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Naftex Operating Company 
Bloemer and Kirschenman Project  

Response to the Center for Biological Diversity  
Comment Letter dated September 11, 2013  

 
Response to Comment CBD II  
No enhanced oil recovery techniques including hydraulic fracturing are proposed nor 
are reasonably foresessable at this time. Accordingly, the Division did not consider 
impacts associated with enhanced oil recovery techniques.  Enhanced oil recovery 
requires a separate authorization. The Division is not required to consider potential 
impacts of activities that are not included in the present project merely because they are 
included in other projects.   
 
Response to Comment CBD IIIa 
The Division has adequately addressed both hazardous and non-hazardous wastes that 
would be generated as a result of the proposed project.  
 
As stated in the ISMND, Naftex has an existing Spill Contingency Plan which will be 
amended to include the proposed project site.  The purpose of the plan is to ensure that 
adequate containment, response equipment and absorbents are readily available to 
control accidental spills, and that personnel are properly trained to control and clean up 
any spills. 
 
As stated in the ISMND, Naftex anticipates 10 barrels of oil and 90 barrels of production 
water will be produced daily from each well. More importantly—and to the point of the 
present discussion, and as stated in the ISMND, all produced water in whatever amounts 
will be transported to Naftex’s Section 26 Tank Farm and will be disposed of in the 
Naftex Racetrack 76-27, 77-27 or 86-27,  Division permitted Class II disposal wells.  
 
As stated in the ISMND, unless shallow ground water is encountered, a reserve pit may 
be excavated during site preparation for storage and handling of drilling mud and 
cuttings during the drilling process within the boundaries of a proposed project site. The 
use of reserve pits is regulated by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (CVRWQCB) in accordance with section 20090(g) of Title 27, CCR, section 2205 
et. seq. and CVRWQCB Waiver Resolution No. R5-2008-0182. The waiver expires 4 
December 2013. Prior to drilling, Naftex will contact the CVRWQCB to inquire on the 
status of the waiver and any new and/or additional requirements.  
 
The ISMND addressed potential hazardous wastes that could be generated as a result of 
the project. Hazardous wastes would be handled and stored according to applicable 
federal state and local regulations designed to protect people and the environment. 
Additionally hazardous wastes are to be disposed of at facilities permitted to dispose of 
such wastes. 
 
With respect to concerns regarding well failure, the Division’s well construction 
standards have the fundamental purpose to ensure zonal isolation. Zonal isolation means 
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that oil and gas coming up a well from the productive, underground geologic zone will 
not escape the well and migrate into other geologic zones, including zones that might 
contain fresh water. Zonal isolation also means that the fluids that are put down a well 
for any purpose will stay in that zone and not migrate to another zone.  To achieve zonal 
isolation, Division regulations require that a cement barrier be placed between the well 
and surrounding geologic strata or stratum.  The cement bonds to the surrounding rock 
and well casing and forms a barrier against fluid migration.  Cement barriers must meet 
certain standards for strength and integrity.  If these cement barriers do not meet the 
standards, the Division requires the oil or gas operator to remediate the cement barrier. 
Metal casings, which can be several layers depending on the depth of a well, also 
separate the fluids going up and down a well bore from the surrounding geology.  If the 
integrity of a well is compromised by ground movement or other mechanisms, the well 
operator must remediate the well to ensure zonal isolation. Well casing standards are 
prescribed in CCR sections 1722.2 – 1722.4.  
 
Response to Comment CBD IIIb 
The base of fresh water within the project area ranges from 800 to 1050 feet. Total 
dissolved solids in the Santa Margarita formation, the intended zone of completion for 
the project wells, have been evaluated at 675 mg/L.  
 
As stated in the ISMND, a reserve pit (sump) may be constructed to store and handle 
drilling mud and cuttings.  If constructed, the reserve pit will be 75 feet long by 25 feet 
wide by six (6) feet deep. It will be constructed by mechanical compaction. Compaction 
of the surface, combined with the deposition of bentonite drilling mud during drilling 
operations, would give the pit a bentonite seal with a maximum permeability of 
approximately 10-6 cm/sec.  The applicant acknowledges that CVRWQCB Waiver 
Resolution No. R5-2008-0182 expires December 4, 2013.  Prior to drilling Naftex will 
contact the CVRWQCB to inquire on the status of the waiver and any new and/or 
additional requirements. 
 
