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Regional Geochemical Assessment 
Methane, BTEX, CO2 and H2S Gas Occurrences 

Playa Vista Development 
1st and 2nd Phases 
Los Angeles, CA 

Prepared for: 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY 
July 10, 2001 and Updated August 10, 2001 

Report Prepared by 
Exploration Technologies, Inc. 

(Victor Jones)

�

Burning Questions 

Playa Vista, CA 
KNBC Channel 4: Paul Moyers 

8 reports: 1hour 45 minutes 
Courtesy of Grassroots Coalition 

A MUST SEE, IF YOU WANT TO: 
UNDERSTAND LOS ANGELES CITY 

BUILDING & SAFETY ISSUES AT 
PLAYA VISTA & STAPLES CENTER 

310-721-3512 

This is a CD and it's on file at the 
City of Playa Vista, 6500 Seabluff Dr., Playa Vista, CA 90066

Attachments to Letter No. 40 includes a CD and DVD.  The CD and DVD are on file with: 

                        City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Room 750, City Hall 

   200 N. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA  90012
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April 30, 2009 

David J. Somers, Project Coordinator 
Room 750 City Hall  
Department of City Planning  
200 North Spring Street  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Sent Via Email to [david.somers@lac ity.org]
And Via Fax to (213)978-1343 

Re: Comments on Recirculated Sections -Draft Environmental Impact Report (RS-DEIR) Village 
at Playa Vista. City of Los Angeles/ EIR No. ENV -2002-6129-EIR 

Dear Mr. Somers : 

On behalf of Heal the Bay, we submit the following comments on Recircul ated Sections -Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (RS -DEIR) Village at Playa Vista Project (“Project ”). We 
appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Heal the Bay is a nonprofit environmental organization with over 13,000 members dedicated to 
making the waters of Southern California clean and healthy for marine life and people.  Heal the 
Bay has actively worked to improve water quality in Ballona Creek and Ballona Estuary for over 
twenty  years.  Over the past fifteen years, Heal the Bay has worked with the Los Angeles 
Contaminated Sediments Task Force and others to develop solutions to the contaminated 
sediment problem in the Ballona Estuary.  We recently completed work with the City and 
County of Los Angeles on a State -funded project to aid in developing a comprehensive structural 
BMP implementation analytical tool for the Ballona Creek Watershed  in order to achieve water 
quality standards in receiving waters . Additionally, Heal the Bay has played an influential role in 
the development of local and regional stormwater regulations , which directly impact Ballona 
Creek.  Heal the Bay was one of the key stakeholders in the development and negotiations of the 
Los Angeles County NPDES Municipal Stormwater permit and we played an instrumental role 
in the development and adoption of the SUSMP requirements of the permit.  We are currently 
working with Ventura County officials and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional 
Board) to develop Ventura County’s MS4 permit, with a heavy focus on Low Impact 
D evelopment requirements .  Also, w e work very closely with the Regional Board in developing 
protective Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Ballona Creek and associated 
implementation plans to meet TMDL requirements .   

In the context of this project, Heal  the Bay has a long history of reviewing potential 
environmental impacts from the various phases of the Village at Playa Vista Project . We 
commented extensively on natural resources and water quality impacts as well as mitigation 
activities of the Phase I Playa Vista Development and of the Phase II Draft and Final EIRs.  
These comments are incorporated herein by reference.   

Letter No. 41
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In addition, we believe the Water Quality and Biotic Resources sections of the original EIR must 
be updated since it was first released in 2003. We also have concerns pertaining to the RS -DEIR.  
First,  the RS-EIR does not adequately discuss the water conservation strategies used in the 
development. The Wastewater Section of the RS -EIR should also identify key operation and 
maintenance components of the project that would prevent sewage spills and large storm events 
from impacting nearby waterways and aquifers. In addition, the Land Use Section should 
emphasize LID  strategies used within the project .  

Recent developments call for the rec irculation of the Water Quality and Biotic R esources 
sections of the original EIR.

Although we submit these comments on the RS -EIR, there are sections of the original DEIR that 
remain inadequate in their analysis of impacts to biotic resources and water q uality and do not 
incorporate the most recent stormwater regulations . A s the Phase II Original DEIR was released 
in 2003, we are  concerned that these two sections  of the original DEIR have become outdated 
over the past six years.  For instance, the City of Los Angeles completed  the Integrated 
Resources Plan , and the Board of Public Works recently approved the Water Quality Compliance 
Master Plan for Urban Runoff.  Both of these documents address  improving water quality in 
Ballona Creek.  In addition the  2006 303(d) list of water quality impairments was approved that 
includes impairments in Ballona Estuary and Wetlands  and TMDLs were adopted for Ballona 
Creek. Since the completion of the original EIR, TMDLs for toxics  and bacteria have taken 
effect in the Ballona Creek Estuary. These are only a few of the many advances in water quality 
regulation and planning since the Original DEIR was released. As the RS -DEIR and the original 
DEIR do not mention these developments , how does the project aim to address these standards? 
We believe these regulations must be considered.  

As we understand, mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis ) are now used for vector control in the 
constructed Freshwater Wetland System. The environmental impact of introducing non-native 
mosquito fish to this area was not adequately addressed within the original DEIR. The use of this 
species in the marsh is particular ly concerning because of potential impacts to the saltwater 
marsh habitat  adjacent to the constructed F reshwater Marsh. Gambusia  may be a problematic 
introduced species because it is  not restricted to a diet of mosquito larvae. Gambusias have been 
found to threaten native fish and frog species by eating their eggs. Gambusia was found to be a 
voracious predator on the tadpoles of green and golden bell frogs1 and a number of other native 
frogs2 in Australia . In addition, reports have been listed that implicate  Gambusia in the decline of 

                                                
1 Morgan, L. A. and Buttemer,W.A. (1996) Predation by the non-native fish Gambusia holbrooki on small Litoria 
aurea and L. dentata tadpoles. Aust. J. Zool, 30:143-149. 
Pyke, G.H. and White, A.W. (1996) Habitat requirements for the Green and Golden Bell Frog Litoria aurea (Anura: 
Hylidae). Aust. Zool, 30: 224-232. 
2 Harris, K. (1995) Is there a negative relationship between Gambusia and tadpoles on the Northern Tablelands? 
BSc (Hons) Department of Ecosystem Management, University of New England, Armidale.  
Op cit. Morgan, L. A. and Buttemer, W.A.  
Webb, C. E. and Joss, J. (1997) Does predation by the fish Gambusia holbrooki (Atheriniformes:  Poeciliidae) 
contribute to declining frog populations? Aust. Zool, 30(3):316-324. 
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various native fishes.3 There is a threat of impacts to habitat  within the Ballona wetlands due to 
the fact that the fish exist in the freshwater marsh which is designed to overflow into the adjacent 
wetland area once or twice per year. Were native species of fish or insects ever considered for 
mosquito control within the riparian corridor and freshwat er marsh instead of using G ambusia? 
This issue should be addressed in the EIR.  We urge project proponents to look into using 
indigenous fish or insect species for vector control instead of using Gambusia affinis .

Project Proponents should increase water conservation measures and update the
Wastewater S ection of the R S -EIR accordingly . 

