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August 27, 2021

Via Email (apcwestla@lacity.org)

West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission
City of Los Angeles

200 N. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Request for Reconsideration of Determination on Case Nos. ZA-1989-
17683-PA2, ENV-2020-1328-CE, ZA-1989-17683-PA2-1A

Honorable Commissioners:

On behalf of Neighbors for A Safe Environment (NASE), a California nonprofit
corporation seeking to protect neighborhoods from the impacts of oil drilling and
production, we write in follow-up to the appeal hearing regarding the West Pico Drill
Site. The intent of this letter is to:

e Identify significant misstatements of information that were presented to the
Commission at the August 18, 2021 West LA Area Planning Commission (APC)
hearing on NASE’s appeal; and

e Request that at the September 1, 2021 APC meeting, you vote to reconsider the
NASE appeal because the significant misinformation was material to the central
and largest issues in NASE’s appeal and was relied upon by the Commission in
your deliberations.

This letter identifies the three most consequential pieces of misinformation that
were provided to the Commission by the Zoning Administrator (ZA) during the appeal
hearing, most of which was presented after the close of the public testimony. To
demonstrate the errors, we will contrast the misrepresentations that were made with clear
documentation contained within the case file for the West Pico Drill Site. In summary,
the three issues we will focus on are:

e The ZA stated that “no new wells” had been drilled on the West Pico Drill
Site since the ZA approval of 2000 (ZA-1989-17683-PAD) and the
Settlement Agreement of 2001. NASE presents in this letter clear
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documentation contained in the case file that new wells were drilled in 2005-06
and 2010.

e The ZA stated that the Settlement Agreement between NASE and the City
prevents the alteration of any conditions of approval, including Condition
72, and that NASE was requesting the City rewrite the Settlement
Agreement. This statement is based on a lack of review of the Settlement
Agreement. The Settlement Agreement does not enshrine or mention
Condition 72 and does not enshrine under court approval all of the conditions
set in the 2000 cases. Instead, the Settlement Agreement references only
Conditions 77 and 78, which expressly empower the ZA to revise all
conditions and impose additional conditions when addressing “neighborhood
impacts” and “the efficacy of mitigation measures” and extends the ability to
revise conditions to the 5-year reviews required by the Settlement Agreement.

e The ZA informed the Commission that well conversions are mere
reclassifications on paper and “vested rights” that require only the filing
of paperwork. These statements are wholly untrue. Well conversions are
construction projects that entail substantial changes to wells below the surface
and above the surface. Well conversions have required full review and
approval by the ZA as discretionary actions since at least 1955, by the terms of
LAMC 13.01.H and 13.01.1.

1. New Wells Were Drilled In 2005-06 and 2010.

One of the largest, clearest, and most consequential untrue statements made by the
ZA was his repeated assertion that “no new wells” had been drilled since the 2000 ZA
approval in ZA-1989-17683-PAD and the Settlement Agreement. The ZA said this in
response to questions from Commissioner Laing about the dates on which new wells
were drilled. On the official recording of the hearing, you will find this exchange starting
at the 1:58:45 mark. This statement is categorically incorrect, contrary to documentation
in the ZA case file, contrary to documentation in the appeal case file, and contrary to
knowledge of Planning staff.

First, and simplest of all, on June 19, 2020, the applicant and site operator, PCEC,
straightforwardly informed the ZA, the Chief ZA, and the City Attorney that two new
wells had been drilled since 2000 without the ZA approval required by LAMC 13.01.H
and 13.01.1. PCEC identified the wells as West Pico 58 drilled in 2005-06 and West Pico
59 drilled in 2010.

Below are key excerpts from PCEC’s June 19, 2020 email. Multiple copies of this
email from PCEC are in the ZA case file and NASE also submitted copies of this email to
the Commission in support of its appeal.



West LA APC
August 27, 2021
Page 3

Connect

Creata
.. Colloborate

. i @ Dylan Sittig <dylan_sittig@lacity.org>
PCEC West Pico iject
) Illchael Flneh <nlbwh@enargypropeﬂcoom> . R Fri, Jun 18, 2020-:4'3;@!

To: Edber Macedo <edber.macedo@lacity.org>

Ce: "Lisa.Webber@lacity.o <I.|uWebber >, "Estineh.Maili Estineh.Maili .
"Vanessa.Soto@lacity. ory"rg:v:neaa W@hﬁ;e‘ “Jennifer. Tbhi:inglnmmmnwmibr< f mm%?wm
Sittig m %W Philip Brown <philip. bmwnﬂpesdp.oom» "Rick cwk (rld(.clarkopeoeb com)*

Edber, per our conversation here is our thoughts on the iterns we discussed.

