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I. Enforcement. 

In addition to the provisions of Part 6 of Chapter 22.60, the Operator shall be subject to the 

following enforcement provisions: 

1. Civil Penalties and Performance Security.  The Operator shall be subject to a 

penalty for violation of any requirement of this section as determined by, and at the discretion of, 

the Director in an amount not less than $1,000 or more than $10,000 per day per violation.  For 

this purpose, the Operator shall deposit the sum of $100,000 in an interest-bearing trust fund 

with the County Department of Regional Planning within thirty days of the effective date of this 

section, to establish a draw down account.  A written notice of violation and the any associated 

penalty as determined by the Planning Director will be sent to the Operator and the penalty 

amount cited in notice of violation.  If the noted violation is not corrected to the satisfaction of the 

Director within the time period set forth in the notice of violation, tThe penalty amount cited in 

the notice of violation will be deducted from the account.  If the violation is corrected within the 

time period set forth in the notice of violation, but recurs any time within a six-month period, the 

penalty will be deducted from the account upon each recurrence and the Operator will be 

notified of such deduction.  Prior to withdrawal from the account, the Operator may appeal the 

penalty to the Hearing Officer within 10 days if the receipt of the notice of violation. Once the 

deposit has been depleted by 50 percent of the initial amount ($50,000), the Operator shall 

deposit additional funds sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of the initial deposit 

($100,000) within 10 business days of notification.  There is no limit to the number of 

supplemental deposits that may be required while the Operator conducts Oil Operations within 

the District.  If the Operator is dissatisfied with the action of the Director, the Operator may file 

an appeal with the Hearing Officer within 15 10 days after receipt of notification.  Upon receiving 

a notice of appeal, the Hearing Officer shall take one of the following actions. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE 

BALDWIN HILLS COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT 
County Project Number R-2007-00570 

Environmental Case Number RENVT2007-00048 

INTRODUCTORY FINDINGS 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Section 15091 (“State CEQA Guidelines”), no public agency shall approve or carry out a 
project where an Environmental Impact Report (the “EIR”) has been certified, which identifies 
one or more significant impacts on the environment that would occur if the project is approved or 
carried out, unless the public agency makes one or more findings for each of those significant 
impacts, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale of each finding.  The possible 
findings, which must be supported by substantial evidence in the record, are: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that 
mitigate or avoid the significant impact on the environment (hereinafter, “Finding 
1”). 

2. Changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency 
(hereinafter, “Finding 2”). 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the EIR 
(hereinafter, “Finding 3”). 

For those significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance, the public 
agency is required to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits of the project outweigh the significant impacts on the environment. 

The Board of Supervisors (the “Board”) of the County of Los Angeles (the “County”) hereby 
approves the Baldwin Hills Community Standards District, County Case No. R-2007-00570 
(“the Project” or the “CSD”) and certifies the Final EIR (“FEIR”), State Clearinghouse Number 
2007061133, which consists of the Draft EIR (the “DEIR”), the Responses to Comments and 
other supporting documents, and finds that it has been completed in compliance with CEQA, was 
presented to the decision-making body of the County and the decision-making body reviewed 
and considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to certifying the FEIR and approving 
the Project.  The FEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the County and has 
been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources 
Code Section 21000-21177) (“CEQA”), and the Board has received, reviewed, and considered 
the information contained in the FEIR, the application for the Project, all testimony at public 
hearings and submissions from public officials and others, departments of the County, the 
applicant, community associations, and other public agencies and all other information in the 
record prior to its approval of the Project. 
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Having received, reviewed and considered the foregoing information, as well as any and all other 
information in the record, the Board hereby makes findings pursuant to, and in accordance with, 
Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code. 

Section 1 of these findings discusses those potential environmental impacts of the Project that 
were reviewed during the Initial Study process, but were found to be less than significant.  
Section 2 discusses those potential environmental impacts of the Project that are not significant.  
Section 3 discusses those potential environmental impacts that have been mitigated to a level of 
insignificance.  Section 4 discusses those unavoidable environmental impacts that cannot be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance.  Section 5 discusses those potential cumulative impacts 
that are not significant.  Section 6 discusses those potential cumulative impacts that have been 
mitigated to a level of insignificance.  Section 7 discusses those cumulative impacts that cannot 
be mitigated to a less than significant level.  Section 8 discusses the potential growth-inducing 
impacts of the Project.  Section 9 discusses the alternatives to the Project as discussed in the 
FEIR.  Section 10 contains findings regarding the Mitigation Monitoring Program.  Section 11 
contains the Statement of Overriding Considerations.  The findings set forth in each section are 
supported by substantial evidence in the record of the approval of the Project. 

In accordance with the provisions of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, the County adopts 
these findings as part of its certification of the FEIR for the Project. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Plains Exploration and Production Company (“PXP”), the current operator of the Inglewood 
Hills Oil Field and the applicant, has submitted an application to the County to establish a CSD 
for the portion of the Inglewood Oil Field located in the Baldwin Hills Zoned District, an 
unincorporated area of the County (the “Oil Field”). 

A CSD is a supplemental zoning district that addresses special issues unique to certain 
geographic areas within the unincorporated areas of the County.  The objective of the CSD, 
which will establish additional development standards, is to address the unique compatibility 
concerns associated with the Oil Field and the surrounding communities. 

Historical Background and Existing Zoning Regulations.  Oil and gas production have been 
ongoing at the Oil Field since the 1920s, consistent with applicable County planning policies and 
zoning regulations.  Following an unusually large escape of hydrocarbons in January, 2006, 
nearby residents began calling for an environmental analysis of oil and gas production at the Oil 
Field.  Responding to the community concerns, the Board adopted a series of interim urgency 
ordinances imposing temporary restrictions on oil development at the Oil Field until an 
environmental analysis could be performed and permanent restrictions adopted.  These 
temporary restrictions expired on June 26, 2008. 

The vast majority of the Oil Field is depicted on the County’s official zoning maps in the Heavy 
Agriculture and Restricted Heavy Manufacturing zoning classifications.  Title 22 of the County 
Code permits oil production activities in these zones as a matter of course, with minimal 
regulation. 
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Because the temporary restrictions of the interim urgency ordinance have expired and the 
historical oil and gas operations at the Oil Field are permitted as a matter of course under current 
County regulations, County regulation of the Oil Field would revert to the less stringent 
standards of Title 22 if the proposed CSD is not adopted. 

The Project Will Not Create Additional Development.  PXP has not applied for a permit to drill 
new wells or to install any new facilities at the Oil Field.  The Project analyzed in the EIR is the 
CSD, not future oil operations, expanded or otherwise.  The CSD will regulate the development 
of what is currently allowed by the applicable planning policies and zoning regulation and will 
not create additional development. 

An EIR typically evaluates the environmental impacts of a proposed development project.  In 
this case, however, the Project is a CSD, which is a regulatory framework only and would not 
result in any physical change to the environment.  Furthermore, because the CSD will enhance 
the development standards, operating requirements, and procedures that would otherwise be 
required for future oil and gas production at the Oil Field, the CSD will reduce environmental 
impacts. 

Because the CSD will not result in a physical change to the environment, and merely provides a 
regulatory framework to enhance regulations of an existing, permitted industrial operation, the 
County could have alternatively relied upon a negative declaration or mitigated negative 
declaration to support the approval.  Similarly, several categorical exemptions could support the 
County’s adoption of a CSD, including: the common sense exemption (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15061(b)(3)); the permitting of an existing facility (CEQA Guideline Sections 15301); 
minor alterations to land use limitations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15305); actions by 
regulatory agencies for the protection of natural resources (CEQA Guidelines Section 15307); 
actions by regulatory agencies for the protection of the environments (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15308); and enforcement actions by regulatory agencies (CEQA Guidelines Section 15321). 

The EIR Provides Information on a Theoretical Maximum Development Scenario.  One of the 
main goals of the EIR is to determine if the CSD, as initially proposed by PXP (“Initial Draft 
CSD”), has the necessary development standards, operating requirements, and procedures to 
mitigate the potential environmental impacts of potential future oil field development activities.  
In order to accomplish this goal, the EIR provides information regarding a maximum growth and 
disturbance scenario for potential future operations at the Oil Field for the next twenty years 
(“Potential Future Oil Field Development Scenario”).  PXP has not applied for any of this 
future development, and it is unknown at this time if any of this future development will occur.  
The information in the EIR regarding the Potential Future Oil Field Development Scenario is 
provided only to ensure that measures to mitigate any future operational scenario, which will be 
less intense than the Potential Future Oil Field Development Scenario analyzed in the EIR, will 
be incorporated into the final CSD.  The Potential Future Oil Field Development Scenario is not 
the Project.  The Project is the CSD. 

Based upon the environmental impact analysis of the Potential Future Oil Field Development 
Scenario, as regulated by the Initial Draft CSD, the EIR identifies a number of measures that 
should be added to the Initial Draft CSD to ensure that potential environmental impacts would be 
mitigated.  Those identified mitigation measures have been incorporated into a revised CSD.  
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Recirculation of the EIR is not required to add mitigation measures to the Initial Draft CSD to 
further reduce potential environmental impacts because none of the conditions described in State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 or State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 calling for the 
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR have occurred. 

The CSD Regulates Oil and Gas Activities and Does Not Implement the Baldwin Hills Park 
Master Plan.  The CSD is strictly focused on regulating future oil development at the Oil Field.  
It is not a regulatory framework to implement the Baldwin Hills Park Master Plan.  As such, the 
EIR does not directly address issues associated with the Baldwin Hills Park Master Plan. 

BACKGROUND 

A Notice of Preparation was circulated from June 28, 2007 to July 31, 2007.  Scoping meetings 
were held on July 24, 2007 and July 26, 2007.  The DEIR was circulated for public review and 
comment from June 20, 2008 until August 19, 2008. 

The Regional Planning Commission held noticed public hearings on August 2, 2008, August 14, 
2008, August 27, 2008, September 10, 2008, October 1, 2008 and October 8, 2008 and 
recommended that the Board approve the Project. 

Recirculation of the DEIR was not required because none of the conditions described in State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 or State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 calling for the 
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR have occurred.  No significant new information 
that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to avoid or mitigate such an effect 
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project’ proponents declined to implement was 
added to the EIR, including without limitation: no new significant environmental impact 
resulting from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; no 
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; no considerably different feasible 
project alternatives or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed 
that would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project which the 
proponents declined to adopt; nor was the DEIR so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  The new 
information added to the EIR merely clarified, amplified or made insignificant modifications to 
the adequate DEIR. 

During the comment period, comments were made that recirculation was required because the 
CSD was revised during the approval process.  The revisions included the addition of the 
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR and other administrative provisions to strengthen 
County review authority over the Oil Field. 

CEQA allows flexibility in revising the project description throughout the approval process.  
Changes to a proposal during the CEQA process and resulting revisions to the project description 
are not significant new information requiring recirculation, absent any new significant impacts 
resulting from those changes.  Here, as discussed above, there are no circumstances requiring 
recirculation.  The County’s revised CSD incorporates new mitigation measures, which further 
reduce environmental impacts.  No new significant impacts will result from the revisions to the 
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CSD, which increase the regulatory oversight of the Oil Field.  Recirculation is not required 
because the revised project creates less impacts than the project as initially proposed. 

In addition, the revisions do not interfere with public review and comment.  The purpose of the 
EIR was to identify new additional mitigation measures to be incorporated into the Initial Draft 
CSD to ensure that future oil and gas activities are mitigated.  The revised CSD incorporates 
comments received by the public and the mitigation measures identified in the environmental 
analysis, as well as other administrative provisions to strengthen the County’s enforcement 
authority and community outreach.  Recirculation is not required because the revised County 
CSD does not create any additional environmental impacts nor does it interfere with public’s 
ability to review and comment on the CSD. 

THE FEIR 

The DEIR for the Project was prepared in accordance with CEQA, and the State and County 
guidelines for the implementation of CEQA.  The County, has analyzed, reviewed and edited the 
DEIR sent out for public review and FEIR.  The DEIR sent out for public review and FEIR 
reflect the County’s independent judgment. 