CBD takes issue with the ISMND statements that “The project will comply with all 
requirements established by the CVRWQCB” and “CVRWQCB Waiver Resolution No. 
R5-2008-0182 waives the requirement to file a Report of Waste Discharge and/or issue 
Waste Discharge Requirements for the temporary discharge of drilling mud to a sump 
(pit).  Resolution No. R5-2008-0182.” CBD claims there is a “significant probability” 
that the earth drilled into will be contaminated because “the target is an oil bearing 
formation.”  For CEQA purposes, the fact that drill cuttings may, under certain 
circumstances, contain contaminated soil, does not necessarily translate to a “significant 
probability” that this will be the case under the present circumstances. More importantly, 
the ISMND acknowledges that materials contained in the sump could be hazardous.  
However, the ISMND states that “If any waste tests positive as a hazardous waste it 
would be disposed of at the Clean Harbors Buttonwillow, LLC, located at 2500 West 
Lokern Road, Buttonwillow, CA, 93206. The Clean Harbors Buttonwillow, LLC is a 
licensed Class 1, 2, and 3 disposal site. This facility is permitted to receive up to 10,482 
tons/day.  
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As stated in the ISMND, produced water will be transported by flowlines to Naftex’s 
Section 26 Tank Farm and will disposed in permitted Class II water disposal wells. 
Naftex is required to amend its existing Spill Contingency Plan to include the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment CBD IIIc  
The ISMND addresses all water requirements associated with the project. No water will 
be required during the production phase. As stated is the ISMND “it is anticipated that 
approximately 3,500 barrels (147,000 gallons) of treated production water from the 
Naftex Racetrack Water Plant would be needed for the drilling and site construction 
operations of each well.   All water required during implementation of drilling would be 
imported to the proposed project sites from Naftex’s Racetrack Water Plant which has 
existing water entitlements.”As water used for the proposed project is from existing 
entitlements, there is no need to analyze effects of water withdrawal. If water used was to 
be secured from a new entitlement, the analysis would be applicable. In addition see 
Response to Comment CBD II 
 
Response to Comment CBD IVa 
CBD’s reference to emissions from “oil and gas operations” extends far beyond this 
project to include the oil exploration, refining, distribution and final usage of the finished 
products.  The scope of this project is limited to drilling six (6) wells to assess if there are 
sufficient quantities of oil in order for these wells to become oil producing wells. If it is 
determined that there are sufficient reserves of oil, then the wells will go into sustained 
production.  
 
Drilling fluids used during the drilling process exert a greater hydrostatic pressure then 
the reservoir pressure. As stated in the ISMND, sufficient weighted drilling fluid would 
be used to prevent any uncontrolled flow, including natural gas, from each well and 
additional quantities of drilling fluid would be available at each site (Title 14, CCR 
section 1722.6).   
 
Once drilling is complete, a given well is fully evaluated to determine the amount of oil 
that is present and if there are sufficient quantities of oil to support a producing well. The 
project would not release “large amounts” of methane gas as stated in the comment. 
 
The combustion of natural gas will release greenhouse gases and the amount of such 
gases (NOx and VOCs) has been quantified in the ISMND Section VII Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. The analysis included in the ISMND includes emissions of methane and 
nitrous oxides and their contribution to the overall GHG emissions. The amount of 
methane and nitrous oxides associated with the combustion of gases was calculated at 
less than 1%  of total GHG emissions. (Emission Factors from Appendix A, Subchapter 
10 (Climate Change), Article 2, Sections 951000 to 95133, California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Title 17). 
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Response to Comment CBD IVb 
As previously addressed in response IVa, the proposed project is limited to drilling six 
wells that may be converted to production wells.  The ultimate use of the potentially 
produced oil is beyond the scope of this analysis and would be, as recognized by the 
commenter, a highly speculative endeavor.  
 
Response to Comment CBD IVc 
Fugitive emissions would be negligible in comparison with combustion emissions.   
Fugitive emissions are primarily associated with the production phase from pumps, 
valves, connectors, etc. The current project must comply with stringent inspection and 
maintenance requirements under SJVAPCD Rule 4409 Prohibitions for Components at 
Light Crude Oil Production Facilities, Natural Gas Production Facilities, and Natural 
Gas Processing Facilities. This rule limits VOC emissions from leaking components at 
the listed facilities. As a result, the emission rates for equipment subject to Rule 4409, the 
emission rates are of the order of 0.000024 kg/hr or 0.0000528 lbs/hr.  For a typical well 
with one pump and four (4) connectors, this results in annual emission rates of only 1 
pound/year. 
 