Thank vou
Well List

New Drills
WP 58 - 2005
WP 59 — 2010

In addition to the documentation from the site operator, Professor Michael Salman
also submitted copies of the State regulatory agency DOGGR’s (now CalGEM’s)
documents proving that these two new wells had been drilled, one in 2005-06 and the
other in 2010, sending the materials to the ZA, the Chief ZA, and the Director of
Planning. Below are snapshots of key excerpts from the DOGGR permit applications for
new wells, DOGGR permits for new wells, and the DOGGR work history forms
submitted by the site operator.

These documents (and more in the ZA case file) prove beyond a shadow of a
doubt that two new wells were drilled in 2005-06 and 2010. Thus, the APC’s decision on
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August 18, 2021 was based on inaccurate information provided by the ZA and should be
re-evaluated in light of the facts.

DOGGR Application, Permit, and Well Summary for drilling of new well in 2010.
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DOGGR Application, Permit, Change of Well Name, and Well Summary for well drilled in
2005-06
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2. The Settlement Agreement Does Not Prevent Revisions of Conditions, and it
in Fact Requires Revisions When Warranted.

At the August 18 APC hearing, the ZA repeatedly stated the process before the
Commission was a Review of Compliance with the conditions of the Settlement
Agreement, and that everyone should “close the book on it” (2:11:37), not change his
determination so that he could “clean it up” and move on to a new process, one that could
allow for the revision of conditions of approval. This is a fundamental misrepresentation
of the Settlement Agreement between NASE and the City and the process required by the
Settlement Agreement.

Of overarching significance is the fact that the Settlement Agreement does not
lock in place all 2000 conditions of approval and instead requires 5-year reviews of those
conditions to ensure they are still adequate to protect the surrounding community and
ensure compliance by the site operator. If the conditions fail to do so, the 5-year review
is intended to be the process wherein new or revised conditions are imposed upon the
West Pico Drill Site. The inaccuracy of the ZA’s claims regarding the Settlement
Agreement can be best demonstrated by a review of the Agreement itself, along with the
condition it references.

Section 4.b of the Settlement Agreement, inserted below, refers expressly to
Condition 78 of the 2000 ZA approval:
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Condition 78, inserted below, prescribes what is supposed to happen in the 5-year
reviews required by the Settlement Agreement:

Thus, pursuant to the Settlement Agreement and Condition 78, the ZA was
required in the current review case to evaluate “neighborhood impacts,” evaluate “the
efficacy of mitigation measures,” and the ZA was empowered to assign “corrective
conditions.” Unfortunately, the ZA failed to follow these requirements and has instead
advocated for kicking the can down the road to an uncertain future process. Not only is
this an inefficient use of City resources, it delays relief for the community. Moreover,
while the 5-year review is legally required, the ZA does not have the authority require a
new process at this time.

The ZA made additional misrepresentations regarding the Settlement Agreement
that are also material to the Commission’s determination. At the APC hearing, the ZA
repeatedly said that Condition 72 was imposed by and enshrined in the Settlement
Agreement, along with all other conditions, and therefore he did not have the authority to
change it because the agreement was approved by a Court. (Statements made starting at
20:15 and 2:07:35 marks.) As set forth above, the Settlement Agreement specifically
contemplates revisions to conditions, thus demonstrating this statement is incorrect.
Moreover, as can be seen in a review of the attached Settlement Agreement, the only
conditions of approval referenced within the Agreement are Conditions 77 and 78, both
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of which provide the ZA the ability to revise the remaining conditions. (Attachment 1.)
Condition 72 is not included in the Settlement Agreement, nor was it agreed upon in the
Settlement Agreement as claimed by the ZA.

NASE presented in written and oral testimony that Condition 72 does not allow
the site operator to drill new wells or convert existing wells without ZA approval or
CEQA review, and to the extent it is interpreted as allowing redrilling of wells without
ZA approval or CEQA review, the condition must be considered void because it violates
the long-standing requirements of Los Angeles Municipal Code section 13.01.H and I.
The misrepresentations made by the ZA prevented the Commission from addressing the
illegality of Condition 72, as well as the illegal drilling, redrilling and conversion of
wells. Thus, reconsideration of this appeal based on the facts at hand is necessary.

