location

Assessor’s Parcel
Number (APN)

USGS Quad
Gross Acreage
Supervisorial District

General Plan or
Community/Area Plan
Designation

Planning Area

Zoning/Community
Standards District (if
applicable)

Revised Oil Well Ordinance
PRJ2025-000212
RPPL2025000276, RPPL2025000277, RPPL2025000284

County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning
(“LA County Planning”)

320 W. Temple Street, 13" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90012

LA County Planning
320 W. Temple Street, 13" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Kenneth Warner

ordinance@planning.lacounty.gov
(213) 974-6432

LA County Planning
320 W. Temple Street, 13" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Los Angeles County (Countywide)
N/A

N/A
Approximately 1,696,000 acres (approximately 2,650 square miles)
Countywide

Implementation of the Revised Qil Well Ordinance, once approved,
would occur throughout unincorporated Los Angeles County in all
General Plan and Area Plan designations.

Implementation of the Revised Oil Well Ordinance, once approved,
would occur throughout unincorporated Los Angeles County in all
Planning Areas.

Implementation of the Revised Qil Well Ordinance, once approved,
would occur throughout unincorporated Los Angeles County in all
zoning designations and Community Standards Districts.

Revised Oil Well Ordinance
Initial Study

LA County Planning

Page 1 March 2025
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REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

Brief Description of Project:

The project includes: i) Amendments to Title 22 — Planning & Zoning of the Los Angeles County
Code to prohibit new oil wells and production facilities, designate existing oil wells and production
facilities as nonconforming due to use, and modify standards for oil wells during the amortization
period ii) Amendments to the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) to be
consistent with Countywide prohibition of oil wells and production facilities and standards for oil
wells during the amortization period, iii) Amendments to Title 12 - Environmental Protection of
the Los Angeles County Code to remove noise exemptions for oil wells, and iv) Amendments to
the General Plan in support of sustainability and environmental justice goals by phasing out oil
production in unincorporated Los Angeles County.

Surrounding Land Uses & Setting:

The affected areas are adjacent to open space, residential, commercial, and industrial zones in
urban, suburban, and rural settings across Los Angeles County.

Native American Consultation:
Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21080.3.17?

[ ]Yes XINo

If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance
of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

LA County Planning has notified California Native American tribes pursuant to AB 52. LA County
Planning will comply with all provisions of AB 52 and SB 18.

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public
Resources Code section 21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources
Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financial approval, or
participation agreements):

Public Agency Approval Required
None None

Concurrent projects in the area:

Project/Case No. Description and Status
None None
Revised Oil Well Ordinance LA County Planning

Initial Study Page 2 March 2025



REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

Reviewing Agencies:

Responsible Agencies

X] None
Regional Water Quality
Control Board:
[ ] Los Angeles Region
] Lahontan Region
[ ] Coastal Commission
[_] Army Corps of Engineers
[ ]LAFCO

Trustee Agencies

X] None

[] State Dept. of Fish and

Wildlife

[] State Dept. of Parks and
Recreation

[ ] State Lands Commission

[] University of California
(Natural Land and Water
Reserves System)

Special Reviewing Agencies

X] None

[ ] Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy

[ ] National Parks

[ ] National Forest

[ ] Edwards Air Force Base

[ ] Resource Conservation
District of Santa Monica
Mountains

County Reviewing Agencies

X DPW
X Fire Department

Regional Significance

X] None

[ ] SCAG Criteria

[_] Air Quality

[ ] Water Resources

[] Santa Monica Mtns. Area

- Forestry, Environmental Division

- Health Hazmat
[ ] Sanitation District

X Public Health/Environmental Health Division: Drinking Water
Program (Private Wells), Toxics Epidemiology Program

(Noise)
[] Sheriff Department
[ ] Parks and Recreation
[ ] Subdivision Committee

Revised Oil Well Ordinance
Initial Study

Page 3
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REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially significant impacts affected by
this project.

[] Aesthetics [ ] Greenhouse Gas [] Public Services
Emissions
[] Agriculture & [ 1 Hazards & Hazardous [ ] Recreation
Forestry Materials
[  Air Quality [] Hydrology/Water Quality [] Transportation
[] Biological Resources [ ] Land Use/Planning [] Tribal Cultural Resources
[] Cultural Resources Mineral Resources [] Utilities/Service Systems
[0 Energy ] Noise ] wildfire
[0 Geology & Soils [l Population/Housing [0 Mandatory Findings of
Significance

(To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O | find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

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

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

Kenneth Warner Z:"‘ff?f/ 3/27/25
F: A S R

Print Name (Project Planner) Signature (Project Planner) Date

Revised QOil Well Ordinance
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REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

Bruce Durbin %/5 ﬁ ﬂ ; 3/27/25
! L

Print Name (Section Head) Signature (Section Head) Date

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

4)

7)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources the lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
guestion. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based
on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as

operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the

checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant

with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially

Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact"

to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures
and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level. (Mitigation
measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced.)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA

processes, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.

(State CEQA Guidelines § 15063(c)(3)(D).) In this case, a brief discussion should identify the

following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. |dentify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of, and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based
on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used, or

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

The explanation of each issue should identify: the significance threshold, if any, used to evaluate

each question, and mitigation measures identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than

significant. Sources of thresholds include the County General Plan, other County planning
documents, and County ordinances. Some thresholds are unique to geographical locations.

Revised Oil Well Ordinance LA County Planning
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REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

Qverview

The project is an ordinance amending the Los Angeles County Code and an amendment to the
County of Los Angeles General Plan.

This ordinance and general plan amendment establish a regulatory framework to phase out oil
production activities in unincorporated Los Angeles County. Specifically, the project includes
amendments to the Los Angeles County Planning & Zoning Code (Title 22) including the Baldwin
Hills Community Standards District (CSD), the County Environmental Protection Code (Title 12),
and the County of Los Angeles General Plan. These updates will align County land use policies
with regional sustainability and environmental justice goals, while ensuring the safe and orderly
phase out of oil production activities.

1. Title 22 (Planning & Zoning) Oil Well Ordinance:

Under the proposed ordinance, no new oil wells or production facilities may be established
in any zone. Pursuant to Section 22.172 of the County Code (Nonconforming Uses,
Buildings, and Structures), existing, legally established oil wells or production facilities
operating without an approved Conditional Use Permit or other discretionary permit will be
considered nonconforming and subject to a 20-year amortization period. In addition, the
ordinance establishes performance standards addressing signage, comment and
complaint logging, site maintenance, bonding, well plugging, and site abandonment and
restoration. This ordinance would apply to all oil wells in unincorporated Los Angeles
County, except in the Coastal Zone.

2. Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) Amendment:

The project amends the Baldwin Hills CSD to align with and fully implement the provisions
of the Title 22 Oil Well Ordinance described above, ensuring consistent application of the
new regulations and standards within the Baldwin Hills CSD area.

3. Removal of Title 12 (Environmental Protection) Exemption for Oil & Gas Wells:

The project eliminates the current exemption of oil and gas wells from the Noise Control
regulations set forth in Title 12 of the County Code. Consequently, these wells will be subject
to all provisions of the Noise Control chapter, ensuring better management of noise impacts
related to oil and gas extraction activities.

4. General Plan Amendment:
The project amends the General Plan. Specifically, it revises the Land Use Element,

Conservation and Natural Resources Element, and Safety Element to prohibit new oil well
operations and remove designations that support oil production activities.

Revised Oil Well Ordinance Page 6 LA County Planning

Initial Study March 2025



REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

Background

Los Angeles County has a long history of oil production, much of it occurring in densely populated
and environmentally sensitive areas. Over time, concerns about oil production’s potential negative
impacts to public health, safety, and environmental quality—especially near homes, schools, and
parks—have intensified. In response, the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors has
prioritized environmental justice and transition away from fossil fuel dependence. Key actions
informing this project include:
- A 2021 Board Motion emphasizing the protection of public health and directing the
development of an Oil Well Ordinance.
- Findings from the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) and its associated EIRs,
which identified air quality degradation, potential hazards, and other risks stemming from oil
production.

Building upon these initiatives, this project aligns with the County’s sustainability goals by reducing
stationary pollution sources and promoting healthier, more livable communities. The project will
amend the General Plan and Los Angeles County Code to provide a regulatory framework for
phasing out oil operations in the unincorporated areas. Although the County plays a key role, oil
wells and production facilities are also regulated and permitted by a network of federal, state,
regional, and local agencies. These include California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
California Water Boards (RWQCB), California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy
Management Division (CalGEM), California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA), Department of
Transportation (USDOT), Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Governor's Office of
Emergency (Cal OES), Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), and State Fire Marshall. In addition to the Department of
Regional Planning (DRP), Los Angeles County agencies include the Fire Department, Department
of Public Health (DPH), and Public Works (PW).

Recent statewide legislation complements the project and reinforces the County’s sustainability
and environmental justice efforts, including:

- Senate Bill 1137 (2022): Establishes 3,200-foot health protection zones around sensitive
receptors like residences, schools, and hospitals, prohibiting new oil and gas wells within
these areas and imposing stricter standards on existing operations. While SB 1137 sets state-
level restrictions based on proximity to sensitive receptors, the project takes a broader
approach, prohibiting new wells countywide in unincorporated areas, as well as phasing out
existing oil operations.

- Assembly Bill 1866 (2024): Increases fees for idle wells statewide and requires stricter Idle
Well Management Plans (IWMPs) to compel operators to properly close and remediate wells.

- Assembly Bill 2716 (2024): Targets low-production wells in the Inglewood Oil Field, requiring
all such wells there to be closed and abandoned by December 31, 2030.

- Assembly Bill 3233 (2024): Strengthens local authority by confirming the power of local
governments to regulate or prohibit oil and gas operations via ordinance.

Proposed Performance Standards During Amortization

During the amortization period for existing oil wells and production facilities, the Title 22 (Planning
& Zoning) Oil Well Ordinance and Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) Amendment,
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described above, propose a set of performance standards designed to ensure that ongoing
operations are safe, orderly, and minimally impactful to surrounding communities during the
phase-out process. These standards apply countywide to any oil well or production facility subject
to the Title 22 Oil Well Ordinance or Baldwin Hills CSD Amendment and will be phased in according
to specific timelines. Requirements for signage, complaint tracking, site maintenance, bonding,
and well abandonment ensure that the eventual retirement and restoration or conversion of each
site proceeds in a responsible manner.

1. Applicability and Compliance Schedule

Existing oil wells and production facilities become nonconforming uses upon the effective date of
this project, unless they already operate under a discretionary permit with a defined expiration.
These nonconforming wells must comply with certain provisions immediately, such as site
maintenance and well abandonment requirements, while other standards take effect after one or
two years. This tiered compliance schedule allows operators time to update signage, institute
complaint-tracking procedures, post bonds, and address other operational details before
permanently shutting down their wells.

2. Signage Requirements

To maintain orderly operations and facilitate oversight, operators must install specific signs at each
well site or production facility. Sites where oil production is the sole use will display entrance
identification signs that include the operator’'s name, the lease name, and relevant contact
numbers for odor complaints (South Coast Air Quality Management District) and land-use
inquiries. Wells on lots with other primary uses will also post signage at any fenced perimeter.
These signage rules, along with requirements for well identification signs, ensure that members of
the public and regulators can quickly identify an operator and locate the correct reporting channel
forissues.

3. Complaint and Comment Log

Operators must establish a written log tracking all incoming comments and complaints about site
operations, whether conveyed by phone or email. This log records the date, time, and nature of
each complaint, as well as the response offered. Operators must respond within 24 hours (or the
next business day), providing an update on actions taken to address the issue. The log must be
available to the Director of Regional Planning upon request, promoting accountability and enabling
prompt resolution of nuisance or hazard concerns.

4, Site Maintenance Provisions

Recognizing that oil production facilities can affect local aesthetics and public safety, the project
imposes rigorous site maintenance rules. Operators must keep all structures, fences, walls, and
equipment in good condition, free of graffiti, rust, or staining. Pools of oil, water, or debris must be
removed, and any weeds or dry brush within 25 feet of wells or production facilities must be cleared
to reduce fire risk. Any drilling or repair equipment that is no longer in use must be removed within
90 days. Once a well is abandoned, the site must be restored to its original condition as nearly as
practicable.

5. Bonding Requirements

To safeguard against potential financial shortfalls that could leave wells improperly closed or sites
unremediated, operators will be required to post indemnity bonds. The Director of Regional
Planning sets the amount (no less than $152,000 per well), based on the site’s complexity and
operational scope. The bond ensures coverage of well plugging, reabandonment if required by the
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California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM), and remediation efforts if
contamination is discovered. These bonds may be reassessed every five years and are released
only when all wells on a site have been fully plugged and the lot restored to the Director’s
satisfaction.

6. Well Plugging and Abandonment

In alignment with CalGEM standards, this project confirms that wells must be properly sealed,
equipment removed, and contaminated materials disposed of in an approved manner. Operators
are required to clear unused pipelines and clean the well site of oil and debris. The closure process
must be completed expeditiously—within 60 days following plugging—while final restoration must
occur no later than one year after the last well on a lot is abandoned, unless CalGEM approves a
longer timeline.

These performance standards ensure that operators fulfill all environmental and public health
obligations until the completion of site restoration. Iltems such as signage and complaint logging
address the immediate need for transparency and responsiveness, while bonding and well-
abandonment provisions protect against long-term risks, including soil contamination, fire
hazards, and visual blight. The project thus facilitates a responsible phase-out of oil production,
striking a balance between operator feasibility and community welfare.

Plugging & Abandoning 01l Wells in Galifornia

The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) and state legislature have
established specific requirements for plugging and abandoning oil wells in California to protect
public health and prevent environmental hazards. These regulations, codified under Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations and Chapter 1 of the Public Resources Code, ensure that all wells
are safely decommissioned. Key requirements include:

1. Cement Plugging: Wells must be sealed with cement plugs to isolate oil and gas zones and
prevent contamination of freshwater aquifers. Cement plugs are typically placed at the
bottom of the well, across oil or gas zones, and at intervals to ensure complete isolation.

2. Freshwater Protection: Cement barriers are required to protect freshwater zones from
potential contamination by hydrocarbons or other harmful substances. This includes
placing a minimum 200-foot cement plug across fresh-saltwater interfaces.

3. Removal of Equipment: All production equipment, pipelines, and associated infrastructure
must be removed from the site during abandonment. Any materials that pose contamination
risks must be properly disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations.

4. Surface Restoration: After the plugging process, the well site must be restored to its original
condition or adapted for future use. This includes regrading the site, reseeding vegetation,
and addressing any soil contamination.

5. Inspection and Compliance: CalGEM inspectors oversee plugging and abandonment
operations to ensure compliance with applicable standards. This includes verifying the
proper placement of cement plugs, the removal of equipment, and the adequacy of surface
restoration efforts.

6. ldle and Hazardous Wells: Idle wells that are not currently producing oil or gas must be
managed under strict guidelines to prevent them from becoming environmental hazards.
Hazardous or deserted wells are prioritized for immediate abandonment and remediation.
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7. Financial Assurance: Operators are required to post indemnity bonds or other financial
assurances to cover the costs of plugging, abandonment, and site restoration. The amount
of the bond depends on the well’s depth, location, and complexity.

8. Special Requirements: In some cases, additional measures may be necessary, such as
enhanced cementing techniques for fractured formations or the use of bridge plugs to
secure specific zones within a well.

These regulations ensure that abandoned oil wells do not pose ongoing risks to public health,
safety, or the environment. The Title 22 (Planning & Zoning) Oil Well Ordinance and Baldwin Hills
Community Standards District (CSD) Amendment, described above, require that wells are
plugged and abandoned in compliance with all CalGEM regulations.
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Project Location

Los Angeles County spans approximately 4,083 square miles and is home to 88 cities and
unincorporated areas totaling approximately 2,656 square miles. These unincorporated regions
feature diverse landscapes, ranging from densely populated urban neighborhoods to rural and
agricultural areas. The project applies to the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County.

The project area hosts a broad range of land use designations, including residential, industrial,
open space, and agricultural zones, many of which are directly adjacent to existing oil production
activities. These oil production activities, especially concentrated in areas like the Baldwin Hills
CSD area within the Inglewood Oil Field, raise concerns about land use compatibility,
environmental quality, and negative impacts to public health.

Figures 1 and 2 provide maps of the unincorporated areas and the boundaries of the Baldwin Hills
CSD toillustrate the project’s geographic scope.

Site Background

The unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County span diverse and distinct regions. To provide a
mechanism for local communities to work with the County to develop plans that respond to their
unique character, the County of Los Angeles General Plan establishes 11 Planning Areas. The
project specifically addresses areas where oil production activities are currently active or could
potentially expand, including but not limited to the areas detailed below for each Planning Area:

1. Antelope Valley Planning Area
a. Characterized by vast, open desert terrain and lower population densities, oil
production is limited in this region but located near agricultural and rural residential
uses.
2. Coastal Islands Planning Area
a. No known major oil resources.
3. East San Gabriel Valley Planning Area
a. The Whittier QOil Field, in the Puente Hills near the city of Whittier, was discovered in
1897 and became a significant oil producer in the early 20th century. The area has a
history of oil drilling, with several companies operating in the region. The Whittier Qil
Field is located near natural habitats and urban areas.
4. Gateway Planning Area
a. While sparse oil operations exist in the unincorporated communities of the Gateway
Planning Area, the Area’s major oil fields—including Santa Fe Springs, Long Beach,
and Seal Beach—are largely within incorporated cities.
5. Metro Planning Area
a. Discoveredin 1923, the Dominguez Oil Field is situated beneath the Dominguez Hills
near Carson, California, approximately fourteen miles south of downtown Los
Angeles. It became a significant oil producer from its inception through the 1960s,
leading to the establishment of numerous refineries and industrial complexes in the
area. The field is adjacent to urban areas, educational institutions, and residential
neighborhoods.
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6. San Fernando Valley Planning Area
a. Located inthe Santa Susana Mountains north of the Porter Ranch neighborhood, the
Aliso Canyon Qil Field was discovered in 1938. It peaked as an oil producer in the
1950s and was later repurposed as a natural gas storage facility in the 1970s.
7. Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area
a. Nestled between the Santa Susana, San Gabriel, and Sierra Pelona Mountains, this
region encompasses active oil production areas such as Pico Canyon and Placerita
Canyon. Historically significant as the site of California's first commercially
successful oil well, the valley's oil activities are now located near residential areas,
open space preserves, recreational, and institutional uses.
8. Santa Monica Mountains Planning Area
a. Santa Monica Mountains North Area: Known for its scenic and ecological
significance, this region has a limited number of oil production activities primarily
located near the northern foothills and adjacent valleys. While extraction is less
intensive here compared to other regions, operations are in proximity to protected
open spaces, wildlife corridors, and recreational areas.
9. South Bay Planning Area
a. Discoveredin 1932, the Wilmington Oil Field is one of the largest in the United States,
originally containing approximately three billion barrels of oil. It extends from San
Pedro Bay through Long Beach and east of the Palos Verdes Peninsula, including
the unincorporated community of West Carson.
10. West San Gabriel Valley Planning Area
a. Discovered in 1917, the Montebello Oil Field is situated in the Montebello Hills,
adjacent to the city of Montebello. This discovery transformed the area from its
agricultural roots into a major oil-producing region. At its peak, the field contributed
to approximately one-eighth of California's crude oil production. Over the years, the
surrounding landscape has urbanized, with the oil field now bordered by residential
neighborhoods, commercial developments, and recreational areas.
11. Westside Planning Area
a. Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD): The Baldwin Hills CSD
comprises much of the Inglewood Oil Field. It is bordered by residential
neighborhoods, schools, and Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area.