After talking to project proponents, we understand that landscaping irrigation within the Village 
is now being served by reclaimed water  and Phase II will also use reclaime d water for this 
purpose. This is a key component of mitigating water supply pressures from the development . As
a side benefit, the use of reclaimed water by this project has brought dual plumbing to the region 
and increased demand for recycled water. Use of recycled water helps reduce Playa Vista’s 
environmental impact from the development’s increased sewage contribution to Santa Monica 
Bay. In addition to the current planned use of reclaimed water for Phase II, we encourage project 
proponents to look for additional ways to conserve water, including the use of waterless urinals  
(w hich save approximately 10,000 gallons of potable water annually)  instead of conventional 
urinals within commercial properties and wherever possible within the development. The current 
precarious state of our water supply in California has made it even more crucial that the project 
demonstrate  efforts to conserve water  to the greatest extent possible. On February 27th of this 
year, for instance, Governor Schwarzenegger proclaimed a state of emergency due to historic 
water shortages in California. 4 Water shortages are expected to worsen due to climate change 
and population growth. Thus, the RS -EIR should better express how this development will strive 
to keep from further exhausting this precious resource by having not only the capability for 
maximum water reuse on-site, but through the use of as many water -saving features as possible. 
The project proponents should also explore ways to increase the native drought tolerant plants 
used for landscaping.  On a visit to the site we were told that native drought tolerant plants are 
used for some of the landscaping on-site. Are there opportunities to increase landscaping with 
native drought tolerant plants?  

The Land Use section  of the R S -EIR should demonstrate that this project will implement
adequate low impact development (LID) strategies. 

The land use section should describe the project proponents’ efforts to incorporate LID strategies 
in the project. The climate change section of the RS -EIR states that it is consistent with all of the 
measures promoted by the California Attorney General ’s office to reduce climate change 
impacts , including those pertaining to low impact development  (LID), but there is no mention of 
LID within  the recirculated Land Use section on or in other portions of the EIR.  Although Heal
the Bay is aware that Playa Vista uses LID stormwater pollution reduction practices , it is 
imperative that this project reduce the amount of effective impervious area  (“EIA”)  in order to 

                                                
3 Courtenay, W. R. & G. K. Meffe.  1989. Small fishes in strange places: a review of introduced poeciliids. Pp. 319-
331, in: G. K. Meffe & F. F. Snelson (eds.), Ecology and evolution of livebearing fishes (Poeciliidae). Prentice Hall, 
New Jersey, 453 pp. 
4 State of Emergency - Water Shortage http://www.gov.ca.gov/proclamati on/11557/ 
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reduce polluted runoff from the site and comply with imminent regulations. It is probable that the 
draft Ventura County MS4 (set for adoption on May 7, 2009) will serve as a template for the Los 
Angeles County MS4. The Ventura MS4 has a focus on LID  requirements .  The draft MS4 states  
that “[t]he goal of the New Development and Redevelopment standards shall be to reduce the 
effective impervious area (EIA) to 5% or less” for the SUSMP design storm (the 85th percentile 
runoff event with 0.2 inches per hour intensity).  As this is an imminent consideration for 
developments in Los Angeles County regulated under the MS4, the project proponents should 
incorporate sufficient design features and land use elements that reduce the effective impervious 
area (EIA) to 5% or less.  Many features  may be used to achieve the goals of LID , including  roof 
runoff collection systems (such as green roofs), pervious paving in low traffic areas , retentive 
grading, and  onsite rainwater harvesting/ reuse systems. Which of these features will be used in 
the Village development?  

The R S -EIR should  identify key operation and maintenance components of the project that
would prevent sewage spills from impacting nearby waterways and aquifers  and any
associated spill response measures . 

Within the last few years, numerous sewage spills have occurred in the Ballona Creek Watershed 
due to infrastructure f ailure, and as a result, there have been numerous closures of Dockweiler 
and Venice beach due to risks to human health. Are there any spill response procedures in place 
in case a sewage spill occurs in the project area?  The RS -DEIR does not address this important 
issue. The Playa Vista Village development is situated within the Ballona Wetlands area, near a 
vital ecologically sensitive habitat. In addition, this area has a high groundwater table. Further, 
this development is located next to Ballona Creek, a direct conduit to the ocean. Even a small 
sewage spill can easily enter Ballona Creek, resulting in harmful environmental and public health 
impacts .  

As discussed above, although the developer has provided us with additional information, we still 
have a number of concerns regarding  the RS-EIR pertaining to wa stewater  and land use within 
Phase II. It is crucial that project proponents address these issues . In addition , since there have 
been many changes in water regulations and in project components  since the Original DEIR was 
released, applicable  sections should also be updated.  If you have any questions or would like to 
discuss any of these comments, please feel free to contact us at (310) 451-1500.   

Sincerely,  

        
Kirsten James      W. Susie Santilena  

          Water Quality Director     Water Quality Scientist  
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From:                              Greenwood, Molly [mgreenwood@nrdc.org]
Sent:                               Wednesday, March 18, 2009 11:31 AM
To:                                   david.somers@lacity.org
Subject:                          NRDC Mailing Address

Hi David,
 
Thank you for speaking with me on the phone earlier regarding the 23 duplicate mailings we received for the Village at
Playa Vista Project Draft EIR.  I’m not sure how best to go about helping you update your mailing list for NRDC. 
Perhaps I could mail you the labels from the envelopes we received?  For simplicity’s sake, our one entry should
probably just read:
 
NRDC
1314 2nd St.
Santa Monica, CA 90401
 
We received multiple envelopes addressed to “National Resources Defense Council” (a very common typo), along with
various combinations including the acronym as well.  One envelope was addressed to our old office location at 6310 San
Vicente Blvd, Suite 250, Los Angeles CA 90048-5426.  We also had some addressed to staff members, some of whom
no longer work here.
 
Please let me know if I should send you the labels, and if so, to what address.  Thank you for helping us reduce paper
waste!
 
Best,
Molly
 
Molly Greenwood
NRDC
1314 2nd Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Tel: 310-434-2300 Fax: 310-434-2399
mgreenwood@nrdc.org

�  Please consider the environment before printing this email
 

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law as attorney client and work-product confidential or otherwise confidential
communications. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying
of this communication or other use of a transmission received in error is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error,
immediately notify us at the above telephone number.
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9100 S. Sepulveda Blvd 

Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90045 

Voice   310.590.1385 

Fax      310.590.1993 

 April 21, 2009 

David J. Somers 
City Planning Department 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 

Re: Re-Circulated Sections of EIR for The Village at Playa Vista, # ENV-2002-6129- EIR

To Mr. Somers:  

With its proposal for The Village, Playa Vista is going to add thousands of construction jobs 
during a time when the economy desperately needs a shot in the arm. The Village will also 

generate millions of dollars per year for the City of Los Angeles’ general fund. 

What’s not to like? This proj ect provides for long overdue transportation improvements, the 

addition of new parks and public transit enhancement s that extend throughout  the west L.A. 
region. 

I support The Village. For too long, it has been delayed by litigation from professional project 
opponents and red tape. The project is good for the City and good for the local area. I 

encourage the City to approve it.  

Thank You, 

Ernest Roberts 

Letter No. 47
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From:                                         Duane Vander Pluym [DVanderPluym@rinconconsultants.com]
Sent:                                           Monday, March 16, 2009 1:29 PM
To:                                               david.somers@lacity.org
Subject:                                     NOC Recirc DEIR Village at Playa Vista
 
I received four copies of the above NOC to the same name and mailing address; please purge your mailing list to include only
one instance.  Thank you.
 

Duane Vander Pluym, D.Env.
Rincon Consultants, Inc.
790 East Santa Clara St.
Ventura, California 93001
805.641.1000 X-13
Fax 805.641.1072
http://www.rinconconsultants.com

Environmental Scientists Planners Engineers

�  Please consider the environment prior to printing this email.
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City of Los Angeles 
Page 2 

Re: DEIR - The Village at Playa Vista Project 
liS of Jefferson and Lincoln to McDonnel Ave - Marina Del Rey 

We will also require "final" grading plans and construction profiles prior to 
the start of construction. 