Finally, the ZA misled the Commission when stating on slide 9 of the powerpoint
presented at the APC that there had been no violation of the Settlement Agreement. There
can be no questioning the fact that 5-year reviews were not held in 2010-11 and 2015-16,
and that both the City and the operator breached the terms of the Settlement Agreement.
This is supported by findings buried within the ZA’s June 2, 2021 determination:
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Thus, due to the misinformation the ZA presented to the Commission regarding
the Settlement Agreement and the process required by the Settlement Agreement, the
APC should reconsider its determination regarding NASE’s appeal. Contrary to claims
made by the ZA, the documentation presented herein and elsewhere in the record clearly
demonstrates that the Settlement Agreement and the 2000 ZA approval both specifically
empower the ZA to change conditions of use whenever necessary or warranted. Thus, the
issue is not just that the ZA erroneously believed no changes were needed. The
overarching issue is that the ZA short-circuited the review process and the CEQA process
by claiming that conditions could not be revised.

3. Well Conversions Are Not Mere Paper Reclassifications and There is No
Vested Right to Convert Wells.

There is no dispute that 10 well conversions have occurred on the West Pico Drill Site
since 2000. PCEC provided documentation of these well conversions in their June 19,
2020 email. NASE also documented these well conversions with documents obtained by
Professor Salman from DOGGR/CalGEM. At issue is that fact that the ZA misinformed
the Commission regarding the nature of well conversions. At the APC hearing, the ZA
stated that well conversions are mere paper reclassifications of wells, and nothing more,
which is both a factual and legal misrepresentation. The ZA determination and written
response to NASE’s appeal also falsely claimed that well conversions were covered by
Condition 72.
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As an initial matter, NASE believes some background information on the nature of
well conversions would be helpful. Well conversion refers to converting a producer well
into an injection well, or vice versa. Most of the wells at the West Pico Drill Site are
producer wells (Class A in the terms used in LAMC 13.01) that extract crude oil, natural
gas, and brine water from well bottoms more than 8,000 feet deep. They extract a fluid
and natural gas slurry by means of pumps that are located inside the wells. The pumps
pull the slurry up out of the wells and push it into pipes that join together to connect to a
pipeline that carries the slurry from the 9101 West Pico half of the drill site to the 9151
West Pico half of the drill site. At the 9151 West Pico half of the drill site, the slurry is
separated into its three major components of crude oil, natural gas, and “produced water”
(aka brine water). The oil and natural gas are processed before being pumped into
pipelines to take them out for sale. The produced water is sent to giant pumps located on
the 9151 West Pico half of the drill site, which pump the produced water into a second
pipeline crossing back to the 9101 West Pico half, where the water goes into injection
wells.

The remainder of the wells at the West Pico Drill Site are injection wells (Class B
in LAMC 13.01) that return produced water to the hydrocarbon bearing geological strata.
Injection wells serve three major purposes: They are required by law to safely place the
heavily contaminated brine water back down in the geological strata from whence it
came. Returning the produced water helps to prevent subsidence of soil, which had been
a major problem in some oil operations before the invention of injection wells in the
1940s. Last, the injected produced water both repressurizes the oil field and can sweep
remaining oil toward the bottoms of producer wells, so the use of injection wells is part
of oil production. All of this injection part of oil production is regulated by layers of City
law, State law, and Federal law.

Converting wells entails substantial work both underground in the well
(“downhole”) and on the surface. A well conversion is a substantial physical project that
can have significant impacts during the construction phase and later during ongoing
operation.

To convert a producer well to an injector, at minimum the process involves:

e disconnecting the producer well from the surface pipes that collect the
fluid and gas slurry from producer wells and send it by pipeline to the 9151
West Pico half of the drill site.

e opening up the well and removing the extraction pump

e remove production tubing and well packing at designated intervals that
separate hydrocarbons from the fresh water table

e repairs and reworking of well components is common, and can be
substantial

e generally, the production tubing is replaced with injection tubing called an
“injection string” and new well packing is installed at designated intervals
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o the well is then connected to new piping that connects to the pipeline
bringing produced water back to the 9101 West Pico half of the drill site
from the giant injection pumps located at the 9151 West Pico half of the
drill site.

To convert an injection well to a producer is the same process in reverse,
including installing a new downhole extraction pump and production tubing, etc.