Qil field operations encompass activities such as well drilling, maintenance, fluid production and
processing, including temporary storage. Drilling operations typically require substantial surface
grading, construction of sound suppression walls, and installation of well pads, taking 7-14 days
per pad. Drilling occurs 24 hours a day over a 10-day period for each well, powered by diesel
engines. Additionally, secondary containment and stormwater management systems mitigate
risks from spills, leaks, and heavy rainfall.

The Inglewood Qil Field has been a center of oil production activities in Los Angeles County,
producing over 368 million barrels of oil since its inception in 1924. This Oil Field lies adjacent to
Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area. Drainage from portions of the field flows into retention
basins designed to contain spills and manage stormwater runoff, ultimately discharging into the
Los Angeles County storm drain system and natural watercourses such as Ballona Creek.

Residents and communities surrounding the Inglewood QOil Field have long expressed concerns
regarding air quality, noise, vibration, and potential health risks associated with oil production
activities. The field operates amidst densely populated urban areas, including residential
neighborhoods and schools. Emissions from oil production activities and drilling operations
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contribute to cumulative air quality impacts, while noise from drilling rigs, trucks, and other
equipment also affects nearby residents.

In recent decades, advancements in oil production technology and evolving regulatory oversight
have shaped its operational landscape. However, historical practices left behind environmental
contamination, including hydrocarbons in soil and localized contamination in perched
groundwater zones adjacent to densely urbanized residential neighborhoods, schools,
recreational areas and environmentally sensitive habitats. Modern operations are subject to
stricter environmental regulations, including bioremediation programs treating hydrocarbon-
impacted soil and stormwater management plans to prevent offsite contamination.

Proactive remediation programs have recently treated over 220,000 cubic yards of hydrocarbon-
impacted soil using bioremediation. Retention basins and advanced spill response plans further
mitigate environmental risks. However, localized contamination in soil and perched groundwater
remains a legacy issue of historical operations, requiring continued oversight and management.

The project seeks to phase out oil operations in unincorporated Los Angeles County, transitioning
the project sites to other uses. This transition aligns with County sustainability goals and reflects
broader regional priorities for environmental protection, equitable land use planning, and a just
transition to a fossil-fuel-free economy.

EXisting Gonditions/Site Gharacteristics

The project area features a broad range of urban, suburban, rural, and natural landscapes. These
areas include residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, sensitive habitats, and recreational
spaces, many of which are adjacent to or impacted by existing oil production facilities. The
environmental setting provides the context for understanding the potential impacts of the project.

surrounding Land Uses

The project encompasses the unincorporated communities throughout Los Angeles County. Los
Angeles County is bordered by Ventura County to the west, Kern and San Bernardino Counties to
the north and east, and Orange County to the southeast, with each neighboring area having distinct
characteristics and land uses that influence the regional context of the project. For example:

e Tothe north: Kern County’s oil production zones illustrate regional significance of fossil fuel
operations but contrast with Los Angeles County’s push toward sustainability and land use
compatibility.

e Totheeast, west, and south: Urban and suburban neighborhoods intermingle with industrial
zones, underscoring the need for careful regulation to prevent land use conflicts.

Within the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, significant portions of land near oil
operations are designated for residential, recreational, or sensitive environmental uses.
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The purpose of this Initial Study is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
regulatory framework to phase out oil production activities in unincorporated Los Angeles County.
This study is conducted in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
pursuant to the California Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations [CCRY], Title 14, § 15000 et seq.). CEQA requires public agencies
to identify and assess the environmental consequences of their actions and to adopt feasible
mitigation measures where significant impacts may occur (PRC § 21002, CEQA Guidelines §
15021).

Specifically, this Initial Study aims to:

1. Determine whether the proposed project may result in significant environmental effects that
necessitate the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), or whether a
Negative Declaration (ND) or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) may suffice (CEQA
Guidelines § 15063).

2. Provide a transparent, public-facing document that outlines the environmental setting,
evaluates potential impacts, and considers the project’s consistency with applicable land
use and environmental policies (CEQA Guidelines § 15125).

3. Ensure compliance with CEQA by addressing direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
associated with the proposed amendments to the County Planning & Zoning Code, the
Baldwin Hills Community Standards District, the County General Plan, and the County
Environmental Protection Code (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064, 15130).

4. Facilitate informed decision-making by County officials and provide opportunities for
meaningful public and stakeholder participation (PRC § 21003, CEQA Guidelines § 15082).

While CEQA requires a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for projects with
significant impacts that require mitigation (PRC § 21081.6, CEQA Guidelines § 15097), the
Revised Oil Well Ordinance project has only two significant impacts, both related to the loss of
mineral resources (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section Xlll [Mineral Resources]). These
impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated due to the nature of the project, which involves
phasing out oil production activities. All other potential impacts have been determined to be less
than significant and do not require mitigation measures. These impacts are effectively managed
through compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations. This Initial Study reflects
the project’s alignment with CEQA’s goals of minimizing environmental harm and promoting
sustainable land use practices (PRC § 21001).
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. Aesthetics

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code §21099, would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? []

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, []
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

c. Innonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the [] [] X ]
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare [] [] X ]
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
inthe area?

0
XX
i

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less than Significant Impact. The project is expected to have a beneficial effect on scenic vistas
within unincorporated Los Angeles County over the long term by phasing out oil production activities
and removing associated industrial infrastructure. Scenic vistas are typically valued for their
unobstructed views of natural or urban landscapes, including significant ridgelines, coastal areas,
and other important visual resources identified in the County of Los Angeles General Plan.

Currently, existing oil wells, pump jacks, and related equipment can disrupt or diminish the quality of
scenic vistas by introducing industrial elements into the landscape. By prohibiting new oil wells and
phasing out existing operations, the project will lead to the eventual removal of these visible
disruptions.

In the short term, temporary visual disturbances could occur during decommissioning activities.
These may include the presence of heavy equipment, temporary fencing, or staging areas. However,
such impacts would be localized, limited in duration, and would diminish once the dismantling and
restoration processes are complete. By incorporating Site Maintenance standards in the proposed
Title 22 (Planning & Zoning) Oil Well Ordinance and Baldwin Hills Community Standards District
(CSD) Amendment, the project ensures orderly and aesthetically sensitive operations. These
standards require keeping sites free from debris and obstructions, removing equipment within
specified timeframes, and maintaining structures in good condition. As a result, any negative effects
on scenic vistas would be limited and temporary.
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Furthermore, the proposed Signage requirements would not substantially detract from scenic views.
While operators must install or maintain visible identification and safety signs, the project limits their
size, location, and design, thereby minimizing any visual intrusion.

The project does not introduce new structures that would adversely affect designated scenic
highways, significant ridgelines, or other identified scenic resources as mapped by the County or
adjacent jurisdictions. Instead, it supports existing County policies aimed at protecting and
enhancing scenic character. Therefore, while minor temporary effects may occur, the overall long-
term impact on scenic vistas is expected to be beneficial. Any short-term adverse visual effects
associated with decommissioning would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out existing oil production operations and
remove associated infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County. It does not involve
constructing new buildings, major grading, or other activities that would substantially damage scenic
resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings. Instead, it focuses on eliminating
existing oil facilities and restoring or converting affected sites to land uses more compatible with
surrounding communities and natural features. Decommissioning activities and interim operations
are subject to the project’s Well Plugging and Abandonment and Site Maintenance requirements
that protect the surrounding environment by mandating the timely removal of equipment, debris, and
any hazardous materials.

Sites affected by the project are not located adjacent to or within the viewshed of any state-
designated scenic highways, as identified by the California Department of Transportation or the
General Plan. Without proximity to a designated scenic highway or other identified scenic resources,
the likelihood of adverse effects on views from or toward these landscapes is minimal. Any short-
term visual changes during decommissioning, such as the presence of construction equipment,
would be temporary and managed to reduce visual clutter. In the rare event that project activities
OCCuUr near a scenic resource, compliance with the project’s Site Maintenance and Bonds provisions
would safeguard against impacts. The required Bonds ensure the County can address or correct any
unremedied impacts if an operator fails to comply with restoration obligations. The project’s Signage
standards encourage neat, appropriately sized identification signs, which further reduces the
potential for visual clutter.

Moreover, the removal of oil infrastructure may enhance the visual quality of previously industrialized
landscapes over time, potentially improving the overall scenic character of the affected areas.
Compliance with existing ordinances and best management practices ensures that the project
avoids unnecessary damage to scenic elements.

In summary, the project’s activities—limited to removing existing infrastructure, regulating interim
operations, and restoring disturbed sites—would not substantially damage scenic resources within
a state scenic highway corridor or similar protected area. Therefore, potential impacts to scenic
resources are considered less than significant.

c. In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Revised Oil Well Ordinance Page 16 LA County Planning

Initial Study March 2025



REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

Less than Significant Impact. In nonurbanized areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County,
existing oil infrastructure—such as pump jacks, tanks, and pipelines—introduces industrial elements
that contrast with surrounding natural landscapes. Public views from trails, parks, scenic roads, or
other publicly accessible vantage points can be adversely affected by these operations. Phasing out
oil production and removing associated facilities—combined with the project’s required Well
Plugging and Abandonment provisions—would ultimately restore and improve the visual integrity of
these areas. Over time, this would create a more harmonious visual environment, enhancing public
views and scenic quality. During the amortization period, the project’s Site Maintenance standards
would limit any unsightly debris, graffiti, or abandoned equipment that could erode visual quality.

During the interim decommissioning and site restoration period, the use of heavy equipment,
temporary fencing, and staging areas may result in short-term, localized visual changes. However,
these effects are limited in duration and would not substantially degrade the overall visual character
or quality of public views. The project’s required Comment and Complaint Log mechanism also
provides a pathway for addressing any aesthetic concerns raised by residents or visitors. Once
decommissioning is complete and the sites are restored, the landscape would be returned to a more
natural or compatible condition, resulting in a long-term improvement.

In urbanized areas, the project aligns with applicable zoning and existing regulations intended to
protect and enhance visual quality. By designating existing oil wells as nonconforming uses and
phasing them out, the project supports local and Countywide objectives for improved community
aesthetics and land use compatibility. Existing standards—such as those within the County’s Zoning
Ordinance, Area Plans, or Community Standards Districts—already govern building form, signage,
massing, and architectural style. Compliance with these regulations would further ensure that the
project does not conflict with zoning or other requirements meant to preserve and enhance scenic
quality in urbanized settings.

Overall, the project is expected to improve the visual environment in both nonurbanized and
urbanized areas. Any temporary visual disturbances during the removal of oil infrastructure would be
less than significant, and the long-term outcome would be a more visually cohesive, aesthetically
pleasing landscape.

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

Less than Significant Impact. Existing oil production operations in unincorporated Los Angeles
County often involve nighttime lighting for safety and operational purposes, as well as infrastructure
(e.g., storage tanks, pipes) that can reflect sunlight and create glare during the day. By phasing out
and removing oil wells and associated facilities, the project is anticipated to reduce these existing
sources of artificial light and glare, thereby improving nighttime visibility and diminishing daytime
glare conditions.

Temporary lighting may be required during the decommissioning process for worker safety and
efficient site restoration. Such lighting would be limited to short-term periods, focused on the
immediate work area, and shielded or directed downward to the extent feasible, thus minimizing
potential off-site impacts. The project’s Site Maintenance standards minimize potential nuisances
by ensuring the timely removal of unnecessary equipment or visual disturbances. No new permanent
facilities or features are proposed that would introduce substantial sources of light or glare.
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Moreover, any new or existing lighting would be subject to County standards and regulations—such
as the Rural Outdoor Lighting District Ordinance—to ensure appropriate shielding, directionality, and
intensity control. Compliance with these standards helps prevent light trespass and reduces
potential night sky illumination.

Overall, the project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views. Instead, it would likely result in a net reduction of glare and artificial light
compared to existing conditions, rendering any impacts less than significant.
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IIl.  Agriculture and Forestry

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the [l [l [l Y
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, with
a designated Agricultural Resource Area, or with a [] [] ] X
Williamson Act contract?

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
§ 12220 (g)), timberland (as defined in Public
Resources Code § 4526), or timberland zoned [l [l [] X
Timberland Production (as defined in Government
Code § 51104(g))?

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? [ [ [] &

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could resultin
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or [l [l [l X
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The project involves phasing out oil production activities and does not authorize any
new development that would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to non-agricultural uses. Project activities are limited to previously developed,
industrialized sites where oil wells and related infrastructure are currently or were historically
located. Since the project does not propose extending into agricultural lands or altering existing
farmland operations, no agricultural soils designated as Prime, Unique, or of Statewide Importance
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would be converted to urban or non-farming uses. Therefore, there is no impact related to the
conversion of important farmland.

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, with a designated Agricultural Resource
Area, or with a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove associated
infrastructure within unincorporated Los Angeles County. It does not involve new development that
would convert or conflict with agricultural uses, nor does it introduce land uses incompatible with
agricultural zoning, designated Agricultural Resource Areas (ARAS), or Williamson Act contracts.

The project does not propose converting farmland to non-agricultural uses or altering lands
currently zoned for agriculture. Instead, it focuses on decommissioning oil wells and related
equipment on sites already devoted to industrial energy production. As such, there is no
encroachment into ARA lands or conversion of prime farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance,
Farmland of Local Importance, or Unique Farmland to other uses. The project’s activities remain
consistent with existing regulations and do not impede or interfere with agricultural operations.

The only remaining contracts under the Williamson Act in the County are located on Catalina Island
and primarily serve as open space set-asides. Since the project does not affect these contract
lands or other properties under the Williamson Act, there is no conflict with such agreements.

Given that the project neither alters agricultural zoning nor conflicts with ARAs or Williamson Act
contracts, the impact related to agricultural land use designations and agreements is considered
less than significant.

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code § 12220 (g)), timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code § 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined in Government Code § 51104(g))?

No Impact. The unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County do not include any zones designated
solely for forest land, timberland, or timberland production as defined in Public Resources Code
§812220(g), 4526, and Government Code §51104(g). The project involves phasing out oil
production activities and removing associated infrastructure from existing industrially used areas,
without introducing new uses that would require rezoning to or from forest or timberland
designations.

While the County does contain portions of National Forests, the project does not propose any
activities within or adjacent to these federal forest lands that would necessitate rezoning or conflict
with existing forest management objectives. Additionally, no timberland production zones (TPZ)
exist in the unincorporated areas governed by the project’s proposed regulations.

Since the project does not involve changes to forest- or timberland-related zoning, nor does it
require the conversion, removal, or rezoning of such lands, there is no potential to conflict with
existing zoning for forest or timberland uses. Therefore, the project has no impact regarding forest
land and timberland zoning.

d. Resultinthe loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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No Impact. The project involves decommissioning oil production infrastructure in unincorporated
areas that are generally not characterized as forest land. The County does not have zoning
designations strictly for forest land or timberland production in these project locations, and the sites
in question are previously disturbed oil fields rather than forested tracts. Because no forested areas
or timberland-zoned parcels would be affected by the project, there is no potential for converting
forest land to non-forest use. As a result, no impact to forest resources would occur.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

No Impact. The project does not introduce new land uses, infrastructure, or policies that would
indirectly pressure farmland or forest land to convert to another use. It does not entail expanding
urban services, constructing roads into rural areas, or altering land use designations in ways that
encourage development in areas currently used or zoned for farming or forestry. Instead, the
project removes oil wells and industrial features from already disturbed sites, reducing rather than
increasing the likelihood of encroaching into agricultural or forested regions. Therefore, there are no
foreseeable indirect changes that would prompt farmland or forest land conversion, resulting in no
impact.
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. Air Quality

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable
air quality plans of either the South Coast AQMD
(SCAQMD) or the Antelope Valley AQMD [ [ X []
(AVAQMD)?

b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state [l [l X []
ambient air quality standard?

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? X

d. Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of [] [] X ]
people?

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans of either the South
Coast AQMD (SCAQMD) or the Antelope Valley AQMD (AVAQMD)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would eliminate oil production activities in
unincorporated Los Angeles County, effectively reducing emissions associated with active wells and
related infrastructure. Qil production operations typically release criteria pollutants (e.g., volatile
organic compounds [VOCs], particulate matter [PM10 and PM2.5], and nitrogen oxides [NOXx]) as
well as methane, a potent greenhouse gas that also contributes to regional air quality concerns. The
State of California, through agencies such as the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the
California Energy Commission, has identified methane leaks from active, idle, and abandoned oll
wells as significant sources of emissions. By mandating that all California Geologic Energy M
anagement Division (CalGEM) requirements be fulfilled related to the plugging and abandonment of
a well, the project would help minimize or eliminate methane emissions from aging and improperly
sealed wells. By phasing out and mitigating these sources of emissions, the project aligns with
ongoing state research and mitigation priorities and directly supports the overall objectives of the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and Antelope Valley Air Quality
Management District (AVAQMD) to improve air quality and meet or maintain state and federal
ambient air quality standards.

Both the SCAQMD and AVAQMD rely on Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to guide
strategies for reducing emissions and attaining clean air standards. By eliminating existing and future
oil production activities, the project is expected to reduce pollutant loads and thus assist in achieving
AQMP goals. In addition, the project is consistent with local and regional land use policies and does
not introduce land uses that would increase vehicle miles traveled or population beyond what was
envisioned in the General Plan. Therefore, it would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation
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of the applicable AQMPs, which rely on consistency with adopted land use plans to project and
manage emissions.

