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Second Report - Recommendations of Julia May, First District representative, Advisory Panel of LA 

County Oil & Gas taskforce, 4/11/2017 (Likely to be supplemented if we receive additional comment period)  

 

1. I wish to express great appreciation for the important and extensive work of all the Departments of the 

County, staff and consultants, and the Board of Supervisors’ leadership on these key issues. 

 

2. Many issues remain to be addressed – see my comments below & please refer again to my earlier 

letters regarding extraction health, safety, and environmental impacts, nuisances, incompatibility with 

residences, monitoring, community surveys, and need for policy and enforcement improvements, still 

relevant to the Second Report.  

 

3. A new recommendation for a 2500 foot setback between oil & gas extraction and residences has been 

identified as necessary for public health and should be evaluated by the County.  

 

4. I re-iterate my earlier comment letters and statements urging the County to: 

a. Evaluate incorporating the City of Los Angeles’ improved environmental review procedures 

b. Interview community members near extraction facilities for comment on impacts 

c. Evaluate a requirement for an Odor Prevention Plan for all oil and gas extraction. 

d. Evaluate banning extremely hazardous substance use & transport, especially Hydrogen Fluoride. 

e. Evaluate Best Available Control Technologies & improved inspection/maintenance. 

 

5. I am looking forward to the County developing specific policy for removal of “by right” permitting, 

and incorporating discretionary permitting, which is listed as goal in the Second Report (p. 2) 

 

6. Regarding Key Monitoring Needs– I re-emphasize my earlier concerns regarding the need for 

assessment of monitoring improvements, both existing and added – reviewing standard and advanced 

methods.  The Second Report includes a Scoping limitation excluding monitoring beyond the AQMD’s 

Rule 1173 in the Scope (p. 3), which did not appear in the first report (p. 3).   I request staff an 

explanation about the new exclusion.  This appears to contradict other goals & scope, since different 

County departments are responsible for inspection, evaluation of odors, nuisance, and public health 

hazards.  I do not believe it is possible to carry out these tasks without full evaluation of monitoring. 

 

7. Oil & Gas pipelines – The extensive network throughout the County (in incorporated and 

unincorporated areas) presents hazards, has had spills, moves between jurisdictions, and appears to be 

expanding (at least, I know Oil Refineries are extensively expanding pipelines). This needs additional 

County evaluation. 

 

8. I appreciate that the Second Report states a need for additional evaluation of Orphaned & Abandoned 

wells, and I support other Advisory Counsel members request for additional evaluation. 

 

9. Regarding Hydraulic Fracturing (Fracking) – I request that staff and consultants evaluate AQMD staff 

reports, which found that many extraction methods not formally designated as fracking nevertheless use 

the same methods (acidizing, maintenance acidizing, more).  I have found this to be the case in my own 

review of AQMD reporting – widespread use of a large number of toxic and extremely hazardous 

chemicals in wells that are not considered to use fracking, but use similar methods and chemicals. 

 

10. I request additional review by the County of Earthquake Hazards of extraction, and related 

transportation & pipelines. 

 

11. I request staff to review and consider for incorporation the recommendations of comments submitted by 

Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) on March 13, 2017, to the Taskforce. 
 

12. I support comments made by Advisory Panel members regarding the need for additional input by the 

Advisory Panel. 
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April 6, 2017 
Timothy Stapleton, AICP          
Zoning Enforcement West 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
Re: Comments by Tim O’Connor (District 3 rep.) and EDF on the LA County Oil Well Strike 

Team’s Biannual Report No. 2 
 
Dear Mr. Stapleton, 
 
As a member of the LA County Oil Well Strike Team Advisory Panel and on behalf of the 
Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), please accept these comments on the second draft of the 
biannual report. 
 
We commend the LA County Oil Well Strike Team and the Board of Supervisors for taking on 
the challenging but necessary task of reviewing the zoning codes and permitting processes and 
taking a close look at oil and gas wells in the area. The Strike Team did update the initial report 
to the Board by integrating several comments made by the Advisory Panel in the second draft 
of the initial report. However, more can be done to ensure that proper review has been made 
and to effectively protecting the health and safety of County residents. 
 