Pursuant to Sections 15200 through 15205 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR was 
circulated for public and agency review from June 20, 2008 until August 19, 2008.  A notice of 
availability of the DEIR was published in the local newspapers, posted on the Project site, and 
was distributed to known interested individuals and organizations.  Copies of the DEIR were 
available at the Department of Regional Planning and in local public libraries during the 45-day 
review period. 

Public hearings regarding the Project were conducted by the Regional Planning Commission on 
August 2, 2008, August 14, 2008, August 27, 2008, September 10, 2008, October 1, 2008 and 
October 8, 2008 and the Board on October 21, 2008 and October 28, 2008.  At the close of the 
public hearing on October 28, 2008, the Board adopted these findings, adopted a resolution 
certifying the FEIR and approved the Project. 

SECTION 1    - POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT WERE 
DETERMINED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT DURING THE SCOPING 
PROCESS 

Upon completion of the scoping process, the determination was made that analyses of 
agriculture, housing, and schools and police protection were not required in the EIR. 

1.1 AGRICULTURE 

While a large portion of the Baldwin Hills Oil Field is zoned Heavy Agriculture (A-2), the site is 
not used for agricultural purposes, and the property would not be considered prime agricultural 
land.  None of the surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the Baldwin Hills Oil Field are used 
for agriculture. Neither the proposed CSD nor the future drilling and operational activities would 
affect any agricultural activities, therefore, there would be no impacts to agriculture. 
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1.2 HOUSING 

The future drilling and operational activities would not affect existing housing through 
demolition, conversion, or removal of existing housing stock as there are currently no occupied 
residential structures on the site.  Therefore, no residents would be displaced as part of the 
proposed CSD or the future drilling and operational activities. 

The future drilling and operational activities would not result in a significant increase in the 
number of workers in the Baldwin Hills Oil Field.  The majority of workers at the oil fields come 
from the Los Angeles basin and would not place new demands on housing in the area.  While 
some new workers could be hired who would have to relocate to the Los Angeles area, this 
number would not be expected to significantly affect the housing market.  Therefore, the future 
drilling and operational activities would not be expected to have a significant impact on the 
availability or demand for housing in the project area. 

1.3 SCHOOLS AND POLICE PROTECTION  
 
The future drilling and operational activities would not result in a significant increase in the 
number of workers in the Baldwin Hills Oil Field.  The majority of workers at the oil field come 
from the Los Angeles basin and would not represent new population in the area.  While some 
new workers could be hired who would have to relocate to the Los Angeles area, this number 
would not be expected to significantly affect the overall population of the area.  Therefore, the 
future drilling and operational activities would not result in a need for new or altered police 
protection and/or health care services, nor would it generate a significant increase in the number 
of local students. 

SECTION 2    - POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT ARE NOT 
SIGNIFICANT (NO MITIGATION REQUIRED)  

2.1 CLIMATE CHANGE (GREENHOUSE GASES) 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.2. for an analysis of air quality impacts, including global climate 
change and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Ultimately, determining whether the proposed potential future development’s contribution of 
greenhouse gases is significant or not significant requires a knowledge of incremental effects that 
is not currently available.  Thus, determining whether the potential future development 
greenhouse gas emissions would contribute to a significant impact associated with global climate 
change, considering that no quantifiable numeric threshold exists for such an impact, would be 
speculative. 

Notwithstanding, the EIR quantified the greenhouse gas emissions associated with potential 
future operations.  Due to the drilling and new equipment and the increase in operations of the 
existing equipment, direct emissions of greenhouse gases would likely increase. 



 

52200\1361498v4  7  

 
 

Furthermore, the crude oil produced from the potential development would be delivered to Los 
Angeles area refineries and refined into gasoline, diesel, jet fuel and a range of end products.  
Greenhouse gas emissions would be associated with the transportation, refining and end-use of 
the refined products, including natural gas, propane and crude oil after it has been processed and 
distributed.  Natural gas would be burned in homes, businesses and burned to produce electricity.  
Propane would be used for residential (barbeques, etc), transportation and industrial fuel. 
However, the potential future development would not increase the consumption of these refined 
products as the consumption of natural gas, propane and crude oil products is not a function of 
the source of the gas or crude oil supply.  Therefore, there would be no net increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the potential development end-use products over 
current production related end-use greenhouse gas emissions. 

As discussed in Section 4.2.7 of the FEIR, California imports over 60% of the crude oil used on 
an annual basis. The amount of crude oil imports is expected to increase as California crude oil 
production declines. With increase crude oil production from the Oil Field would serve to reduce 
the level of crude oil imports into California on a barrel for barrel basis. This reduction of crude 
oil imports would result in a reduction in greenhouse gas emission associated with the 
transportation of crude oil via marine tanker. 

While it would be too speculative to identify any significant impacts and no mitigation is 
required, methods to reduce or offset GHG emissions are numerous.  The field currently 
implements a number of measures that reduce greenhouse gas emissions, including vapor 
recovery on all tanks and operation of all pumping units and compressor on electricity.  Some 
potential mitigation measures the Operator/Applicant could additionally undertake include, but 
are not limited to, the following: 

• The reduction in energy use at the field, including natural gas and electricity, from 
existing and proposed sources, would reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  This would 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from fuel combustion and electrical generation.  The 
most significant reduction could be achieved through the use of cogeneration for 
production of both steam for the steam drive plant and electricity to satisfy part of the 
large electrical demand of the field.  The California Energy Commission Integrated 
Energy Policy report (CEC 2007) specifically directs that “The state adopt greenhouse 
gas reduction measures and regulations that fully reflect the benefits of combined heat 
and power.”  Replacement of existing pumping units with newer, more efficient electric 
motors and increasing the efficiency of field-wide operations, particularly in regards to 
flaring of gasses and use of the normally flared gasses, would further reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions through a reduction in gas and electrical consumption. 

• Reducing water and raw material use and waste generation and increasing recycling 
would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the energy used to transport/pump 
water and to produce goods and truck trips, with their associated diesel fuel combustion, 
to produce and transport waste and materials. 

• Biodiesel (fatty acid methyl ester, or FAME) is produced from plant crops, such as 
soybeans.  Because it is made from plant sources, the carbon in the biodiesel has been 
recently removed from the atmosphere and therefore does not contribute to greenhouse 
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gas emissions.  It can be used by diesel vehicles (UC 2007).  The American Society of 
Testing and Materials has approved a standard for FAME at blend levels up to 20 percent 
by volume but some engine manufacturers caution about blends over 10 percent.  
Replacement of 10-20% of the diesel fuel with biodiesel would reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by a similar amount.  Biodiesel could be used in drilling engines or could be 
used in other area engines, such as school busses, to offset direct emissions from the 
potential future development. 
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Some projects could be undertaken offsite to offset the emissions from site operations.  These 
might include: 

• Planting of trees removes CO2 from the atmosphere as the tree grows.  Trees remove 
CO2 from the atmosphere through photosynthesis and store or "sequester" the carbon in 
the tree trunk, branches and leaves.  Trees serve as effective carbon sinks since about 
one-half of the dry weight of the wood is carbon.  Forests store more carbon dioxide than 
the entire atmosphere (IPCC 2007).  CO2 sequestration rates vary by tree type and by 
land type/quality up to about 10 tons per acre.  Tree planting for GHG emission 
reductions is somewhat controversial as the trees only store/sequester the carbon until 
they are fully grown.  When they die and decay or are used for fuel, they release the 
carbon they have absorbed while growing.  Tree forests for greenhouse gas emission 
reductions must be managed and maintained and new trees grown to replace trees that 
have died in order to maintain the sequestration of the carbon.  According to the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, on the global level, 12-15% of total global 
carbon emissions per year could be managed through forestry activities. 

• Methane capture is currently a promising technology that would enable the conversion of 
methane emissions from cow manure into fuel.  This would reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by taking advantage of the global warming potential difference between CH4 
and CO2 (as use of the methane as a fuel would produce CO2). 

• Retrofitting diesel busses with more efficient, hybrid-diesel engines would decrease 
greenhouse gas emissions through an increase in the fuel economy and efficiency and an 
associated decrease in fuel combustion.  This would be true with the use of electric 
shuttles due to the advantages in electrical generation over fuel combustion (discussed 
above). 

With the application of the recommended mitigation measures, the net direct greenhouse gas 
emissions could be reduced.  Greenhouse gas emissions from indirect sources (electricity 
generation) are currently addressed through CPUC Emission Performance Standard policies 
(Commission's Rulemaking on greenhouse gas policies R.06-04-009) and Senate Bill 1368 
requiring that electricity generators produce power more efficiently, with an efficiency equal to 
or below a combined cycle gas turbine (1,100 lbs CO2/MWh).  This would lower the greenhouse 
gas emissions from the electric resource mix, as greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
electrical generation from coal and gas would be lowered (currently 2,100 and 1,235 lbs/MWH, 
respectively, for the CALISO area), and would address the reduction in greenhouse gasses from 
indirect electrical generation. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, future development will have a less than significant impact on global 
climate change and greenhouse gas emissions. 
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2.2 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES—DETERIORATION OF OIL 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.4 for an analysis of impacts to geological resources, including 
deterioration of oil infrastructure. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Deterioration due to corrosion, weathering, fatigue, or erosion, could potentially reduce the 
structural stability of existing and proposed oil field infrastructure. 

Oil field infrastructure, including the proposed steam generation plant, oil cleaning plant, water 
treating facility, and pipelines, as well as existing infrastructure, including pipelines, storage 
tanks, valves, manifolds, and injection well casing, would be susceptible to oil leaks related to 
corrosion, weathering, fatigue, or erosion. California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 
1774(i) requires environmentally sensitive pipelines to have a pipeline management plan.  The 
California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources has designated all pipelines in oil and 
gas fields  within the Los Angeles Basin, including the Inglewood Oil Field, as environmentally 
sensitive and subject to California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources Pipeline 
Management Plan requirements. The applicant maintains a pipeline management plan for the 
Inglewood Oil Field (PXP 2007a), which is on file with the California Division of Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Resources.  This plan was last updated in April 2007 (California Division of Oil, 
Gas, and Geothermal Resources, personal communication 2008).  California Division of Oil, 
Gas, and Geothermal Resources jurisdiction for oil field pipelines is contained in Public 
Resources Code Section 3106 and California Code of Regulations 14, Sections 1724.2, 1760, 
1774, and 1776. 

In accordance with the Inglewood Field Pipeline Management Plan (PXP 2007a), a mechanical 
integrity test is performed every two years on all active, environmentally sensitive pipelines.  (as 
Mechanical testing, including ultrasonic and hydrostatic testing, is completed in coordination 
with California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources staff.  Pipelines less than 10 
years old are exempt from the two year testing requirement.  In addition, the Applicant maintains 
an Emergency Response Action Plan (PXP 2007b), which includes Specific Incident Response 
Checklists for potential piping rupture/leak, valve rupture/leak, manifold failure, and storage tank 
leaks.  Therefore, potential impacts associated with deterioration of oil field infrastructure due to 
corrosion, weathering, fatigue, or erosion, would be reduced to less than significant through 
implementation of the Pipeline Management Plan and Emergency Response Action Plan. 

Although the applicant has already complied with these measures, the EIR lists the following 
measures to further reduce impacts: 
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• GR.4-1  The oil field operator shall maintain and implement a Pipeline 
Management Plan that meets the requirement of the DOGGR regulations. 

• GR.4-2  The oil field operator shall maintain and implement an Emergency 
Response Action Plan that meets the requirement of the Environmental Protection 
Agency regulations. 

• In addition, implementation of Water Resources mitigation measure W R.2-1 would 
contribute in limiting the potential for subsurface leaks and associated significant 
groundwater quality impacts. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Project will have a less than significant impact from deterioration 
to oil infrastructure. 