With that background on the extensive physical activity and potential for impacts
involved when converting wells, it becomes clear that these are not mere paper
reclassifications as claimed by the ZA. The attached DOGGR permitting and work
history documentation for 2 of the 10 well conversions that have taken place at the West
Pico Drill Site since 2000 demonstrate the well conversion work is time consuming,
taking one month for one well and 7 months for the other. (Attachment 2.)

In addition to being factually incorrect that well conversions are mere paper
reclassification, the ZA was also incorrect as to the legal requirements applicable to well
conversions. The City has established clear legal requirements for ZA discretionary
review and consideration prior to the approval of well conversions, and also the need for
environmental review of well conversions.

Below is Los Angeles Municipal Code section 13.01.1 and the relevant section of
LAMC 13.01.H addressing review procedure, both of which have been in effect in the
City since 1955. For more than 65 years City Code has defined well conversions as a
specific kind of project that requires application to and approval from the ZA as per
LAMC 13.01.H. The ZA’s claims that such review was not required was misleading and
inaccurate.

Key passages from ZA Memo 133, in effect since September 2016, are also
included below. This memorandum requires public hearings on well conversion projects
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and forbids reliance on a categorical exemption from CEQA when approving a well
conversion.

From page 6 of ZA Memo 133:

Page 5 of ZA Memo 133:

Further, the ZA incorrectly claimed that well conversions are covered by
Condition 72 of the 2000 ZA approval for the West Pico Drill Site. See page A10 of the
ZA rebuttal to NASE’s appeal:

Whether Condition 72 on redrilling is legal or illegal, it says nothing about well
conversions, which are a different project from redrilling a well. Here is Condition 72,
copied from the 2000 BZA decision which did not alter Condition 72 from the original
version in the 2000 ZA approval (ZA-1989-17683-PAD). Note that neither the words
“well conversion” nor any synonym appear in Condition 72:



West LA APC
August 27, 2021
Page 16

During the August 18, 2021 APC hearing, the ZA provided this misinformation
about well conversions and new wells to the Commission only after the public testimony
phase of the hearing was closed. We therefore could not respond to his fundamental
misinformation about the new wells and well conversion projects. Thus, we write now to
urge you to reconsider your determination based on an accurate recitation of critical facts
and legal requirements.

Conclusion

The three examples of misinformation detailed above were far from the only such
examples, but do represent the most egregious. The entire 5-review process was tainted
by the ZA’s decision to improperly narrow the focus of the review, thus failing to fulfil
the requirements mandated by the Settlement Agreement and Condition 78, and thus
continues the City’s violations of those binding obligations.

The only proper solution is to overturn the ZA’s decision in its entirety: the
determination, findings, and fatally flawed statements of fact. If allowed to stand, the
ZA’s determination and findings will give de facto approval to by-right oil drilling
without ZA approval. It will put the City in breach of the Settlement Agreement. It will
put the City in continuing violation of CEQA and its own CEQA guidelines. And it will
make an utter hash out of any ability to rely on the City’s Zoning Administration process
when it comes to oil cases at this drill site and at all the others.
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We ask the Commission to please vote to reconsider its decision of August 18,
2021, to retain and extend jurisdiction over this case, to set it on the agenda for a meeting

in the near future, and, most of all, for the Commissioners to take the time necessary to
get down to the facts in a complicated case.

Sincerely,

Amy Minteer
Enclosures

cc:  Oscar Medellin, Deputy City Attorney (oscar.medellin@Ilacity.org)
James K. Williams, APC Executive Assistant (james.k.williams@lacity.orq)
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

This SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) 1is
entered into effective as of the date of last execution shown opposite the
signature blocke below (the “Effective Date”), between the CITY OF LOS
ANGELES, a municipal corporation and local public agency, the CITY
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a local public agency,
(collectively these two parties are sometimes referred to herein as “City™),
NEIGHBORS FOR A SAFE ENVIRONMENT, a California nonprofit
corporation (‘NASE"), RAE DRAZIN, PhD., an individual, MINA
SOLOMON, an jndividual, (NASE, Drazin and Solomon are sometimes
collectively referred to as “Petitioners”), and BREITBURN ENERGY
COMPANY LLC, a California limited liability company (“BreitBurn”). The
purpose of this Agreement is to settle litigation relating to the approvals for
the construction and operation of the West Pico Drillsite Modernization
Project, Los Angeles Ocunty, Celifornia.