1. Air Monitoring of all Facilities Should be Recommended to the County Board 
  
In common business parlance, better measurement leads to better management, and in the 
case of oil and gas facilities which can emit troubling amounts of climate and toxic air pollution, 
this couldn’t be more important. In general, other than monitors required for combustible gas 
detection or monitors required because of lawsuits and settlements, there are no statutory or 
land use requirements for monitoring of air emissions from oil and gas production facilities.  
This is a notable policy shortcoming and missed opportunity to gather valuable emissions data 
that can help drive better policy and management of oil and gas facilities.  
 
In a February 2017 report titled “Enhanced Inspection & Maintenance for GHG & VOCs at 
Upstream Facilities,” the California Air Resources Board looked at data collected from 39 
different oil and gas production facilities across the state. Of the 211 different gas leaks 
recorded, nearly half of them included the cancer-causing chemical benzene in addition to the 
climate pollutant methane. The frequency at which toxic chemicals were measured is 
concerning, and is something that should raise both concerns for the Strike Team staff and the 
Board and inspire action towards improved air emissions monitoring. 
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We recommend that the Strike Team staff document the type (which air pollutants and what 
technology) and amount (if any) of monitoring occurring at each facility that is inspected as part 
of the “Well Inspection Protocol” checklist. In the case that a facility is conducting monitoring, 
the emissions data should also be recorded, included in the report, and incorporated as part of 
the review process. This independent review and information gathering is integral to 
understanding whether operators are properly monitoring the emissions emanating from the 
facility operations. This data will also help the staff, the Advisory Panel, and the Board analyze 
and better assess a proper course of action and recommendations in the final staff report for 
better and more effective community health protection tools such as requiring monitoring as a 
pre-requisite for the safe and proper operation of facilities in the County. Additionally, without 
air monitoring or site observational data for air emissions, the report risks being incomplete as 
to likely community impacts.  
 

2. Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) Plans Should Be Reviewed and Disclosed 
 

As in our previous comments for the first report drafted by the Strike Team staff, one of the 
areas that continues to be conspicuously absent from the report is information on the site level 
inspection and maintenance plans for leaking and / or broken equipment.  Individual facilities 
should have site specific leak detection and repair plans – and such plans should be reviewed in 
the site inspection protocol. This information is pivotal for understanding how facility operators 
are handling leaks, and what the repair protocol is, since leaks are one of the biggest sources of 
fugitive emissions that contribute to environmental damage and health impacts. 
 
Since the first report was completed by the Strike team, the State of California enacted new 
regulations that require improved leak detection and repair at oil and gas facilities, including 
quarterly inspections of components at production sites, monitoring well casing vents, and 
elimination of certain practices and pieces of equipment.  The Strike Team’s final report should 
evaluate the extent to which these facilities have LDAR programs consistent with the state’s 
new requirements and report if deficiencies are noted.   
 

3. Well Stimulation Operations and Practices Are Missing in the Report 
 
One important component of the Strike Team’s review process is a public health screening and 
safety risks assessment. Part of that assessment includes prioritizing oil and gas facilities for 
further action based on highest health or environmental risks” and “consideration should be 
given to the age and history of the facility, the proximity of nearby communities (specifically 
disadvantaged communities) or sensitive populations, and whether the facility is operating 
using controversial well stimulation techniques (such as hydraulic fracking).” 
 
As noted in our previous comments, and as is contemplated in the motion directing the Strike 
Team’s tasks, understanding whether well stimulation operations have been occurring at the 
sites, and whether this creates unsafe conditions is of utmost importance for resident concerns 
regarding health and safety.  While the current well inspection protocol looks at several site 
characteristics in an individual manner, there doesn’t appear to be any holistic assessment of 
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whether well stimulation has, or is planned to take place at the sites. While the facility and well 
inspection protocol checklists and the health review summary of each site incorporate 
elements of review for well stimulation practices, there is a great deal of data missing on what 
chemicals / constituent compounds are used to perform such operations, and the origination / 
volume of water used to conduct it. In several of the site visit reports, the staff simply 
recommends that the SCAQMD look into and provide much of the information on well work 
procedures. EDF recommends that for the upcoming report, the staff work with SCAQMD to 
actually acquire and report on that data, or note if well work procedure data is missing. It is 
insufficient to simply place the burden on another agency if this review process is to be 
complete. Furthermore, since SCAQMD has volunteered to work with the Strike Team staff 
during this review process, acquiring and disclosing this data should not be too cumbersome. 
 