Within the limits of your proposed construction, if you have not already 
done so, please contact the Northern Distribution Region of The Gas 
Company for information on their pipelines. You can contact them at (818) 
701-3316 and they will furnish you with any information you may require. 

If a conflict is identified and can only be resolved by the relocation of our 
facilities, please be advised that the projected timetable for the completion 
of this relocation is one year. This includes planning, design, material 
procurement, cathodic protection, permits, environmental issues and 
construction. 

Please refer to our Document Control Plan File # 92-09-1159, 1167 and 
any correspondence directed to this office, in connection with this project. 
If you have further questions or require additional assistance, please 
contact Mike Batista (MBatista@Semprautilities.com) telephone number 
(818) 701-4543. 

Sincerely, 

Rosalyn uires 
Pipeline Planning Assistant 
Transmission Department 

Cc:MBatista 
DEIR The Vii/age at Playa Vista Project Jefferson Lincoln UReq.doc 
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From:   Gordon Hamilton [Gordon.Hamilton@lacity.org]
Sent:   Thursday, March 19, 2009 2:52 PM
To:     David Somers
Subject:        Fwd: Request for update to mailing list

fyi

>>> Planning Info 3/19/2009 2:47 PM >>>
FYI..

>>> Nancy Hastings <nhastings@surfrider.org> 3/19/2009 2:20 PM >>>
To Whom It May Concern;
In the past week or so I have received 5 copies of the Notice of Completion 
and Availability of Recirculated Sections of Draft EIR No. Env-2002-6129-EIR 
State Clearinghouse No. 2002111065.   This is for the project name:   The 
Village at Playa Vista Project.

4 copies were sent to attn:  Nancy Hastings, 3783 Redwood Avenue, Los Angeles, 
CA  90066
1 copy was sent to attn:  Southern California Regional Manager, Surfrider 
Foundation, PO Box 6010, San Clemente, 92674-6010

Please check your mailing database and help reduce the waste (and cost) of 
sending me 5 copies of the same thing.   Thank you!

Respectfully,
Nancy

Nancy Hastings
Southern CA Field Coordinator
(310)995-7873 cell

Letter No. 52



David Somers - From Venice Chamber of Commerce re:  Village at Playa Vista 

April 10, 2009

David Somers
City Planning Department
Room 750
Los Angeles City Hall
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr.Somers,

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Venice Chamber of Commerce, we want to reaffirm our 
continued support of the Village at Playa Vista. The Venice Chamber supported the Village when it went 
through the initial review and approval process in 2004. That approval process was one of the most public and 
transparent we have ever seen. 

Although a court has required further analysis on three issues, we see no need to reverse our initial 
approval. The Village is an integral part of the Playa Vista project and will be a benefit to its surrounding 
communities. The Village creates new parks and enables investment in critically-needed transportation
improvements with a commitment to public transit.

In these economic times, the Village will generate thousands of jobs and millions in City revenues.   It 
continues Playa Vista’s goals of providing workforce housing and new retail opportunities. Playa Vista 
demonstrates the smart growth principles that support conservation and sustainable development. And Playa 
Vista has proven itself as a good friend to its neighboring communities, such as Venice.

We urge the City Council to recertify the EIR for the Village and to reapprove the land use entitlements 
and other necessary approvals which will allow the Village can go forward and be completed.

                                                Very truly yours,

                                                      [signed]

                                                ANDY LAYMAN
                                                President

cc: Honorable Bill Rosendahl

From: <info@venicechamber.net>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 4/10/2009 4:42 PM
Subject: From Venice Chamber of Commerce re:  Village at Playa Vista

This email was sent on behalf of Venice Chamber of Commerce by ChamberMaster, 14391 Edgewood Drive, Baxter, MN 56425. Report suspected email 
abuse by clicking here. If you have questions or comments concerning this email or ChamberMaster services in general, please contact us by email at 
support@chambermaster.com.

ChamberMaster is a registered trademark of MicroNet Incorporated.

Page 1 of 1From Venice Chamber of Commerce re: Village at Playa Vista

4/13/2009file://C:\Documents and Settings\289321\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\49DF76F3dom...
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From: Doug Archer <dougarcher26@yahoo.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/2/2009 5:58 PM
Subject: Yes!

Yes, I support the completion of Playa Vista's The Village.  That was the primary reason I moved to Playa 
Vista, and it has been a shame that the project has been stalled, especially after all the infrastructure was 
invested into it already.  Now, it's just partially developed vacant land that is ready for continued 
development between the already developed Playa Vista homes and the offices (being built) near 
Centinela.  Let's get going on this last phase of the project.  It will also create jobs and stimulate the 
economy, which is greatly needed at this time!  No more delays.  Build it!

Letter No. 57
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From: <Madroneweb@aol.com>
To: <David.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 4/30/2009 5:00 PM
Subject: Comments on Village at Playa Vista RS-DEIR

April 29, 2009

Bruce Campbell
1158  26th St. #883
Santa Monica, CA  90403

David J. Somers
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012

Re: Comments on the Village at Playa Vista  RS-DEIR

Dear Mr. Somers and to whom it may concern:

   First I will mention some numbers and letters which I see on  the 
Village at Playa Vista documents -- even though I'm not sure if they apply  to the 
revisions or to the earlier documents.  Those letters and numbers  are: 
"ENV-2002-6129-EIR" and "State Clearinghouse # 2002111065" and the date
"January 2009".

   Second, I do not believe that the earlier Village at Playa  Vista do
cuments adequately considered reasonable alternatives despite  what I believe is 
a mandate to do so under the California  Environmental Quality Act.  One 
reason why certain alternatives were not  mentioned or adequately considered 
is that there is the presumption (which I  believe was tossed out by a court) 
that the Village at Playa Vista can build a  lot more buildings and square 
footage than is allowed under the current  zoning.  Thus, it was assumed 
that there could be massive development since  I suppose Playa Vista 
representatives realized that they had the vast majority  of City Councilmembers under 
their thumb, and that they would do their bidding  to be able to change 
zoning ordinances in order to allow such dense  developments.  Both the 
Westchester/Playa del Rey Community Plan and the  Area D Specific Plan would need 
to be changed so that the project as proposed  can move forward.

   I call for inclusion in the Final EIR of all contact which
representatives of Playa Vista (and their family members and related companies)  had 
with members of the Los Angeles City Council, as well as documentation  of all 
Playa Vista (and related family members and companies) donations to  members 
of the Los Angeles City Council, as well as to the Mayor and City  Attorney 
of Los Angeles.  The public deserves to know the extent to which  officials 
are financially and otherwise influenced relating to this large  project.

   Due to the presumption that certainly the Los Angeles City  Council 
would readily change the zoning for this area to accomodate the Village  at 
Playa Vista, thus certain other alternatives were deemed unrealistic due to  the 
cost of the property which increases further if one presumes that the two
zoning plans will be changed so that the project can move forward.  Since
we are back to an earlier era when the zoning plans clearly state that there
should be a maximum of 108,050 square feet of office space in the Village 
at  Playa Vista, thus one cannot assume that the property is worth more than 

Letter No. 59
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the  value which it has seeing that the current zoning says that office 
space  construction at the Village at Playa Vista is limited.  Also, besides
claims that several intersections in the region would be improved, there has
been no serious traffic analysis of the true impact of a huge increase in
vehicle trips in the area far beyond the 1568 additional vehicle trips a day
which is allowed under the current zoning for the Village at Playa Vista
site.