Temporary emissions may occur during well decommissioning, primarily from construction
equipment. These short-term emissions would be subject to existing regulations and best
management practices designed to minimize impacts and would be minimal relative to the long-term
reduction in stationary source emissions achieved by the project. Consequently, the project would
not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the SCAQMD or AVAQMD air quality plans, and
any temporary emissions during decommissioning would be less than significant.

b. Resultin acumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Less than Significant Impact. The project, which phases out oil production activities in
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, would ultimately decrease stationary emissions of
criteria pollutants. The region is currently non-attainment for several pollutants, including ozone
(O3), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Oil production operations
typically emit volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)—both ozone
precursors—as well as particulate matter. By eliminating these sources, the project would support
regional efforts to achieve and maintain compliance with federal and state air quality standards.

While short-term emissions may occur during the decommissioning and closure of wells, these
activities would be temporary, localized, and comparatively minor in scale. Such emissions,
including limited amounts of NOx and PM, would be subject to South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) or Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD) regulations, as
well as best management practices designed to minimize construction-related air quality impacts.
Compliance with these measures ensures that any temporary increases in pollutant emissions are
effectively controlled and reduced.

Over the long term, the project removes a recognized source of ongoing emissions, thereby reducing
the cumulative pollution burden in an area already designated as non-attainment. Because the
project results in an overall net decrease in criteria pollutants over time, rather than a meaningful
increase, it does not contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase of non-attainment
pollutants.

Therefore, considering both the temporary, controlled nature of decommissioning emissions and the
permanent reduction in ongoing pollutant sources, the project’s impact on cumulative non-
attainment pollutants would be less than significant.

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in
unincorporated Los Angeles County, reducing ongoing emissions of criteria pollutants and other
contaminants associated with active wells. Sensitive receptors—such as schools, hospitals,
residences, childcare facilities, and senior centers—are more vulnerable to adverse health effects
from poor air quality. Currently, oil production operations can generate air pollutants, including
volatile organic compounds (VOCSs), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter (PM10 and
PM2.5), which may affect nearby sensitive receptors.
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By permanently closing and removing oil production facilities, the project would diminish a source of
localized emissions, thereby improving long-term air quality conditions for sensitive receptors in the
area. Although short-term construction-related emissions may occur during the decommissioning
phase, these temporary increases in pollutants would be limited in duration and spatial extent.
Standard dust control measures, proper equipment maintenance, and compliance with South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) or Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
(AVAQMD) regulations would minimize these effects. In addition, best management practices
(BMPs) can be implemented to further reduce dust and diesel emissions during the removal of
existing infrastructure.

No new long-term emission sources would be introduced, and the overall effect of the project would
be to reduce, rather than increase, pollutant concentrations in areas where sensitive receptors may
be present. Therefore, while there may be minimal, short-term construction-related impacts, they
would not be substantial, and the project’s long-term benefit of removing a stationary source of air
pollution ensures that exposures to sensitive receptors would not be significantly affected. As a
result, impacts related to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would
be less than significant.

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

Less than Significant Impact. Oil production activities commonly emit odorous compounds—
such as volatile organic compounds (VOCSs) and, in some cases, hydrogen sulfide (H,S)—that can
negatively affect nearby communities. By phasing out and removing oil wells and related
infrastructure, the project would eliminate these long-term sources of nuisance odors. This reduction
in odorous emissions would improve the quality of life in surrounding areas, particularly where
sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, schools, or healthcare facilities) could be affected.

During the short-term decommissioning period, certain activities—such as operation of diesel-
powered equipment or soil disturbance—could produce temporary odors. These odors, however,
would be localized, transitory, and subject to existing regulations, including South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) or Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD)
Rule 402, which prohibits emissions that cause nuisance odors affecting a substantial number of
people. Compliance with applicable air quality regulations and best management practices would
minimize and control any transient odor issues.

In the long run, the project would substantially reduce the presence of odorous emissions in areas
currently affected by oil production activities. As a result, any short-term odors during
decommissioning would be minimal, temporary, and managed through adherence to regulatory
standards. Therefore, the project’s impact related to other emissions, including odors, would be less
than significant.
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V.

Biological Resources

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a.

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

Have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive
natural communities (e.g., riparian habitat, coastal
sage scrub, oak woodlands, non-jurisdictional
wetlands) identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by CDFW or USFWS?

Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

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

Convert oak woodlands (as defined by the state, oak
woodlands are oak stands with greater than 10%
canopy cover with oaks at least 5 inch in diameter
measured at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade) or
other unique native woodlands (juniper, Joshua,
southern California black walnut, etc.)?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, including Wildflower
Reserve Areas (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch.
12.36), the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance
(L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.174), the
Significant Ecological Areas (SEASs) (L.A. County
Code, Title 22, Ch. 102), Specific Plans (L.A. County
Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.46), Community Standards
Districts (L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.300 et
seq.), and/or Coastal Resource Areas (L.A. County
General Plan, Figure 9.3)?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved state, regional,
or local habitat conservation plan?
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a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure in unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. Many existing oil
operations occur in areas already disturbed, where native habitats and the sensitive species that
depend on them have been substantially altered or displaced. By eliminating a source of ongoing
disturbance and pollution, the project is expected to improve ecological conditions over time.

As oil facilities are removed and sites are restored or converted to compatible uses, habitats can
recover, allowing native vegetation and wildlife to return. Over the long term, this would create more
favorable conditions for candidate, sensitive, or special status species recognized by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), or other
regulatory agencies. Restoration efforts and compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local
environmental regulations—including the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA), and any local Significant Ecological Area (SEA) protections—
would ensure that sensitive species and their habitats are protected.

During short-term decommissioning and restoration activities, limited ground disturbance could
occur. In instances where sensitive biological resources may be present, the project would
implement standard measures such as pre-construction surveys, consultation with CDFW or
USFWS, avoidance of active nests or burrows during critical breeding seasons, and adherence to
best management practices. These steps would minimize potential impacts and help maintain
compliance with protective regulations.

Overall, the project would not adversely affect sensitive species populations. Instead, it would likely
result in long-term habitat quality improvements once oil operations cease and disturbed sites are
restored. Consequently, potential impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status species would
be less than significant.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive natural communities (e.g., riparian habitat,
coastal sage scrub, oak woodlands, non-jurisdictional wetlands) identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by CDFW or USFWS?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure in unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. Many existing oil
production sites are in areas already disturbed by industrial activity, limiting the extent and quality of
sensitive natural communities—such as riparian habitats, coastal sage scrub, oak woodlands, or
non-jurisdictional wetlands—that may be present. By eliminating these industrial uses, the project
can improve long-term ecological conditions and increase the potential for these sensitive
communities to recover or reestablish.

While short-term decommissioning actions (e.g., equipment staging, limited grading) could
temporarily affect adjacent habitat areas, these impacts would be localized and transitory. Prior to
and during these activities, compliance with applicable regulations—including any requirements
related to Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) and other protected habitats—would minimize and
avoid substantial effects on sensitive natural communities. Such regulations may include conducting
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biological surveys, following best management practices to control erosion and dust, and scheduling
work to avoid sensitive wildlife breeding periods.

Over time, as oil production infrastructure is removed and sites are restored or converted to more
compatible uses, habitats can regenerate and potentially support a greater abundance and diversity
of native species. By reducing barriers, contamination, and noise sources, the project is likely to
benefit sensitive natural communities in the long run. Therefore, any short-term disturbance during
decommissioning would be minimal and controlled, and the overall impact on sensitive natural
communities would be less than significant.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, generally reducing disturbance in areas that may
currently be occupied by oil production infrastructure. While these facilities are often located in
already disturbed or developed areas, if any state or federally protected wetlands (such as marshes,
vernal pools, or coastal wetlands) are present on or near affected sites, they would receive indirect
benefits over the long term due to the cessation of industrial activities.

In the near term, decommissioning activities—such as equipment operation or limited grading—
could potentially cause minor, localized effects on nearby wetland areas if not properly managed.
However, these impacts would be temporary and subject to existing regulatory requirements and
best management practices (BMPs) designed to protect wetland resources. Project activities would
be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations, including those
administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Clean Water Act Section 404), the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600-1616), and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act).

These regulations and permitting requirements ensure that any work occurring near wetlands would
be carefully evaluated and, if necessary, mitigated to avoid or minimize adverse impacts. Moreover,
without ongoing oil production, the likelihood of long-term hydrological disruptions or contaminant
inputs to wetland areas would be reduced. Although the project does not directly mandate restoration
of these areas, removing oil operations could facilitate the transition of sites toward more compatible
land uses that are less harmful to nearby wetland habitats.

As a result, any short-term effects on wetlands would be adequately controlled, and no substantial
adverse impacts are anticipated. Therefore, the project’s impact on state or federally protected
wetlands would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. Phasing out oil production activities and removing associated
infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County would generally reduce barriers to wildlife
movement and improve connectivity over time. Oil production operations can fragment habitats,
introduce noise and light, and impede wildlife corridors, including the movement of resident and
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migratory species, as well as the use of nursery sites. By eliminating these industrial impacts, the
project is expected to support habitat conditions more conducive to wildlife movement and breeding.

In the short term, decommissioning activities—such as equipment use, grading, and staging—may
temporarily disturb local wildlife movement. These effects would be limited in duration and scope,
and would be managed in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations protecting native
species. For example, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code protect
active nests and breeding birds from harm or disturbance. Best management practices, including
pre-construction surveys and seasonal avoidance measures, can be implemented to prevent
impacts to active nests, nursery sites, or established wildlife corridors during decommissioning.

Over the long run, phasing out oil operations can facilitate land uses that are less disruptive to wildlife.
While the project does not directly mandate habitat restoration, the cessation of ongoing industrial
activities inherently reduces disturbance. This reduction in noise, lighting, and physical barriers
would likely enhance habitat connectivity, supporting wildlife corridors and facilitating the safe and
unobstructed movement of native and migratory species. As a result, any temporary impacts during
the decommissioning phase would be minimal and less than significant.

e. Convert oak woodlands (as defined by the state, oak woodlands are oak stands with greater
than 10% canopy cover with oaks at least 5 inch in diameter measured at 4.5 feet above mean
natural grade) or other unique native woodlands (juniper, Joshua, southern California black
walnut, etc.)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities, reducing
ongoing disturbances associated with these operations. Oil production sites are often established in
previously disturbed areas where oak woodlands or other unique native woodlands have been
largely cleared or degraded. As a result, the likelihood of the project directly removing or converting
intact oak woodlands or other unique native woodlands (e.g., juniper, Joshua, southern California
black walnut) is low.

While the project itself does not mandate restoration, eliminating oil operations may reduce barriers
and pressures on nearby natural communities. Any future uses of these sites would still be subject
to existing local and state regulations designed to protect native woodlands, including oak trees.
Should oak trees or native woodlands be present, compliance with relevant ordinances (such as the
Oak Tree Permit Ordinance) and consultation with County biologists would ensure that avoidance,
minimization, or mitigation measures are employed as needed. This would prevent significant
impacts to oak woodlands or other native woodlands.

Therefore, any potential impacts related to converting oak woodlands or other unique native
woodlands would be less than significant.

f. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, including
Wildflower Reserve Areas (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.36), the Los Angeles County Oak
Tree Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.174), the Significant Ecological Areas
(SEAs) (L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 102), Specific Plans (L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch.
22.46), Community Standards Districts (L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.300 et seq.), and/or
Coastal Resource Areas (L.A. County General Plan, Figure 9.3)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County, thereby reducing industrial
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disturbances that can affect local biological resources. While the project itself does not mandate
restoration, the cessation of oil operations creates conditions more favorable to uses that are
compatible with local policies and ordinances designed to protect biological resources.

- Wildflower Reserve Areas (Title 12, Ch. 12.36): The project is not expected to affect these
designated areas, as oil facilities are generally not located within them. By removing oil
operations, adjacent natural landscapes can be maintained or improved, supporting the integrity
of wildflower areas.

- Oak Tree Permit Ordinance (Title 22, Ch. 22.174): Should any oak trees or oak woodlands be
present on or adjacent to former oil production sites, future site activities would be subject to the
Oak Tree Ordinance, including any required permits, mitigation, and best management
practices. Compliance with these requirements ensures no substantial conflict with oak tree
protections.

- Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) (Title 22, Ch. 102): Eliminating oil production can reduce
habitat fragmentation and improve ecological integrity within or near SEAs. Any future use of
these sites would need to comply with SEA regulations, ensuring that sensitive habitats and
species are protected.

- Specific plans and community standards districts (CSDs) (Title 22, Divisions 10 and 11): The
project is consistent with relevant specific plans and CSD requirements, including those that
regulate oil production. By ending such activities, the project aligns with long-term planning
goals that often emphasize environmental protection.

Decommissioning activities may produce short-term, localized effects, but these would be managed
under existing regulations and permit requirements to avoid conflicts with local environmental
protections. Overall, the project supports rather than conflicts with local policies and ordinances
aimed at conserving biological resources. Any temporary impacts would be less than significant, as
ongoing compliance with existing regulations ensures effective protection of sensitive habitats and
species.

g. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved state, regional, or local habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in unincorporated Los Angeles
County, potentially reducing disturbances that could conflict with habitat conservation efforts.
Currently, there are several habitat conservation and natural community conservation plans at the
state, regional, and local levels, as well as other conservation initiatives (such as the County’s SEAs
Program) that aim to maintain and restore ecological integrity within the County.

By discontinuing oil production, the project would lessen industrial impacts, such as noise, habitat
fragmentation, and potential contamination, thereby aligning more closely with the goals and
provisions of these conservation plans. Even though the project does not mandate restoration,
transitioning away from oil production allows for future land uses that are more compatible with
habitat conservation objectives. Any site-specific changes would continue to be subject to applicable
laws, permits, and ordinances that protect biological resources. Should any Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or similar conservation framework
apply, project-related activities would need to comply with all related requirements, including
consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies if necessary.

In the short term, limited construction-related activities associated with decommissioning may
occur, but these would be regulated by existing environmental protections and best management
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practices to minimize any potential adverse effects. In the long term, the reduction of industrial
activities supports the conservation objectives of these plans rather than conflicts with them.

Therefore, the project would not conflict with adopted HCPs, NCCPs, or other approved habitat
conservation strategies, and impacts would be less than significant.
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V. Cultural Resources

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to [] [] X []
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant [] [] X ]
to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.57?
c. Directly orindirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] ] ]
resource or site or unique geologic feature? X
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries? [l [l X [l

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities without
proposing physical alterations or removal of historical resources in unincorporated Los Angeles
County. Most affected areas are previously disturbed sites, limiting historical features. However, two
notable exceptions require consideration.

Within the Baldwin Hills area, the Cone Trust House is recognized as a potentially significant historic
architectural resource. The Baldwin Hills Community Standards District (CSD) includes measures
to protect the structure’s historic integrity from adjacent oil operations. These protections would
remain under the project, ensuring no substantial adverse change to the Cone Trust House.

Another key site is Well No. 4 in the Pico Canyon Oil Field, located approximately seven miles west
of Newhall, California, within the Santa Susana Mountains. Drilled in 1876, this well became
California’s first commercially successful oil well, spurring the growth of the state’s petroleum
industry. Well No. 4 is designated as a National Historic Landmark (NHL), listed on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and designated as a California Historical Landmark (CHL),
recognizing its cultural and industrial significance. The project prohibits new wells and phases out
existing ones without requiring the demolition, relocation, or physical alteration of Well No. 4 or its
contributing historical features.

Any future actions affecting Well No. 4, such as permanent modifications to structures contributing
to its historical character, would be subject to review under federal and state preservation laws.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires a review when a federal
agency funds, permits, licenses, or approves an action that could affect historic properties. This
review process involves identifying historic resources, assessing potential impacts, and consulting
with stakeholders to resolve adverse effects, ensuring Well No. 4’s historical integrity remains intact.
At the state level, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires agencies to evaluate
and mitigate significant environmental impacts, including those affecting historical resources. Any
action involving modifications to Well No. 4 would require separate environmental review under
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CEQA to assess potential impacts on its historical significance. Since Well No. 4 was plugged and
abandoned in September 1990 after 114 years of operation, this project itself would not require any
further modifications to the site.

Outside of these two identified resources, the project affects highly disturbed oil-related sites that do
not appear to host intact historic structures or features. If any such sites contain a previously
unidentified historical resource, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires evaluation and
mitigation to prevent harm to the resource’s integrity. Because the project aims to phase out oil
extraction operations without authorizing new development or encouraging major construction, it
would not result in physical alterations to potential historic buildings or districts.

The project does not facilitate direct changes to recognized historic resources, and any future actions
requiring physical modifications at Well No. 4 or the Cone Trust House would be subject to separate
evaluation and regulatory oversight. As a result, the project would not cause a substantial adverse
change to a known historical resource, and any impact related to historical resources under CEQA
is considered less than significant.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would eliminate oil production activities in
unincorporated Los Angeles County, focusing on areas already disturbed by industrial operations.
Such sites are generally considered to have a lower likelihood of containing intact archaeological
resources due to previous ground disturbance.

Where applicable, existing regulations and requirements—such as those established by the Baldwin
Hills Community Standards District (CSD)—provide protection for archaeological resources. For
example, within the Baldwin Hills Oil Field, construction personnel must receive archaeological
training, ensuring that potential discoveries are handled appropriately. If previously unidentified
archaeological materials are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work would be halted
in the immediate area until a qualified archaeologist, approved by the Department of Regional
Planning, evaluates the find and recommends any necessary treatment or mitigation measures.

In addition, if any portion of the project site is located in an area with a known potential for
archaeological resources, standard best management practices and compliance with General Plan
mitigation measures (such as consulting the South Central Coastal Information Center and adhering
to applicable CEQA guidelines) would be followed. These measures ensure that any significant
archaeological materials are identified, evaluated, and protected as required by law.

Because the project does not involve new development in previously undisturbed areas, and due to
the regulatory framework and requirements in place, the potential for a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an archaeological resource is minimal. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, affecting sites that have largely been subject to past
ground disturbance. Such disturbed industrial landscapes present a low likelihood of containing
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intact paleontological resources or unique geologic features. Consequently, it is unlikely that
discontinuing oil production and removing associated infrastructure would directly or indirectly
destroy these types of resources.

If future site activities involve ground disturbance, standard procedures and best management
practices would apply. For example, if a project component were to involve grading more than six
feet in depth, compliance with General Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
measures, such as CULT-5, may require a qualified paleontologist to monitor grading and
excavation activities. Additionally, if there is any indication that paleontological resources could be
present, the applicant would be advised to consult with the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles
County (NHM) to determine the potential for such resources. If any fossils or unique geologic
features are unexpectedly discovered during project activities, work would be halted until a qualified
paleontologist has evaluated the find and implemented appropriate treatment or mitigation
measures.

Overall, because the project affects previously disturbed sites and includes provisions for
compliance with relevant regulations and procedures, it would not result in a substantial adverse
effect on paleontological resources or unique geologic features. Therefore, the impact would be less
than significant.