2.3 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES—EXPANSIVE SOILS 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.4 for an analysis of impacts to geological resources, including  
expansive soils. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Expansive soil may be present in the Baldwin Hills and may be present in soils used for 
proposed Project grading.  Expansive soils beneath the proposed Project’s foundations could 
result in cracking and distress of foundations.  However, during the design phase of proposed 
Project components, the Project engineer would evaluate the expansion potential associated with 
on-site soils.  The soil expansion potential would be evaluated through a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation, which includes subsurface soil sampling, laboratory analysis of 
samples collected to determine soil expansion potential, and an evaluation of the laboratory 
testing results, by a geotechnical engineer.  Recommendations of the engineer would be 
incorporated into the design specifications for the proposed Project, consistent with County 
design guidelines.  Recommendations for soils subject to expansion typically include 
overexcavation and replacement of expansive soils with sandy, non-expansive soils, which 
would allow for construction of a conventional slab-on-grade; construction of post-tensioning 
concrete slabs, which can accommodate movement of underlying expansive soils; or 
alternatively, installation of concrete or steel foundation piles through the expansion prone soils, 
to a depth of non-expansive soils.  Such geotechnical engineering would substantially reduce the 
potential for soil expansion and damage to overlying structures. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Project will have a less than significant impact from expansive 
soils. 
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2.4  WATER RESOURCES—SURFACE WATER QUALITY 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.6 for an analysis of impacts to water quality, including surface 
water quality. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

New grading and construction, infrastructure abandonment activities, and/or soil remediation 
could degrade surface water quality. 

However, these potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant through stormwater 
retention and sampling from the six on-site retention basins, as well as implementation of the 
NPDES mandated Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan and Spill Prevention and Control 
and Countermeasure. 

In addition, see Impact GR.5 in Section 4.4, Geological Resources, for additional Best 
Management Practices related to erosion.  The EIR lists the existing measures which the 
applicant presently complies: 

• WR.1-1 The oil field operator shall maintain and implement a construction Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan that has been inspected by the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. This plan is a requirement of the Oil Field NPDES permit. 

• WR.1-2 The oil field operator shall maintain and implement a Spill Prevention, 
Control and Countermeasure Plan that is acceptable to the California Division of Oil, 
Gas, and Geothermal Resources and/or the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact on 
surface water quality. 

2.5 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.7 for an analysis of impacts to transportation and circulation. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

The EIR analyzed potential traffic impacts at surrounding intersections and street segments as 
well as impacts on the regional transportation system. 

The analysis determined that the traffic volume generated by the potential future oil field 
development would not significantly impact the traffic flow at the study intersections, roadway 
segments, or freeway segments.  Therefore, traffic mitigation measures are not required of the 
potential future oil field development.  However, because the freeways in the vicinity of the 
project area are heavily congested during peak commute periods, the Department of 
Transportation recommends that truck trips on State highways be limited to off-peak commute 
periods. 
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Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact on 
transportation and circulation. 

2.6 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—SOLID WASTE 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.14 for an analysis of impacts to public services and utilities, 
including solid waste. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Future construction, drilling and operations would generate solid wastes. However, the total 
increase in solid waste for the potential future oil development would be considered less than 
significant since it would not exceed the capability of the servicing landfill, which has capacity 
available for the foreseeable future.  Therefore, the solid waste impacts of the potential future oil 
development are considered to be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required 
since the impact is less than significant. However, mitigation measure PS.1-1, requiring a 
recycling plan, is included in the EIR that further reduced potential solid waste impacts. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact on 
solid waste. 

2.7 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—WASTE WATER 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.14 for an analysis of impacts to public services and utilities, 
including waste water. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Future construction, drilling and operations would generate wastewater.  However, the potential 
future oil field development would not exceed the capacity of the existing sanitary sewer system 
or treatment plant that serves the project site. As such, the potential future oil field development 
would not require new or expanded facilities that would cause a substantial physical adverse 
change in the environment.  Consequently, the project would not result in sewage spills or 
overflows that would have a substantial physical adverse effect on the public health or the 
physical environment. 

Currently, the Inglewood Oil Field main office generates 1,500 gpd (150 gpd/1,000 Gr. sq. ft) of 
sewage daily.  The future development would not include the construction of any new structures 
requiring sanitary sewer connections.  The existing sewage generated onsite is not expected to 
change with the future oil development activities. 

The future oil field development would increase the volume of produced water generated from 
oil and gas production.  All of this produced water would be reinjected back into the producing 
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formation.  Therefore, produced water would not generate any additional wastewater to the 
sewer system. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact on 
wastewater. 

2.8 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES—POTABLE WATER DEMAND 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.14 for an analysis of impacts to public services and utilities, 
including potable water demand. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Future construction, drilling and operations would increase demand for potable water. However, 
the proposed project would not substantially deplete water supplies of the purveyor.  
Furthermore, the project would neither require new off-site water supply or distributions 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause a substantial 
adverse physical change in the environment nor would the project require new or expanded water 
entitlements.  Therefore, impacts associated with water supply are considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required.  However, southern California has periodic droughts 
and water conservation and reuse is highly recommended to ensure that potable water is 
available for other uses.  Therefore the EIR recommends mitigation measure PS.3-1 requiring a 
water management plan. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact on 
potable water demand. 

2.9 ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES—ELECTRICITY 

Please refer to EIR, Section 4.15 for an analysis of impacts to energy and mineral resources, 
including electricity. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Future operations could increase electricity consumption due to the operation of additional 
electrical equipment.  The electrical power requirements would be provided by SCE through the 
existing power service to the field.  The operator indicates that no new transformer requirements 
are anticipated. 

This small increase in electricity would not require modifications or additions to the current 
electrical facilities at the field.  Thus, the proposed potential future oil field development would 
not result in a substantial increase in demand and would have less than significant impact on 
electrical energy resources. 
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Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact 
due to increased electricity consumption. 

2.10 ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES—FOSSIL FUELS 

Please refer to EIR, Section 4.15 for an analysis of impacts to energy and mineral resources, 
including fossil fuels. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

Future operations could increase fossil fuel (diesel, gasoline and natural gas) consumption and 
production.  However, the future development could potentially produce more oil and gas than is 
currently produced at the Inglewood Oil Field.  These products could be used to produce the 
fuels that are consumed at the field, and thus offset the increased consumption of these fuels.  
Therefore, the impact on availability of these fuels would be less than significant and would not 
result in a substantial increase in demand for fuels. 

The facilities would not use any other mineral resources for the potential future development, nor 
would they occupy an area that contains known mineral resources (aside from oil and gas) in 
meaningful quantities. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact on 
increased fossil fuel consumption and production. 

2.11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Although not required by CEQA, the EIR contains a discussion of environmental justice.  Please 
refer to EIR Section 4.16 for an analysis of Project impacts to environmental justice. 

Potential Effects And Rationale Supporting Finding: 

The potential future development could disproportionately impact minority populations as the 
study area has higher minority percentages than the County of Los Angeles, Culver City or the 
City of Los Angeles.  It would not, however, result in impacts to poverty areas with higher 
poverty populations than areas of comparison.  The study area in fact has a higher income level 
than the overall County of Los Angeles.  The potential future development would not result in a 
substantial disproportionate decrease in the employment and economic base of minority and/or 
low-income populations in the area. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the operation of the Project will have a less than significant impact on 
environmental justice. 
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SECTION 3    - POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT HAVE BEEN 
MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE 

3.1 SAFETY AND RISK OF UPSET—PROPANE STORAGE AND LOADING 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.1 for an analysis of impacts to safety and risk of upset, including 
propane storage and loading. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

The potential future development would present impacts to public safety from releases at the 
propane storage and loading facilities.  Propane releases could impact the Kenneth Hahn State 
Recreation Area located to the east and north of the gas plant and the propane storage and truck 
loading/unloading area.  As the risk profile curves are currently located in the amber region in 
EIR 4.1-4, this increase in risk would be considered a significant impact. 

Risks associated with new equipment do not introduce risk to the public as they would not be 
located close enough to residences or transportation routes.  However, as the location of the 
steam drive plant has not been definitively identified, this could also be a significant impact if 
the steam plant is located close to residences. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce impacts associated with future oil 
operations to less than significant levels: 

• R.1-1 Butane and natural gas liquids at the gas plant shall be blended with the crude oil 
to the maximum extent allowable to reduce the number of truck loading operations. 
Butane and natural gas liquids storage shall be limited to the maximum allowed by the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department under the CalARP program. 

• R.1-2 The Operator shall fire-proof the propane and natural gas liquids bullets to reduce 
the frequency of catastrophic explosions and Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor 
Explosions impacting the Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area. The Operator shall either 
install four-hour rated fireproofing on the bullets or install two-hour rated fireproofing 
along with an automatic water deluge system. 

• R.1-3 The Operator shall ensure that installation of the steam drive plant is at least 750 
feet from the closest residences and that urea or equivalent, low toxicity material is used 
for NOx pollution abatement. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 
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3.2 SAFETY AND RISK OF UPSET—OIL SPILLS 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.1 for an analysis of impacts to safety and risk of upset, including oil 
spills. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

The potential future development could introduce additional oil spill risks due to increased 
throughput and increased equipment inventories.  Although the frequency of a release of crude 
oil leaving the site boundary and entering creeks, with proper drainage to a basin, is low, the 
increased throughputs and the additional tanks, piping, wellheads, pumps and other equipment at 
the facility would increase the volume and frequency of releases over current levels.  In addition, 
as some areas of the field are not protected by basins (see March 2008 spill Table 2.8), some 
spills could directly enter creeks or street storm drains. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce impacts associated with future oil 
operations to less than significant levels: 

• R.2-1 Ensure that all existing oil tank areas at the field, where physically possible, and 
all new tank areas have secondary containment (berms and walls) that can contain at least 
110% of the largest tank volume to prevent spills from entering the retention basin areas. 

• R.2-2 The retention basins shall be adequately sited, inspected, maintained and operated 
to handle a 100-year storm event plus a potential spill of the volume of the largest oil 
tank that would drain into each basin. 

• R.2-3 Ensure that all above ground piping containing crude oil or oily water are 
protected by basins or secondary containment (berms and walls) that can contain at least 
110% of the worst case spill volume. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

3.3 AIR QUALITY—CONSTRUCTION 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.2 for an analysis of air quality impacts, including impacts during 
construction. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

Construction activities would produce impacts exceeding the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (“SCAQMD”) criteria for construction emissions.  The operation of well 
pad grading equipment, construction of the steam drive plant and the water treatment plant and 
oil cleaning plants would produce emissions from construction equipment.  However, those 
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emissions individually would not exceed the SCAQMD  regional thresholds for any pollutant 
during the peak day of construction. 

The Inglewood Oil Field is located at the intersection of source receptor area 1, 2 and 3 
(SCAQMD, 2003c).  The estimated construction emissions associated with construction of the 
new units and drilling activities were compared to the SCAQMD adopted localized significance 
thresholds for CO, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5.  Source area was assumed to be 1 acre, as per the 
estimated area disturbed by the steam drive or water treatment plant construction, and a receptor 
distance of 200 meters (based on distances to receptors from the steam drive plant).  For the 
construction of the steam drive plant and the water treatment plant, the construction emissions 
individually would be below the localized significance thresholds (see Table 4.2.7).  Therefore, 
less than significant air quality impacts would be expected.  

Emissions associated with well pad grading would exceed the localized significance thresholds 
for NOx emissions. 

If construction activities were to occur simultaneously, such as construction of the steam drive 
plant and the water treatment plant at the same time, then the peak day construction emissions 
would be additive and the emissions levels would exceed the significance thresholds.  Under this 
scenario, the impacts would be considered significant. 

Limiting the construction projects would prevent grading at multiple locations from cumulatively 
exceeding the significance thresholds.  Implementation of fugitive dust mitigation measures 
would limit the impact of fugitive dust.  Fugitive dust mitigation measures would reduce fugitive 
emissions by 60% overall.  Note that PM10 emissions are below the applicable SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. 

With the implementation of the above listed mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to 
less than significant with mitigation. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant levels: 

• AQ.1-1 The operator shall limit construction of the steam drive plant and the water 
treatment plant/oil cleaning plant to different schedules so that construction activities do 
not overlap. 