   The "Equivalency Program" says "may", so it sounds like the  developers 
are still unsure what they want to do with the Village site, but it  is 
likely they want to maximize their profit and what they can build on  it.  Do 
not say "may" or give vague ideas.  Either abide by current  zoning, or at 
least give an honest assessment of what plans are in the works for  the site.

   And despite calling on the public to limit comments to certain  topics, 
the preparers of the RS-DEIR themselves have added one topic for further
consideration -- that being global climate change.  Yet, not surprisingly,
one portion regarding global climate change was partially addressed (that
portion focused on the claim that building the Village at Playa Vista would add 
 insignificantly to global climate change), yet a rather obvious matter 
regarding  global climate change was ignored.  The omitted portion crying for
attention is how global climate change will impact various portions of the 
Playa  Vista development (including the Village site), as well as the general 
Playa del  Rey and Marina del Rey areas.  Ocean level should significantly 
rise and  some scientists forsee that the Village site at Playa Vista will 
be  under Pacific Ocean water in less than a century.  This needs further
analysis in a Supplemental DEIR document.  How will ocean water east  of 
Lincoln Blvd. impact the drainage/run-off ditch of the so-called  "riparian area" 
which feeds into the so-called freshwater marsh -- which  will be quite 
salty by that point? 

   The documents claim that there will be no  problem with the impact of 
Playa Vista Village sewage on the Hyperion  facility, but I doubt that the 
document was updated to account for various new  developments planned in the 
Marina del Rey area, at Playa del Rey, and Loyola  Marymount University, in 
the Hughes Center area, more skyscrapers in  Century City, and other proposed 
Westside developments.  Please account for  these various development 
proposals in a Supplemental DEIR when you are  assessing the Village at Playa 
Vista's impact on the Hyperion sewage facility  and on Santa Monica Bay.

     As far as comparative cumulative impacts of the  Village at Playa 
Vista project on Santa Monica Bay, seeing that alternatives  such as a regional 
park or a treatment/restored wetland were readily dismissed  in earlier 
documents, those alternatives must be examined again in a  Supplemental DEIR.  A 
number of environmentalists in the area have called  for natural treatment 
wetlands to treat the water from Centinela Creek and at  least some water 
from Ballona Creek at the site proposed for the Village  at Playa Vista.
While the high cost of acquiring the land resulted in  dismissal of some more 
environmental alternatives in the DEIR, yet if one  considers what it would 
cost the City of Los Angeles to abide by  TMDLs (Total Maximum Daily Loads) 
for Ballona Creek so that it does not violate regulations where it empties 
into Santa Monica Bay, then the fairly  steep price for Village at Playa Vista 
land seems reasonable as compared to the  cost which would be incurred by 
constructing major buildings and mechanical  treatment facilities in order to 
clean up the water of Ballona and Centinela  Creeks so that the federal 
guidelines for TMDLs (which will be enforced in  future years) are met.
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Clearly in such a comparison, Prop. O funds would  get a lot more bang for the 
buck by acquiring the land for "natural treatment  wetlands" to help cleanse 
Centinela and Ballona Creek water -- than if the major  construction of 
buildings and mechanical treatment facilities was carried  out.  Thus, since it 
would be cheaper and there would be higher quality  water emptying out of 
Ballona Creek and Centinela Creek if there was a natural  treatment wetland at 
the Village at Playa Vista cleaning this water before it  goes into Santa 
Monica Bay.  Thus, this natural treatment wetland  alternative would have quite 
positive impacts on Santa Monica Bay, rather than  adding to the 
contaminant load which would occur if the Village at Playa Vista  was constructed and 
commercially landscaped.

   I call for not disturbing areas where native remains are known  to be.
If the approximately 400 native remains at Playa Vista Phase One is  any 
indication, there likely will be many more native remains discovered at the
Phase Two Village site.  It is disgraceful especially if there are more  than 
a handful of remains to dig up these original people of this area in order
to put the run-off ditch from the development in the exact place which the
developer wants.  There must be "preservation in place" and if there are at
least a handful of remains discovered in a locale, then this area should be 
 thereafter avoided, except for some native plant restoration as long as 
the  digging to plant such do not go too deep.  Basic respect calls for a
preservation in place alternative no matter what anti-native guidelines you may 
 claim can be cited to dismiss it.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce Campbell

**************Access 350+ FREE radio stations anytime from anywhere on the 
web. Get the Radio Toolbar! 
(http://toolbar.aol.com/aolradio/download.html?ncid=emlcntusdown00000003)
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From: "Pamela Davidson, Ph.D." <davidson@ucla.edu>
To: <David.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 3/31/2009 10:28 AM
Subject: Let Stand: Ballona Wetlands 2007 Court Decision 

Mr. Somers:
I have been reading up on the Environmental Impact Report released by 
the Playa Vista Developers.
The Developers are hoping to overturn the 2007 Court Decision to halt 
development.
As a resident of the local community I am extremely concerned about 
the deficiencies in the analysis related to the environmental impacts 
of continued development on one of the last remaining wetlands on the 
California coast, which allows for filtering and cleansing of toxins 
and pollutants that would otherwise run off into the south bay. Other 
impacts not adequately addressed in the biased report provided by the 
Developers include the methane gas risk, water supply limitations, 
and global warming caused by continued destruction of our natural 
environment.

I certainly support the 2007 Court Decision. We should not continue 
to revisit these decisions.  The local community has strongly spoken 
on these issues and we have won this battle in court. Rather we 
should be spending our time developing funds to protect our wetlands 
and to create a nature preserve for wildlife and the community to 
enjoy for generations to come.
Sincerely,

Pamela L. Davidson, Ph.D.
Email: Davidson@ucla.edu

Letter No. 61
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TO: CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
RE: COMMENTS: ElR SCH NO. 2002111065 
Re: Comments Playa Vista Phase 2 Environmental Impact Report 
SIX PAGES PLUS ATTACHMENTS 

April 30, 2009 

Please find below my comments in regard to the Environmental Impact Report. 

COMMENT 1: THE CITY CANNOT LA WFULL PROCEEDE IN THIS PROCESS BECAUSE IT IS 
IMPOSSIBLE TO DETERMINE ISSUES OF CUMULITIVITY BECAUSE PHASE ONE OF THE PROJECT IS 
UNDER CURRENT LITIGATION (BS073182 ) AS TO GROUNDWATER DEWATERING. UNTIL FINAL 
ADJUCICA TION WHICH WILL SETTLE MATTERS OF GROUNDWATER DEWATERING AT PHASE ONE 
NO LA WFULL Y VALID DETERMINATION OF CUMULITIVITY REGARDING GROUNDWATER 
DEWATERING AT PHASE TWO CAN BE MADE. 

OUESTION: WHY DOES THE CITY FAIL TO WITHDRAW FROM THIS PROCESS UNTIL ADJUCIDICATION 
OF THE PHASE ONE LAWSUIT SO THAT IT WOULD BE POSSIBLE TO LA WFULL Y EVALUATE 
CUMMULITIVITY RELATIVE TO GROUNDWATER DEWATERING AND ITS POTENTIAL TO CREATED 
NEW AND POTENTIALLY ADVERSE ON THE ENVIRONMENT AS CEQA COMMANDS? 