RECITALS

A. In 1999, BreitBurn applied for a change in its
Determination of Conditions and Methods of Operations for an existing
drillsite located at 9101 West Pico Boulevard, Los Angeles, California (the -
“Project”). The Project calls for the modernization of the drillsite and the
recovery of additional oil reserves and includes, among other things, the
raising of the exterior wall, the enclosure of the drilling and workover rig ina
soundproofed and architecturally treated structure, and the building of an
enclosed support building. The Project also includes the removal of the
existing diesel workover rig. The Project alsy removes prior limijtations on
permissible days and hours for redrilling and reworking of wells.

B. The environmental assesament process began in 1998. A
Draft EIR was completed and distributed for comments on April 15, 1999
The Final EIR was issued by the City in October of 1299,

C. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on
December 2, 1999 (ZA Case No. 17683-PAD). The Zoning Adminiatrator
issued her decision on April 5, 9000. That decision approved a modification of
the existing conditions and methods of operation for the drillsite and imposed
=8 conditions on the approval.

EXHIBIT A
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D. The Petitioners filed an appeal of the Zoning
Administrator's decision to the Board of Zoning Appeals (‘BZA"). A publie
hearing was held before the BZA on May 23, 2000 (BZA Case No. 2000-1697).
The BZA approved certification of the EIR, the adoption of the Mitigation
Monitoring Plan and adopted the environmental findings made by the Zoning
Administrator. The BZA then denied the appeal and adopted the plan
approval and conditions imposed by the Zoning Administrator, with
corrections Tecommended by the Zoning Administrator (‘Plan Approval”).
The Plan Approval was not further appealable.

E. The Petitioners appealed the BZA decision on the EIR
certification to the City Council. A public hearing was held before the full
City Council on October 25, 2000 (Council File No. 2000-1842). The City
Council voted in favor of certifying the EIR and adopting the findings of the
BZA as the findings of the City Council. The Nutice of Delerminativn of the
certification wase filed with the County Clerk the same day.

F. The Petitioners filed a petition for writ of mandate in the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County styled Neighbors For A Safe
Environment, elc., et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al., LASC No. BC 240760
(the “Action”) seeking to set aside the certification of the EIR and the
underlying permit approvals. :

Q. On May 9, 2001, the Superior Court,Judge David P. Yaffe,
presiding, entered a judgment ordering the clerk to issue a peremptory writ
of mandate ordering the City to set aside its certification of the EIR and
related approvals. The Statement of Decision of the Court indicates that the
Court was concerned about the EIR’s response to questions concerning
nighttime noise.

H. On May 16, 2001, the City mailed to interested persons
an Addendum to the EIR addressing the issue of nighttime noise and
informing them of further proceedings before the City Council on May 22,
5001. The Addendum concluded that noise from the facility at night will not
alter any resident’s ability to sleep. The Addendum and related City Staff
report were circulated to approximately 800 owners and occupants of all
properties surrounding the Project. The Petitioners filed objections to the
report with the City.
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I On June 1, 2001, BreitBurn and the City filed a Notice of
Intention to Move for a New Trisl

B The parties have reached an agreement resolving all of
the issues in the Action and wish to fully and finally terminate the Action
pursuant to this Agreement. By entering into this Agreement, BreitBurn and
the City have agreed to undertake additional measures relating both to
nighttime noise, air quality and enforecement at the Project.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants
and conditions contained herein, and for other good and valuable
consideration, the adequacy and receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the
parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

1, Obtaining of air quality data

a. On occasions to be prescribed by the Air Quality Consultant
(defined in Item 1(d), below), the Air Quality Consultant will
sample fugitive and other emissions ingide the derrick structure.
BreitBurn will, as far in advance as is practicable and at least
24 bours in advance, inform the Air Quality Consultant of the
timing of those operations most likely to produce such emisgionsa,
including those periods when solvents are utilized. The Air
Quality Consultent will take samples at representative times
and will determine, in conjunction with BreitBurn, the relative
percentages of time the facility undertakes various operations.

b. Thae Air Quality Consultant will order that the samplas be tested
for such substances as shall be specified by the Risk Assessment
Expert (defined in Item 2, below).

c. The analysis of the emissions analyzed pursuant to this
agreement will be performed by an independent laboratory
certified by the State to perform such tests.
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d. NASE will designate a consultant (the “Air Quality Consultant”)
who shall be a cortified industrial hygieniet or an individual
with & minimum of b years experience in air emiesions sampling
in the Los Angeles Basin.