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in areas that
have largely been disturbed by previous industrial use, making the discovery of human remains on-
site unlikely. If any ground-disturbing activities occur during decommissioning, standard procedures
are in place should human remains be unexpectedly encountered. In accordance with California
Health and Safety Code § 7050.5, work in the vicinity of the find would stop immediately, and the
County Coroner would be notified. If the Coroner determines the remains are Native American, the
Native American Heritage Commission would be contacted, and consultation with the most likely
descendant would guide the appropriate treatment of the remains, as required by Public Resources
Code § 5097.98.

Because the project area consists of previously disturbed industrial sites and due to the regulatory
protocols that must be followed if human remains are encountered, the potential for significant
impacts is very low. Any impact related to disturbing human remains would be less than significant.
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VI.  Energy

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Resultin potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project [l [l X [l
construction or operation?

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency? [l [l X [l

a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in
unincorporated Los Angeles County, thereby reducing long-term energy demands associated with
drilling, pumping, and processing. While short-term construction-related energy use would occur
during the decommissioning of oil wells and associated infrastructure, these activities would be
limited in duration and scope. The temporary use of fuel and electricity during this phase would be
typical of standard construction practices and not considered wasteful or inefficient.

Moreover, no new energy-intensive operations are proposed as part of the project. Once oil
production ceases, the eliminated industrial activities would substantially decrease on-site energy
consumption, aligning with local and state objectives to reduce reliance on nonrenewable energy
sources. Any subsequent land uses would remain subject to applicable energy efficiency
requirements, such as those in the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) and Los
Angeles County’s Green Building Standards (Title 31), further ensuring energy conservation in future
development scenarios.

Given that decommissioning activities represent a temporary and necessary energy use and
considering the long-term reduction in energy demand resulting from the cessation of oil production,
the project would not lead to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in
unincorporated Los Angeles County, thereby reducing energy consumption tied to fossil fuel
production and supporting the state’s and County’s overarching goals for energy efficiency and
renewable energy development. By eliminating oil pumping and processing operations, the project
inherently aligns with California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) and Senate Bill 100, which
seek to transition the state’s electricity supply to 100% renewable energy by 2045. The project
supports the Los Angeles County Climate Action Plan objectives to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and transition to sustainable land uses. By phasing out oil operations, the project helps
achieve the County’s energy and sustainability targets.
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In addition, any subsequent activities on the project sites would be subject to existing energy
efficiency standards set forth by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and Los Angeles
County Green Building Standards Code. These requirements ensure that future developments or
uses of the property maintain high standards of energy efficiency, further advancing state and local
energy conservation objectives.

Because the project would not introduce any new energy-intensive operations and would remove
existing fossil fuel extraction activities, it would not conflict with or obstruct state or local renewable
energy or energy efficiency plans. Instead, it supports the broader transition toward sustainable
energy use, resulting in a less than significant impact.
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VII. - Geology and Soils

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Directly orindirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State

Geologist for the area or based on other ] ] X ]
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] X ]
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? O [ P O
iv) Landslides? ] ] X ]
b. Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil? [ [ I [
c. Belocated on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
prol n n X O

potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d. Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating ] ] X ]
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for O [ O X
the disposal of wastewater?

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological [ [ X [
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
g. Conflict with the Hillside Management Area
Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch.22.104)? I [ O X

a. (i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map or known fault?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure in unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. While the region is
seismically active and includes numerous known faults (such as the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone,
among others), the project does not involve the construction of new habitable structures that could
be subject to fault rupture hazards. Instead, it reduces the number of operational oil facilities that
might otherwise be at risk.
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In areas subject to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, new structures for human
occupancy are prohibited from being placed directly on active fault traces. Because the project does
not authorize new construction for human occupancy, it avoids increasing exposure to fault rupture
hazards. Any decommissioning activities (e.g., plugging wells, removing equipment) would be
temporary, localized, and would comply with all applicable safety regulations and standard
engineering practices. If any future site redevelopment occurs after oil operations cease, it would be
subject to existing seismic safety regulations—including fault rupture avoidance measures—as
required by the California Building Code and County ordinances.

By removing industrial infrastructure rather than adding new structures, the project effectively
reduces the overall level of seismic risk on affected sites. Adherence to existing regulatory
frameworks and best management practices ensures that the project does not expose people or new
structures to significant fault rupture hazards. Therefore, impacts related to the rupture of a known
earthquake fault would be less than significant.

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
related infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County. While the region is seismically active
and could experience strong ground shaking during an earthquake, the project does not involve
constructing new habitable buildings or increasing the number of people exposed to seismic
hazards. Instead, it focuses on plugging and abandoning oil wells and removing industrial equipment
associated with oil production.

Any decommissioning activities would be short-term, localized, and conducted under standard
safety protocols. Because no new permanent structures for human occupancy would be added, the
project does not increase exposure to strong seismic ground shaking. If future redevelopment occurs
on these sites, such projects would be subject to the latest California Building Code and County
regulations governing seismic design, ensuring that any new development is adequately designed
to resist ground shaking.

By reducing industrial infrastructure rather than adding new sensitive uses, the project does not
introduce new risks associated with strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, impacts related to
this hazard would be less than significant.

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less than Significant Impact. Some areas in unincorporated Los Angeles County are identified as
liquefaction zones, where water-saturated, loose soils could lose strength during intense seismic
activity. While portions of the project area may be prone to liquefaction, the project does not involve
constructing new buildings or otherwise placing additional people or sensitive structures at risk.
Instead, it would phase out and remove existing oil production infrastructure, activities which are
limited in duration, occur primarily on already-disturbed sites, and do not substantially alter
subsurface conditions.

Temporary ground-disturbing activities associated with decommissioning (e.g., removal of wells and
equipment per all California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) requirements for
plugging and abandonment) would be conducted in compliance with applicable seismic safety
regulations and standard engineering practices. If site-specific conditions warrant, all project
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activities would follow existing state and local requirements for addressing liquefaction risks, such as
conducting geotechnical investigations prior to any substantial ground disturbance and
implementing recommended stabilization or compaction measures.

Because the project does not introduce new habitable structures or long-term uses that could be
adversely affected by liquefaction, and since any temporary work would comply with established
safety protocols, the potential impact related to seismic-induced ground failure, including
liquefaction, would be less than significant.

(iv) Landslides?

Less than Significant Impact. Some areas of unincorporated Los Angeles County, including
portions of the Baldwin Hills, contain steep slopes or unstable terrain that may be subject to
landslides, particularly during significant seismic events or heavy rainfall. However, the project does
not involve constructing new buildings or conducting extensive grading that could destabilize slopes
or increase landslide risk.

Instead, the project focuses on phasing out and removing existing oil production infrastructure.
Ground-disturbing activities associated with well plugging, equipment removal, or minor grading for
site restoration would be limited in scope and duration and would occur on sites previously disturbed
by industrial operations. Compliance with standard construction practices, erosion control
measures, and applicable California Building Code requirements would ensure that any temporary
soil disturbance does not exacerbate landslide conditions. If necessary, site-specific evaluations and
recommended stabilization measures would be implemented before and during decommissioning.

In the long term, removing oil production facilities may reduce the number of structures potentially
affected by landslides and allow for restoration activities that improve slope stability (e.g., proper
grading, revegetation). Because the project does not introduce new habitable structures or uses that
would increase exposure to landslide hazards, and because all activities would adhere to existing
regulations and best management practices, impacts related to landslides would be less than
significant.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
existing industrial infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County. While limited ground-
disturbing activities—such as grading, excavation, and equipment removal—may temporarily
increase the potential for soil erosion, these activities would be short-term, localized, and occur
primarily within previously disturbed, compacted industrial sites. Consequently, the likelihood of
substantial topsoil loss is reduced.

To ensure protection against erosion, decommissioning activities must comply with applicable
regulations and standard industry practices. For instance, if ground-disturbing activities exceed one
acre, the project would need a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as part of the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit. Such a
plan typically includes best management practices (BMPs) like silt fencing, fiber rolls, or stabilized
construction entrances to minimize sediment runoff. Additionally, the Los Angeles County Grading
Code and the County’s Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance provide guidelines and
requirements that limit soil erosion and manage stormwater runoff effectively.
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Following decommissioning, any subsequent site restoration or conversion—such as regrading,
revegetation, or properly engineered construction—would help stabilize soils, reduce erosion
potential, and prevent long-term topsoil loss. Because the project involves only temporary ground
disturbance and must adhere to existing regulatory requirements designed to prevent erosion,
impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant.

c. Belocated on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure in areas already characterized by industrial disturbances. These sites have
typically undergone previous grading, compaction, and other alterations to the natural soil profile.
Since the project does not involve the construction of new, habitable structures or major grading that
could create large new slopes or significantly alter the subsurface conditions, it is not expected to
induce instability in underlying geologic units.

Some portions of unincorporated Los Angeles County may contain soils prone to subsidence,
liquefaction, or lateral spreading, particularly those in proximity to historic oil extraction sites.
However, by ending extraction activities, the project would help reduce future risks of subsidence
associated with ongoing resource removal. Any temporary ground disturbance related to the
plugging of wells or removal of infrastructure would be limited in scope and duration, and would
comply with relevant building codes, seismic safety requirements, and grading regulations. Where
necessary, site-specific investigations and engineering measures would be implemented to ensure
that no significant instability is introduced. Over time, as oil operations cease, regrading and potential
revegetation would help stabilize soils and slopes, improving long-term geotechnical conditions.

Because the project does not create new instability risks and instead reduces activities that can
contribute to subsidence or soil weakening, the potential for on- or off-site landslides, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse would be less than significant.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Less than Significant Impact. Some areas within unincorporated Los Angeles County may contain
expansive soils, which swell or shrink with changes in moisture content. Such soils can pose a risk
to structures if not properly managed. However, the project involves the phased cessation of oil
production activities and the removal of existing industrial infrastructure—actions that generally
reduce long-term structural risks rather than increase them. The project does not propose new
habitable structures that would be susceptible to damage from expansive sails.

Any ground-disturbing activities associated with well plugging, equipment removal, or minor grading
would be short-term and localized. Standard industry practices and compliance with the California
Building Code and County grading ordinances would address potential soil stability issues, including
those posed by expansive soils. If future uses are proposed on these sites, they would be subject to
site-specific geotechnical evaluations and compliance with applicable engineering standards to
ensure that soil conditions, including expansion potential, do not create substantial risks to life or

property.
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As a result, the project’s activities would not lead to significant hazards associated with expansive
soils. Any impact would be less than significant.

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in unincorporated Los Angeles
County and does not involve new development or operations requiring on-site wastewater treatment
systems such as septic tanks or alternative disposal methods. Therefore, the suitability of soils for
supporting such systems is not a concern under this project.

If any limited, temporary wastewater needs arise during decommissioning (e.g., portable restrooms
for workers), these would be managed through permitted and regulated services that do not rely on
permanent on-site disposal systems. No new septic systems or alternative wastewater disposal
facilities are proposed.

Since the project does not depend on soils for wastewater disposal, no impacts related to soils
incapable of supporting septic tanks or similar systems would occur.

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure at previously disturbed, industrialized sites in unincorporated Los Angeles
County. Due to the long history of ground disturbance in these areas, the likelihood of encountering
previously undisturbed paleontological resources or unique geologic features is low.

If any ground-disturbing activities occur, such as limited grading or excavation, they would be short-
term and confined to already modified soils. Should previously unknown fossils or unique geological
formations be encountered during decommissioning, standard procedures would be followed,
including temporarily halting work in the immediate vicinity and consulting with a qualified
paleontologist or geologist to evaluate the find and recommend appropriate treatment. Compliance
with applicable local and state regulations ensures that such discoveries would be handled with care
and properly documented, reducing any potential impact to a less than significant level.

Because the project would not introduce new large-scale development or require extensive grading
inundisturbed areas, and due to compliance with established regulations and protocols, the potential
for directly or indirectly destroying unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features is
less than significant.

g. Conflict with the Hillside Management Area Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22,
Ch.22.104)7?

No Impact. The project, which phases out oil production activities in unincorporated Los Angeles
County, aligns with the objectives of the Hillside Management Area (HMA) Ordinance and is not
expected to conflict with its provisions. The HMA Ordinance is designed to preserve the physical
integrity, scenic value, and open space of hillside areas while ensuring development is compatible
with community character.
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Phasing out oil production activities supports the goals of the HMA Ordinance by reducing industrial
impacts on hillside areas and improving scenic and environmental values. Restoration or conversion
activities, such as regrading and revegetation, may help stabilize soils, reduce erosion, and enhance
the natural landscape, further aligning with the ordinance’s open space preservation goals.

The project does not propose new construction, grading-intensive activities, or development that
would trigger the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requirements under the HMA Ordinance. This
avoids conflicts related to building placement, hillside grading, or scenic view disruption. Grading
activities required for the removal of oil wells and associated facilities will adhere to all local
regulations to minimize impacts. These activities are temporary and aim to restore, rather than alter,
natural landforms. The project does not propose large-scale grading or landform changes that would
affect the scenic or physical integrity of HMAs. The removal of oil wells and production facilities aligns
with the HMA Ordinance’s requirement to enhance the aesthetic value of hillside areas.

Per Section 22.104.030(H), development related to oil and gas production in the Baldwin Hills
Community Standards District (CSD) is exempt from the HMA Ordinance CUP requirement,
provided compliance with the provisions of the CSD.

The project supports the objectives of the Hillside Management Area Ordinance by phasing out
industrial activities, restoring natural landscapes, and preserving scenic and physical hillside
integrity. Temporary impacts during decommissioning are limited and managed in compliance with
applicable regulations. Therefore, the project does not conflict with the provisions of the ordinance,
and impacts are less than significant.
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VIIl.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas (GHGs) emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant [] [] X ]
impact on the environment?

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of [] [] X ]
greenhouse gases?

a. Generate greenhouse gas (GHGs) emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The project, which phases out oil production activities in
unincorporated Los Angeles County, is not expected to result in significant greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. While temporary GHG emissions will be generated during decommissioning activities,
the project’s long-term benefits include the elimination of operational GHG emissions from oil
production, aligning with state and local GHG reduction goals.

While the phase-out of local oil production could result in increased reliance on imported oil in the
short term, potentially increasing GHG emissions from transport and production, the project
supports long-term climate goals by reducing regional emissions and fostering a transition away from
fossil fuels. The extent to which reliance on imported oil might increase, and the duration of any
resulting GHG increase, is uncertain and dependent on factors like market dynamics, energy
policies, and shifts in demand for oil. The project itself does not directly cause an increase in oil
imports—it contributes to transitioning away from fossil fuel dependence.

Decommissioning activities will involve the use of heavy machinery, equipment, and vehicles, which
emit GHGs such as carbon dioxide (CO,) and nitrous oxide (N,O) through fuel combustion.
Transportation of materials, equipment, and waste to and from project sites will also contribute to
temporary emissions. These emissions are limited to the duration of decommissioning activities,
which are temporary and localized.

Oil production activities produce significant GHG emissions from processes such as pumping,
refining, and transporting oil. Methane, a potent greenhouse gas, is also released during extraction.
By phasing out oil production, the project eliminates these operational sources of emissions,
providing a substantial and lasting reduction in the region’s GHG footprint. Proper decommissioning
of oil wells will seal and close wells, reducing the risk of methane leaks from abandoned or improperly
managed wells, which are a significant source of GHG emissions.

The project supports California’s GHG reduction targets outlined in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, Senate
Bill (SB) 32, and Executive Order B-55-18, which aim to reduce emissions and achieve carbon
neutrality by 2045. The project aligns with the County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by contributing to
reduced fossil fuel use, lowering emissions, and supporting transitions to more sustainable land
uses. Given the temporary nature of decommissioning activities and the long-term cessation of oil
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operations, GHG emissions generated by the project are expected to remain below the relevant
thresholds (South Coast and Antelope Valley Air Quality Monitoring Districts).

While the project will generate temporary GHG emissions during decommissioning, these emissions
are not significant when compared to the long-term reductions achieved by eliminating oil production
operations. The project aligns with state and local climate action goals and does not generate GHG
emissions at a level that would significantly impact the environment. Therefore, impacts are less than
significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities in
unincorporated Los Angeles County. Although decommissioning efforts will temporarily generate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from construction equipment, trucks, and associated activities,
these emissions would be short-term and limited in scope. No new operational sources of GHGs
would be introduced once oil production ceases.

In the long term, ending oil production reduces a significant source of regional GHG emissions. Oil
production processes release substantial amounts of carbon dioxide (CO,) and methane (CH,),
both potent greenhouse gases. By decommissioning wells, sealing them properly, and removing
facilities that support fossil fuel production, the project directly contributes to reducing these
emissions. Over time, this aligns with California’s overarching GHG reduction goals as set forth in
Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and Executive Orders aimed at carbon neutrality. It also supports
the transition away from fossil fuels, consistent with the General Plan and 2045 Climate Action Plan
(2045 CAP).

The 2045 CAP guides the County’s approach to decreasing GHG emissions through various
strategies and is part of the Air Quality Element of the General Plan. The project’s elimination of a
GHG-intensive industrial activity (oil production) is consistent with the County’s climate policies,
which encourage reducing reliance on fossil fuels and lowering overall GHG emissions. Additionally,
because the project does not involve adding new GHG-generating uses and is consistent with the
General Plan’s designated land use and density, it may rely on the existing framework and analysis
provided in the 2045 CAP. Thus, a separate, project-level GHG emissions analysis is not required
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.

In summary, while minor, temporary GHG emissions would occur during decommissioning, the
project facilitates long-term GHG reductions by permanently removing oil production operations.
Therefore, any GHG emissions impact would be less than significant.
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IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, storage, ] ] X ]
production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of O [ X O
hazardous materials or waste into the environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste ] ] X ]
within one-quarter mile of sensitive land uses?

d. Belocated on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would O Il X ]
it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e. For aproject located within an airport land use plan,
or where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard or O [ I O
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?

f. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with,
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency ] ] X ]
evacuation plan?

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving fires, because the project is located:

i) \;vcl:tct\ér; :?high fire hazard area with inadequate O O %4 O
) i — D | 0 | ® O
e r——e™ D 0 80
h. dD::g ;poeurs)rl‘ci)rl?aor?:zcjal:c?g constitute a potentially O O %4 O

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
storage, production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities at previously
industrialized sites in unincorporated Los Angeles County. Decommissioning oil wells and related
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facilities may involve handling hazardous substances commonly associated with oil production,
including residual hydrocarbons, drilling fluids, and possibly Naturally Occurring Radioactive
Materials (NORM) on equipment. However, these activities would be temporary and subject to
stringent regulatory controls.