COMMENT 2: PAGE 26 OF THE FEIR STATES "LAND IMMEDIANTLY TO THE WEST AND EAST OF THE 
PROPSED PROJECT IS APPROVED FOR DE VEL OPENT AS PART OF PLAYA VISTA FIRST PHASE 
DEVELOPMENT... " 

THIS IS SMIPL Y A FALSE STATEMENT IN THAT THE CALIFORNIA COURT OF APPEAL ORDERED 
EITHER AND SEIR OR SEIR AND PROCEEDANCE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CEQA. PHASE ONE IS 
THERFORE UNDER LEGAL CHALLENGE. THE CITY AS RESPONDEDNT IS CLEARLY A WARE OF THE 
LITIGATION. THE LITIGATION IS NOT CITED IN THE HISTORY SECTOIN. 

QUESTION 2: WHY DOES THE FEIR FAIL TO ADDRESS ONGOING PHASE ONE LITIGATION? 

-
COMMENT 3: THE CITY DID NOT COMPLETE THE MASTER FEIR PROCESS FOR PHASE ONE AND 
TWO, EVER. THE MANDATORY NOTICE OF COMPLETION WAS NEVER TRANSMITTED TO THE STATE 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH THEREFORE A COMPLETE AND F AIRL Y DONE FEIR NEVER 
EXISTED FOR PHASE ONE. 
FURTHERMORE EVEN IF IT DID IT WAS IN THE FORM OF A MASTER EIR WHICH REQUIRES 
RECERTIFICATION BY THE CITY EVERY FIVE YEARS AND SINCE THE LAST CERTIFICATION WAS 
DONE BY THE CITY IN J 995 IT IS EXPIRED AND MAY NOT BE CITED FOR THIS PROJECT. 

QUESTIQN 3: WHY HASN'T THE CITY BEGAN A NEW DRFA T MASTER EIR 
PROCESS THAT LA WFULL Y CONSIDERS THE CUMMULITIVE AFFECTS OF BOTH PHASES RATHER 
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THAN RELYING ON AN INCOMPLETE EXPIRED MASTER EIR FROM 2001 WHICH WOULD HAVE 
EXPIRED IN 1995 IF IT WAS COMPLETED? 

COMMENT 4 : FEIR PDF PAGE 50 MAKES ONLY AN ASSUMPTION AS TO THE POTENTIAL ADVERSE 
CUMMULITVE AFFECTS OF GROUNDWATER DEWATERING WITHOUT EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE TO 
SUPPORT ITS CONCLUSION. 

MAKING SUCH AN ASSUMPTION HAS LED THE CALIFORNIA COURT OF APPEAL TO REJECT THE 
GROUNDWATER DEWATERING FOR THE MASTER EIR WHICH GOVERNS BOTH PHASES OF THE 
PROJECT. 

THE FEIR DOES NOT CONSIDER THE POTENTIAL ADVERSE AFFECTS FROM GROUNDWATER 
DEWATERING ON THE METHANE MITIGATION SYSTEMS THEMSELVES IN PHASE ONE, THE 
POTENTIAL TO CHANGE THE DIRECTIONAL FLOW OF GROUNDWATER, THE POTENTIAL TO DRAW 
CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER FROM TWO SITES AT PLAYA VISTA TO AREAS THAT ARE NOT 
CONTAMINATED, THE POTENTIAL AFFECT ON THE THREE AQUIFERS INVOLVED AS IT RELATES TO 
SALTWATER INTRUSION - DISCHARGING THE WATER TABLE-CROSS CONTAMINATION THROUGH 
AQUIFER COMMUNICATION - AND OR SUBSIDANCE. 

FURTHERMORE THE FEIR DOES NOT SPEAK TO THE CUMULITIVE AFFETS OF DEWATERING FROM 
ALL CONSTRUCTION DEWATERING ACTlVITlES ON BOTH PHASE ONE AND TWO WHICH ARE 
INTRINSICALLY RELATED PLUS THE DEWATERING ACTIVITY ASSOCIATED WITH ONE KNOWN SITE 
OF CONTAMINATION TO THE EAST PLUS ONE KNOWN SITE OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER TO 
THE WEST, PLIl.S. ALL DEWATERING ACTlVITlES IN THE ENTIRE PROJECT ASSOCIATED WITH 
GROUNDWATER DISCHARE PERMITS (INDUSTRIAL WASTE WATER PERMITS) ISSUED BY THE 

-
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTEMENT OF SANITARY WASTEWATER IN COMBINATION. THE 
QUANTIES OF GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE AT THE ENTIRE PROJECT SITE ARE PARTIALLY 
QUANTIFIED BY THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD IN MY RECENT LETTER TO THE 
LARWQCB. THE LARWQCB DID NOT CONDUCT A "PEER REVIEW" UNDER THE CALIFORNIA HEALTH 
AND SAFTEY CODE AS IT CLAIMED THERERFORE NO DATA DERIVED FROM A FALSFIED "PEER 
REVIEW" WHICH REPRESENTS POTENTIAL AGENCY MISCONDUCT OR GROSS NEGLIANCE MAY BE 
CITED BY THE CITY AS A SOLID FOUNDATION TO WHICH TO DRAW CONCLUSIONS. 

ATTACHMENT 1 - MY LETTER TO THE LARWOCB 

HOWEVER THE ACTUAL AMMOUNTS OF DEWATERING FROM THE CONTAMINED FIRE PIT AREA IN 
PArISE ONE AND OR DEWATERING DONE UNDER THE ALREADY ISSUED INDUSTRAL WASTEWATER 
PERMITS ARE UNKNOWN. 

GIVEN THESE CIRCUMSTANCES THE CITY HAS FAILED TO ADDRESS THE CUMMULITIVE AFFECTS 
OF DEWATERING. 

"HOWEVER DEWATERING ACTIVITIES DURRING CONSTTRUCTIONAND OPERATION OF URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT USES ARE ANTIClPATED TO RESULTIN A LESS-THAN -SIGNIFICANT IMPACT SINCE THEY 
WOULD NOT CAUSE OR ACCELARATE GEOLOGIC HAZARDS WIHC WOULD RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL 
DAMAGE TO STRUCTURES OF INFRASRTRUCTURE, OR EXPOSE PEOPLE TO SUBSTANTIAL RISK OF 
INJURY; CONSTITUTE A GEOLOGIC NATURAL HAZARD OR OTHER PROPERTIES BY CAUSING OR 
ACCELARATING INSTABILITY FROM EROSION; OR ACCLERATE DEPOSITITION WICH WOULD NOT BE 
CONTAINED OR CONTROLLED ON-SITE. " 

QUESTION 4A: WHY IS THE CITY RELYING ON BLIND FAITH INSTEAD OF EMPHERICAL EVIDENCE 
WHICH CEQA COMMANDS? 
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QUESTION 4B: WHY DOES THE FEIR AVOID CONSIDERING THE ACTUCAL AMMOUNTS OF 
GROUNDWATER DEWATERING INSTEAD OF MERLEY PROGNOSTIGATING THE AFFECT 
(ANTICIPATE). CEQA DOES NOT RECONGNIZE ANTICIPATION OR PROGNOSTIGATION OR BLIND 
FAITH. 

NOTE: INCORPORTATED BY REFERENCE ARE COMMENTS MADE TO THIS FEIR BY PATRlCIA 
MCHPERSON OF GRASSROOTS INC. A NON- PROFIT CORPORATION. EMPHISIS IS MADE TO THE 
SPIDER MAP SHOWING THE LOCATION OF ALL INDUSTRAL WASTE PERMITS AND IDENTIFYING 
THEM. 