8. BreitBurn may request and thereupon will be given split
samples obtained by the Air Quality Consultant under this
gection for the purpose of BreitBurn performing duplicate
testing at its expense.

£ On occasions to be determined by the Air Quality Consultant,
and simultaneous with the obtaining of the samples within the
BreitBurn facility, the Air Quality Coneultant will obtain
ambient air quality samples upwind and downwind from the
BreitBurn facility. Those samples will be analyzed at the same
laboratory for the same substances as were tested for within the
BreitBurn facility.

g.  BreitBurn and NASE will deliver to each other, and to the Risk
Assessment Expert (described in Item 2, below) a copy of the
laboratory results of all testing performed under the provisions
of this section, and of the reports of the Air Quality Consultant
as to the manner of taking the samples and the rationale for
such muonper, und the determinatiom concerning the various
operations at the facility pursuant to subsection 1(a), in order
that the risk assessment, described in the next section,
accurately characterizes the emisgions from the facility over
time.
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2. Development of Risk Assessment

a. NASE will designate a toxicologist who shall be a Ph.D. level
Diplomat of the American Board of Toxicology (the “Risk
Assessment Expert”).

b. The Risk Assessment Expert will prepare and deliver to NASH,
to BreitBurn, and to the Zoning Administrator a report (the
*Risk Assessment Report”) detailing the professional conclusions
of the Risk Assessment Expert concerning the incremental risk
to the nearest off-gite human receptors of cancer and other
indicated diseases posed by operations at the BreitBurn facility.
The Risk Assessment Report will specifically address the
population in close proximity to the site, e.g., children of school
age. The Risk Assessment Report, including all modeling, will
be conducted in & manner consistent with relevant and
applicable guidance documents published by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency and the California
Environmental Protection Agency. The Risk Assessment Expert
shall exclude from his or her analveis of incremental risk all
chemicals and rieks associated with ambient air at the site
received from any sources other than the BreitBurn facility.

3. Noise

a. In carrying out Conditions No. 77 and 78, and in addition to the
other Conditions imposed, the Zoning Administrator will
consider, based on data and reports, if any, submitted by
BreitBurn, NASE or any neighbor, the extent to which the
nighttime operations of the BreitBurn facility disturb the sleep
of eurrounding residents.

b. In developing the noise requirements prescribed by the City,
BreitBurn and its consultani ghall consider, and the Zoning
Administrator will review, the properties of sounds generated by
the facility, in addition to decibels, that may contribute to the
disturbance of the community at night and the data gathered
pursuant to gubsection 3(a).
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c. If the Zoning Administrator determines that nighttime noise
from facility—operations creates an unreasonable impact on
pearby residents, the Zoning Adminietrator shall consider such
additional mitigating measures as shall be required to eliminate
any such impact. In the event that the Zoning Administrator
determines that nighttime operations cannot be sufficiently
mitigated by other means to eliminate unreasonable impacta,
the Zoning Administrator shall order that workover or other
operations not occur during the nighttime hours.

d. Actions taken by the Zoning Administrator shall be subject to
normal City procedures and appeals.

4. Enforcement

a. If at any time the Risk Assessment Expert determines that the
operations at the BreitBurn facility pose a risk of cancer of
greater than one in a million (1 x 10%), the Risk Assessment
Consultant shall report that finding and recommendations to
the Department of Building and Safety, the Zoning
Administrator, the South Comst Air Quality Management
District, and the Divigion of Oil and Gas.

b. At the Review of Conditions required by Condition No. 78
ijmposed by the BZA and adopted by the City Council, to occur
two years after construction and the issuance of a Temporary or
Permanent Certificate of Occupancy, the Zoning -Administrator
will consider the findings and conclusions of the Risk
Asgsessment Expert and impose any additional conditions
deemed appropriate or within the Zoning Administrator’s
continuing jurisdiction under Condition No. 77 or otherwise. If
the report of the Risk Assessment Expert indicates that the
operations at the BreitBurn facility pose a risk of cancer of
greater than one in a hundred thousand (1 x 10-%), BreitBurn
will request a public hearing and a public hearing will be
deemed warranted pursuant te Condition No. 78. (This
provision does not otherwise limit the Zoning Administrator's
discretion to set the matter for public hearing.) Within ninety
(90) days prior to the fifth anniversary of the first review held
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pursuant to Condition No. 78, and on each five-year anniversary
thereafter, BreitBurn will request an additional review of
copditivns pursuant to the procedures prescribed in Condilion
No. 78 and the Zoning Administrator will conduct a review of
conditions as prescribed in Condition No. 78 and will issue a
report of its review and schedule a further public hearing, if
warranted. Such report shall be promptly forwarded to NASE,
BreitBurn and the applicable Neighborhood Council.