All hazardous materials handling, storage, and transport would be conducted in accordance with
state and federal regulations administered by agencies such as the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) and the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Health Hazardous Materials
Division. Compliance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law, and other applicable regulations ensure that hazardous materials
are properly identified, packaged, documented, and transported to permitted disposal or treatment
facilities by licensed hazardous waste haulers. The project’s integrated Site Maintenance
requirements and Well Plugging and Abandonment standards ensure that any stored or transported
hazardous materials are promptly cleaned up or removed, eliminating their long-term presence on-
site. These regulations, combined with the project’s new Bonds requirement, provide an additional
layer of assurance that site remediation and proper waste disposal will be funded if an operator fails
to act.

If any contaminated soil or materials are encountered, they would be handled following established
protocols, including proper containment and disposal at approved facilities, to prevent releases that
could harm the public or the environment. Given the oversight, best management practices, and
emergency response plans in place, routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials
during decommissioning would not create a significant hazard.

No new long-term operations involving hazardous materials are proposed. Eliminating oil production
activities would ultimately reduce the quantity of hazardous materials managed on-site over the long
run. Therefore, any impacts related to hazardous materials handling and disposal during the project’s
limited decommissioning phase would be less than significant.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials or waste into the
environment?

Less than Significant Impact. Decommissioning oil production facilities in unincorporated Los
Angeles may involve handling potentially hazardous substances such as residual hydrocarbons,
drilling fluids, and contaminated soil. While the presence of these materials carries some risk, the
potential for accidents or unplanned releases is minimized through stringent regulatory oversight,
established safety protocols, and best management practices.

Before and during decommissioning, operators must comply with applicable federal, state, and local
regulations designed to prevent the release of hazardous materials. These regulations include
requirements set forth by the California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) for proper
well abandonment, and by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Los
Angeles County Fire Department’s Health Hazardous Materials Division for managing hazardous
waste. Activities are conducted in accordance with approved hazardous materials handling plans,
spill prevention and response measures, and ongoing inspections to ensure compliance.

The project’s safety measures—particularly those required by Site Maintenance and Well Plugging
and Abandonment provisions—mitigate the potential for releases. These standards require site
operators to keep the vicinity free of oil pools or debris, promptly address spills, and remove
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unneeded pipelines and equipment once wells are no longer in use. The project’s Complaint and
Comment Log requirement also provides an avenue for reporting any release or accidental spill,
ensuring rapid response and corrective action.

If unknown contaminants are discovered, work would cease in the affected area until the material is
characterized and removed in accordance with regulatory standards. Licensed hazardous waste
haulers and permitted disposal facilities would be used for transporting and disposing of hazardous
materials, reducing the likelihood of accidental releases during transport.

In the long run, by permanently phasing out oil operations, the project would eliminate ongoing risks
associated with active extraction, storage, and processing of oil and related hazardous substances.
Consequently, the potential for future accidents involving hazardous materials would be
substantially reduced.

Given the robust regulatory framework, required safety measures, and careful handling procedures,
the risk of creating a significant hazard to the public or the environment through accidental release of
hazardous materials is minimized. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of sensitive land uses?

Less than Significant Impact. Decommissioning oil production facilities in unincorporated Los
Angeles County may require the handling of hazardous materials associated with well abandonment
and infrastructure removal. These could include residual hydrocarbons, drilling fluids, contaminated
soil, and other materials typical of oil production sites. Although such materials are hazardous, their
handling is strictly regulated by federal, state, and local agencies, ensuring proper containment,
transport, and disposal. Compliance with regulations under the California Hazardous Waste Control
Law and oversight by the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s Health Hazardous Materials
Division would minimize any potential exposure risk. Compliance with the project’s Site Maintenance
provisions helps ensure proper containment, rapid spill response, and removal of materials that
could pose risks to nearby sensitive receptors. Further, the project’s Complaint and Comment Log
requirement facilitates quick reporting and resolution of any issue related to emissions or potential
exposures.

If sensitive land uses (e.g., residences, schools, healthcare facilities, daycare centers, or parks) exist
within one-quarter mile of a project site, project activities would still be subject to stringent safety
protocols designed to prevent hazardous emissions or releases. Standard best management
practices—such as covering haul trucks, using spill containment measures, and implementing
proper storage and disposal methods—would be employed to ensure that hazardous materials are
handled safely and do not pose a risk to nearby sensitive populations.

Because the project does not introduce new long-term operations involving hazardous materials and
is focused on removing existing petroleum-related infrastructure, any potential hazardous material
handling would be temporary, controlled, and closely monitored. Given the robust regulatory
framework and implementation of best management practices, the likelihood of hazardous
emissions or materials affecting sensitive land uses within a quarter mile is very low. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
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d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. Some oil production sites within unincorporated Los Angeles
County may be listed under Government Code § 65962.5 (often referred to as the Cortese List) due
to past operations that potentially contaminated soil or groundwater with hazardous substances.
However, the project would not introduce new contaminating activities; rather, it would phase out oil
production and result in the removal of appurtenant infrastructure from affected sites.

If an oil production site is listed on the Cortese List, it would already be subject to investigation and
cleanup requirements overseen by agencies such as the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Decommissioning and closure of
oil wells, along with any required remediation, would follow applicable environmental regulations and
established protocols to ensure that contaminated soils or other hazardous materials are handled
and disposed of properly. The California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM)
standards for well abandonment, in conjunction with the DTSC oversight and compliance with the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), ensure that these operations mitigate existing
hazards. The project further regulates these activities via its integrated Well Plugging and
Abandonment and Bonds provisions, ensuring that operators or the County have sufficient
resources to carry out remediation if contamination is discovered or if the operator fails to remediate
a site. These measures bolster existing investigative and cleanup requirements under DTSC and
RWQCB oversight.

By safely removing or remediating contaminated infrastructure and materials, the project would
ultimately reduce long-term risks to the public and the environment. As a result, even if the site is
listed on the Cortese List, the project’s activities are anticipated to improve, rather than worsen,
existing conditions. Therefore, any impacts related to site listings under Government Code §
65962.5 would be less than significant.

e. Foraprojectlocated within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities, resulting in the
removal of associated infrastructure on sites that may or may not be located within an airport land
use plan area or within two miles of a public airport. If a site does fall within an airport’s area of
influence, the activities resulting from the project involve dismantling existing facilities rather than
introducing new development or uses that would increase safety hazards or expose people to
excessive noise related to airport operations.

Any decommissioning work that may occur near an airport would be temporary and closely
regulated. Tall equipment or cranes used during well plugging or facility removal would comply with
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations and any applicable requirements of the local
airport land use plan to ensure they do not create airspace obstructions or safety hazards. The
project does not propose structures that would conflict with flight paths or increase the density of
people living or working near runways or approach/departure zones. Additionally, the project’s
performance standards—such as the Site Maintenance rules—would keep sites free of debris or tall,
unwieldy structures that might pose hazards to aircraft operations.
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The cessation of oil production activities would ultimately reduce industrial noise and activity in the
area, potentially improving the local noise environment over the long term. Existing regulations and
review processes—such as consultation with the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use
Commission, if applicable—ensure that any project activities within an airport land use plan or near
an airport are consistent with safety guidelines and compatibility criteria.

Therefore, the project would not result in a significant safety hazard or create excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area, and impacts would be less than significant.

f. Impairimplementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities, resulting in the
removal of associated infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County. While decommissioning
activities may involve construction equipment and temporary work areas, these are not anticipated
to interfere with established emergency response or evacuation routes.

Los Angeles County’s Operational Area Emergency Response Plan (OAERP) and the Local All-
Hazards Mitigation Plan guide the County’s emergency response and recovery efforts. These plans
designate specific disaster routes—shown in the County’s General Plan Safety Element—to ensure
that emergency vehicles can access affected areas and that evacuations can be carried out
efficiently. Any temporary lane closures or traffic control measures required during well
abandonment or equipment removal would be coordinated with local agencies and conducted in
compliance with County regulations, ensuring that critical routes remain passable for emergency
services.

Moreover, by eliminating oil production activities, the project would reduce the potential for hazards
such as spills, fires, or explosions that could complicate emergency responses. Removing these
sources of risk and potentially restoring sites to safer uses aligns with the County’s hazard mitigation
goals and supports long-term community resilience. The project’s Site Maintenance provisions
require clearing flammable materials and debris, and the Bonds required guarantee resources for
safe site closure.

Because the project’s short-term activities can be managed to avoid disrupting emergency routes,
and the long-term effect of discontinuing oil production reduces hazard potential, the project would
not impair or interfere with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans. Therefore, the impact
is less than significant.

g. (i) Located within a high fire hazard area with inadequate access?

Less than Significant Impact. Some oil production sites in unincorporated Los Angeles County
are located within Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZs), where the risk of wildfire is
elevated. These areas often have steep slopes, dense vegetation, and other conditions that can
contribute to intense fires. However, the project, which involves phasing out oil production and
decommissioning associated infrastructure, does not introduce new development or permanent
uses that would increase fire risk or strain emergency access. Instead, it phases out oil production
activities and ensures proper site maintenance under the project’s integrated Site Maintenance
standards, which mandate the removal of combustible materials within 25 feet of wells and the
clearance of debris. These standards, paired with existing Los Angeles County Fire Department
regulations, help minimize the likelihood of wildfires.
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Decommissioning activities would be temporary and conducted in compliance with all applicable fire
safety regulations. The Los Angeles County Fire Department enforces stringent requirements for
developments and projects within VHFHSZs, including maintaining adequate emergency access,
ensuring sufficient fire flow, and removing flammable materials that could contribute to fire spread.
The project’s removal of oil-related infrastructure and hazardous materials would likely reduce the
overall fire risk at the site over the long term.

While decommissioning work may involve construction equipment and temporary on-site personnel,
these activities are short-term, localized, and subject to oversight by the County Fire Department.
Compliance with fire codes, defensible space regulations, and any necessary vegetation
management practices ensure that emergency access routes remain unobstructed and first
responders can reach the site if needed. Moreover, eliminating ongoing oil production removes a
source of potential fire hazard, thereby diminishing long-term fire risks.

In summary, although some project areas are located within high fire hazard zones, the project would
not worsen fire risk or limit emergency access. Instead, by ceasing oil production and restoring the
site, the project may improve conditions for fire safety. Therefore, impacts related to fire hazards and
emergency access in high fire hazard areas would be less than significant.

(ii) Located within an area with inadequate water and pressure to meet fire flow standards?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities, resulting in the
removal of associated infrastructure, rather than introducing new development that demands long-
term water service or enhanced fire flow capacity. While some existing oil production sites may be in
areas with limited water infrastructure and reduced water pressure, the project’s activities are
temporary, limited to decommissioning and restoration tasks.

Fire flow standards and requirements, established by the Los Angeles County Fire Department
(LACOFD), are typically determined based on the nature of ongoing land uses and the types of
structures present. Active oil production operations may have previously addressed fire safety needs
through on-site measures—such as storage tanks or portable water supplies—to compensate for
limited municipal water systems. As the project focuses on removing wells, equipment, and
associated infrastructure, the need for substantial, long-term fire flows diminishes.

During decommissioning, water use would be minimal and largely confined to activities like dust
suppression and equipment cleaning. These do not strain existing water supplies or pressure. In
areas lacking robust municipal infrastructure, any required fire safety measures (e.g., on-site water
storage or alternative fire suppression systems) can be implemented on a temporary basis.

The project’s Site Maintenance and Well Plugging and Abandonment requirements reduce the
presence of flammable materials, thus diminishing potential fire-fighting needs over the long term.
Additionally, by eliminating a source of flammable materials and industrial hazards in the form of oil
wells and production facilities, the project reduces fire risks over the long term, thereby lessening the
reliance on high fire flow capacities in the future.

In all cases, compliance with local fire codes and LACoFD guidelines ensures that any short-term
needs for fire suppression resources are adequately addressed. Consequently, even in areas with
limited water availability and pressure, the project would not result in significant impacts related to
inadequate fire flow.
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(iii) Located within proximity to land uses that have the potential for dangerous fire hazard?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities, resulting in the
removal of associated infrastructure and thereby reducing long-term fire risks at affected sites. While
some oil operations may currently be located near land uses with potential fire hazards—such as
wildlands, industrial facilities, or other areas storing flammable materials—the project’s
decommissioning process is designed to minimize immediate fire risks and align with all applicable
safety regulations.

During decommissioning, any flammable substances or equipment will be handled and removed
according to fire safety standards set by the Los Angeles County Fire Department, the California Fire
Code, and the project’s integrated the Site Maintenance standards that ensure prompt cleanup of
any flammable fluids and mandatory vegetation clearance. Temporary increases in fire risk from
construction equipment or handling of materials would be short-lived and mitigated through best
management practices, emergency preparedness plans, and adherence to all relevant codes and
regulations.

Over the long term, the cessation of oil production eliminates sources of potentially combustible
materials and infrastructure that could have contributed to fire hazards. The resulting site conditions
would be more compatible with surrounding land uses and less prone to fire incidents. As a result,
impacts related to proximity to dangerous fire hazards would be less than significant.

h. Does the proposed use constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard?

Less than Significant Impact. While the decommissioning of oil production activities may involve
the use of machinery, handling of residual flammable substances, and activities that could generate
heat or sparks, these operations are temporary, strictly regulated, and employ robust fire safety
measures. All decommissioning activities must adhere to the applicable fire codes and standards
enforced by the Los Angeles County Fire Department, including proper storage, handling, and
disposal of flammable materials, the use of fire suppression equipment and emergency response
protocols, and the project’s integrated Site Maintenance rules for keeping oil and debris off-site.

By phasing out oil production activities, the project eliminates a long-term source of potential fire
hazards—namely, the ongoing presence of combustible materials and equipment characteristic of
active oil production. Once decommissioned, the absence of active oil operations significantly
reduces the likelihood of dangerous fire hazards associated with industrial operations. Any
temporary risks present during the removal of infrastructure are managed and mitigated through
regulatory compliance and best management practices.

As a result, while the project’s short-term activities are subject to fire safety precautions, the project
does not constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard. The long-term effect is a net reduction in fire
risk compared to continued oil production operations. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
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X.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Less than

Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of a
Federal 100-year flood hazard area or County Capital
Flood floodplain; the alteration of the course of a
stream or river; or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:

i) Resultin substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

ii) Substantially increase the rate, amount, or depth
of surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or offsite?

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

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows which would
expose existing housing or other insurable
structures in a Federal 100-year flood hazard
area or County Capital Flood floodplain to a
significant risk of loss or damage involving
flooding?

Otherwise place structures in Federal 100-year flood
hazard or County Capital Flood floodplain areas
which would require additional flood proofing and
flood insurance requirements?

Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12,
Ch. 12.84)?

Use onsite wastewater treatment systems in areas
with known geological limitations (e.g. high
groundwater) or in close proximity to surface water
(including, but not limited to, streams, lakes, and
drainage course)?

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

[ X [
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

h Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater O [] X O
management plan?

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities, resulting in the
removal of associated infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County. Although
decommissioning work involves ground disturbance and the handling of potentially hazardous
materials, compliance with existing regulatory frameworks ensures that water quality standards and
waste discharge requirements are not violated, and that surface and groundwater resources are
protected.

During decommissioning, residual contaminants such as hydrocarbons or drilling fluids may be
encountered. However, the California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) regulates
well abandonment and requires wells to be properly sealed and secured to prevent fluid migration
into groundwater. Any contaminated soil or materials discovered must be treated or disposed of in
accordance with state and federal laws, including the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) and the California Hazardous Waste Control Law, ensuring that pollutants do not migrate to
water resources. In addition, the project’s Site Maintenance provisions require operators to promptly
clean up and remove pools of oil or other fluids, and the Well Plugging and Abandonment standards
impose a regulated closure process that further minimizes any potential for groundwater
contamination.

If the project disturbs one acre or more of soil, it would be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit. Under this permit, a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented, incorporating best
management practices (BMPs) such as silt fencing, wattles, or sediment basins to minimize erosion,
sedimentation, and pollutant discharge into local waterways. These measures reduce the likelihood
of contaminants leaving the project site and entering surface waters.

In addition, compliance with the Los Angeles County Low Impact Development Ordinance and any
applicable requirements from the Regional Water Quality Control Board ensures that project
activities do not degrade water quality. As the project phases out oil production, long-term risks of
leaks, spills, or other contamination are reduced, ultimately benefiting regional water quality. The
project’s required Bonds also guarantee that financial resources are available for site remediation
should an operator fail to perform adequate cleanup.

Given these regulatory controls, mandatory compliance measures, and the new performance
standards for well abandonment, the project would not violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, nor would it substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. Impacts
would therefore be less than significant.

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?
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Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
related infrastructure, rather than introduce new long-term uses that significantly depend on or alter
groundwater supplies. Any temporary water uses during the decommissioning phase (e.g., for dust
suppression or soil remediation) would be minimal and not require the development of new
groundwater wells. Water, if needed, would be sourced from existing municipal or permitted supplies,
thus avoiding direct withdrawals from local aquifers.

By eliminating active oil operations, the project also removes infrastructure that can impede natural
infiltration, such as paved well pads and compacted access roads. Subsequent site restoration
efforts—such as regrading and revegetating formerly developed areas—may enhance natural
percolation of rainwater into the soil, thereby promoting groundwater recharge. This restoration can
offset any minor, short-term disturbance from decommissioning and may even improve long-term
groundwater conditions compared to the status quo.

Furthermore, properly plugging and abandoning oil wells, as required by the California Geologic
Energy Management Division (CalGEM) standards, prevents potential vertical pathways that could
contaminate or affect groundwater flows. The project’s performance standards—particularly the Well
Plugging and Abandonment provisions—reinforce these requirements, reducing the risk that
abandoned wells could allow pollutants to enter aquifers. Removing or remediating any site
contamination supports sustainable groundwater management practices.

In summary, the project does not create substantial new demands on groundwater supplies, nor
does it significantly interfere with groundwater recharge. Instead, it may lead to improved infiltration
and reduced contamination risks over time. Therefore, impacts related to groundwater supplies and
recharge would be less than significant.

c. (i) Resultin substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure, potentially involving ground-disturbing activities like grading and soil
excavation during the decommissioning phase. These short-term construction activities could
temporarily increase the risk of erosion or siltation, particularly if rain events occur while soils are
exposed. However, such risks would be effectively managed through compliance with existing
regulatory requirements and the project’s integrated performance standards.

For any soil disturbance of one acre or more, the project would be subject to the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit, which requires the
preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP
outlines best management practices (BMPs) such as silt fencing, sediment basins, stabilized
construction entrances, and other erosion-control measures to minimize soil loss and prevent
sediments from entering waterways. Additionally, adherence to the Los Angeles County Low Impact
Development Ordinance and grading regulations would further limit erosion and siltation both during
and after construction.