• AQ.1-2 The operator shall submit and implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan that 
includes the SCAQMD mitigations for fugitive dust mitigation as per Rule 403 and the 
SCAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  The Plan shall also address fugitive dust measures 
impacts to native habitats.  Fugitive dust mitigation measures used in the plan should 
include the following: 

 Apply water every 4 hours to the area within 100 feet of a structure being 
demolished, to reduce vehicle trackout. (36% reduction) 
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 Use a gravel apron, 25 feet long by road width, to reduce mud/dirt trackout from 
unpaved truck exit routes. (46% reduction) 

 Apply dust suppressants (e.g., polymer emulsion) to disturbed areas upon 
completion of demolition. (84% reduction) 

 Apply water to disturbed soils after demolition is completed or at the end of each 
day of cleanup. (10% reduction) 

 Prohibit demolition activities when wind speeds exceed 25 mph. (98% reduction) 

 Apply water every 3 hours to disturbed areas within a construction site. (61% 
reduction) 

 Require minimum soil moisture of 12% for earthmoving by use of a moveable 
sprinkler system or a water truck. Moisture content can be verified by lab sample 
or moisture probe. (69% reduction) 

 Limit on-site vehicle speeds (on unpaved roads) to 15 mph by radar enforcement. 
(57% reduction) 

 Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. (5% reduction) 

 All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be tarped with a 
fabric cover and maintain a freeboard height of 12 inches. (91% reduction) 

 Install pipe-grid trackout-control device  or a gravel bed trackout apron (3 inches 
deep, 25 feet long, 12 feet wide per lane and edged by rock berm or row of 
stakes) to reduce mud/dirt trackout from unpaved truck exit routes. (46-80% 
reduction) 

 Implement watering twice a day for industrial unpaved road. (55% reduction) 

 Require construction of 3-sided enclosures with 50% porosity around storage 
piles. (75% reduction) 

 Water storage piles by hand or apply cover when wind events are declared. (90% 
reduction) 

 Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands 
within construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days). 
(up to 80% reduction) 

• AQ.1-3 All off-road diesel construction equipment shall be Tier III or better 
certified engines, or utilize other CARB verified emission control technologies to achieve 
the same level of emission reduction. 
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Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

3.4 AIR QUALITY—OPERATIONS 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.2 for an analysis of air quality impacts, including impacts during 
operations. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

Operations at the Oil Field would produce impacts exceeding the SCAQMD criteria for 
operational emissions.  Emissions associated with potential development operations would 
increase over the current emissions due to an increase in the crude oil throughout, fugitive 
emissions associated with new equipment and an increase in the use of combustion equipment 
associated with additional crude heaters, well drilling equipment and the steam generators. 

Operational emissions would increase due to the addition of new equipment and the increased 
operations at existing equipment.  Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and NOx, 
would increase above the SCAQMD regional significance criteria and would be considered a 
significant impact.  Emissions of NOx, and particulate matter would increase above the 
SCAQMD localized significance criteria and would be considered a significant impact.  
Emissions of particulate matter, both PM10 and PM2.5, would be above the localized thresholds 
based on the SCAQMD lookup tables. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant levels: 

• AQ.2-1 The Oil Field Operator shall comply with all SCAQMD regulations, 
including but not limited to Regulation IV (prohibitions), Regulation XIII (New Source 
Review), Regulation XI (Source Specific Standards), Regulation XIV (New Source 
Review for Toxic Air Contaminants), Regulation XX (RECLAIM).  The operator shall 
implement best available control technology (BACT) and obtain emission offsets or 
RECLAIM credits as required by SCAQMD Regulation XIII and/or Regulation XX for 
new and modified permitted emission sources.  Emission offsets are required for all 
emission increases associated with stationary sources, thus, minimizing the impacts 
associated with emissions from stationary sources. 

• AQ.2-2 The Oil Field Operator shall utilize a combined heat and power--type 
system or other energy efficient method, for steam production with the goal of reducing 
field-wide energy consumption (including electricity) and reducing or possibly 
eliminating the need for the use of steam generators. 

• AQ.2-3 The Operator shall design the steam drive plant with a connection to the 
existing gas plant and eliminate the steam drive gas plant and flare. 
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• AQ.2-4 All drilling rig engines shall be Tier II or better certified engines, or utilize 
other CARB verified emission control technologies to achieve the same level of emission 
reduction. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

3.5 AIR QUALITY—ODORS 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.2 for an analysis of air quality impacts, including impacts from 
odor events. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

Potential development operations at the Oil Field could result in odor events.  Odor events could 
occur due to the addition of additional equipment, increased operations at existing equipment and 
increased drilling.  Additional equipment would increase the number of components that could 
leak causing odors.  Increased operations would increase the use of tanks, potentially leading to 
odor events from tank hatch lifting events.  Increased drilling could increase the frequency of 
emissions from drilling muds during drilling operations.  Some of these types of releases have 
caused notices of violation historically. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce the air quality impacts from odors  to 
less than significant levels: 

• AQ.3-1 The Operator shall have a gas buster and SCAQMD approved portable 
flare at the oil field and available for immediate use to circulate out and combust any gas 
encountered during drilling. The operator shall have connected and fully functioning a 
gas buster and SCAQMD approved portable flare for all wells that could penetrate the 
Nodular Shale to circulate out and combust any gas encountered during drilling. The flare 
shall be capable of recording the volume of gas that is flared. The operator shall report 
any flared gas from drilling to the Los Angeles County Fire Chief and the SCAQMD. 

• AQ.3-2 The Operator shall install a detection system that will monitor vapor space 
on all crude oil tanks. The detection system shall be capable of monitoring pressure in the 
vapor space of the tanks and shall be capable of notifying the operator via an alarm when 
the pressure in the tanks gets within 10 % of the tank relief pressure. If the tank pressure 
exceeds the relief pressure, the Operator shall report the incident to the SCAQMD as a 
breakdown pursuant to Rule 430, and submit a report of the breakdown to the Los 
Angeles County Fire Chief and the SCAQMD, which shall detail the corrective actions 
the Operator shall take to avoid exceeding the tank relief pressure. 

• AQ.3-3 The Operator shall develop an Odor Minimization Plan. The Odor 
Minimization Plan shall address odors from all oil field equipment, including wells and 
drilling operations, and the bioremediation farms.  The Plan shall address issues such as 



 

52200\1361498v4  22  

 
 

facility information, buffer zones, signs with contact information, logs of odor 
complaints, use of  an odor suppressant when loading material into the bioremediation 
farms and the protocol for handling odor complaints. 

• AQ.3-4 The Operator shall ensure all produced water and crude oil associated with 
production, processing and storage, except those used for sampling only, are contained 
within closed systems at all times. 

• AQ.3-5 The Operator shall install a meteorological monitoring station at the 
Inglewood Oil Field that meets the requirements of the U.S. EPA guidelines on 
meteorological data as outlined in EPA Publication “Meteorological Monitoring 
Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applications” (EPA-454/R-99-005) as published in 
February 2000. 

• AQ.3-6 The Operator shall develop an Air Monitoring Plan.  The Plan shall 
provide for the monitoring of total hydrocarbon vapors and hydrogen sulfide at each well 
drill and re-drilling site and total hydrocarbon vapors at the gas plant.  At all times during 
drilling and redrilling operations, the Operator shall maintain monitoring equipment that 
shall monitor and digitally record the levels of hydrogen sulfide and total hydrocarbon 
vapors.  Monitors shall be installed at the edge of the drill pad and around the outer edge 
of the gas plant. Such monitors shall provide automatic alarms that are audible or visible 
to the Operator of the drilling equipment for the drill rig monitors, and gas plant for the 
gas plant monitors, and shall be triggered by the detection of hydrogen sulfide or total 
hydrocarbon vapors.  Alarm points shall be set at a maximum of 5 and 10 ppm H2S and 
500 and 1,000 ppm hydrocarbons, with the higher level requiring shut-down of drilling or 
gas plant operations and notification to appropriate agencies, including Culver City Fire 
Department, Los Angeles County Fire Department and SCAQMD. 

• AQ.3-7 The operator shall use an odor suppressant when loading or tilling material 
at the bio-farms such that no odor from the bio-farms can be detected at the edge of the 
oil field property. 

• AQ.3-8 The operator shall use an odor suppressant spray system on the mud 
shaker tables for all drilling operations such that no odor can be detected at the edge of 
the oil field property. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

3.6 PUBLIC HEALTH—TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.3 for an analysis of Project impacts to public health, including from 
toxic air contaminants. 
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Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

Potential emissions of toxic air contaminants associated with future operations would produce a 
potential health risk that exceeds SCAQMD significance thresholds. 

Toxic emissions associated with future construction and operations would increase over the 
current emissions due to an increase in the crude oil throughout, fugitive emissions associated 
with new equipment and an increase in combustion associated with existing heaters and new 
heaters and the new steam generators.  In addition, more construction would be taking place at 
the field, including grading, additional drilling activities and new equipment construction.  All of 
these construction activities utilize diesel engine power construction equipment, which emit toxic 
pollutants. 

Based on the health risk assessment modeling results, potential health risks would be considered 
potentially significant. Sources that contributed the greatest to the high health risk levels mainly 
included diesel engines, especially those associated with the drilling of new wells. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant levels: 

• Several mitigation measures have been identified as part of the Air Quality Analysis. 
These mitigation measures, including AQ.1-1, AQ.1-2, AQ.2-1 and AQ.3-1 through 
AQ.3-5 would also reduce emissions of Toxic Air contaminants. 

• PH.1-1  Install second generation heavy duty diesel catalysts, or equivalent 
technology, on all drill rig engines.  The technology shall be capable of achieving 90 
percent reductions for hydrocarbons, and particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10).  
An example would include the Johnson Matthey CCRT® filter, which has achieved 
hydrocarbon and particulate emission controls in excess of 90 percent. 

• PH.1-2  Install CARB-Verified Level 3 diesel catalysts on all diesel-powered 
construction equipment.  The current list of CARB-Verified Level 3 diesel catalysts is 
located at http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm.  Catalysts shall be capable of 
achieving 85% reduction for diesel particulate matter. 

• PH.1-3  After five years of operation of the meteorological station at the oil field, 
the meteorological data shall be reviewed to determine if it could result in significant 
changes to the health risk assessment in this EIR.  If there is the potential for significant 
changes, then the health risk assessment shall be updated, to determine if additional 
mitigation measures are required to keep the level of risk less than significant. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 
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3.7 PUBLIC HEALTH—SHORT TERM RISK FROM DRILLING NEW WELLS 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.3 for an analysis of Project impacts to public health, including from 
short term risks from drilling new wells. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

Potential short-term health risk associated with exposure to emissions from drilling new wells 
could exceed acceptable health hazard indices.  In evaluating the potential oil field development, 
emissions associated with drilling of new wells were allocated to each respective 10-acre area 
source since it is not known at this time exactly where each well will be drilled within the 10-
acre area.  Therefore, additional health risk assessment modeling was conducted to evaluate 
potential health risks in the immediate vicinity of well drilling activities.  Drilling activities were 
addressed separately by conducting HARP modeling runs for cancer, acute and chronic risks that 
could occur at locations near drilling activity.  This modeling was conducted to establish a 
recommended offset distance between the property boundary and drilling activity to avoid health 
risk impacts above threshold values.  Since well drilling emissions at any given point are 
temporary in nature, potential property line offset distances were determined based on acute 
exposure to toxic air contaminants.  All modeling also included the applicable mitigation 
measures proposed in the Air Quality section and PH.1-1 above. 

Health risk assessment modeling results indicate that the acute hazard index of 1.0 would be 
exceeded at distances within 100 meters of well drilling activities.  The Maximum hazard index 
associated with new well drilling was as high as 1.3 in the immediate vicinity of the drill rig, 
dropping to below 1.0 at approximately 400 feet from the drill rig. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant levels: 

• Several mitigation measures have been identified as part of the Air Quality Analysis and 
Impact PH.1.  These mitigation measures, including AQ.1-1, AQ.1-2, AQ.2-1, AQ.3-1 
through AQ.3-5 and PH.1-1 would also reduce emissions of Toxic Air contaminants. 