c. For a period of two yesrs following completion of construction,
the City will designate one or more individuals at the
managerial level of the Department of Building and Safety, who
will reesive complaints rogarding odors or noisc at the
BreitBurn eite on a 24-hour basis. The Department of Building
and Safety will forward Jogs of such complaints to NASE and the
Zoning Administrator's office. The Department of Building and
Safety will report complaints within two (2) hours to the
appropriate agency; €.g. the Police Department for noise; the
South Coast AQMD for odors. .

B. Financial Provisions
a.  BreitBurn will pay:

1. $65,000 to NASE for attorney's fees and costs in this
matter;

9. . $25,000 to NASE to be used by it to engage technical
advieors and perform testing not otherwise provided for in
the Agreement and/or for other community projects;

3. Invoices from the laboratories utilized by NASE, the Air
Quality Consultant, or the Risk Assessment Expert to
analyze the air quality samples;

4, Invoices from NASE or the Air Quality Consultant
described in Section 1 for the work described therein;
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8. Resolution of Dispute

a. Within three days of the approval of the Agreement by all
parties thereto, each of the Petitioners, through a letter
gubmitted to the City Clerk by their counsel, will withdraw their
objections before the City to the Project and will support the
making of any related actions of the City necessary to
implement the Plan Approval and this Agresment.

b. Following approval by the City of this Agreement, each of the
Petitioners will stipulate to, and join in any motion or request
made by BreitBurn to, set aside the judgment previously
entered in this case and dismiss the action with prejudice and
request that the Court enter a new judgment denying in its
entirety the requested writ of mandate or in the alternative lo
enter an order unconditionally quashing the writ of mandate
previously issued. That stipulation and/or joinder shall recite
that the parties have reached a settlement in this case, and that
costs and fees shall not be awarded to either party under the
judgment to be entered. Should the judgment of the Court
thereafter award costs or fees to either party, such party shall
not seek to enforce that provision.

c. If the Superior Court will not set aside the Judgment heretofore
entered, and/or will not quash the writ of mandate heretofore
entered and served, the Petitioners will join in supporting and
will not thereafter object to the return to the Superior Court’s
writ of mandate to be filed by the City and describing its actions
as in accordance with this Agreement as in satisfaction of the
requirements of the writ.

d. Neither party shall make any post-judgment motion nor geek to
appeal the judgment entered, following resolution of this matter
in accordance with this Agreement.

e. Nothing in this Agreement shall constitute an admission by any
party of any fact, nor shall it constitute a waiver of any right or
objection of any petitioner to the facility or any of the operations
thereof in the future, outside of the context ofthe Action.
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f. It is the intention of the parties that the Project be allowed to
proceed immediately in accordance with the prior conditions of
approval as amended only by the terms of this Agreement. In
the absence of the complete implementation of the resolution of
dispute provisions of this Agreement, including the right of
BreitBurn to proceed immediately to complete and operate the
project without any further administrative or legal proceedings,
it is the intent of BreitBurn and the City to file an appesl from
the judgmont enterad by the Superior Court on May 9, 2001. A
Notice of Entry of Judgment was served by Petitioners in this
case on May 17, 2001. Pursuant to California Rules of Court
section 2(a) provides thai a notice of appeal must be filed no
later than July 16, 2001. If the City does not take the actions
set forth in subsection 6{(b) or the Court has not accepted the
actions of the City as in compliance with the writ or set aside
the writ as provided in subsections 6(b) or (c), on or before
July 16, 2001, then, unless otherwise agreed to by all parties,
any party thereto may file a notice of appeal on such date and
this Agreement shall terminate and be void.

7. Knowing Agreement

The parties each affirme that he/shefit has carefully read the foregoing
and understands that this is a settlement agreement, and further affirme
that each has reviewed and discussed the same with its counsel and knows
the contents herein and has discussed the legal effect hereof and that the
party cxecuting the samc does 80 of ita own free act.