    VOCs EF   VOCs 

  
How 

Many? (kg/hr/source)   lbs/yr 
  

   
  

Pumps 1 2.40E-05 
 

4.63E-01 
Flanges/Connectors 4 7.50E-06 

 
5.78E-01 

  
   

  
    TOTAL VOCs 1.041 
Reference: VOC Fugitive Emission Factor (EF) for crude oil based on 
EPA Document # EPA-453/R-95-017, Nov. 1995, Table C-3. 

 
 
Response to Comment CBD IVd  
The Division considered Project emissions in the ISMND by quantifying short- and long-
term emissions of criteria, toxic, and GHG emissions. The ISMND relies on CEQA to 
assess the significance of GHG emissions. 
  
Specifically, the determination whether or not GHG emissions are significant is based on 
the Authority granted to the Division under Section 15064.  Section 15064.4(b) requires 
the Division to consider: (1) the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG 
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting, (2) whether the project 
emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to 
the project; and (3) if a project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction of GHG emissions. 
 
Cap and trade is but one regulation aimed at mitigating GHG emissions.  Use of best 
performance standards is another regulation aimed at reducing GHG emissions.  Both of 
these regulations were enacted under the umbrella of AB-32.  All of these regulations 
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have been adopted through a public review process as required under Section 
15064.4(b)(3).   
 
The Division’s consideration of the proposed projects emissions and the projects effects 
on the environment was conducted in accordance with CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment CBD IVe 
See response CBD IVa, IVb and IVc regarding greenhouse gas emission considerations. 
As no flare is proposed, no flare related emissions will be emitted. The electricity that 
will be used during the production phase can come from a variety of sources, including, 
hydroelectric power, solar, wind, nuclear, and natural gas power plants.  
 
Response to Comment CBD Va 
Potential air quality impacts were evaluated using a two-step procedure.  First, the 
annual emission rates of NOx, VOCs (ROG) and PM-10 were calculated for each phase 
of the project.  Next, the annual emission rates were compared with thresholds of 
significance established by SJVAPCD. Reliance on thresholds of significance to 
determine the significance of impacts is consistent with Section 21082 of CEQA 
providing such thresholds have been adopted through ordinance, rule, resolution, or 
regulation. The thresholds used to determine significance were adopted by the governing 
Board of the SJVAPCD and issued on August 20, 1998 and subsequently revised in June 
1, 1999.   
 
Response to Comment CBD Vb 
The analysis presented in the ISMND confirms that higher NOx and VOC emissions are 
associated with drilling as compared to site preparation, testing, or other phases.  As 
demonstrated in Table 11 of the ISMND project NOx and VOC emissions are below the 
threshold of significance set by the SJVAPCD. 
 
Response to Comment CBD Vc 
The composition of VOCs was determined based on specification data for oil field 
fugitive emissions.  This data was prepared by Prof. Albert C. Censullo, PhD at 
California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, CA in 1991. This data is 
available at the SJVAPCD web site and includes division of the VOCs into individual 
compounds such as ethyl benzene, benzene, xylene, toluene and n-hexane. 
 
The emissions of these specific VOCs were quantified and their emission rates were used 
to calculate potential risks to the public.  The analysis demonstrated that emissions of 
VOCs would not pose a significant health risks to the public. 
 
It should also be noted, the project as proposed would not use methylene chloride. 
 
Response to Comment CBD Vd 
The main NMHC emissions considered as toxic were identified and discussed in response 
to comment Vc. 
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Response to Comment CBD Ve 
Emission rates of particulate from diesel combustion and fugitive emissions from site 
work were quantified (using the ROADWAY model) and these emission rates were 
compared with SJVAPCD thresholds of significance.  In addition, the diesel particulate 
emissions were used to calculate risk scores using AB-2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” 
Information and Assessment Act of 1987 procedures. On the basis of this calculation and 
comparison with the thresholds, it was demonstrated that emissions of diesel particulate 
and fugitive VOC emissions would not lead to significant risks to public health. 
 
Response to Comment CBD Vf 
See response to comment CBD Vc.  
 
Also, as stated in the response to comment CBD IVa “Drilling fluids used during the 
drilling process exert a greater hydrostatic pressure then the reservoir pressure. 
Accordingly there is no release of natural gas during the drilling process. As stated in the 
ISMND, sufficient weighted drilling fluid would be used to prevent any uncontrolled flow 
from each well and additional quantities of drilling fluid would be available at each site 
(Title 14, CCR section 1722.6).”  
 