4. Interviews of Surrounding Residents Should be Conducted During Site Visits 
 
We commend the Strike team on developing facility and well inspection protocol checklists that 
incorporate reviews of regulatory and site characteristics, and that incorporate efforts to 
address neighborhood complaint history by acquiring complaint reports from the SCAQMD. 
However, there is currently a lack of any substantive information on odor or noise complaints 
acquired through interviews of surrounding residents, business, schools, etc. This is especially 
troubling in facilities that are located alarmingly near sensitive receptors such as in the case of 
the Matrix Sansinena facility as well as several others. The public health risk for this facility is 
ranked high by the Strike Team staff in the latest update due to the facility being located less 
than 100 feet away from a nursery and less than 160 feet from homes. 
 
Many complaints brought by residents or businesses are not formally filed with the SCAQMD 
due to a number of barriers including lack of awareness for how to file a complaint, concerns 
over interacting with law enforcement agencies, or concerns over unresponsiveness from the 
agencies with whom complaints are filed. Yet when speaking with local surrounding residents, 
valuable information can be drawn that will allow the Strike Team to document a more 
accurate and holistic narrative of how the facility is being run, what the experience is like day-
to-day for surrounding residents, and the impacts the facility has on residents by way of 
nuisances (noise and odors) and health.  
 
Accordingly, we recommend that requiring interviews or meetings with of community members 
located nearby sites be added to the “Well Inspection Protocol” checklist, specifically the noise 
and odors items, as well as the “Facility Checklist,” which includes an item for “neighbor issues 
and complaint history.” EDF acknowledges that this added checklist requirement would likely 
be somewhat time-intensive and may lengthen the Strike Team’s review process, however, it is 
our belief that a proper and thorough analysis of the sites, with proper engagement and 
feedback from the communities at the frontlines of the facility operations, warrant such an 
effort. EDF also recommends that in convening community meetings and resident interviews, 
the Strike Team take into account environmental justice issues, including time of meeting and 
location, and that the staff enlist the close advisement and aid of organizations well-versed in 
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community organizing including our colleagues at Communities for Better Environment, who 
are also part of the Advisory Panel. 
 

5. The Strike Team’s Recommendation For Inspecting Associated Oil And Gas Facilities Is 
Important And Well Founded 

 
The Strike Team staff astutely noted that several of the County’s facility operations cross 
jurisdictional boundaries, with associated processing facilities, trucking routes and pipelines 
often being located in adjacent counties or cities. We agree with the staff recommendation that 
the Board “consider review of relevant oil and gas facilities located outside County jurisdiction 
under the parameters of the Project.” However, we do not believe the review should be on a 
“case by case” basis – rather there should be an automatic review of any and all operations, 
regardless of location, associated with a core facility located within the County. To this end, EDF 
also agrees that the Board should work in tandem with other counties and cities to ensure the 
proper review and inspection of all aspects of facility operations. Additionally, this is a pivotal 
opportunity for the Board to share this important undertaking and the lessons learned as well 
as recommendations that result from this Strike Team review process. 
 

6. Better Coordination Between The Strike Team And The Advisory Panel Is Essential  
 
The motion, passed by the Board of Supervisors on March 29, 2016, tasked this Strike Team 
with “assessing the conditions, regulatory compliance and potential public health and safety 
risk associated with existing oil and gas facilities in unincorporated Los Angeles County.” The 
Strike Team is to work in conjunction with the Advisory Panel to gather information to 
“complete an update to the Zoning Code and associated regulations and enforcement 
protocols” that will ensure that (1) proposed regulations “reflect best practices and current 
mitigation methods and technologies” to “minimize environmental impacts and protect 
sensitive uses and populations,” and that (2) “oil and gas facilities may no longer operate by 
right in the unincorporated portions of the County[.]” The Advisory Panel's role in the Project is 
to review, comment, and provide input on the Project findings and reports.  
 