• PH.2-1  When drilling new wells, maintain a distance of at least 400 feet from all 
areas where public exposure could occur.  This would generally equate to maintaining a 
buffer of 400 feet from the Active Surface Field boundaries, except for areas where there 
would be no public exposure (i.e., areas inaccessible to the public either due to legal 
access limitations of rough terrain).  Alternatively, drilling can occur to within 300 feet of 
areas where public exposure could occur as long as the drill rig generator is placed at 
least 500 feet from the drill rig and no closer than 300 feet from areas of public exposure.  
If it can be demonstrated through an updated health risk assessment addressing drilling 
rig emissions that a buffer distance can be reduced, then that buffer zone can be adjusted 
based on the results of the health risk assessment. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 
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3.8 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES—SLOPE FAILURE AND UNCONSOLIDATED 
SEDIMENTS 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.4 for an analysis of impacts to geological resources, including slope 
failure and unconsolidated sediments. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

New well pad, road, pipeline and related infrastructure construction; infrastructure replacement 
activities; infrastructure abandonment activities; and/or oil spill remediation may cause surficial 
slope failure of unconsolidated sediments.  Grading and excavations for proposed wells and 
related facilities, as well as pipeline construction, pipeline replacement activities, or soil 
remediation, would result in vegetation removal and creation of temporary steep slopes (i.e., 
steep slopes that are present only during grading activities, as allowed by the California Building 
Code until grading is completed and final slope gradients are created).  Such activities could 
result in slope instability, especially following heavy rains, resulting in damage to components of 
oil field infrastructure and/or adjacent residences and businesses.  PXP maintains a blanket 
grading permit, with the Los Angeles County Public Works, Geotechnical and Hazardous 
Materials Engineering Division, for grading up to 5,000 cubic yards.  Because construction of 
most well pads would require less than 5,000 cubic yards of grading, slope stability impacts 
would be less than significant, as excavations and grading activities would be completed in 
accordance with established slope-related provisions included in the blanket grading permit.  
However, grading in excess of 5,000 cubic yards, as may be required for the proposed storage 
tanks, oil cleaning plant, and water treating facility, would result in more substantial alteration of 
the topography, thus resulting in possible slope failures due to temporarily oversteepened or 
improperly constructed slopes. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The following required mitigation measures will reduce impacts to less than significant levels: 

• GR.1-1  A site-specific, geotechnical investigation shall be completed for grading 
in excess of 5,000 cubic yards and for any grading that supports or impacts a critical 
facility, as determined by the Los Angeles County Director of Planning.  The 
investigation shall be completed by a California-registered Professional Geologist and 
submitted to the Los Angeles County Director of Public Works, Geotechnical and 
Hazardous Materials Engineering Division, and Director of Planning, for review and 
approval, in conjunction with an application for a revised grading permit.  Slope stability 
investigations shall include, but not be limited to a static (i.e., non-seismic related) slope 
stability analysis, dynamic (i.e., seismic related) slope stability analysis, differential 
settlement, and lateral spreading. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 
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tanks, and other infrastructure following any seismic event that exceeds a ground 
acceleration at the Inglewood Oil Field of 13 percent of gravity (0.13 g).  The Oil Field 
Operator shall not reinstitute operations of the Inglewood Oil Field and associated 
pipelines until it can be determined that all oil field infrastructure is structurally sound. 

• GR.3-4  The Oil Field Operator shall conduct a seismic assessment of oil tanks, 
greater than 5,000 barrels, to withstand earthquakes.  The seismic assessment shall be 
prepared by a seismic engineer, approved by Director of the Los Angeles County Public 
Works, Geotechnical and Hazardous Materials Engineering Division, and shall comply 
with the Los Angeles County Building Code.  The seismic assessment results and any 
corrective action plan shall be submitted to the Director of the Los Angeles County 
Public Works, Geotechnical and Hazardous Materials Engineering Division, for review 
and approval.  The corrective action plan shall describe the corrective action to be taken 
and provide a deadline for the completion of each such corrective action.  The Operator 
shall submit to the Director of the Los Angeles County Public Works, Geotechnical and 
Hazardous Materials Engineering Division, monthly updates on the corrective action plan 
until such time as all corrective actions have been completed. 

Finding: 

CEQA requires that the EIR address the impacts of the project on the environment, and does not 
require an analysis of the impacts of the environment on the project.  (Baird v. County of Contra 
Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464.)  Therefore, the EIR was not required to analyze whether 
earthquakes could have a potential impact on existing or future oil operations and infrastructure.  
Any potential impacts of the environment on the project are, therefore, not significant impacts 
under CEQA. 

However, the EIR went above and beyond what was required and found that ground movement 
due to a seismic event would potentially induce surface fault rupture, differential settlement, or 
lateral spreading that could damage components of oil field infrastructure. 

Mitigation measures GR.3-1, through GR.3-4 would will reduce seismic impacts to the greatest 
extent feasible impacts, but not necessarily to levels below the significance criterion.  Recent 
earthquakes in the Los Angeles area, such as the magnitude 6.7, 1994 Northridge earthquake, 
have demonstrated that seismically induced ground failure can result in rupture and/or damage to 
structures and infrastructure, even with incorporation of modern seismic engineering and proper 
construction.  In addition, because the southeast portion of the site is underlain by the active 
Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone, there is a greater than average risk of seismic impacts.  
Therefore, after mitigation, these impacts will remain significant and unavoidable. 

SECTION 5    - POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS THAT ARE NOT SIGNIFI-
CANT (NO MITIGATION REQUIRED) 

5.1 CLIMATE CHANGE (GREENHOUSE GASES) 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.2.7.4 for an analysis of cumulative impacts that future development 
could have on global climate change and greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

It is possible that greenhouse gas emissions associated with the potential future development 
(from construction or operations), when combined with emissions throughout the area, California 
and the world, might contribute to climate change.  While globally climate change is, by 
definition, a significant cumulative environmental impact and the impacts of climate change on 
California human and natural systems would also be significant, there currently is no agreed-
upon methodology to adequately identify, under CEQA, when project-level greenhouse gas 
emissions contribute considerably to this significant cumulative impact.  Thus, at this time, it 
would be speculative to determine if the potential greenhouse gas emissions associated with the 
potential development would or would not contribute considerably to this significant cumulative 
impact. 

Finding: 

The future development and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to 
global climate change and greenhouse gas emissions. 

5.2 LAND USE 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.8.7 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to land use. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

As explained above, the future oil and gas production would not create any significant impacts 
with the implementation of mitigation measures.  Projects that could create cumulative land use 
impacts are those that would contribute to an incompatibility with the land uses in the vicinity of 
the oil field subject of the CSD.  The only cumulative project that is in close proximity to the 
Inglewood Oil Field is the Los Angeles College Expansion Project.  None of the proposed 
residential, commercial and institutional projects listed in Table 2.9 of the EIR would be 
incompatible in scale, use or characteristics with the proposed CSD; therefore, cumulative land 
use impacts are expected to be less than significant.  Projects similar to the cumulative projects 
have coexisted with the oil field for many years and the CSD would only contribute to the 
minimization of potential land use impacts at the site and surrounding areas. 

Finding: 

The project and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use. 

5.3 RECREATION 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.10.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to recreational facilities. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

The cumulative projects list provided in Table 2.9, identifies a number of residential and 
commercial facilities planned for areas in the vicinity of the Inglewood Oil Field.  The primary 
source of increased demand for recreational facilities would be generated by new residential 
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development.  The residential projects on the cumulative projects list are in the City of Los 
Angeles, County of Los Angeles and Culver City. 

Los Angeles is park poor with fewer acres of parks per 1,000 residents compared to any major 
city in the country.  There are also vast disparities in access to parks and recreation based on 
race, ethnicity, and other relevant factors.  For example, the African-American community just 
east of the Baldwin Hills Park is particularly park-starved, with between 0.3 and 0.4 acres of 
parks per thousand residents, compared to 1.7 acres in disproportionately white, relatively 
wealthy parts of Los Angeles. 

Within a five mile radius of the Baldwin Hills there is only one picnic table for every 10,000 
people, one playground for 23,000 children, one soccer field for 30,000 people and one 
basketball court for 36,000 people.  On weekends and especially on holidays, the gates to 
Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area often close before noon because the heavily used park has 
simply run out of space. 

Given this lack of parks within the Baldwin Hills area, it is likely that the cumulative residential 
developments would increase the burden on the local parks that could lead to physical 
deterioration of the existing recreational facilities, which would be a cumulatively significant 
impact. 

For private developments within Culver City, the City requires contribution of park land from 
new private developments and/or in-lieu fees to help meet this demand, thereby helping to offset 
cumulative impacts of new development on local parks.  

The potential future oil development will not produce any new residents that would require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities or increase use that would cause substantial 
physical deterioration of facilities.  Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to the 
cumulative recreational impacts is considered less than significant. 

Finding: 

The project and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to recreational 
facilities. 

5.4 FIRE PROTECTION AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

Please refer to DEIR Section 4.11.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to fire protection and 
emergency response. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Cumulative projects that could impact the fire protection analysis include projects that would 
draw on the same resources as those that would be used to provide emergency response at the 
Inglewood Oil Field.  The primary responder for the majority of the Inglewood Oil Field is the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department.  The majority of the cumulative projects listed in Table 
2.9 are located in Culver City, which would rely on the Culver City Fire Department as the 
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primary respondent.  One of the cumulative projects in Culver City is a new fire station that 
would increase the fire fighting and emergency response capabilities in the City. 

The potential future oil development at the Inglewood Oil Field is expected to be similar to the 
type of development that has been occurring at the site for the past decades and would not be 
expected to increase the demand for fire protection services over the baseline conditions.  The 
largest fire risk at the Inglewood Oil Field is the gas plant and the crude oil storage tanks.  The 
potential future oil development would not increase the size of the gas plant and therefore, the 
emergency response would not change relative to the baseline.  It is possible that some new 
crude oil tanks could be built in the future, but they would likely replace existing tanks, and as 
such, the emergency response for the oil tanks would remain the same as the baseline.  As such, 
the incremental contribution to emergency response is considered to be zero, and by definition 
not cumulatively considerable.  In addition, the implementation of the mitigation measures 
discussed above with respect to project-only impacts would serve to improve the overall fire 
protection and emergency response over what exists today for the Inglewood Oil Field.  
Therefore, cumulative impacts are considered to be less than significant. 

Finding: 

The project and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to fire protection 
and emergency response. 

5.5 VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS 

Please refer to DEIR Section 4.13.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to visual resources and 
aesthetics. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Cumulative projects that could impact the current analysis include the existing industrial/oil and 
gas facility as well as a number of commercial, industrial and residential projects listed in Table 
2.9 of the EIR.  The proposed cumulative projects will occur within a built out urban 
environment and are essentially infill development.  Cumulative impacts of a project are realized 
by affecting the same viewshed as that which the proposed project affects or by deteriorating the 
existing views.  The potential future oil field development will look very similar to the existing 
oil and gas development existing at the site and the project’s incremental contribution to visual 
impacts would less than significant.  In fact, proposed mitigation measures will serve to alleviate 
some of the existing visual impacts creating an overall improvement over existing views.  None 
of the proposed commercial, industrial or residential projects when added to the potential future 
development of the site are likely to meaningfully impact views in the area.  Therefore, the 
cumulative impacts associated with visual resources are considered less than significant. 

Finding: 

The project and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to visual 
resources and aesthetics. 
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5.6 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES  

Please refer to DEIR Section 4.14.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to public services and 
utilities. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

The proposed residential and commercial projects in the area would have a need for water, would 
produce wastes and wastewater; however, these projects would have to go through their own 
approval process and their utilities needs would be evaluated against the available capacity. 

With regard to what, the cumulative projects listed in the EIR appear to be outside of the Cal 
American Water service area, and as such would not result in cumulative impacts to water 
supplies for the water company that services the Inglewood Oil Field.  As such, there would not 
be a cumulative impact on water supplies provided by Cal American Water. 

Other cumulative development in the service area of the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitation service area would increase the demand on the wastewater conveyance system and the 
Hyperion Treatment Plant.  Cumulative projects in the area that may create impacts to the 
wastewater system include those listed in Table 2.9 of the EIR.  The potential future oil 
development would generate produced water associated with the production of oil and gas.  All 
of this waster would be injected back into the reservoir. None of the produced water would be 
sent to the Hyperion Treatment Plant.  In addition, the future development would not include the 
construction of any new structures requiring sanitary sewer connections.  The existing sewage 
generated onsite is not expected to change with the potential future oil development activities.  
Therefore, the potential future oil development would not contribute to any cumulative 
wastewater treatment facility impacts. 

Finding: 

The project and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to public 
services and utilities. 

5.7 ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

Please refer to DEIR Section 4.15.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to energy and mineral 
resources. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Construction phases of all the other projects in the area, detailed in section 2.0, Project 
Description of the EIR, would use diesel and gasoline fuel for commuter vehicles and machinery.  
However, construction is typically short and even cumulatively is not expected to significantly 
impact energy resources. 