8. Entire Agreement

This Agreement embodies the entire understanding of and agreement
between the parties as of the Effective Date and the parties each hereby
agrees that the terms and provisions of this Agreement can only be changed,
altered, or modified in any respect, by an instrument in writing and signed by
all of the parties.

10
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g, California Law

This Agreement shall be governed by, construed and enforced in
accordance with the laws of the State of California and enforcement of this
Agreement may be had in any court of appropriate jurisdiction in California.

10. Binding Effect and Benefit

This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the
parties hereto and their respective successors and assigns.

11. Authority of Signatories

All persons executing this Agreement on behalf of any entity hereby
represent that they have proper authority to do o and to bind the entity to it.

12. Interpretation of Agreement

The parties have all participated in the drafting and preparation
of this Agreement. Hence, in any construction to be made of this
Agreement, the same shall not be construed against or in favor of any
party on the basis that it or another proposed specific language.

18. Coqnterparts
This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of
which shall be deemed an original but all of which together shall constitute

one and the same instrument. This Agresment will become effective only
when executed by all parties.

{ilgignatures follow on next two pages/l/
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BREITBURN ENERGY COMPANY
LLC. s California limited liability

company

Dated: June 8 , 200). By:ﬁ\
ndall H. Breitenbach

Co-President

CTTY OF LOS ANGELES AND
CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF
LOS ANGELES

Dated: June __, 2001. By

NEIGHBORS FOR A SAFE
ENVIRONMENT. a California nonprofit
corporation

Dated: June __, 2001. By:

Dr. Rochelle Feldman
Pregsident
NEIGHBORS FOR A SAFE
ENVIRONMENT, a California nonprofit

eorporation

Dated: June ____ 2001. By:

Rae Dragzin
Vice-President

NEIGHBORS FOR A SAFE
ENVIRONMENT, a California nonprofit

corporation

Dated: June ___, 2001. By:

Mina Sclomon
Member of the Board
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™m:GSP PHONE NO,
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Dated: Jume ___, 2001.

Dated: June {2 2001.

Datad: June 7, 2001,

Datod: Juna £, 2001.

Dated: June /B, 2001

PEETBLEET2T :OL

1 Me 837 333 Jun. 1@ 2091 B5:53M P1

BREITBURN ENERGY COMPANY
LLC. a California limitad liability
company

By,

Randsll H. Breitenbach
Co-President

CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND
CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF
LOS ANGELES

By:
Keith Pritsker, Deputy City Attorney

NEIGHBORS FOR A SAYE
mqmnm, a California nooprofit

NEIGHBORS FOR A SAFE
ENVIRONMENT, a California nonprofit
corporation

12
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FROM : GSP PHONE NO. ¢ 318 B37 JIXX Jun. 10 22091 B9:52FM P1

BREITBURN ENERCY COMPANY
LLC. a California limited liability
company

Dated: June __, 3001 By:

Randall H Breitenbach
Co-President

CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND

CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF
LOS ANGELES

Dated: Juna ___, 2001. By

NEIGHBORS FOR A SAFB
ENVIRONMENI‘ a Californin nonprofit

Dated: Juse ., 2001. By: _@)_@wc %/

DrRochatholﬂnm

NERIGHBORS FOR A SAFE
ENVIRONMENT, a Califoonia nonprofit

Dated: June _{, 2001.

Dated: June /0, 2001.

NEIGHBORS FOR A SAFE
ENVIRONMENT, a Californis rouprofit
eorporation

12
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Jun. 19 2991 295N P2

. GSP PHONE NO. § 310 837 3953

Dnuﬂ;Jhna_EtSOOL
RAE DRAZIN, Ph.D., an individual

Dated: June £0, 200L.
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Additional Bignatuys Page to Settlement Agreement
between the City of Los Angeles, et al,, with respect to litigation relating to the
approvals for the construction and operation of the West Pico Drillsite
Modernization Project, Los Angeleg County, Celifornia

BREITEURN ENERGY COMPANY
LLC, a California limited Habilivy
company

Dated: June ,@d 2001. By: : W
B 8. Washburn
Co.Prosident
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Attachment 2a



DOGGR Application, Permit, and Well Summary of downhole work to convert well West
Pico 26, API 037-20926, in 2006















Attachment 2b



DOGGR Permit, and Well Summary of downhole work to convert well SW 7, API 037-
21181, in 2017. (Application is not in State agency’s online file)