Methane does not contribute to ozone formation. Only volatile organic compounds or 
reactive organic gases are considered precursors of ozone.  For this reason, methane is 
excluded from the definition of VOC and ROG by the EPA, ARB and all the Air Districts 
in California. 
 
As VOCs, hydrogen sulfide, and methane would be components of natural gas, the 
Division has addressed potential releases of VOC’s, hydrogen sulfide,e and methane. The 
project as proposed would not use methylene chloride. 
 
The main toxic air pollutant released on-site would be diesel particulate matter (DPM).  
The emission rates of DPM were quantified in the ISMND. In addition, public health 
risks associated with exposure to DPM were calculated and it was shown that such 
health risks would not be significant. Solvents, such as methylene chloride will not be 
used for cleaning or degreasing purposes. 
 
Response to Comment CBD Vg 
The ISMND includes detailed equipment tables which explicitly list the type, number, and 
duration of equipment to be used during project related activities. As such, the Division’s 
analysis included all sources of emissions. 
 
Response to Comment CBD Vh 
See resonse to Comment CBD Vb above. Oil drilling/testing is not a significant source of 
VOC emissions.  The mitigation measures suggested in the comment are typical for what 
is used at oil storage areas and at oil refineries and are not appropriate for use for this 
project.  
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The main source of VOC emissions at the proposed project are fugitive emissions from 
leaking pumps, valves, and flanges. The emission rate of fugitive emissions is extremely 
low and therefore, is not a significant contributor to GHG impacts.  Typically, the 
emission rates of VOCs are 0.00000005 kg/hour as noted in the EPA guidance leak 
detection and repair.  Available at: http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/efdocs/equiplks.pdf 
 
We note that methane does not contribute to ozone formation. Only volatile organic 
compounds or reactive organic gases are considered precursors of ozone.  For this 
reason, methane is excluded from the definition of VOC and ROG by the EPA, ARB and 
all the Air Districts in California. 
 
Response to Comment CBD Vi 
The project is subject to SJVAPCD Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions, Table 
6-1: Mitigation Measures by Project Type (Page 57),Table 6-2: Regulation VIII Control 
Measures for Construction Emissions of PM-10 and Table 6-3: Enhanced and Additional 
Control Measures for Construction Emissions of PM-10 (website:  
http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/GAMAQI%20Jan%202002%20
Rev.pdf.) These requirements are enforced by the SJVAPCD. 
 
Response to Comment CBD Vj 
Hydraulic fracturing is not part of the proposed project nor is it reasonably foreseeable 
at this time. 
 
Response to Comment CBD VIa 
The Division considered the potential project related impacts to threatened and 
endangered species. As stated in the ISMND, a biological assessment was prepared for 
the project. Field surveys (including protocol-level surveys for blunt-nosed leopard 
lizards (BNLL) were conducted to determine if special-status plant or animal species or 
suitable habitats occurred within the proposed project sites, proposed access roads, 
existing access roads, and buffer areas.  Surveys were conducted in accordance with 
standard survey protocol established by regulatory agencies such as the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). No sensitive plant or animal species were observed within the boundaries of 
the proposed project sites during the field surveys. The biological assessment and 
ISMND included mitigation measures intended to ensure potential impacts to special-
status species and sensitive habitats are reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Response to Comment CBD VIb 
The following sources were consulted prior to conducting biological surveys at the 
project site and during the preparation of the biological assessment and ISMND to 
determine a target list of special-status wildlife species that could potentially occur 
within the proposed project sites: 
 

• Records from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2012) 
for the USGS Edison and Rio Bravo Ranch 7.5-minute quadrangle maps; 

 

http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/efdocs/equiplks.pdf
http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/GAMAQI%20Jan%202002%20Rev.pdf
http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/GAMAQI%20Jan%202002%20Rev.pdf
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• Records from the USFWS online electronic database of threatened and endangered 
species (USFWS 2012) for the USGS Edison and Rio Bravo Ranch 7.5-minute 
quadrangle maps; 

 
• Sighting records from the ebird.com avian observance online database, a 

database maintained by Audubon and the Cornell University Lab of Ornithology; 
 

• Range maps for the California condor (please see attached following the 
Responses to Comments document). 