The residential projects would use small amounts of energy, but those are part of planned 
development in Los Angeles County, and are permitted based on the availability of such 
resources.  Thus, energy impacts would be cumulatively less than significant. 
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Finding: 

The project and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to energy and 
mineral resources. 

5.8 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Although not required by CEQA, the EIR contains a discussion of environmental justice.  Please 
refer to EIR Section 4.16.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to environmental justice. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Cumulative projects that could impact the analysis include projects that would impact the same 
populations as those that would be impacted by the potential future development at the 
Inglewood Oil Field.  Most of the cumulative projects are small residential and commercial 
development projects that would not be expected to substantially impact the risk or public health 
of the study are populations.  Therefore, cumulative impacts are considered to be less than 
significant. 

Finding: 

The project and related projects will not result in significant cumulative impacts to 
environmental justice. 

SECTION 6    - POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS THAT HAVE BEEN 
MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE  

6.1 SAFETY AND RISK OF UPSET 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.1.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts from safety and risk of 
upset from hazardous materials. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

The safety and risk impacts that have been identified for the potential future oil development are 
related to hazards associated with the release of propane and other gas liquids as well as the 
potential for increased risk of an oil spill.  Cumulative projects that could impact the safety and 
risk analysis include commercial, industrial, educational, as well as residential projects.  For risk 
of upset and safety, impacts of a cumulative project are realized by either increasing the 
frequency or volume of oil spills into the same environment as the potential development, 
increasing the public safety risks to the same populations as the potential development, or 
increasing the receptor populations that could be affected by the future field operations. 

Of the 39 identified cumulative projects, only a proposed gas station in Culver City could 
involve the handling of propane that in turn could increase public risk from a release. Gas 
stations that handle propane typically have only small storage tanks.  A release from a typical gas 
station propane storage tank would not impact the same population that could be affected by a 
release from the Inglewood Oil Field propane tanks. 
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None of the cumulative projects are within the worst case hazard zones associated with the gas 
plant and propane tanks.  The nearest cumulative project is the West Los Angeles College 
expansion project, which is approximately 4,100 feet from the gas plant.  None of the cumulative 
projects would increase the receptor population within the hazard zones associated with the 
potential future oil field operations. 

In addition, none of the cumulative projects would involve the production or handling of crude 
oil.  As such, they would not increase the cumulative oil spill risk.  With the implementation of 
the mitigation measures discussed above for the potential future oil development, the cumulative 
safety and risk impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

6.2 AIR QUALITY  

Please refer to EIR Section 4.2.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to air quality. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Of the cumulative projects listed in the EIR, it is likely that they would all be constructed before 
the construction of the potential future steam drive, water treatment, and oil cleaning plants.  
These facilities are projected for construction five to ten years out. As such, they would not 
combine with the potential future construction impacts.  The Air Quality Management Plan 
anticipates growth and associated construction in the region, consistent with the Southern 
California Association of Governments projections.  Each project must be evaluated for the need 
for consistency and CEQA analysis, and mitigation measures applied to reduce construction 
impacts, where appropriate.  With the implementation of the mitigation measures identified 
above the for potential future oil development, cumulative construction air quality impacts would 
be considered less than significant. 

Cumulative projects that are included in adopted general and regional plans would be included in 
the SCAQMD projections for the region.  Individual projects (previously planned or not) must be 
evaluated for the need for CEQA analysis, and mitigation measures applied, where appropriate.  
Further, the AQMP and continuing updates of that plan are required to include air emission 
reduction strategies for the basin (such as increased stationary source emissions controls, 
improved vehicle emission standards, transportation alternatives, etc.).  These, in concert with 
individual project mitigation measures will help reduce impacts.  However, until the south coast 
air basin as a whole attains all federal and state standards, which is not anticipated to occur until 
2020, it is likely that the air emissions from the cumulative project would be significant.  For the 
potential future operational emissions at the oil field a mitigation measure has been required that 
offsets and the RECLAIM program be used, which will assure that potential future operational 
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emissions will not result in a net increase in air emissions within the Los Angeles air basin.  In 
addition, the potential future oil development would not require any General Plan amendment 
and hence is within the Southern California Association of Governments projection, and 
therefore would be considered consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan.  As such, the 
potential future oil development’s contribution to cumulative air emission would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

6.3 PUBLIC HEALTH 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.3.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to public health. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Of the cumulative projects listed in the EIR, it is likely that they would all be constructed before 
the construction of the potential future steam drive, water treatment, and oil cleaning plants.  
These facilities are projected for construction five to ten years out. As such, they would not 
combine with the potential future construction air toxic impacts.  Therefore, potential cumulative 
impacts of project construction would be less than significant. 

None of the cumulative projects would be major sources of air toxic contaminants since they are 
mainly commercial and residential development.  In addition, none of the cumulative projects are 
close enough to the Inglewood Oil Field where the combined air toxic emissions would have a 
cumulative effect on the same receptors.  Therefore, with the implementation of the mitigation 
measures listed above, the cumulative impacts on public health risk for air toxic emission would 
be considered less that significant with mitigation. 

In addition, the results of the HARP modeling are shown in Table 4.3.3 and Figure 4.3-4 of the 
EIR. Overall, worst-case health risk associated with potential future oil field operations are well 
below all applicable health risk criteria.  The estimated health risk associated with potential 
future operations also represents a relatively small fraction of the overall air toxic health risk in 
the region identified in the MATES III study.  The Inglewood Oil Field cancer risk of 5.5 cancer 
cases per million represents 0.6 percent of the excess cancer risk of 730 in the vicinity of the 
project site, 0.75 percent of the excess cancer risk of 1,400 at the Central Los Angeles 
monitoring site, 0.37 percent of the excess cancer risk of 1,200 at the Compton monitoring site 
and 0.73 percent of the excess cancer risk of 750 at the North Long Beach monitoring site. 
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Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

6.4 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.4.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to geological resources. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Many geological hazards, such as unstable soils, ground shaking, liquefaction, and lateral 
spreading are site specific in nature and do not contribute to cumulative impacts.  The only 
cumulative project that is located close enough to the Inglewood Oil Field to directly compound 
any of the potential geology or soils impacts from potential future oil development is the 
expansion of the West Los Angeles City College Campus.  This project will require grading 
plans and is required to implement various mitigation measures such that the grading and 
geotechnical impacts resulting from construction will be less than significant.  These measures 
combined with the mitigation measures identified above for the potential future oil development 
would assure that the cumulative geotechnical impacts are less than significant. 

With respect to ground movement (subsidence and uplift) and gas ,migration only the West Los 
Angeles City College Campus Expansion Project is immediately adjacent to the Inglewood oil 
field.  The remaining cumulative projects would not be exposed to a greater (or even similar) risk 
related to gas migration and subsidence, which is the same as most other areas in Southern 
California  The West Los Angeles City College Campus Expansion Project has incorporated 
mitigation measures to render these impacts less than significant (West LA College Facilities 
Master Plan EIR 2003). 

In addition, the mitigation measures identified for the potential future oil development would 
limit potential ground movement from oil field operations in the vicinity of the Inglewood Oil 
Field to less than significant levels.  In addition, the remainder of the cumulative projects would 
not compound (due to the distances involved) the specific effects that could occur on the 
Inglewood Oil Field site.  With the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures for ground 
movement (subsidence/uplift) the cumulative impacts would be considered less than significant 
with mitigation. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 
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Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

6.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.5.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to biological resources. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

All of the cumulative projects listed in Chapter 2 (Table 2.9) of the EIR are infill projects, and 
none are locations where sensitive biological resources have been recorded.  Therefore, the 
potential that any of these projects would result in disturbance of potentially suitable habitats that 
support special-status plant or wildlife species is unlikely.  In addition, each project will be 
subject to CEQA review and will incorporate mitigation measures as appropriate.  With the 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified above for the potential future oil 
development, cumulative biological impacts would be considered less than significant with 
mitigation. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

6.6 WATER RESOURCES 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.6.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to water resources. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

The cumulative projects listed in Table 2.9 of the EIR represent a mix of residential, commercial, 
and institutional projects, with some open space and associated recreational land uses, which will 
have various changes in the potential surface water quality degradation.  Continued 
redevelopment, infill, and urbanization of the Ballona Creek Water Management Area are 
expected to have significant cumulative water quality impacts to Ballona Creek.  The Inglewood 
Oil Field, which comprises 1 percent of the Ballona Creek Watershed, has a number of retention 
basins that collect the majority of the runoff from the active surface field property.  These 
retention basins limit the amount of sediment that is released to the downstream watershed.  In 
addition, the releases from the retentions basins are regulated under an NPDES permit that sets 
strict standards for the quality of the water that can be released down stream.  The discharge 
requirements for these retention basins along with the implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified above with respect to project-only impacts, limit the potential future oil development’s 
contribution to the cumulative water quality impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 
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Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

6.7 NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.9.6 for an analysis of cumulative noise and vibration impacts. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

All of the cumulative projects listed in Table 2.9 of the EIR are within urbanized areas of the Los 
Angeles Basin.  The cumulative projects are primarily residential, commercial, or institutional, 
and the major noise source associated with these projects would be from their associated traffic.  
The cumulative projects combined with the ambient growth in traffic could lead to an increase in 
noise in the vicinity of local roadways.  However, it is likely that this change in traffic noise 
would be less than 5 dBA, which is the significance threshold.  The cumulative analysis in the 
West Los Angeles College Facilities Master Plan estimated that the cumulative noise increase 
along local roadways in the vicinity of the oil field would be approximately 3 dBA (West Los 
Angeles College Facilities Master Plan, 2003). 

The West Los Angeles College Expansion Project is the only cumulative project that is close 
enough to the facility to be affected by the operational noise.  With the expansion of the College, 
more students and faculty will be using the campus, which would increase the number of people 
who could be affected by noise from the oil field operations.  With the implementation of the 
mitigation measures discussed with respect to project-only impacts, the cumulative noise impacts 
would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

6.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.12.6 for an analysis of cumulative impacts to cultural resources. 

Potential Cumulative Effects and Rationale for Finding: 

Cumulative projects that could impact cultural resource analysis include industrial, commercial, 
as well as residential projects.  Some of the related projects fall near localities in which cultural 
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resources have been recorded.  Therefore, there is a potential that any project that results in 
subsurface disturbance would have the potential to significantly impact an important resource, 
and contribute to the progressive loss of cultural resources.  However, the majority of such 
impacts, where significant, are expected to be addressed and reduced to a less than significant 
level through standard conditions and mitigation measures.  These measures generally provide 
for onsite evaluation of resources, recovery and archiving of important resources, possible 
avoidance and preservation-in-place, and monitoring during remedial grading and excavation 
activities.  Accordingly, cumulative impacts on cultural resources will be less than significant 
after mitigation. 

The proposed project, with the incorporation of mitigation measures CR.1-1, CR.1-2, CR.1-3, 
CR.1-4, and CR.2-1, described above would not contribute to any potentially significant cultural 
or historic impact.  Therefore, the projects contribution to cumulative cultural and historical 
resources would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

The same mitigation measures imposed for project-only impacts will mitigate for cumulative 
impacts.  See Section 3 above. 

Finding: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board adopts Finding 1. 

SECTION 7    - CUMULATIVE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE MITIGATED TO A 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

7.1 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION  

Please refer to EIR Section 4.7.5 for an analysis cumulative traffic impacts. 

Potential Effect and Rationale for Finding: 

The future cumulative analysis includes other development projects located within the study area 
that are either under construction and/or planned.  It should be noted that this CSD, or any 
actions taken by the County regarding the CSD, would not have a direct bearing on these other 
proposed related projects.  

To evaluate future traffic conditions with the cumulative projects, estimates of the peak hour 
trips generated by the projects were calculated by applying Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) traffic generating rates, as applicable.  The future traffic volumes in the study area without 
the project for the morning and evening peak hours, respectively, are shown in Figures 4.7-14 
and 4.7-15 in the EIR.  

Tables 4.7.11 and 4.7.12 in the EIR summarize the future traffic conditions plus ambient growth 
plus related projects without the potential future oil field development and future traffic 
conditions with the future oil field development, respectively.  As shown, related projects 
without the future oil field development would increase the traffic growth at the study 
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intersections in excess of the significance levels and no improvements have been identified to 
reduce these impacts. 