In the long term, removing oil-related infrastructure and restoring the site can improve soil stability
and reduce impervious surfaces, potentially enhancing natural infiltration and reducing runoff
velocities. As a result, once decommissioning is complete, the site may experience reduced erosion
compared to conditions present under active operations. Moreover, the project’s Site Maintenance
requirements ensure that operators remove debris and any potential sources of sediment promptly,
decreasing the risk of erosion issues.
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Given the project’s compliance with existing regulatory frameworks and the implementation of
BMPs, any potential erosion or siltation impacts would be short-term, controlled, and minimized.
Therefore, the impact on erosion and siltation would be less than significant.

(ii) Substantially increase the rate, amount, or depth of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure, potentially involving ground-disturbing actions like grading or soil
excavation during the decommissioning phase. Such activities may slightly alter on-site drainage
patterns and temporarily increase surface runoff. However, these changes would be localized and
short-term.

Because project activities are subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Construction General Permit requirements, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans
(SWPPPs) would be prepared and implemented as required. These plans outline best management
practices (BMPs) designed to control runoff, including measures to prevent water from accumulating
on-site or overwhelming downstream drainage systems. Additionally, compliance with the Los
Angeles County Low Impact Development Ordinance ensures that post-decommissioning
conditions do not substantially increase runoff volumes or velocities.

Over the long term, the cessation of oil production and removal of impervious surfaces associated
with industrial operations may improve infiltration and reduce runoff. Restoring or regrading the site
and planting vegetation can enhance infiltration capacity and decrease the likelihood of on- or off-
site flooding. The project’s performance standards such as Site Maintenance provisions also require
operators to keep areas free of debris and ensure adequate drainage, further reducing flood risks.
Therefore, any short-term increase in surface runoff would be effectively managed, and the project
would not cause substantial flooding. Thus, impacts related to surface runoff and flooding would be
less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure, which may involve some short-term ground disturbance (e.g., grading,
excavation) during decommissioning. While these activities could temporarily alter the site’s runoff
characteristics, compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of best management
practices (BMPs) would ensure that any changes in runoff volume or quality do not exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, nor result in substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff.

During decommissioning, construction-related pollutants such as sediment or hydrocarbons could
potentially be carried off-site by stormwater runoff. However, if one acre or more of ground is
disturbed, the project would be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Construction General Permit, requiring preparation and implementation of a site-specific
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would include erosion and sediment
controls, spill prevention measures, and other BMPs designed to minimize runoff impacts and
prevent pollutants from entering the storm drain system. Additionally, compliance with the County’s
Low Impact Development Ordinance and stormwater regulations would further reduce runoff

R(_a\_/ised Oil Well Ordinance Page 54 LA County Planning
Initial Study March 2025



REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

volumes and improve runoff quality through on-site infiltration, retention, or treatment measures as
appropriate.

Over the long term, removing oil wells and associated hardscape—such as pads, roads, and
equipment areas—may decrease impervious surfaces and restore more natural infiltration
conditions. This shift can improve on-site permeability, reduce peak runoff flows, and lower the
potential pollutant load compared to ongoing oil production operations. Properly abandoning and
sealing wells will eliminate potential contamination pathways, further reducing the risk of polluted
runoff reaching stormwater systems. By also adhering to the project’s Site Maintenance standards,
operators must keep surfaces free of pooled liquids or debris that could contribute pollutants to the
runoff.

Consultation with the County Public Works would ensure that any incremental runoff changes
remain within the capacity of the local stormwater infrastructure. Given that the project’s activities
are designed to comply with regulatory standards and improve site conditions relative to existing
industrial operations, the potential impacts associated with exceeding stormwater system capacity
or adding significant sources of polluted runoff would be less than significant.

(iv)Impede or redirect flood flows which would expose existing housing or other insurable
structures in a Federal 100-year flood hazard area or County Capital Flood floodplain to a
significant risk of loss or damage involving flooding?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure, none of which are intended to result in new structures that could impede
or redirect flood flows. While some existing oil production sites may be located within or near Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-designated 100-year flood hazard areas or County
Capital Flood floodplains, the proposed decommissioning and restoration activities are not expected
to significantly alter regional flooding patterns or increase flood risk to existing housing or insurable
structures.

During decommissioning, activities such as grading, soil removal, and well plugging could
temporarily modify on-site drainage patterns. However, these changes would be limited in extent and
duration. Any work conducted within flood-prone areas would be subject to federal, state, and local
floodplain management requirements, ensuring that surface contours are not altered in a way that
would substantially impede or redirect flood flows. County Public Works would review proposed
activities near flood hazard areas to verify compliance with all applicable regulations, including FEMA
guidelines and County floodplain ordinances. If necessary, project activities would incorporate
appropriate design measures or obtain required approvals (e.g., Conditional Letter of Map Revision)
to ensure flood hazards are not exacerbated.

Furthermore, removing oil production infrastructure—such as well pads, tanks, and pipelines—can
restore more natural floodplain function. Eliminating these potential obstructions may improve the
flow and storage capacity of floodwaters, reducing the risk that floodwaters would be redirected
toward existing developments. Site restoration efforts, including regrading and revegetation, would
also promote infiltration and stabilize soils, potentially enhancing natural flood management
functions over the long term.

By complying with all relevant floodplain management regulations, coordinating with responsible
agencies, and removing industrial infrastructure that could impede floodwaters, the project would not
expose existing housing or other insurable structures to increased flood risks. Therefore, impacts
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related to impeding or redirecting flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area or County Capital
Flood floodplain would be less than significant.

d. Otherwise place structures in Federal 100-year flood hazard or County Capital Flood floodplain
areas which would require additional flood proofing and flood insurance requirements?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out and decommission existing oil
production infrastructure rather than construct new permanent structures. Consequently, it would
not introduce new buildings or facilities into Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-
year flood hazard areas or County Capital Flood floodplains that would necessitate additional
floodproofing measures or the purchase of flood insurance.

During the decommissioning phase, temporary equipment and staging areas may be used, but such
activities are short-term and do not involve constructing permanent structures. Any work that occurs
within or near flood hazard areas would comply with federal, state, and local floodplain management
regulations. County Public Works and FEMA guidelines ensure that activities in these zones do not
increase flood risk or require floodproofing measures beyond those already in place.

In addition, the removal of existing oil well pads, pipelines, and associated equipment from flood-
prone areas can ultimately reduce flood-related risks by eliminating infrastructure that could
otherwise impede flood flows or be damaged during flood events. Restoring or converting the site
following decommissioning (e.g., regrading and revegetating surfaces) may enhance natural
infiltration and stabilize soils, further reducing the likelihood that new flood protection measures or
flood insurance requirements would arise.

Since the project does not involve placing permanent structures in flood hazard areas, no additional
floodproofing or insurance mandates would be triggered. Therefore, the impact associated with
placing structures in a FEMA 100-year flood hazard area or County Capital Flood floodplain is
considered less than significant.

e. Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code,
Title 12, Ch. 12.84)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and
decommission existing infrastructure within unincorporated Los Angeles County, ultimately
reducing impervious surfaces and improving on-site hydrologic conditions. Rather than introducing
new impervious areas, the project involves the removal of oil well pads, paved access roads, and
other industrial installations. These actions facilitate increased infiltration, reduce runoff volumes and
velocities, and help restore more natural drainage patterns—measures that align with the goals of
the Los Angeles County Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance.

The LID Ordinance (Los Angeles County Code, Title 12, Chapter 12.84) aims to protect water quality,
preserve natural hydrology, and minimize the impacts of stormwater runoff through strategies that
retain, detain, or filter stormwater on-site. Although the ordinance typically applies to new or
redevelopment projects that create additional impervious surfaces, the project does the opposite by
removing industrial infrastructure and reducing impervious coverage. This results in fewer pollutant
sources, improved infiltration, and reduced stormwater runoff, all of which support LID principles.

During the decommissioning phase, any temporary construction activities must comply with
applicable local and state stormwater management regulations, including NPDES permits and
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standard erosion and sediment control measures. Because the project’s long-term effects promote,
rather than hinder, natural hydrology and infiltration, it does not conflict with the LID Ordinance’s
requirements. Additionally, the project’s integrated Site Maintenance requirements aid in keeping
sites free from debris and contamination, further supporting LID objectives.

In summary, by eliminating oil production facilities and allowing sites to revert to conditions more
supportive of infiltration and natural drainage, the project supports the LID Ordinance’s core
objectives. Consequently, the project would not conflict with, but instead complement, the LID
Ordinance, resulting in a less than significant impact.

f. Use onsite wastewater treatment systems in areas with known geological limitations (e.g. high
groundwater) or in close proximity to surface water (including, but not limited to, streams, lakes,
and drainage course)?

No Impact. The project would phase out oil production operations and decommission associated
infrastructure but does not include the installation or use of any onsite wastewater treatment systems
such as septic tanks. Since no new development or land uses requiring wastewater disposal are
introduced, there is no need for a septic system or other private sewage disposal method.

Onsite wastewater treatment systems can pose risks when sited in areas with high groundwater
tables, unstable geologic conditions, or near surface waters like streams, lakes, or drainage courses,
as they may contaminate groundwater or surface water. However, the project does not involve any
activities that would generate or manage wastewater onsite. Decommissioning efforts and site
restoration work are temporary and focus on removing oil-related equipment and restoring the site
to conditions more supportive of natural infiltration and reduced pollution sources. No components
of the project would result in increased wastewater flows, nor require the placement of wastewater
systems close to sensitive water bodies.

Because the project does not propose septic tanks or other private sewage disposal systems, it
avoids the potential pitfalls associated with onsite wastewater management in geologically
constrained areas or near surface water features. Consequently, no impact would occur in this
regard.

g. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out existing oil production operations,
removing infrastructure that could otherwise release pollutants if inundated by floodwaters, a
tsunami, or a seiche event. By eliminating the industrial equipment and storage facilities associated
with oil production, the project effectively reduces the potential for pollutant release during any future
inundation scenario.

Portions of the project area may lie within flood hazard zones designated by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), or within areas identified as susceptible to tsunamis or seiches.
However, the project does not introduce new structures or operations that would store hazardous
materials or otherwise increase the risk of pollutant release during an inundation event. Instead,
decommissioning activities remove existing sources of potential contamination—such as pipelines,
well pads, and processing equipment—and ensure that any residual hazardous materials are
properly disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. The project’s included performance
standards, including Site Maintenance and Well Plugging and Abandonment, further decrease the
potential for pollutants to remain on-site in the long term.
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All activities conducted within or near flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones must comply with
federal, state, and local standards, including Los Angeles County floodplain ordinances and
applicable emergency management and hazard mitigation plans. Compliance with these
requirements ensures that the project’s decommissioning activities do not exacerbate existing flood
risks or introduce new pollutant sources vulnerable to inundation.

In the long term, removing industrial infrastructure from these hazard zones may improve
environmental conditions by reducing the presence of potential contaminants. Thus, the project
would not significantly increase the risk of pollutant release due to inundation in flood hazard,
tsunami, or seiche zones. Impacts would be less than significant.

h. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
related infrastructure, ultimately reducing potential pollutant sources and improving conditions for
both surface and groundwater resources over time. Rather than introducing new contamination
risks, the project focuses on eliminating existing industrial operations that could degrade water
quality.

The project area spans the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County, which falls under the
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and, in certain areas,
the Lahontan RWQCB. Each RWQCB administers a Basin Plan with water quality objectives
designed to protect beneficial uses of surface and groundwater. By removing oil wells, pipelines, and
associated facilities, the project diminishes the likelihood of hydrocarbons, heavy metals, or other
pollutants entering local waterways. Compliance with relevant NPDES permits, adherence to the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and ongoing coordination with RWQCBSs ensure that all
decommissioning and restoration activities uphold the Basin Plan’s standards for maintaining and
enhancing water quality.

Los Angeles County includes several groundwater basins managed under the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Sustainable groundwater management plans aim to
maintain long-term groundwater quality, availability, and reliability. The project does not involve new
groundwater extraction or substantial changes to groundwater recharge processes. Instead,
decommissioning reduces the risk of groundwater contamination by properly plugging and
abandoning oil wells in accordance with California Geologic Energy Management Division
(CalGEM) regulations. This preventative measure is further supported by the project’s Well Plugging
and Abandonment standards, which ensure that wells are sealed and remediated, thereby aligning
with SGMA goals to prevent aquifer pollution.

With the removal of industrial infrastructure, impervious surfaces may be reduced, potentially
improving natural infiltration and supporting sustainable groundwater recharge over time. This shift
aligns with both water quality control and groundwater management objectives, as it lessens the
long-term pollution load and fosters more resilient water resources management.

In summary, by eliminating a source of industrial pollutants, adhering to all applicable regulatory
requirements, and restoring sites to more natural conditions, the project neither conflicts with nor
obstructs the implementation of applicable water quality control plans or sustainable groundwater
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management plans. The overall effect is consistent with improving and maintaining water quality and
groundwater sustainability, resulting in a less than significant impact.

Revised Oil Well Ordinance Page 59 LA County Planning

Initial Study March 2025



REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

XI. Land Use/Planning

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? [] [] [] X
b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any County land use plan, policy, or
] ] = []

regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c. Conflict with the goals and policies of the General
Plan related to Hillside Management Areas or [] [] X ]
Significant Ecological Areas?

a. Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The project involves phasing out oil production activities, resulting in the
decommissioning of existing wells and related infrastructure, rather than introducing new
development features that could disrupt existing neighborhoods or separate communities. The
project does not include building new roads, walls, freeways, or other substantial barriers that would
impede access or circulation within established communities. Instead, it focuses on restoring or
converting affected sites to conditions more consistent with surrounding land uses.

By eliminating oil production operations and associated equipment, the project may improve the
visual and functional integration of these areas with their surroundings. This reduction in industrial
infrastructure could enhance community cohesiveness rather than diminish it. Furthermore, the
project aligns with the County’s long-term land use goals, which favor compatible and community-
serving uses over industrial ones, thereby supporting local neighborhood character and connectivity.

Moreover, the project’s performance standards—including Site Maintenance and Well Plugging and
Abandonment—ensure that oil-related facilities are dismantled in a manner that removes residual
industrial elements and prevents lingering hazards. These requirements help blend formerly
industrial sites back into the surrounding environment without creating physical obstructions.
Because the project neither introduces physical barriers nor alters the existing street grid or access
routes, it would not create divisions within neighborhoods or disrupt existing community patterns. As
aresult, no impact related to the physical division of an established community would occur.

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any County land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Less than Significant Impact. The project, which phases out oil production activities and removes
associated industrial infrastructure, is designed to align with the County’s land use plans, policies,
and regulations adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts. Rather than introducing
potentially conflicting land uses, the project reduces the intensity of industrial operations and
enhances compatibility with surrounding areas.
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The General Plan emphasizes sustainable development, protection of environmental resources,
public health, and compatibility between land uses. By decommissioning oil wells and appurtenant
facilities, the project reduces potential sources of air, noise, and water pollution. This transition
supports General Plan policies aimed at improving environmental quality, remediating incompatible
uses, and promoting ecological restoration.

The project adheres to the County Zoning Code, including those pertaining to nonconforming uses.
By designating existing oil wells as nonconforming and establishing a defined amortization period,
the project facilitates phase-out of industrial operations. The project’s integrated Site Maintenance
standards and required Bonds further ensure that any interim operations are kept in compliance with
regulations until final decommissioning, reducing potential land use conflicts. In areas with
Community Standards Districts (CSDs) or other overlays—such as the Baldwin Hills CSD—the
project’'s oil well prohibition and performance standards integrate with local requirements,
safeguarding community character and mitigating environmental effects.

The project also complies with state and regional requirements enforced by entities such as the
California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) and the Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (RWQCBSs). By removing potential pollutant sources, ensuring proper well abandonment,
and preventing contamination risks, the project supports the goals of water quality control plans, air
quality management strategies, and sustainable groundwater management efforts.

Because the project does not propose new development or uses that would create inconsistencies
with established land use plans or environmental protection policies, it presents no conflicts. Instead,
it lowers historical environmental risks and advances the County’s objective of transitioning to more
compatible land uses. Therefore, any potential impacts due to conflicts with County land use plans
or policies are considered less than significant.

c. Conflict with the goals and policies of the General Plan related to Hillside Management Areas
or Significant Ecological Areas?

Less than Significant Impact. The project, which phases out oil production activities and
decommissions associated infrastructure, does not conflict with General Plan policies related to
Hillside Management Areas (HMAS) or Significant Ecological Areas (SEAS). Instead, it supports the
General Plan’s environmental conservation objectives by removing industrial operations and
restoring affected sites, thereby reducing impacts on sensitive hillside and ecological resources.

HMAs are designated to preserve natural landforms, minimize grading, protect scenic resources,
and ensure environmentally sensitive hillside development. The project does not introduce new
structures or extensive earthwork in hillside areas. Rather, it involves dismantling and removing oil
production facilities that may currently disrupt natural slopes or views. Compliance with the County’s
HMA Ordinance and relevant design guidelines ensures that any temporary ground-disturbing
activities during decommissioning are carefully managed. Additionally, the project’'s Site
Maintenance provisions require operators to keep sites free of debris and combustible materials,
aligning with policies that protect hillside integrity and scenic values.

SEAs are established to conserve habitat integrity, biodiversity, and ecological functions. Oil
production can fragment habitats, introduce pollutants, and generate disturbances that negatively
affect SEAs. By eliminating these industrial activities, the project removes pollution sources, reduces
habitat disturbances, and allows for natural vegetation reestablishment. These actions directly
support General Plan goals and SEA-related policies aimed at preserving sensitive habitats and

Revised Oil Well Ordinance Page 61 LA County Planning

Initial Study March 2025



REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

promoting ecological connectivity. The project’s Well Plugging and Abandonment standards and
required Bonds further ensure that decommissioning activities do not leave hazardous or obstructive
remnants that could harm ecological resources.

Any short-term effects associated with dismantling equipment—such as localized soil disturbance
or temporary noise—are minor, regulated, and take place within a framework of compliance with
County ordinances and guidelines. Over the long term, removing oil infrastructure and restoring sites
to more compatible uses fosters improved environmental conditions that are consistent with the
General Plan’s policies for HMAs and SEAs. Accordingly, the project does not conflict with the
General Plan’s goals and policies for hillside and ecological areas, and impacts are less than
significant.
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XIl. ~ Mineral Resources

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Resultinthe loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the X L] [] []
residents of the state?

b. Resultinthe loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local X [] ] ]
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

a. Resultinthe loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

Potentially Significant Impact. The project would prohibit new oil wells and phase out existing oll
production operations, effectively curtailing the availability of locally-produced oil and gas—
recognized mineral resources of regional and state importance. By permanently ending extraction at
these sites, the project would foreclose future access to these known mineral resources, thereby
resulting in their loss to the region and state.