-
CQMMENT 5 : THE CITY CANNONT CIRCULATE AN FEIR FOR COMMENT. COMMENT MAY ONLY BE 
MADE TO A DRAFT EIR IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE MANDA TORY NOTICE OF CIRCULATION OF 
DRAFT EIR WHICH MUST MANDATORL Y BE FILED WITH THE STATE OFFICE OFO PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH. ONLY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STAE OF CALIFORNIA MAY LIMIT THE SCOPE OF CEQA 
IN LAW. THE CITY COUNCIL MAY NOT THEREFORE LIMIT THE SCOPE OF CEQA WHICH IS 
REPRESENTED AS UNLAWFUL IN THIS FEIR. 

THE CITY CANNOT USTILIZE A DEFEATED FEIR WHICH IS SIX YEARS OLD TO ELICIT COMMENTS 
FROM THE PUBLIC. IT MUST CIRCULATE A NEW DRAFT ElR THAT FULLY ENCOMPASES CURRENT 
CIRCUMSTANCES. EVEN THOUGH THE COURT EXPRESSED CERTAIN CONCERNS, THAT FACT DOES 
NOT EXCUSE THE CITY FROM CONDUCTING CEQA IN COMPLETION. CEQA MAY ONLY BE LIMITED 
BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE. THE CITY CANNONT MERLEY ASSUME NO SUBSTANTIAL 
CHANGES TO THE ENVIRONMENT SINCE 2003, IT MUST INVISTIGA TE AND PROVDE PROOF INSTEAD 
OF OFFERING UNSUPPORTED CONCLUSIONS WHICH FAVOR PROJECT. 

QUESTIQN 5: WHY DID THE CITY FAIL TO ADDRESS THE ISSUED THAT THE MASTER FEIR FOR BOTH 
PROJECTS EXPIRED BECAUSE IT WAS NOT RECERTIFIED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AS NECESSARY 
EVERY FIVE YEARS. 

NOTE: THE EXPIRED MASTER FEIR GOVERNS CUMMULITIVITY ON BOTH PHASES. 

COMMENT 6: THE REGOINAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD MAY NOT ISSUE ANY NEW NPDES 
PERMITS BECAUSE THE EFFECTS OF GROUNDWATER DEW ATERlNG IN PHASE ONE OF THE PROJECT 
WILL NOT BE DETERMINED UNTIL FINAL ADJUDICATION OF THE LAWSUIT FOR PHASE ONE WHICH 
IN NOW IN THE COURT OF APPEAL. FURTHERMORE THE LARWQCB CANNONT ISSUE ANY PERMITS 
BECAUSE ALL OR A FRACTION PORTION OF THE WATER WELLS AT THE SITE ARE ILLEGAL IN THAT 
NO 
WELl. CQMPLEIIQN REPQRTS HAVE EVER BEEN FILED FOR ALL OF THE WATER WELLS ON PHASE 
ONE AND TWO WITH THE STATE WATER RESOURCES AGENCY AS REQUIED BY LAW NOR HAS THE 
APPLICANT COMPLETED A WELL CQMPLETIQN REPORT RELEASE AGREEMENT - ENVIRQNMENTAL 
CLEANUP STUDY FORM FOR ANY WATER WELLS WITHING TWO MILES OF A KNOWN BODY OF 
CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AND THEREFORE THE LARWQCB HAS NOT YET INITIATED THE 
REQUIRED ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY REQIRED FOR EACH AND EVERY WELL WITHIN TWO MILES OF 
THE KNOWN CONTAMINATION. THE REQUIRED FORMS MAY BE REFRENCED AT: 

http://www.groundwater.water.ca.gov/technical_assistance/gw_wells/gww_complreptlindex.cfin 

ALL DEWATERING ACTIVITIES COVERD BY INDUSTRAL WASTE PERMITS REPRESENT WATER WELLS 
AND MUST BE REPORTED ON AS SUCH. 
THE LOGIC FOR THIS POSITITION IS EXTRACTED FROM A STATE OF COLORADO SUPREME COURT 
DECISION ATTACHED 
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QUESTION 6: WHY DOES THE CITY FAIL TO CONSIDER THE FACT THAT LA WFULL Y REQUIRED 
ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES FOR WATER WELLS WITHINN TWO MILES OF A CONTAMINATED 
GROUNDWATER SOURCE HAVE NOT YET BE COMPLETED BY THE LARWQCB AND COULD NOT 
BECAUSE THE WELL OWNER FAILED TO LA WFULL Y FILL OUT THE REQUIED FORM THEN SUBMIT IT 
TO THE STATE WATER RESOURCES AGENCEY. WHY DOES THE CITY RELY ON DATA FROM SOURCES 
(WATER WELLS) THAT ARE LARGLEY OR COMPLETELY ILLEGAL SOURCES OF DATA. WHY DOES 
THE CITY FAIL TO REQUIE ALL OF THE DATA LINAGE AND PROFFS OF A SECURE CHAIN OF 
CUSTODY FOR ANY DATA USED TO CREATE COMPUTER GROUNDWATER MODELS. WHY DOES THE 
CITY INSTEAD OF EMPHIRCAL SCIENCE SUBSTUTIED BLIND FAITH? 

SEE ATTACMENT I 

ATTACHEMT 2 - ARTICLE REGARDING COLARADO SUPREME COURT DECISION REGARDING WHAT 
CONSTUTES A WATER WELL. 

ATTACHMENT 3 - RESPONSE FROM LARWQCB THAT NO COMPLEIOTN REPORT RELEASE 
AGREEMENT-ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP STUDY FORM HAS BEEN UTILIZED BY THE LARWQCB TO 
INITIATE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES FOR WATER WELLS WITHIN 2 MILES OF A KNOWN SITE OF 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION. 

COMMENT 7; A LARGE VOLUME OF GROUNDWAER HAS BEEN DISCHARD SINCE 2003 - SEE 
ATTACHMENT I. UNKNOWN AMMOUNTS OF GROUNDWATER HAVE BEEN DISCHAERGED FROM THE 
FIRE PIT TRAINING AREA IN PHASE ONE WHICH CONTAINS TOXIC MATERIALS BUT THE VOLUME IS 
UNKNOWN. UNKNOWN ACTUAL VOLUMES OF GROUNDWATER HAVE BEEN DISCHARDED UNDER 
INDUSTRAL WATE PERMITS BUT THE QUANTIY REMAINS UNKNOWN. 

LONG TERM DEWATERING QUANTITIES HAVE NOT YET BEEN DETERMINED AS THOSE VOLUMES 
ARE IN A CONSTENT STATE OF FLUX. 

GIVEN THE AMOUNT OF KNOWN DEWATERING AND THE TWO UNKNOWN QUANTITIES 
PREVIOULSL Y REFERENCED IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR THIS FEIR TO ADDRESS EITHER THE 
QUANTIFIABLE VOLUMES AT ANY CERTAIN POINT IN TIME OR THE QUANTITIAVE VOLUMES IN THE 
PAST OR FUTURE. 

SEE ATTACHEMENT 1 

QUESTION 7: WHY HAS THE FEIR FAILED TO CONSIDER QUANTITATIVE GROUNDWATER DEW ATER 
VOLUMES FROM ALL FOUR SOURCES PAST AND FUTURE TO MAKE ITS CALCULATIONS. 

COMMENT 8: SINCE 2003 AN EARTHQUAKE OF MAGNITUDE 3+ WAS EPICENTERED ON THE 
CHARNOCK FAULT WHICH BISCETS THE PLAYA VISTA PROJECT. ANOTHER RECENT EARTHQUAKE 
WAS EPICENERED ON AN ACTIVE FAULT LOCATED IN VENICE CA. NEARBY WHICH WAS ALSO A 
MAGNITUDE 3+. 

QUESTION 8: WHY IS THE FEIR SILENT ON THESE NEW AND CHANGED ENVIRNMENTAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES THAT WERE NOT AND COULD NOT HAVE BEEN KNOWN AT TIME OF THE 
ORIGNAL CERTIFICATION OF THE FEIR? 