Using the thresholds established in Table 4.7.3 of the EIR, Significant Impact Criteria For 
Signalized Intersections, the analysis determined that the added traffic volumes generated by the 
worst case potential future oil field development condition would significantly impact the traffic 
flow at all of the study intersections during the existing plus ambient growth plus related projects 
plus future oil field conditions, described in Table 4.7.12 and shown in Figures 4.7-16 and 4.7-17 
in the EIR. 

If all the mitigation measures identified below are implemented the future conditions with related 
projects and potential future oil field development would potentially reduce the impacts to below 
a level of significance at the four intersections, except for the Stocker St. and La Brea/Overhill 
PM peak hour, which remains a significant cumulative impact.  For that reason, the cumulative 
traffic and circulation impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Required Mitigation Measures: 

Cumulative traffic impacts will be reduced to the greatest extent feasible by the following 
measures. 

The proposed fair share contributions would go to the following traffic and intersection 
improvements: 

• La Cienega Boulevard & Stocker Street – Convert the single southbound left turn to a 
dual left turn lane.  The north leg of La Cienega Boulevard would need to be widened to 
implement this improvement.  The right of way required to provide this improvement is 
under the control of the oil field.  The oil field contributes 0% of the cumulative impact 
during the AM peak hour and a 14% contribution to this cumulative impact during the 
PM peak hour. 

• Fairfax Avenue & Stocker Street – Install a dedicated eastbound right turn lane and 
additional westbound through lane.  This would alter the eastbound approach from a left, 
through and shared through/right turn lane to a left, two through lanes and a right turn 
lane.  The westbound approach would be altered from a left, through and shared 
through/right turn lane to a left, two through and a shared through/right turn lane.  
Implementation of these improvements would require additional right-of-way under the 
jurisdiction of the Baldwin Hills Oil Fields.  The oil field contributes 16% of the traffic 
to this cumulative impact during the AM peak hour and no traffic during the PM peak 
hour. 

• Stocker Street & La Brea Avenue/Overhill Drive – Install a northbound right turn lane on 
Overhill Drive.  This would alter the approach of northbound Overhill Drive from two 
through and a shared through/right turn lane to three through and a right turn lane. This 
improvement is not yet feasible due to lack of right-of-way, which is currently not 
available.  The project contributes 8% during the AM peak hour and 3% during the PM 
peak hour to this cumulative impact. 
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• Fairfax Avenue & Slauson Avenue – Install a north and southbound left turn lane and an 
east and westbound right turn lane.  This would alter the existing lane configurations 
from a southbound single lane to a left and shared through/right turn lane, the northbound 
approach from a shared left/through and right to a left, through and right turn lane, the 
east and westbound approach from a left, two through and shared through/right turn lane 
to a left, three through and a right turn lane.  These improvements may require additional 
right-of-way, which is currently not available.  The project contributes 0% during the 
AM and PM peak hours to this cumulative impact. 

Implementation of the improvements mitigates the cumulative and potential oil field 
development conditions to a level of insignificance at the intersection of Stocker Street and La 
Cienega Boulevard and at Stocker Street and Fairfax Avenue once the improvements are in 
place.  The improvements at Stocker Street and La Brea Avenue/Overhill Drive and Fairfax 
Avenue and Slauson Avenue are not feasible at this time.  Since the oil field is only one 
contributor to this cumulative impact, the improvements are likely to not be in place until the 
improvements are fully funded.  Therefore, significant unavoidable cumulative traffic impacts 
continue to occur at all four intersections. 

Finding: 

Implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce Project related impacts to the greatest 
extent feasible.  After mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

SECTION 8    - GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE ACTION 

Section 15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR “discuss the ways in 
which the Project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.”  Please refer to DEIR 
Section 7.2 for an analysis of the potential growth-inducing impacts of the project. 

In general terms, a project may induce spatial, economic or population growth in a geographic 
area if it meets any one of the four criteria: (1) removal of an impediment to growth (e.g., 
establishment of an essential public service or the provisions of new access to an area); (2) 
economic expansion or growth (e.g., changes in revenue base, employment expansion, etc.); (3) 
establishment of a precedent setting action (e.g., an innovation, a change in zoning or general 
plan amendment approval); or (4) development or encroachment in an isolated area or one 
adjacent to open space (being different from an “infill” type of project). 

The project does not remove an impediment to growth.  The proposed project is the 
implementation of a CSD that would set standards and requirements to guide future development 
at the Inglewood Oil Field.  As such, the CSD itself would not remove an impediment to growth 
since it would only provide additional regulation for an existing oil field.  Furthermore, any 
future oil production would not remove an impediment to growth.  Future development at the 
Inglewood Oil Field could involve the drilling of oil production wells, water injection wells, and 
installation of new equipment at an existing facility.  Future development could increase the 
volume of oil and gas being handled by the facilities from what is occurring today.  Future 
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development would not result in the establishment of an essential public service, and would not 
provide new access to an area previously inaccessible.  As a result, future development at the 
Inglewood Oil Field would not be considered to remove an impediment to growth. 

The proposed project would not result in economic growth.  The proposed project is the 
implementation of a CSD that would set standards and requirements to guide future development 
at the Inglewood Oil Field.  As such, the CSD itself would not result in economic growth since it 
would only provide additional regulation for an existing oil field.  Economic growth could occur 
in the area during future development activities because of construction workers and associated 
support services.  Employment due to future activities at the Inglewood Oil Field would be 
limited to increased labor for the drilling operations.  There would be no new significant 
operational employment associated with future development at the oil field.  The drilling 
activities could result in some short-term increase to the area’s existing revenue base.  Given the 
limited increase in local expenditures associated with the drilling activities, the economic growth 
associated with future development at the Inglewood Oil Field would not be considered 
significant. 

The CSD would not result in a precedent setting action.  The proposed project is the 
implementation of a CSD that would set standards and requirements to guide future development 
at the Inglewood Oil Field.  Oil development, including drilling, is an allowed use under Los 
Angeles County zoning and would occur in the future at the oil field even if a CSD is not 
adopted.  Future development at the Inglewood Oil Field could involve the production of oil and 
gas from an existing facility, and would not involve the expansion of the surface boundaries of 
the existing oil field.  Given that this is an existing oil field operation that would not expand the 
current surface footprint, and is a permitted use under the Los Angeles County zoning, future 
development at the Inglewood Oil Field would not be considered a precedent setting action. 

The CSD would not result in the development of open space. Development of open space is 
considered growth inducing when it encroaches upon urban-rural interfaces or in isolated 
localities.  Implementation of a CSD would not result in the development of any open space. 
Future development of the Inglewood Oil Field would be done within the existing surface 
footprint of the facility.  Therefore, the neither the CSD nor future development of the Inglewood 
Oil Field is considered to be growth inducing under this criterion since future oil development 
would not cause new encroachment upon open spaces. 

Neither the CSD nor future development at the Inglewood Oil Field meets any of the four growth 
inducing criteria specified above.  As a result, they are not considered to be growth inducing. 

SECTION 9    - FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES  

Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, a description of a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the Project or location of the Project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the Project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives, must be included in an EIR.  
A No Project alternative must be evaluated along with its impact. 
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In addition to specifying that the EIR evaluate “a range of reasonable alternatives” to the Project, 
Section 15126.6(c) requires that an EIR should also identify any alternatives that were 
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. 

A typical EIR would evaluate the proposed project to identify significant environmental effects, 
and then develop a range of alternatives that would substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project.  In this case, the proposed project is a CSD, which would not result in any 
physical change to the environment, and would serve to reduce environmental impacts of future 
development at the Inglewood Oil Field through the establishment of permanent development 
standards, operating requirements and procedures.  As such, the CSD itself does not have any 
significant environmental effects since it is a regulatory scheme designed to minimize 
environmental impacts of the future operations at the Inglewood Oil Field. 

Since the proposed project is the CSD, the alternative analysis has looked at alternative 
regulatory schemes that Los Angeles County could implement to establishing development 
standards, operating requirements, and procedures to regulate future development at the 
Inglewood Oil Field. 

The alternatives included in the DEIR are (1) No Project Alternative, (2) Site Plan Review with 
Director Approval, and (3) Conditional Use Permit. 

Project Objectives 

The following represent the objectives for the project: 

• To complete and implement a CSD that would establish permanent development 
standards, operating requirements and procedures for the portions of the Inglewood Oil 
Field that are within Los Angeles County. 

• To provide a means for implementing enhanced regulations to appropriately regulate oil 
field operations and drilling, minimize impacts to the public health and safety, and 
address the unique compatibility concerns associated with operating an oil field in the 
midst of urban development. 

• To supplement the existing County, State and Federal regulations that PXP must comply 
with as part of their oil field operations. 
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9.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project Alternative, no CSD would be adopted and Los Angeles County would 
continue to permit future oil field development using the process that was in place prior to the 
Emergency Interim Ordinance.  Oil drilling and production is a permitted use under the current 
A-2 zoning.  For new wells, the oil field operator is required to get a well permit from the 
County Fire Department.  In addition, the oil field operator is required to get a grading permit 
from the Department of Public Works if grading activities will exceed 5,000 cubic yards in any 
calendar year.  Both of these permits are considered ministerial. 

The A-2 zone does not require a formal Director’s review for oil wells (County Code 22.24.120); 
those projects would typically undergo a site plan review only if the project is referred to 
Division of Regional Planning by another agency, such as the Department of Public Works or the 
Fire Department as part of their permitting process.  Historically, no site plan reviews had taken 
place for oil field development at the Inglewood Oil Field until Emergency Interim Ordinance 
2006-0050U – adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 27, 2006 – temporarily placed a site 
plan review requirement for drilling operations.  (This Emergency Interim Ordinance was later 
extended and amended by Interim Ordinance 2007-0064U to impose a limited moratorium on 
new drilling and deepening of existing wells.)  Therefore, under the “no project alternative,” oil 
or gas wells would undergo a site plan review upon referral from another agency.  The purpose 
of the site plan review would be to ensure compliance with the A-2 development standards for 
oil wells.  It would be a staff level review without the ability to approve with conditions. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the oil field operator would submit well permit requests for a 
group of wells and associated ancillary systems to the Los Angeles County Fire Department.  
The oil field operator would also submit a grading permit request to the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works if the grading exceeded 5,000 cubic yards.  These agencies would 
review the applications and issue the permits.  As part of the permitting process, both these 
County agencies could ask the Department of Regional Planning to conduct a site plan review.  
This site plan review would be limited to ensuring that the proposed development was consistent 
with the A-2 development standards for oil wells (County Code 22.24.120).  All of these 
permitting activities are considered ministerial, and therefore, are not subject to CEQA. 

Comparison to Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative Permitting process does not address the potential future development 
that could occur at the oil field, which would provide a better understanding of the cumulative 
effects.  The benefit of understanding the cumulative effects of potential future oil field 
development is that impacts that may not be significant for a small set of development could be 
significant when the development is increased.  By understanding the full range of impacts 
associated with potential future development at the oil field, a more comprehensive set of 
regulatory standards and conditions can be developed. 

Under a CSD, the oil field operator would have a set of permanent development standards, 
operating requirements and procedures that the oil field operator would have to follow to plan 
future development.  The use of the No Project Alternative regulatory scheme, would not provide 
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this type of guidance for planning future development, but rather would rely on the development 
standards that are currently in the County Code. 

The implementation of a CSD, which is developed based upon an environmental analysis of 
potential future oil field development impacts, will result in more comprehensive development 
standards, operating requirements and procedures than the standards that are currently in the 
County Code. 

9.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: SITE PLAN REVIEW WITH DIRECTOR APPROVAL 

Under this alternative, no CSD would be adopted, and Los Angeles County would have to 
modify the current Agricultural 2 zoning to require a site plan review approved by the Director 
of Regional Planning for oil field operations.  This is the system that was put into place as part of 
the Emergency Interim Ordinance.  A site plan review by the Director is addressed in Section 12 
of Chapter 22.56 of the Los Angeles County Code.  The purpose of the site plan is to determine 
whether or not a proposed development will properly comply with the provisions and 
development standards prescribed in the existing County Code. 