Oil and gas have historically contributed to the local and regional economy, energy supply, and
industrial base. While the project aligns with the State of California’s and the County’s policy goals to
transition from fossil fuels to renewable energy sources, from a mineral resources perspective,
discontinuing oil production operations represents a long-term loss of a valuable nonrenewable
resource. Once these wells are plugged and abandoned, the potential to recover these materials in
the future would be foregone.

Under CEQA, the permanent loss of availability of a known mineral resource is considered a
significant impact. Although the project may have social, economic, and environmental benefits—
such as improving public health, mitigating environmental justice concerns, and supporting climate
policy objectives—this does not negate the fact that the mineral resource itself would no longer be
accessible. Therefore, this aspect of the project results in a potentially significant impact related to
the loss of a known mineral resource.

b. Resultinthe loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and prohibit
new oil wells in unincorporated Los Angeles County. Many of the affected oil fields are identified in
local land use documents—including the General Plan and the Baldwin Hills Community Standards
District—as locally important mineral resource recovery sites. By eliminating oil production
operations at these locations, the project would permanently remove the opportunity to recover
these locally important mineral resources.

This loss of locally significant oil resources could have notable economic repercussions. Reduced
extraction activities may diminish regional energy independence, decrease local tax revenues and
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royalties, and lead to fewer employment opportunities in communities historically reliant on oil
production.

The project’s planned amendments to the General Plan would remove the existing designation of
some oil fields as resource recovery sites, thereby solidifying the irreversible loss of locally available
mineral resources. Once extraction ceases, these finite resources cannot be restored or utilized for
future benefit. Although the project advances important goals such as environmental protection and
land-use compatibility, the trade-off includes a permanent reduction in mineral resource availability.

Given that these sites are delineated as mineral resource recovery locations in local planning
documents, and the project would effectively foreclose future resource extraction, the impact is
considered potentially significant under CEQA.

R(_a\_/ised Oil Well Ordinance Page 64 LA County Planning
Initial Study March 2025



REVISED OIL WELL ORDINANGE INITIAL STUDY

XIIl. Noise

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the
County General Plan or noise ordinance (Los [l [l Y [l
Angeles County Code, Title 12, Chapter 12.08), or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or n n X ]
groundborne noise levels?

c. Foraprojectlocated within the vicinity of a private
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project ] [l X [l
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the County General Plan or noise
ordinance (Los Angeles County Code, Title 12, Chapter 12.08), or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production operations, resulting in
the removal of existing industrial infrastructure, which may generate temporary construction-related
noise during the decommissioning process. While these activities could increase ambient noise
levels, they would be short-term, localized, and subject to strict controls. By removing the existing
exemption for oil wells from the County’s noise ordinance (Title 12, Chapter 12.08), all construction
and decommissioning activities must comply with allowable noise levels and time-of-day
restrictions, as well as the General Plan policies aimed at minimizing noise impacts on sensitive
receptors.

The provisions of Los Angeles County Code, Title 12, Chapter 12.08—such as maintaining
equipment in good working order, using mufflers, and limiting construction hours—ensure that any
temporary increase in noise remains below regulatory thresholds and does not constitute a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Additionally, the project’'s Comment and
Complaint Log requirement provides a mechanism for community members to report noise issues,
prompting swift responses from operators to address potential nuisances. Once decommissioning
is complete, oil production-related noise sources would be removed, likely resulting in a net reduction
of long-term ambient noise in the vicinity. As a result, the project would not exceed established noise
standards or create a lasting noise impact, and any temporary noise increases would be less than
significant.

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
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Less than Significant Impact. The project involves the decommissioning and removal of oil wells
and associated industrial infrastructure. Decommissioning activities—such as well plugging,
equipment removal, and on-site restoration—may temporarily generate groundborne vibration and
noise from heavy machinery or occasional vibratory equipment. These operations would be short-
term, localized, and subject to best management practices that limit vibration levels.

The Los Angeles County Code and General Plan policies establish requirements to prevent or
minimize excessive groundborne vibration, protecting both structures and sensitive receptors. By
adhering to these regulations, the project ensures that any vibration from decommissioning remains
below thresholds associated with building damage or undue annoyance. Moreover, the project’s Site
Maintenance provisions dictate the timely removal of heavy equipment once well work is finished,
further reducing the duration of vibration impacts.

Once decommissioning is complete, no long-term vibration sources would remain, and the removal
of oil production infrastructure would likely reduce ongoing operational noise and vibration relative to
existing conditions. Consequently, the potential for the project to cause excessive groundborne
vibration or noise is minimized, and impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities, resulting in the
removal of appurtenant infrastructure in unincorporated Los Angeles County. This action does not
involve adding residential units or other uses that would bring new long-term occupants into areas
exposed to aircraft noise. Instead, it removes industrial operations that may currently exist in or near
such areas.

If any oil production sites are located within an airport land use plan area, near a private airstrip, or
within two miles of a public airport, these conditions are already established by existing land use
patterns and regulations. Noise from airport operations—such as takeoffs, landings, and
overflights—is regulated at the federal and state level, and the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)
establishes compatibility guidelines to protect communities from excessive aircraft-related noise.

The project’s decommissioning and restoration activities are short-term and temporary. While there
may be intermittent periods of on-site work during well plugging, equipment removal, or remediation,
these do not constitute permanent noise-sensitive uses (such as residential developments, schools,
or hospitals) that would be adversely affected by airport-related noise. Temporary workers are not
considered sensitive receptors in the same way long-term residents or employees would be, since
they are present only for limited periods and are protected by occupational safety and health
standards.

Furthermore, once decommissioning is complete, no new structures or uses that increase
occupancy or sensitivity to noise would be introduced near airports or private airstrips. In fact, by
removing industrial machinery and equipment, the project could slightly reduce the overall noise
profile of the area. The project does not alter existing flight paths, airport operations, or any
established noise mitigation measures in effect under airport land use plans.

In summary, the project neither introduces new permanent noise-sensitive uses into areas affected
by airport-related noise nor alters conditions in a manner that would expose people to excessive
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airport noise. Therefore, the potential impact related to noise exposure from airports or private
airstrips remains less than significant.
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XIV.  Population/Housing

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for [] [] X ]
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, especially affordable housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement [l [l [] X
housing elsewhere?

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out existing oil production operations,
resulting in the removal of associated infrastructure, without introducing new housing, businesses,
or infrastructure that could directly or indirectly induce population growth. Unlike projects that
increase development capacity—such as building new residential units or extending utilities to
previously undeveloped areas—this project focuses on eliminating industrial uses, rather than
creating conditions conducive to unplanned growth.

The project does not expand services like water, sewer, or roads that could open new areas to
development. The County’s growth forecasts and housing needs, as reflected in the General Plan
and Housing Element, are met by existing designated areas and do not rely on continued oil
production. In fact, by removing oil infrastructure, the project helps free land for more compatible uses
identified in the General Plan’s long-term vision without encouraging unplanned or accelerated
population growth.

Any workforce associated with the decommissioning activities would be temporary and sourced from
existing labor pools, not resulting in a permanent increase in population or housing demand.
Consequently, the project would not alter population distribution, density, or growth rates beyond
what the County’s plans and projections anticipate. Thus, the project would not induce substantial
unplanned population growth, and impacts would be less than significant.

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, especially affordable housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The project would phase out oil production operations and decommission existing wells
on sites historically dedicated to industrial activities, not residential use. Because these sites do not
contain housing units—affordable or otherwise—no one would be displaced because of the project’s
implementation. The project does not involve the demolition or alteration of existing housing, nor
does it require relocation of any residents.
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Following decommissioning, the affected sites could be restored or converted to uses more
compatible with surrounding communities, consistent with County land use policies and housing
preservation goals. This transition supports broader community and environmental objectives
without displacing existing residential areas.

Since the project does not remove or reduce available housing stock, including affordable housing,
it does not create a need for replacement housing elsewhere. As a result, no impact would occur in
relation to the displacement of existing people or housing.
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XV.  Public Services

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project create capacity or service level problems, or result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection? ] L] X []
b. Sheriff protection? ] L] X []
c. Schools? [] [] X []
d. Parks? L] [ ] X []
e. Libraries? [] [] X []
f. [] [] X []

Other public facilities?

a. Fire protection?

Less than Significant Impact. The project involves phasing out existing oil production activities
and removing associated infrastructure rather than introducing new development that would
increase population or fire service demand. Because the project does not create new residential,
commercial, or industrial uses, it does not generate a substantial additional need for fire protection
services beyond what is already provided by the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD).

In the short term, decommissioning activities require compliance with all applicable fire safety
regulations, including the California Fire Code and the project’s integrated Site Maintenance
provisions, which mandate clearing flammable materials and cleaning up potential ignition sources
(e.g., oil spills, dry brush). By removing oil-related infrastructure, the project ultimately reduces long-
term fire hazards often associated with active wells, such as the presence of combustible materials
or fuel storage. The Bonds required by the project further ensure that funds are available for proper
site remediation, preventing scenarios where abandoned equipment or poorly sealed wells might
contribute to fire risk.

Because no new population centers or structures are introduced, and because the dismantling of
hazardous facilities may reduce fire risks, there is no adverse impact on local fire service capacity or
response times. Consequently, the project’s effect on fire protection remains less than significant.

b. Sheriff protection?

Less than Significant Impact. The project does not involve creating new residential or commercial
uses that would substantially increase population or generate additional law enforcement demands.
Instead, it phases out oil production and removes associated equipment, thereby eliminating
industrial operations that may occasionally require sheriff intervention for trespassing, theft, or
accidental spills.

During the temporary decommissioning phase, there may be a brief increase in on-site workers, but
this workforce is finite and focused on specialized tasks such as well plugging and equipment
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removal. This short-term presence does not lead to a permanent change in local population or
ongoing calls for service. Moreover, the project’s Site Maintenance provisions require operators to
keep areas secure and free of hazards, thereby minimizing circumstances that could require law
enforcement response.

Because it does not necessitate new or expanded sheriff facilities, any impacts on sheriff protection
are less than significant.

¢c. Schools?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out existing oil production activities and
remove associated infrastructure and does notinclude any new residential development or land uses
that would increase the local population. Without introducing additional households or creating
conditions that attract new families to settle in the area, the project does not generate demand for
new or expanded school facilities.

Decommissioning and restoration activities are temporary, involving specialized workers who
typically commute from established residences rather than relocating with their families. As such, no
measurable increase in student enrollment at local schools would occur. The project area would not
experience any long-term population growth that could strain existing school capacity or require
construction of new school facilities because of project activities.

Because the project does not contribute to population growth or generate new students, it poses no
risk of exceeding current school capacities or necessitating additional educational services.
Therefore, any impacts related to schools are considered less than significant.

d. Parks?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out existing oil production activities and
remove associated infrastructure, without introducing new residential or commercial development
that could increase the local population. As a result, it does not generate additional demand for
parkland or recreational facilities.

Unlike projects that add housing units or attract new workers and patrons, this project primarily
involves decommissioning wells and restoring or converting sites to uses more compatible with
surrounding communities. Because it neither contributes to population growth nor encourages new
economic activity that would bring more people to the area, it does not place added pressure on local
or regional park resources. The temporary workforce involved in decommissioning activities will not
significantly use nearby parks, as their presence on-site is short-term and focused on the task at
hand.

Once decommissioning is complete, affected sites could potentially be restored or transformed in
ways that benefit surrounding communities via uses that align with the County’s General Plan goals
for sustainable and balanced land use. In doing so, the project may indirectly enhance community
livability over time. However, the project does not require new or expanded park facilities to maintain
existing service levels, nor does it diminish current recreational resources, as it does not authorize
any new development.
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In summary, because the project does not increase population or long-term park use, no substantial
changes to park facility demands occur. Therefore, the impact on parks would be less than
significant.

e. Libraries?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure and does not introduce new residential or commercial uses that would
increase local population or user demand for library services. Without a corresponding rise in the
number of residents, employees, or patrons, there would be no need to expand library facilities or
Services.

Any temporary workforce involved in the decommissioning process would be on-site for a limited
duration and focused on industrial tasks, making it unlikely that they would significantly utilize nearby
library resources. After the project’s completion, the restored or converted sites will not create
conditions that generate sustained library use. This outcome is fully consistent with County of Los
Angeles Public Library planning guidelines and does not reduce existing library service ratios.

Because the project neither induces population growth nor increases long-term demands on library
infrastructure, it would not require new or expanded library facilities to maintain acceptable service
levels. Therefore, the impact related to libraries would be less than significant.

f. Other public facilities?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure without introducing new development that could increase demands on
public facilities other than those already considered (e.g., fire, law enforcement, schools, parks,
libraries). It does not add residential, commercial, or industrial uses that would generate additional
users of government offices, community centers, or other local services.

During decommissioning, a temporary workforce may be present, but their needs would be minimal,
short-lived, and easily accommodated by existing public facilities. Once oil operations cease and
affected sites are restored or converted to uses more compatible with surrounding communities,
there would be no ongoing population increase or long-term need for expanded public services or
infrastructure as the project does not authorize future development of affected project sites.

Given that the project neither induces new population growth nor significantly alters existing land use
intensities, it does not require the construction or expansion of other public facilities to maintain
acceptable levels of service. Therefore, impacts related to other public facilities would be less than
significant.
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XVI.  Recreation

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical [] [] X ]
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

b. Does the project include neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of such facilities which [] [] X ]
might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

c. Would the project interfere with regional trail
connectivity? [] ] X []

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure and does not introduce new housing, commercial development, or other
uses that would substantially increase the local population. Without added residents or a significant
number of new workers or visitors, the project would not create additional demand for neighborhood
or regional parks and other recreational facilities in the area.

While decommissioning activities may involve a temporary workforce on-site, these workers are
focused on specialized industrial tasks and are unlikely to significantly use nearby parks. Any on-site
presence is short-term and would not result in a noticeable increase in recreational facility usage.
Once operations cease and affected sites are restored or converted to more community-compatible
uses, the project may even contribute to improved environmental quality and potentially enhance
local open space. However, this positive outcome would not place additional strain on existing parks.

Since the project neither draws new residents nor expands the local workforce in a way that would
increase park visitation, it does not cause or accelerate physical deterioration of recreational
facilities. As a result, impacts related to increased use of neighborhood or regional parks, or other
recreational facilities, are considered less than significant.

b. Does the project include neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of such facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out existing oil operations and restore or
convert affected sites, but it does not include constructing new neighborhood or regional parks or
expanding existing recreational facilities. Nor does the project create conditions that would increase
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population or demand for recreational services, as it does not involve residential development or
attract new, long-term users to the area.

While restoration efforts may enhance open space and potentially support future compatible land
uses, this outcome does not necessitate new or expanded park facilities to serve a larger population.
Since the project does not generate substantial demand for recreation services, there is no need to
construct additional recreational amenities that could result in adverse environmental effects.

In summary, the project does not include or require the development or enlargement of parks or
recreational facilities that could negatively impact the environment. Therefore, any impacts related
to recreation facilities construction or expansion would be less than significant.

c. Would the project interfere with regional trail connectivity?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure without introducing new development that would block, reroute, or
permanently alter regional trails. Oil well sites are restricted areas, not within established trall
corridors, and the project does not include facilities or operations that would disrupt existing regional
trail networks.

While short-term decommissioning activities may temporarily require limited access restrictions or
safety measures near active work areas, any such disruptions to trail connectivity would be localized
and brief. Compliance with County guidelines, including coordination with appropriate agencies if
trails exist near project sites, would ensure that any temporary effects on trail access or continuity
are minimized.

Following decommissioning, restored or converted sites could potentially enhance open space
quality and availability. In some cases, this might indirectly benefit nearby regional trails by improving
scenic values or future open space planning. Because the project does not create permanent
barriers or significantly change the landscape in a way that would impede trail connectivity, any
impacts related to regional trails would be less than significant.
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XVII. ~ Transportation

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with an applicable program, plan, ordinance,
or policy addressing the circulation system, including X
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? X
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous n n
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm X
equipment)?
d. Resultininadequate emergency access? [] [] X

a. Conflict with an applicable program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
related infrastructure and does not introduce new development or land uses that would alter the
region’s circulation system or conflict with applicable transportation policies. Unlike projects that add
homes, businesses, or large-scale facilities, this project does not generate significant new vehicle
trips or demand for transit, bicycle, or pedestrian improvements.

Any transportation effects are tied to the short-term decommissioning phase, during which
specialized equipment and materials would be delivered to and removed from the project sites.
Although this may result in temporary increases in truck traffic, these trips would be limited in number
and duration. The project’s contractors would coordinate with local agencies to ensure compliance
with existing roadway standards and traffic management regulations, minimizing disruptions.
Measures such as scheduling deliveries during off-peak hours and following established haul routes
can further reduce any temporary impact to vehicle, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian circulation.

The project does not involve permanent infrastructure changes or long-term activities that would
necessitate modifications to transit routes, bicycle facilities, or sidewalks. Once decommissioning is
complete, the affected sites could be restored or converted to uses more compatible with the
surrounding communities without introducing circulation conflicts. Thus, the project remains
consistent with local and regional transportation plans, ordinances, and policies, including those
encouraging multimodal travel.

In summary, any short-term transportation effects would be managed and minor, and the project
does not create conditions that would permanently conflict with or hinder established transportation
policies or programs. As a result, impacts related to the circulation system are considered less than
significant.

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
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Less than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) requires evaluating
transportation impacts based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rather than traditional measures like
congestion. The project, which entails decommissioning and removing oil production infrastructure,
does not propose new developments that would generate long-term vehicle trips or substantially
alter regional travel patterns.

Any transportation-related activities would be short-term and limited to the decommissioning phase,
involving a temporary increase in trips associated with equipment and material delivery. These
activities are short-lived, localized, and would not result in a permanent increase in VMT. Once the
decommissioning work is complete, no ongoing VMT-generating operations remain.

By phasing out fossil fuel extraction, the project may indirectly reduce future transportation-related
energy use and associated emissions over the long term. It does not create conditions that conflict
with efforts to reduce VMT or hinder broader goals of State and Local CEQA Guidelines to minimize
transportation-related environmental impacts.

In sum, the project neither introduces new long-term VMT sources nor conflicts with the objectives
of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). Therefore, impacts related to VMT are considered less
than significant.

c. Substantially increase hazards due to aroad design feature (e.g., sharp curves) orincompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project does not involve constructing new roadways or altering
existing ones in a manner that would introduce hazardous design features. It decommissions oil
production operations and removes associated infrastructure, activities that occur within or adjacent
to existing industrial sites already accessed by established roads designed to accommodate similar
equipment and traffic.