While we commend efforts by the Strike Team in coordinating a series of meetings with the 
Advisory Panel in order to provide Advisory Panel members and the public an opportunity to 
comment, we believe that more meaningful engagement on the Strike Team project review and 
field visits would create more robust recommendations and outcomes. EDF proposes an 
opportunity to comment on the Strike Team’s initial observations and draft report prior to the 
reports being prepared for public dispersal and distributed to the Board of Supervisors. Without 
an opportunity for our comments to be reviewed and incorporated into the updated report by 
the Strike Team staff, before it becomes final, the Advisory Panel’s role becomes sidelined and 
trivial. In order for there to be a fair and complete review process – while leveraging the 
expertise in the fields of oil and gas, health, safety, law, and policy – meaningful interaction and 
engagement with the Advisory Panel members should be prioritized. It is a missed opportunity 
to not properly incorporate valuable feedback from this group of experts into each updated 
report.   
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Thank you for considering these comments moving forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Timothy O’Connor 
County District 3 Representative, Oil and Gas Strike Team Advisory Panel Member 
Director and Senior Attorney, California Oil and Gas Program, Environmental Defense Fund 
 
Irene Burga 
Policy Advocate, California Oil and Gas Program 
Environmental Defense Fund 
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Mr. Timothy Stapleton, 
AICP Zoning 
Enforcement West 
Department of Regional 
Planning 320 W. Temple 
Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
 
April 7, 2017 

 
 
 

Subject: Los Angeles County Oil and Gas Facilities Strike Team Report 
Comments by Matt Rezvani – 4th District Advisory Panel member  

 
 
Dear Mr. Stapleton, 

 
 

The Strike Team should be commended for their comprehensive efforts in inspecting the oil 
and gas facilities within unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. These efforts are major 
undertaking that are time consuming and at the same time important in ensuring the safety 
of LA County residents.  Like any other environmental audits or inspection programs, these 
efforts can only improve and benefit from the input and suggestions it receives.  
 
As the representative of the 4th District on the Advisory Panel of LA County Oil and Gas 
Facilities Strike Team I would like to offer the following comments on the second draft of 
the biannual report. 
 
In my opinion, the Strike Team’s report can be enhanced by providing more detailed 
information and specifics about its finding on leak prevention and detection programs of the 
facilities inspected 

 
Undetected leaks from leaking tanks and pipelines can be a major source of leaks to 
underground waters and aquafers. Fortunately, there are several programs designed to 
prevent such leaks and those are administered by various federal and state agencies with 
oversite over these facilities. The strike team report appears to be incomplete in addressing 
the inspection of these programs in the following areas: 
 

1. Tanks leak detection and Tank Bottom inspections  
 
Leaks from tank bottoms can often result in underground oil and petroleum products plums. 
There are federal and state rules addressing tank leak prevention and detection, and tank 



bottom inspections. These requirements are administered by California Division of Oil and 
Gas at producing facilities and by other agencies in other types of oil and gas facilities. While 
the Strike Team report indicates inspection of tanks in general, any discussion of tank bottom 
inspections or tanks leak detection systems and their effectiveness appears to be absent from 
the report. 
 

2. Secondary Containment 
 
The USEPA Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan requirement is very 
specific on the volume of oil the secondary containments need to hold. The Strike Team 
report does address the issue of secondary containments in all the facilities inspected. 
However, the report included some pictures of earthen berms secondary containments that 
seemed to have been compromised.  They appeared to have been detreated or partially 
washed off by rain. The angle from which the pictures where taken may have contributed to 
the appearance. if that is not the case, the secondary containments have been compromised 
and the issue needs to be addressed.   

 
3. Leak Detection and Repair Plans  

 
Many facilities do have a leak Detection and Repair Plan (LDAR) that are either undertaken 
by the facility operators as part of their maintenance plans or required by an oversight 
agency because of past incidents. If the existence of these programs were evaluated by the 
Strike Team, they appear to be missing from the report. The Strike Team report should 
address the existence and the effectiveness of these programs at the facilities that have 
incorporated an LDAR plan in their maintenance programs. 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to future reports. 
 
Regards, 
 
Matt Rezvani 
LA County 4th District member of the Advisory Panel 
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