The Director, in acting upon any site plan can approve, approve with conditions, or deny the 
proposed development.  The decision that the Planning Director makes is with regard to whether 
a site plant is following the principles and standards delineated in the existing County Code as 
follows: 

1. That the use, development of land and/or application of development standards is in 
compliance with all applicable provisions of Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code; 

2. That the use, development of land and/or application of development standards, when 
considered on the basis of the suitability of the site for the particular use or development 
intended, is so arranged as to avoid traffic congestion, insure the protection of public health, 
safety and general welfare, prevent adverse effects on neighboring property and is in 
conformity with good zoning practice; 

3. That the use, development of land and/or application of development standards is suitable 
from the standpoint of functional developmental design.  (Ord. 1494 Ch. 5 Art. 8 § 508.4, 
1927.) 

Under this alternative, the oil field operator would submit site plan reviews for groups of wells 
and associated ancillary systems similar to the process that has been used historically.  The site 
plan review process is considered ministerial, and therefore, is not subject to CEQA.  As part of 
each site plan review, Los Angeles County could place conditions on the development, but the 
conditions would be limited to what was being applied for in the site plan. 

Comparison to Project Objectives 

The site plan review process does not address the potential future development that could occur 
at the oil field, which would provide a better understanding of the cumulative effects.  The 
benefit of understanding the cumulative effects of potential future oil field development is that 
impacts that may not be significant for a small set of development could be significant when the 
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development is increased.  By understanding the full range of impacts associated with potential 
future development at the oil field, a more comprehensive set of regulatory standards and 
conditions can be developed. 

Under a CSD, the oil field operator would have a set of permanent development standards, 
operating requirements and procedures that the oil field operator would have follow to plan 
future development.  The use of site plan reviews only, would not provide this type of guidance 
for planning future development. 

The requirements of the CSD could be such that future well drilling and installation of ancillary 
infrastructure could be subject to site plan review, similar to what was in the Emergency Interim 
Ordinance, with the added benefit of development standards specifically adopted to mitigate any 
potential project impacts.  This would have to be spelled out in the CSD provisions. 

The implementation of a CSD, which is developed based upon an environmental analysis of 
potential future oil field development impacts, will result in more comprehensive development 
standards, operating requirements and procedures than a site plan review only.  In essence, the 
CSD would provide a more comprehensive set of development standards that would supplement 
the site plan review process for individual projects at the oil field. 

9.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

An alternative scheme for regulating the Inglewood Oil Field would be to issue a Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) that would cover the future development specified in the CUP application.  A 
“conditional use,” as defined by this Title 22 of the County Code, means a use which because of 
characteristics peculiar to it, or because of size, technological process or type of equipment, or 
because of its location with reference to surroundings, street or highway width, traffic generation 
or other demands on public services, requires special consideration.  Depending upon the 
characteristics of the individual site and location within the zone where the development is 
proposed, the request for a conditional use permit may be approved without conditions, or 
approved with conditions, or denied. (Ord. 82-0024 § 7, 1982: Ord. 1494 Ch. 5 Art. 1 § 501.1, 
1927.) 

Under the CUP Alternative, the oil field operator would submit an application to Los Angeles 
County for a conditional use permit.  The application would most likely include a limited set of 
development, such as the development of well and ancillary infrastructure that is required over 
the next few years.  It is unlikely that the CUP application would cover a 20 year period of 
development since the oil field operator would not know exactly what development would occur 
over that time period.  The determination of well locations and the types of ancillary 
infrastructure required in an oil field is based upon many different variables that include the 
performance of the existing wells, information on the producing reservoir, capacity and location 
of existing infrastructure, price of oil, etc. 

An application for a CUP is a discretionary action subject to a duly noticed public hearing that is 
subject to CEQA.  The County would prepare a CEQA document that could be an EIR, or a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration to comply with CEQA.  It is likely, that as part of the CEQA 
process, a number of mitigation measures would be developed to reduce the severity of any 
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identified environmental effects.  If an EIR was prepared, the CEQA process would allow the 
County to address cumulative impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future 
development at the oil field.  It is likely that mitigation measures would be identified to reduce 
the severity of any cumulative effects.  These mitigation measures could be used by the County 
as conditions of approval in the CUP. 

Comparison to Project Objectives 

In many ways the CUP for the Inglewood Oil Field could accomplish the same goals of the CSD 
by implementing project specific conditions to provide a means of addressing the unique 
compatibility concerns associated with operating an oil field in the midst of urban development. 
However, these conditions would be limited to the specific project applied for by the oil field 
operator in the CUP application.  A CSD would provide for a set of permanent development 
standards, operating requirements and procedures for the portions of the Inglewood Oil Field 
within Los Angeles County that would guide future development. 

The use of a CUP only would not provide this type of guidance for planning future development. 
The requirements of the CSD could be such that future projects, such as the steam drive 
facilities, could be subject to a CUP permitting process.  This would have to be spelled out in the 
CSD provisions. 

The implementation of a CSD, which is developed based upon an environmental analysis of 
potential future oil field development, will result in more comprehensive development standards, 
operating requirements and procedures than a CUP process only.  In essence, the CSD would 
provide a comprehensive set of development standards that could be used to supplement the CUP 
process, as needed, for specific oil field projects in the future. 

9.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires the designation of an environmentally 
superior alternative to the Project and, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No 
Project Alternative, selection of an environmentally superior alternative from among the 
remaining alternatives. 

Of the three alternatives listed above (which do not include the proposed CSD), the Conditional 
Use Permit alternative was found to be the environmentally superior alternative for regulating oil 
field operations. 

Under the No Project Alternative regulatory scheme, future oil development would be subject to 
permits for individual wells and ancillary infrastructure with limited ability to condition the 
development above and beyond the requirements that currently exist in the Los Angeles County 
Code.  None of the mitigation measures identified for the potential future oil field development 
could be implemented with this alternative regulatory scheme. 

With the site plan review alternative, it is likely that only small groups of wells and associated 
ancillary infrastructure would be applied for at any one time.  Under this alternative, conditions 
could be placed on only the development that was covered by the application.  This would limit 
the ability of this regulatory scheme to conditions broader facility wide environmental issues. 
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Many of the mitigation measures identified for the potential future oil field development could 
not be implemented with this alternative regulatory scheme since they are field wide conditions. 

The CUP regulatory scheme would allow for the implementation of more broad conditions on 
any proposed development.  Since the CUP is a discretionary action and is subject to CEQA, it is 
more likely that the oil field operator would apply for development covering a number of years.  
Under this alternative a CEQA document would have to be prepared, and mitigation measures 
would be developed to reduce the severity of the identified environmental impacts.  These 
measures could be made conditions in the CUP.  The CUP process could also require the 
implementation of some of the facility wide mitigation measures for the potential future oil field 
development. 

SECTION 10    - FINDINGS REGARDING MONITORING PROGRAM 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires that when a public agency is making the 
finding required by Section 21081(a)(1) of the Public Resources Code, the public agency shall 
adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the Project or conditions of 
project approval adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. 

The Board hereby finds that the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which is presented as a separate 
document, meets the requirements of Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code. 

SECTION 11    - STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The proposed Project is the CSD, not future oil operations, expanded or otherwise.  The CSD 
will regulate the development of what is currently allowed by the applicable planning policies 
and zoning regulations and will not create additional development.  The CSD would not result in 
any physical change to the environment, and would reduce environmental impacts of potential 
future development at the Oil Field through the establishment of enhanced development 
standards, operating requirements, and procedures. 

Nevertheless, in order to evaluate the efficacy of the Initial Draft CSD, the EIR provides 
information regarding a Potential Future Oil Field Development Scenario.  The analysis 
identifies and discusses significant effects that will occur as a result of the Potential Future Oil 
Field Development Scenario as regulated by the Initial Draft CSD. 

After the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are incorporated into the Initial Draft CSD, 
the CSD will mitigate the effects of the Potential Future Oil Field Development to levels of 
insignificance except for unavoidable significant impacts on: (1) geological resources with 
respect to ground motion due to a seismic event, which could potentially induce surface fault 
rupture, differential settlement, or lateral spreading that could damage components of Oil Field 
infrastructure; and (2) cumulative impacts to traffic. 

CEQA requires that the EIR address the impacts of the project on the environment, and does not 
require an analysis of the impacts of the environment on the project.  (Baird v. County of Contra 
Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464.)  Earthquake-related hazards, such as ground rupture, ground 
acceleration, and ground shaking, are common to the Los Angeles region and are not increased 
by the Potential Future Oil Field Development Scenario or the Project.  Earthquake-related 
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hazards are therefore impacts of the existing environment on the Oil Field and not impacts of the 
Project on the environment.  Accordingly, the EIR was not required to analyze whether 
earthquakes could have a potential impact on existing or future oil operations and infrastructure. 

The EIR went beyond what CEQA required and analyzed whether ground movement due to a 
seismic event would potentially induce surface fault rupture, differential settlement, or lateral 
spreading that could damage components of oil field infrastructure.  Because the southeast 
portion of the site is underlain by the active Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone, there is a greater 
than average risk of seismic impacts.  Mitigation measures GR.3-1, through GR.3-4 will reduce 
seismic impacts to the greatest extent feasible, but not necessarily to levels below the 
significance criterion.  Therefore, after mitigation, seismic-related impacts will remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Similarly, the Oil Field is bisected and surrounded by major roadways already operating at poor 
levels of service; therefore, any additional trips, no matter how minimal, would result in 
cumulatively significant traffic impacts.  If all the identified mitigation measures are 
implemented the future conditions with related projects and the Potential Future Oil Field 
Development Scenario would potentially reduce the impacts to below a level of significance at 
four studied intersections, except for the Stocker St. and La Brea/Overhill PM peak hour, which 
remains a significant cumulative impact.  For that reason, the cumulative traffic and circulation 
impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Having reduced the effects of the selected Project by adopting the CSD with the inclusion of the 
mitigation measures, and having balanced the benefits of the selected Project against the 
Project’s potential unavoidable significant adverse impacts, the Board hereby determines that the 
benefits of the Project outweigh the potential unavoidable adverse impacts, and that the 
unavoidable adverse impacts are nonetheless “acceptable,” based on the following overriding 
considerations.  Any one of these overriding considerations is sufficient to support the Board’s 
determinations herein. 

• The CSD establishes permanent development standards, operating requirements, and 
procedures for the Oil Field, which are specifically tailored for this Oil Field based on 
extensive environmental studies and are far more rigorous that what would otherwise be 
required for the future oil and gas exploration and production activities. 

• The enhanced regulations in the CSD minimize impacts to the public health and safety 
and address unique compatibility concerns associated with the Oil Field and the 
surrounding communities. 

• The continued oil operations will further the goals of the General Plan, which promote 
and protect existing mineral and oil extraction operations while protecting public safety. 

• Continued oil operations at the Oil Field will support the local economy by employing 
approximately 110 people, whose payroll exceeds $16 million annually. 
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• Continued oil operations at the Oil Field will generate increased tax revenues that will 
help fund important public services in the community.  The County received $7.49 
million in tax revenue from PXP in 2007 and is expected to receive $9.3 million in 2008. 

• Continued oil operations at the Oil Field generate local investment.  Payments in 2007 for 
outside service providers in Baldwin Hills area exceeded $106 million.  There are more 
than 1,250 individual property owners whose lands are under lease to PXP and over $44 
million was paid in royalties to local property owners in 2007. 

• Investments from continued oil operations at the Oil Field directly and indirectly boost 
the economy.  Studies show that every dollar spent as part of oil operations generates 
three to five dollars of direct and indirect economic activity.  This equals approximately 
$120 million per year in the County due to PXP’s operations alone. 

• Continued domestic oil production reduces dependence on foreign oil. 

• The continued oil and gas operations at the Oil Field provide a local source of crude oil 
which is refined locally, thereby reducing tanker vessel and truck emissions and resulting 
greenhouse gases. 

 



A
TTA

C
H

M
EN

T 9:  
LEG

A
L N

O
TIC

E O
F B

O
A

R
D

 H
EA

R
IN

G
 



‐blank page‐ 



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 

 
Legal Notice of Board Hearing 

 
The Legal Notice of Board Hearing and Supplemental Notice have been submitted to 
the Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors. 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 

 
List of Persons to be Notified 

 
The List of Persons to be Notified has been submitted to the Executive Office of the 
Board of Supervisors. 
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