 
RAB Consulting reviewed the above noted files and no records for the California condor 
were found within the Edison and Rio Bravo USGS quads. Sightings have been 
documented approximately 5.5 miles to the NE of the project sites, as noted on the figure 
on page 33 of the CBD comment letter. RAB Consulting reviewed sighting records from 
the ebird.com avian observance online database, a database maintained by Audubon and 
the Cornell University Lab of Ornithology.  This database revealed the closest condor 
sighting was 17.2 miles to the southeast of the project sites. Both of these sightings were 
documented in areas of much higher topographic relief, and in areas that are more 
remote than the project sites, indicating that this species prefers areas that are more 
remote and have less humans and human development present. 
 
RAB Consulting’s review of range maps for the species show that the proposed project 
sites are located outside of the accepted range for this species. The range maps reviewed 
were prepared by the Audubon Society and the USFWS. Much of the accepted range for 
this species lies in higher elevation areas that are more remote than the proposed project 
sites.  
 
RAB Consulting also conducted a review of critical habitat areas established by the 
USFWS to protect key habitat for this species. The review determined that the project 
sites do not lie in key habitat. In fact, the closest critical habitat area is approximately 20 
miles to the northeast of the proposed project sites. 
 
After reviewing the above data, RAB Consulting determined that California condor 
should not be included in the target list of special-status wildlife species for the proposed 
project, and as such, this species was not discussed in the biological assessment or 
ISMND for the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment CBD VIc 
RAB Consulting conducted biological surveys of the proposed well site locations, 
proposed flow line routes, proposed access roads to the well site locations, and the buffer 
area of around the proposed well sites, proposed flow line routes, and proposed access 
roads for sensitive wildlife and special-status plant species, their habitats, and other 
sensitive habitats. An area of approximately 20 acres was surveyed as exact well sites 
were not determined at the time of our surveys. As a result, a buffer area significantly 
larger than 250 feet was surveyed. These site visits included surveys to detect San 
Joaquin kit fox and sign (e.g., potential dens, scat, tracks, prey remains, etc.) of their 
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activity. An adequate amount of time was spent at the proposed project sites to determine 
the presence or absence of special-status species within the areas at the time of our 
surveys, and these surveys were conducted in accordance with standard survey protocol 
established by regulatory agencies such as the CDFW and the USFWS.  
 
RAB Consulting conducted diurnal surveys for San Joaquin kit fox dens and their “sign.”  
Surveys were conducted along transects spaced 30 to 50 feet apart following CDFW 
Approved Survey Methodologies for Sensitive Species (CDFG 1990) and by USFWS 
guidelines (USFWS 1989, 1995, 1999, and 2011). Scats measuring 15 to 20 millimeter in 
diameter of appropriate canid shape are attributed to kit fox.  No other vulpid is known 
to inhabit the project sites, and scats larger than 20 millimeter in diameter probably 
belong to coyote (Canis latrans) or domestic dog (Canis familiaris).  Canid tracks up to 
45 by 38 millimeter in size are attributed to it fox.  Tracks larger than this are probably 
attributable to coyote or domestic dog (Murie 1974). 
 
The findings of the biological surveys and potential impacts to this species were 
discussed in the Biological Assessment report (pages 17-23) and in the ISMND. 
Mitigation measures were included in the biological assessment report and the ISMND. 

 
The mitigation measures are contained in the USFWS “Standardized recommendations 
for protection of the San Joaquin kit fox prior to or during ground disturbance” (USFWS 
2011) protects this species from potential impacts. These mitigation measures have been 
required and are successfully used throughout California. 
 
Response to Comment CBD VId 
Biological surveys of the proposed well site locations, proposed flow line routes, proposed 
access roads to the well site locations, and the buffer area of around the proposed well sites, 
proposed flow line routes, and proposed access roads for sensitive wildlife and special-
status plant species, their habitats, and other sensitive. An area of approximately 20 acres 
was surveyed as exact well sites were not determined at the time of the surveys. As a 
result, a buffer area significantly larger than 250 feet was surveyed. These site visits 
included protocol-level surveys for the blunt-nosed leopard lizards and signs of their 
activity. Emphasis was placed on the identification of small mammal burrows that may 
serve as potential for this species. An adequate amount of time was spent at the proposed 
project sites during the surveys to assess the suitability of the habitat present to 
potentially support blunt-nosed leopard lizards. These surveys were conducted in 
accordance with standard survey guidance established by regulatory agencies such as 
the CDFW and the USFWS.  
 