During the temporary decommissioning period, the project may generate a limited number of trips
by heavy trucks and specialized machinery. However, these vehicles would use existing roadways
that currently serve industrial or similarly intensive uses. Compliance with local safety standards,
permitting requirements, and traffic control measures will ensure that any short-term changes in
traffic patterns are managed responsibly. This may include scheduling vehicle movements during
off-peak hours and using proper signage or flaggers if necessary.

No modifications to road layouts, such as adding sharp curves or narrowing lanes, are proposed. The
project also does not introduce long-term incompatible uses that would pose ongoing traffic safety
concerns. Once decommissioning is complete, traffic will return to baseline levels, and no new
hazards will be introduced.

As a result, the project does not substantially increase roadway hazards due to design features or
incompatible uses, and any minor, short-term impacts on road use are effectively mitigated by
adherence to existing traffic and safety regulations. The impact is therefore considered less than
significant.

d. Resultininadequate emergency access?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would not introduce new structures, permanent
changes to roadways, or ongoing activities that would impede emergency response routes. While
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temporary decommissioning activities may generate short-term increases in truck traffic and
occasional equipment movement, these effects would be carefully managed. Standard traffic control
measures, coordinated with local authorities, would ensure that emergency vehicles maintain
unobstructed access to and through the project area.

The project will comply with all applicable Los Angeles County fire and safety regulations, including
those regarding emergency access in areas such as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Any
temporary restrictions during decommissioning would be minimal, localized, and short-lived, with
existing measures in place—such as scheduling deliveries during off-peak hours, using flaggers or
temporary signage—to maintain emergency vehicle flow.

Once oil production activities cease and the sites are restored or converted to more compatible uses,
there would be no long-term changes that compromise emergency access. In fact, removing
industrial facilities may reduce certain risks associated with operational hazards. Therefore, the
project would not result ininadequate emergency access, and impacts would be less than significant.
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XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code §21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in [l [l X []
Public Resources Code § 5020.1(k)?

ii) Aresource determined by the lead agency, inits
discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
§ 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in [] [] X ]
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code § 5020.1(k)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production operations and remove
associated infrastructure primarily located in previously disturbed industrial areas, where the
likelihood of encountering intact tribal cultural resources is low. Under Public Resources Code
§21074, tribal cultural resources include sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places,
and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that may be listed, or eligible for
listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or a local register of historical resources.
Because the project does not introduce new ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed
areas, the potential to affect such resources is minimal.

In accordance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52, the County initiated consultation with California Native
American tribes that have requested notification of proposed projects in the area. This consultation
process provides tribes with the opportunity to identify any known or suspected tribal cultural
resources within or near the project sites. If any such resources are identified as listed or eligible for
listing in the California Register or alocal register, the County will work collaboratively with the tribe(s)
and, if needed, a qualified archaeologist, to avoid or mitigate potential impacts. Standard treatment
protocols would be implemented if tribal cultural resources are inadvertently discovered during
decommissioning activities, including halting work in the immediate vicinity and consulting with tribal
representatives and cultural resource professionals to determine appropriate next steps.

Given that the project sites are industrial in nature and previously disturbed, and that the County will
comply with all applicable consultation and resource protection requirements, it is unlikely that tribal
cultural resources would be adversely affected. Therefore, any impact to tribal cultural resources
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listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or a local register would
be less than significant.

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production activities and remove
associated infrastructure from previously disturbed industrial sites. These areas are generally
unlikely to contain intact tribal cultural resources that hold significance to California Native American
tribes. Nonetheless, the County, as the lead agency, has complied with AB 52 requirements by
notifying tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area early in the CEQA process,
providing them with the opportunity to identify any tribal cultural resources of concern.

If any resource is brought to the County’s attention during consultation, the County will evaluate its
significance under the criteria in Public Resources Code §5024.1(c). This assessment would be
informed by tribal input, cultural record searches, and professional archaeological expertise. Should
a resource meeting the criteria be identified, the project would incorporate measures to avoid,
preserve, or mitigate impacts to that resource, in cooperation with the tribes and consistent with state
and local regulatory frameworks.

Given that the project area is already disturbed and no tribal cultural resources meeting the criteria
set forth in Public Resources Code §5024.1(c) have been identified thus far, the likelihood of
encountering a significant tribal cultural resource is low. In the unlikely event that previously unknown
resources are discovered during decommissioning, work in the vicinity would cease until appropriate
evaluation and treatment measures are implemented. As a result, potential impacts to tribal cultural
resources under this category are anticipated to be less than significant.
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XIX.  Utilities/service Systems

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, storm
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication facilities, the construction or [ [ X []
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry [l [l B [l
years?

c. Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the [] [] X ]
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of [l [l B [l
solid waste reduction goals?

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management
and reduction statutes and regulations related to [] [] X []
solid waste?

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities,
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production operations and remove
associated infrastructure on previously disturbed industrial sites. It would not introduce new
development, housing, businesses, or other uses that increase long-term demands on public utilities
and service systems. As aresult, it is not expected to require or result in the relocation or construction
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas,
or telecommunication facilities that could lead to significant environmental impacts.

The project involves temporary decommissioning activities and does not introduce a new water
demand or substantial wastewater generation. Any minimal water use during decommissioning
would be short-term and easily accommodated by existing supplies and facilities. Compliance with
the project’s Site Maintenance requirements and Well Plugging and Abandonment standards
ensures that vacated facilities do not become sources of ongoing utility burdens. No new sewer
connections or expansions are needed because the project does not generate long-term wastewater
discharges that would exceed current system capacities.
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The project sites are already developed with industrial infrastructure. Decommissioning and
restoration activities may improve natural infiltration or encourage more compatible future land uses
that reduce reliance on engineered drainage systems. The project does not involve adding large
areas of impervious surfaces or altering stormwater flow to such an extent that it would necessitate
new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities. Compliance with the County’s Low Impact
Development (LID) standards ensures that potential changes in runoff are managed sustainably and
within existing system capabilities.

Temporary electrical and other utility demands during decommissioning are minimal and can be met
by existing infrastructure. No long-term operational changes would occur that increase demand for
energy or communication services. Consequently, no new or upgraded utility infrastructure is
needed beyond what is already in place.

Considering that the project does not increase permanent population, alter land uses to more
intensive activities, or require substantial new infrastructure, impacts related to utilities and service
systems are less than significant.

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would not introduce new residents, businesses, or long-
term operations that significantly increase water demand. Instead, it involves the temporary use of
minimal water supplies to support decommissioning activities, such as dust control and equipment
cleaning, followed by site restoration or conversion to more compatible uses. Once oil production
ceases, there is no ongoing need for substantial water consumption.

Any short-term water needs can be met by existing water sources and infrastructure, as these
demands are neither continuous nor large enough to strain local supplies. The project does not meet
thresholds that would trigger the preparation of a water supply assessment under Senate Bill (SB)
610 or SB 221, nor does it require new entitlements. It also does not alter regional water supply plans
or compromise water availability during normal, dry, or multiple dry years.

Compliance with County and state water conservation measures and water quality standards
ensures that any temporary water use will be managed responsibly. By requiring operators to meet
Bonds obligations and fulfilling Well Plugging and Abandonment standards, the project ensures that
old infrastructure is removed and sites do not demand future water resources. Because the project
does not significantly increase water demand, impacts related to having sufficient water supplies for
the project and reasonably foreseeable future development are less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project requires the decommissioning and removal of oil wells
and associated infrastructure, which are not activities that would generate a substantial volume of
wastewater. Any wastewater produced during decommissioning—such as from equipment cleaning
or temporary sanitation facilities for workers—would be minimal, short-term, and easily
accommodated by existing wastewater treatment infrastructure.
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Once decommissioning is complete, the project does not introduce new land uses or operations that
would produce ongoing wastewater flows. In fact, the cessation of oil production may reduce any
previous wastewater loads associated with those activities, freeing up capacity in the long term.
Because the project’s limited and temporary wastewater demands do not approach the capacity
limits of the existing service providers, no expansions or new wastewater treatment facilities would
be required. The project’s Site Maintenance and Well Plugging and Abandonment provisions help
ensure that contaminants are properly contained, preventing any unexpected load on wastewater
systems.

As aresult, the project would not hinder a wastewater treatment provider’s ability to serve its existing
commitments or require adjustments to their operational capacity. Thus, the impact on wastewater
treatment capacity would be less than significant.

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would decommission and remove oil wells and
associated infrastructure, generating a temporary increase in construction and demolition debris
rather than ongoing solid waste. Any waste produced during these decommissioning activities—
such as piping, equipment, and concrete—would be managed in accordance with applicable State
and local regulations, including those focused on waste diversion, recycling, and proper disposal.

California’s solid waste regulations (e.g., AB 939) and the County’s Integrated Waste Management
Plan guide the proper handling and reduction of solid waste. A substantial portion of construction and
demolition debris can often be recycled or reused, minimizing the amount sent to landfills. Existing
regional landfill facilities have sufficient remaining capacity, as confirmed by regular assessments in
the Integrated Waste Management Plan, to accommodate the temporary volume of materials
generated by the project. Moreover, no new long-term waste streams would be created, and once
decommissioning is complete, the project would not generate operational waste.

Compliance with established waste management standards ensures that the project’s short-term
increase in solid waste would not exceed State or local thresholds or hinder solid waste reduction
goals. Adhering to the project’s Site Maintenance provisions also ensures prompt removal of debris
to avoid any accumulation or environmental hazards. As a result, impacts related to solid waste
capacity and standards would be less than significant.

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would generate a limited amount of solid waste as part
of the temporary oil well decommissioning process, including dismantled infrastructure and
construction and demolition debris. All handling, storage, transportation, and disposal of this waste
would occur in accordance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste management and reduction.

All project activities must comply with the California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939),
which mandates recycling and waste diversion, as well as local ordinances requiring construction
and demolition waste diversion. This includes adherence to the County’s Source Reduction and
Recycling Element and compliance with regional and state-mandated diversion targets. Additionally,
the project must follow the County’s Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance,
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ensuring that a significant portion of generated debris is recycled or reused rather than disposed of
in landfills.

Facilities receiving solid waste from the project would be properly permitted and operated in
accordance with the Integrated Waste Management Plan and other relevant guidelines, ensuring
adequate disposal capacity. Since the project does not create new sources of ongoing waste but
merely addresses temporary demolition waste, it will not impair the County’s ability to meet solid
waste reduction goals. Under the project’s Site Maintenance requirements, operators are
responsible for removing demolition debris and potential contaminants in a timely, regulated
manner. Licensed waste haulers and permitted disposal facilities ensure compliance with relevant
codes, while performance standards in Bonds guarantee financial resources for any necessary
remediation or proper waste handling. Furthermore, no permanent increase in solid waste
generation will occur once the decommissioning is complete.

By adhering to all applicable solid waste regulations and policies, the project will ensure that any
waste generated is managed responsibly and sustainably. As a result, the project’s impact related to
compliance with solid waste management and reduction statutes is considered less than significant.
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XX.  Wilafire

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones,
would the project:

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? [l [l X [l

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire [l [l X []
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may [l [l X [l
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope [ [ X []
instability, or drainage changes?

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less than Significant Impact. The project requires the phasing out of oil production activities,
resulting in the removal of existing appurtenant infrastructure. Project activities are expected to occur
within existing industrial sites and rights-of-way, without introducing new permanent land uses or
significant physical changes that could obstruct or interfere with emergency response routes or
evacuation procedures.

Los Angeles County maintains emergency response and evacuation plans, such as the Operational
Area Emergency Response Plan and the All-Hazards Mitigation Plan, which designate emergency
routes and procedures. These plans are designed to ensure adequate public safety and effective
disaster response across the County, including areas where oil wells are located.

During decommissioning activities, temporary increases in vehicle traffic and equipment staging
may occur near project sites. However, these effects will be localized and short-term, and project
activities will be required to coordinate with local agencies, such as the County Department of Public
Works and Office of Emergency Management, to ensure compliance with emergency access
requirements. Such coordination includes maintaining clear access to designated emergency routes
and complying with traffic control measures to minimize disruptions.

Additionally, the project does not propose any alterations to critical infrastructure or public rights-of-
way that would permanently impair emergency response capabilities. Compliance with existing
regulatory frameworks, including building and safety codes, further reduces the potential for
significant impacts. By removing industrial hazards and following the project’s Site Maintenance
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standards—such as clearing debris and combustible materials—the project may actually enhance
overall safety.

Given the temporary and manageable nature of potential disruptions and the regulatory oversight in
place, the project is not expected to substantially impair any adopted emergency response or
evacuation plan. Therefore, the impact is considered less than significant.

b. Dueto slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil operations and remove associated
infrastructure within areas already designated and managed for industrial use. Some project sites lie
within or near Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZs), where factors such as slope and
prevailing winds can contribute to wildfire risks. However, the project would not introduce new
permanent development or occupants who could be exposed to wildfire-related hazards. Instead, it
focuses on removing oil production infrastructure and restoring or converting disturbed areas to uses
more compatible with surrounding communities.

Temporary decommissioning activities might involve equipment that could ignite sparks or generate
heat. Compliance with applicable fire prevention and safety requirements—including coordination
with the Los Angeles County Fire Department, adherence to the California Fire Code, and
implementing best management practices such as spark prevention, regular equipment
maintenance, and on-site fire suppression—will minimize fire risks during this short-term phase.

Once oil production equipment is removed, potential ignition sources decrease, potentially reducing
long-term fire risks. Without the introduction of residents or employees to areas of elevated wildfire
risk, there is no added population at risk of exposure to wildfire smoke or pollutant concentrations.
While the site’s natural conditions and climate factors remain unchanged, the project neither
increases vulnerability to wildfires nor places people in harm’s way.

In summary, due to strict compliance with fire safety measures, no permanent occupancy, and the
elimination of industrial hazards, the project would not exacerbate wildfire risks or expose occupants
to significant pollutant concentrations from a wildfire. Therefore, the impact is considered less than
significant.

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The project requires phasing out of oil production activities, which
results in the removal of industrial infrastructure. The project would not create new infrastructure or
facilities that could elevate fire risk or cause ongoing environmental impacts. Instead, it focuses on
decommissioning and removing existing oil production equipment, with all work occurring within or
adjacent to areas already served by established roads, utilities, and industrial access points.

No new roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, or additional power lines are needed to
implement the project. Temporary modifications may occur during the decommissioning phase,
such as using existing roads for equipment transport or making minor adjustments to existing
utilities. However, these activities will be short-term and conducted in compliance with applicable fire
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safety regulations (e.g., California Fire Code requirements) and environmental standards. All project
activities must follow best management practices—such as controlling spark sources, maintaining
defensible space, and ensuring the availability of fire suppression tools—to prevent increasing
wildfire risk.

By eliminating oil production infrastructure, the project may reduce long-term fire hazards by
removing potential ignition sources. No ongoing maintenance of new infrastructure is required,
minimizing the potential for habitat disturbance or other environmental impacts.

The project does not involve the installation or maintenance of additional infrastructure that could
exacerbate wildfire risk. Any temporary impacts during decommissioning are managed through
adherence to existing safety and environmental protocols, ensuring that the overall impact remains
less than significant.

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding
or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

Less than Significant Impact. The project would phase out oil production operations and remove
associated industrial infrastructure on previously disturbed sites, rather than introducing new
development or major land alterations. Consequently, it does not create conditions that would
increase the likelihood of downslope or downstream hazards, including flooding or landslides,
resulting from altered drainage or post-fire slope instability.

While decommissioning activities involve some ground disturbance, these are short-term and
localized. Compliance with County grading and erosion control regulations, as well as adherence to
stormwater management requirements, ensures that any disturbed areas are stabilized promptly.
Restoration or conversion of the sites to more compatible land uses will improve soil stability and
infiltration capacity, thereby reducing the potential for post-project runoff or slope destabilization.

Because the project does not create large expanses of impervious surfaces or modify slopes in ways
that could exacerbate post-fire instability or alter natural drainage patterns, the risk of inducing new
flood or landslide hazards is minimal. If any site work occurs near potentially sensitive slopes,
geotechnical evaluations and corresponding mitigation measures would be applied, further reducing
the risk of adverse effects.

In summary, by following existing regulatory standards and best management practices, the project
will not expose people or structures to significant risks from runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.
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XXI.  Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or [] [] X ]
animal community, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of arare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable [] [] X ]
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?

c. Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human [] [] X []
beings, either directly or indirectly?

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Less than Significant Impact. The project phases out oil production activities and removes
associated industrial infrastructure from sites that are largely previously disturbed. Although
decommissioning may involve short-term ground-disturbing activities, these occur under stringent
regulatory frameworks and established best management practices (BMPs) that safeguard
sensitive biological and cultural resources. Compliance with laws and regulations, such as the
California Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the County’s Significant
Ecological Area (SEA) protections, ensures that fish, wildlife, and plant communities are not
substantially harmed. If any tribal cultural or archaeological materials are encountered, work would
cease, and appropriate consultation and treatment measures would be implemented to prevent
significant impacts to cultural resources.

Over the long term, ceasing oil production and removing infrastructure would likely improve local
environmental conditions, reduce pollution sources, and allow for habitat recovery or more
compatible land uses. Therefore, the project does not substantially degrade environmental quality or
threaten ecological or cultural integrity. Any potential impacts are considered less than significant.
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b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects)?

Less than Significant Impact. The project does not introduce new development or activities that
would notably increase population, traffic, or pollution. Instead, it phases out an existing source of
environmental impacts—oil production—resulting in the removal of industrial infrastructure and
associated emissions, hazards, and disturbance. This action aligns with broader regional and state
goals to reduce fossil fuel reliance, improve air quality, and protect habitats, thus making an
incremental positive contribution to cumulative environmental conditions.

While short-term decommissioning activities may generate minor increases in noise, dust, and
localized emissions, these are temporary, controlled by BMPs and regulations, and do not
significantly contribute to cumulative adverse conditions. Viewed alongside other past, current, and
future projects aimed at environmental improvement and sustainable resource use, the project’s
incremental effects are beneficial rather than cumulatively considerable. Thus, the project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts is less than significant.

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than Significant Impact. By eliminating oil production operations and associated hazards,
the project is expected to improve local environmental quality over time, thereby reducing potential
health risks to surrounding communities. Short-term construction-related effects—such as noise,
dust, and limited equipment traffic—are temporary, subject to compliance with local ordinances, and
minimized through standard control measures. There are no permanent increases in activities that
would adversely affect public health, such as introducing new sources of pollution or hazards.

Inthe long term, the absence of operational oil wells and infrastructure reduces exposure to industrial
contaminants, vibrations, and noise. This outcome supports better public health outcomes and
environmental justice goals. Consequently, any direct or indirect effects on human beings are short-
lived, well-managed, and less than significant.
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