COMMENT 10: THE CITY IS AWARE THAT THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IS FINALIZING NEW TSUNAMI 
INUNDATION MAPS FOR THE AREA AND THEY ARE DUE TO BE RELEASED THIS YEAR. 
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OUESTION 10: WHY DOES THE CITY FAIL TO EXTEND THE COMMENT PERIOD TO A DATE AFTER 
THE NEW INUNDATION EVACUATION MAPS CAN BE CONSIDERED? 

NOTE: THE CITY IS A WARE OF THE NEW MAPS AND POCESSES A DRAFT COPY. 

SINCERLEY, 

John Davis 
PO 10152 Marina del Rey Ca. 90295 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Att: Executive Officer Tracy Egoscue 
Re: Board Letter of March, 2009 

Dear Executive Officer Egoscue, 

April 15,2009 

In regard to meeting with staff, I would like to express my comments and questions prior as requested. PLEASE 
PROVIDE COPIES OF THIS LETTER TO THE BOARD MEMBERS. 

Patricia McPherson will as you know join the meeting. 

COMMENT ONE - CEQA AND CURRENT LEGAL CHALLENGE TO PROJECT 

The proposal suggested requires an action under CEQA. A Master EIR overarches any CEQA process for Phase One. 
The change proposed may cause an adverse affect and or have unknown impacts on the environment therefore CEQA 
must occur and be related to the Master EIR. The Master EIR is expired and was not renewed every five years as 
legally required. Therefore a new EIR is required and any CEQA process must fall under it. 

The California Court of Appeal dispositition in case B174856 reads as follows: 

"The judgment is reversed with directions to the superior court to grant the petition and issue a peremptory writ of 
mandate ordering the city to vacate its approval of the methane mitigation measures. for the purposed of determining 
whether a subsequent E1R or a supplemental EJR is required with respect to groundwater dewatering and proceed 
accordingly as required by CEQA." 

On remand to Los Angeles Superior Court the case was adjudicated in favor of 
The City of Los Angeles and Playa Capital LLC. 

Two appeals were filed in February 2009. 

LARWQCB staff cannot substitute its approval for the proposal in avoidance of the CEQA process. If and until the 
Appeals Court finds the Superior Court decision on remand is sound, LARWQCB must withhold its approval because 
such would clearly prejudice appellant's case before the Court and would be violative of the CEQA process. 

Furthermore the City Council vacated the methane mitigations in word only while the City continually employed the 
systems which include dewatering in clear violation of the Court order and with the encouragement of the LAR WQCB 
staff via its prior approvals 
prior to the most recent court ruling .. 

QUESTION ONE - WHY HASENT THE LARWQCB ADDRESSED THE RAMIFICATIONS OF THE LAWSUIT 
THAT OVERSHADOWS THE MODIFICATIONS IT HAS ALREADY APPROVED AND IS CURRENTLY 
CONSIDERING? WHY IS CEQA IGNORED IN THIS PROPOSAL, IS THE LARWQCB EXEMPT FROM CEQA? 

COMMENT TWO-POTENTIAL MIS-CONDUCT BY LARWQCB RELATED TO A "PEER REVIEW" 
ISSUED ON DECEMBER 16,2005. 

Page two item 2 states the following: "In the light of protecting water resources and the environment, a conservative 
approach (worse case scenario) should be taken in the evaluation." "Use the historical high water elevation for the 
impact simulation runs." 

The current proposal abandons this standard in favor of a "site wide groundwater survey" which is not maximumly 
protective of water resources and the environment. 
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A "Peer Review" is a formal part of the regulatory process whereby RWQCB is required by the California Health and 
Safety Code to submit the scientific portions of proposed regulations for external scientific evaluation to ensure that the 
scientific assumptions are sound. The "Peer Review" was sent to various State and Federal Agencies. 

The "Peer Review" was NOT a "Peer Review" but does either represent gross negliance or misconduct of a State 
Agency and or Employees of the State. See Attachment 

I met with the Executive Officer and Deputy Executive Officer in 2008 and asked them to notifY all agencies copied 
that NO PEER REVIEW OCCURRED as it may have a differing affect on their judgment. 

The Executive Officer has failed to date to notifY the Board itself or any entity copied on the falsified "Peer Review". 
This is clearly a matter of human health and safety which should not be swept under the rug. 

Furthermore no data linage was presented to the LARWCB to validate a secure chain of custody of such to prove that 
inputs to the model were sound and not FABRICATED. It should also be stated that the governing Board was not 
informed of the process and it was only approved by Staff and paid for by the applicant. Approvals of the afore 
referenced "Peer Review" were made in a document dated January 10,2006 entitled only a "REVIEW". 

The California Department of Toxic Substance Control received and evaluated the falsified "Peer Review" and the 
approving "Review" along with two other documents provided by non-governmental entities. DTSC states in its letter 
of November 14,2006 that it concurred with the requirements for a "worst case" modeling assessment and further 
stated "Overall the technical review by the LARWQCB appeared to be through and professional". See Attachments 

QUESTION TWO - WHY DID THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER UPON LEARNING THE PEER REVIEW WAS 
FALSE FAIL TO INFORM THE PUBLIC, THE GOVERNNING BOARD, AND ALL AGENCIES COPIED ON 
THE ORIGINAL 
"PEER REVIEW? WHY DID STAFF LEAD THE PUBLIC AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES TO BELIEVE 
THAT A "PEER REVIEW" COUNDUCTED UNDER THE 
STATE HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE OCCURRED WHEN BY ITS OWN ADMISSION NO SUCH "PEER" 
REVIEW OCCURRED? 

COMMENT THREE - No water well completion reports have been sought by LARWQCB to validate that any and 
all types of water wells used to obtain data were lawful data sources. Faith alone is not a sufficient standard nor a 
substitute for empirical evidence commanded by CEQA and valid science. I believe that all or a fraction of the wells 
are illegal under State Law in that Well Completion Reports are required under the California Water Code Section 
13751 but do not exist. As a government agency I requested that such reports be obtained by the LARWQCB but it has 
failed to do so to date, after repeated requests. To validate the legitimacy of such wells as legitimate data-sources I 
hereby request, again, that the Executive Officer obtain such reports for the entire project site phases one and two since 
each and every water well may have an affect on the proposal at hand in the aspect of cumulatively. 

QUESTION THREE - WILL THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER AT MY REPEATED REQUEST OBTAIN WELL 
COMPLETION REPORTS FOR ALL WELLS AT THE SITE BY FILLING OUT THE REQIRED FORM AT THE 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOUCRES?: 

http://www.groundwater.water.ca.goy/tecbnjcal assistanceigw wellsigww cQmp1rept/jndex cfm 

IF AGAIN THE LAR WQCB FAILS THIS REQUEST WHY AND HOW CAN V ALIDA TION OF THE WELLS AS 
LEGAL DATA SOUCRCES BE PROVEN TO THE LARWQCB, OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND THE 
PUBLIC? DOES THE LAR WQCB CHOOSE TO SUBSTUTITE FAITH FOR EMPHERICAL DATA? 

COMMENT FOUR - The proposal does not take into consideration cumulatively as it relates to the potential affects 
from other nearby dewatering operations that could affect the proposal and the environment. See Attachments 
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QUESTION FOUR Why has the LARWQCB failed to date to consider the potential cumulative affects from the 
surrounding dewatering operations as those operations may and probably do cause environmental effects regarding this 
proposal. 