The findings of biological surveys and potential impacts to this species were discussed in 
the Biological Assessment report (pages 17-23) and in the ISMND.  No BNLLs were 
observed during protocol level surveys conducted within the proposed project sites and 
buffer areas. The project sites and buffer areas were evaluated as being suitable habitat in 
its current state for BNLL because suitable burrows that provide refuge cover for this 
species occur within the proposed project sites and buffer areas. Based on the results of 
BNLL Protocol-level surveys (no BNLL were detected), BNLL are not expected to be 
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impacted by the proposed project. The recommended avoidance and mitigation measures 
included in the Biological Assessment report and the ISMND are feasible and 
appropriate to reduce impacts under CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment CBD VIe 
Biological surveys were conducted of the proposed well site locations, proposed flow line 
routes, proposed access roads to the well site locations, and the buffer area of around the 
proposed well sites, proposed flow line routes, and proposed access roads for sensitive 
wildlife and special-status plant species, their habitats, and other sensitive habitats. An area 
of approximately 20 acres was surveyed as exact well sites were not determined at the 
time of our surveys. As a result, a buffer area significantly larger than 250 feet was 
surveyed. These site visits included surveys for the Tipton kangaroo rat and signs of their 
activity. These surveys were conducted in accordance with standard survey protocol 
established by regulatory agencies such as the CDFW.  Emphasis was placed on the 
identification of small mammal burrows that may serve as potential for this species. 
 
The findings of biological surveys and potential impacts to this species were discussed in 
the Biological Assessment report (pages 17-23) and in the ISMND.  The Biological 
Assessment report states that no evidence (i.e., pit cache holes, scats, tracks, tail drags, 
etc.) of Tipton kangaroo rats was found within the proposed project sites or their buffer 
areas during biological surveys. Potential burrows (California ground squirrel burrows) 
were observed within the proposed project sites or buffer areas. Appropriate vegetative 
communities were found for this species (annual grassland habitat) within all areas 
surveyed during biological surveys.  No individual Tipton kangaroo rats were observed 
during surveys. The recommended avoidance and mitigation measures included in the 
Biological Assessment report and the ISMND are feasible and appropriate to reduce 
impacts under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment CBD VIf 
Biological surveys were conducted of the proposed well site locations, proposed flow line 
routes, proposed access roads to the well site locations, and the buffer area of around the 
proposed well sites, proposed flow line routes, and proposed access roads for sensitive 
wildlife and special-status plant species, their habitats, and other sensitive habitats. An area 
of approximately 20 acres was surveyed as exact well sites were not determined at the 
time of our surveys. As a result, a buffer area significantly larger than 250 feet was 
surveyed. These surveys were timed during the appropriate blooming period to detect 
presence of special-status plant species potentially occurring within the proposed 
project. An adequate amount of time was spent at the proposed project sites during our 
surveys to detect the presence of these species. These surveys were conducted in 
accordance with the USFWS Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical 
Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Plants (USFWS 2000) and the 
CDFW Protocols for Surveying and evaluating impacts to special-status native plant 
populations and natural communities (CDFG 2009).  Rare plant surveys were also 
performed using demographic survey techniques derived from the CNPS rare plant 
monitoring guidelines (CNPS 2011). These guidelines include conducting floristically 
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based surveys, identifying all plants encountered to the species level, or identifying to the 
level necessary to detect rare plants if present. 
 
The findings of biological surveys were discussed in the Biological Assessment report 
(page 17-23) and in the ISMND.  Potential habitat for this species was observed within 
annual grassland habitat in the proposed project sites and buffer areas during biological 
surveys.  No special-status plant species were observed in the proposed project sites or 
buffer areas during biological surveys. 
 
Response to Comment CBD VIg 
The mitigation measures presented in the discussion of biological resources are also 
included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. As stated in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan, the Division is responsible for compliance. Compliance 
with the mitigation measures specified in this ISMND will be a condition on the well permits 
issued for the wells specified in this ISMND.  Accordingly, the mitigation measures are 
enforceable.  
 
Response to Comment CBD VII 
The Division acknowledges that certain oil and gas activities are capable of triggering 
seismic activity. The Division also acknowledges that specific induced seismic events 
have been attributed to water disposal wells.  However induced seismicity is associated 
with activities that are not included in this specific project.  
 
As stated in the ISMND, all produced water will be transported to Naftex’s Section 26 
Tank Farm and will be disposed of in the Naftex Racetrack 76-27, 77-27 or 86-27 
Division permitted Class II disposal wells. The use of a permitted facility to dispose of 
produced water is an accepted disposal method for oil and gas operations.  Concerns 
regarding the environmental impact of such a  facility are best addressed during the 
facility’s permitting process. 
 
  
 