COMMENT FIVE - The applicant is utilizing a Tsunami Inundation Map produced by the State of California for 
land planning as it relates to this proposal. 
Maps produced for this purpose carry a disclaimer at the bottom stating they are NOT TO BE USED FOR LAND 
PLANNING PURPOSES. 

QUESTION FIVE - WHY IS THE APPLICANT USING THE MAP FOR THE PROHIBITED PURPOSE OF 
LAND PLANNING? 

COMMENT SIX 
At a meeting with RWQCB Staff in 2008 with myself and Patricia McPherson in attendance Staff stated that the water 
table drawdown for the project was between 8 and 12 feet. 

QUESTION SIX-CAN THE RWQCB PROVIDE ANY AND ALL DATA ALONG WITH THE DATA LINAGE 
AND SECURE CHAIN OF CUSTODY PROOFS WHICH STAFF USED TO DETERMINE THE AFORE 
REFERENCED DRAW DOWN OF THE AQUIFER INCLUSIVE OF ALL COMPUTER MODELS, THE 
SOFTWARE USED TO RUN THE MODELS, AND MAPS OF ANY KIND. 

IF NOT DOES THE RWQCM EXERCISE BLIND FAITH IN THE APPLICANTS CLAIMS AND IF SO WHY? 

COMMENT SEVEN - The applicant and to date the LARWQCB have ignored potential adverse and predictable 
periodic floods of Ballona Creek that may cause a adverse effect on the environment. An air photo obtained from 
Spence Collection at the UCLA library indicates clearly the extent of such flood waters. Staff and the Executive 
Officer of the LAR WQCB have been presented with the photograph but to date have ignored it as evidence. See 
Attachment 

QUESTION SEVEN - WHY HAS STAFF TO DATE IGNORED THE AIR PHOTO AND POTENTIAL FOR 
OVERTOPPING FLOODWATERS FROM BALLONA CREEK WHICH WOULD INUNDATE THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT AND POTENTIALLY CAUSE AN ADVERSE AFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT? 
WILL THE LARWQCB NOW CONSIDER THE PHOTO, WHICH IS A LEGITIMATE FORM OF DATA, OR 
IGNORE IT AGAIN. IF IGNORANCE IS THE OPTION PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY? 

PLEASE FIND BELOW COMMENS BY PATRICA MCPHERSON REGARDING THIS PROPOSAL. 
(Comments by P.McPherson have been transmitted with her permission.) 

Grassroots Coalition acted as Intervener on behalf of the public in Application No. 99-05-029 as well as our Complaint 
Case 00-05-010(which we now have a settlement agreement re: CPUC adopted settlement regarding Monitoring and 
Reporting On Status of SOCALGAS's Del Rey Natural Gas Storage Operation). 

These California Public Utilities Commission litigation cases which occurred starting in late I 999/early 2000 had to do 
with investigating SOCALGAS's oil/gas storage reservoir leakage and the inherent potentials of health hazards to the 
public and the environment. 

During the City of LA's investigation ofthe newly discovered oilfield gases surfacing at Playa Vista- part of the 
inquiry was- from where was the gas originating. ETI stated at the time that they believed that there existed the 
Lincoln Blvd. Fault that was acting to allow the thermogenic gases to surface throughout the area including Playa 
Vista. Later ETI described the area as a "fracture zone", "high velocity gas zone" etc. _ 

file:lllqlDocuments%20and%20Settings/olDesktop/COMMENTS.htm[4115/200912:08:56 PM] 



Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Davis and Namson were working on behalf of Playa Capital and determined there was no evidence of a Lincoln Blvd. 
Fault. 

Davis and Namson -at the same time they were employed by Playa Capital LLC were employed by SOCALGAS to 
review the potential of their gas storage leakage. This is evident via: 

Before The Public Utilities Commission Of The State Of California, Application No. 99-05-029 

SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS IN SUPPORT OF PROPONENT'S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT dated 
Nov. 21, 2000 REVIEW OF THE PLAYA DEL REY GAS STORAGE FIELD, Los Angeles, California Nov. 9. 
2000. 

"Executive Summary 

In addition, I am in the process of completing an extensive subsurface study of the Playa Vista Project area that lies 
mostly to the east of the Gas Storage Field (Davis and Namson, 2000) , and Playa Vista has kindly allowed me to 
include their subsurface work under the Gas Storage Field in this review for The Gas Company." 

Thus, when the City made its determination regarding the fault and any potential for gas reservoir leakage .. they 
utilized a consultant that was not independent-there was a conflict of interest. 

QUESTION 
DOES THE LARWQCB CONSIDER THIS A CONFLICT AND IF NOT PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY AND STATE 
EXACTLY WHAT DATA THIS FIRM PROVIDED REGARDING THE EXISTING PROPOSAL? 

We would like to meet with Staff ASAP. 

You may contact me by email. 

Sincerely, 

John Davis 
PO 10152 Marina del Rey Ca 90295 
jd@johnanthonydavis.com 

file:IIICjlDocuments%20and%20Settings/o/Desktop/COMMENTS .htm[4/15/2009 12:08:56 PM] 



Arnold Siirwarzenegger 
Governor 

,~'".," <J~' .,-:. :,~ '.'" ,i-'''':'; ')i'" .-:",:~ :>~, ,: .',': . 
1i"l.9.€li"leral, .OlJr .. f;~view indicates that the·sel~ctedMODFLOW.2000{9rounii"';$ter 
:fl~""'}'~nq MTSoM~ (solute transport}modelsareapproprl(3te for the propqsed 
evaluatj0n.~ .. Thesiteconceptu<'Il 1)1ode1usedin themodelsril!up covers an the 
mAjqrc0I"!lPonent~/[lthe model area. rh~bQlInttCll¥ .eonqiiions and recharge 
aSslJll'lJ.Mions· arewith.inthril range·for ·typicalurlrian"eJ)Vifl,mment 
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B~[it~rQuality ControIB~, 
Los Angeles Region . . 

Recipient of the 1001 Environmental utulershlp AfWlrd from Keep CaUfornla Beautiful 
--==============~....,.. ., 
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January 10, 2006 
" .. ' 

Mr. Colin Kumabe 
Los Angeles City, Department of Building & Safety 
201 North Figueroa Street, 8th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

J .• _ I 

'. 
, -.' 

.. ~ ' . 
. . ';'. ~ 

A .REVIEW OF THE REPORT ENTITLED "EVALUATION OF WORSE..cASE 
SCENARlO- METHANE SYSTEM DEWATERING,IN RESPONSE TO lARWQCB 
COMMENTS," DATED JANUARY 4, 2006 
PLAYA VISTA SITE, LOS ANGELES, CAliFORNIA [CAO NO. 98-125, FILENO. 98. 
192, sLie 1'110.07733, SITE 10 NO. 2043W-OO] •.• ,' 

.' 

Dear Mr. Kumabe: 
.', . j:.,:: : .. :: ,\'~. , .• ;-": 

-.' ,. . 

The Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region ("Regional( 
Board") has conducted a review on the report entitled "Evaluation of Worse-Case 
Scenario- Methane System Dewatering, In Response to LAQWQCB Comments' 
("Report"): dated January 4, 2006, prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee,ltlc. ("CDM"j. 
on behalf of Playa Capital Company, LLC ("Playa"). The .~~~~liierll\a~ the res_~' 
from a~m.B!;I~~r&~/'l¥l'llodelil\i(il. in response to the Regi(>n~f;aOllrd's comments. Le .• · 
taking a more conservative approach (worse case scenario). listed In our previous lettep 
dated December 16. 2005 (copy attached). The jl)\;.n'l'fCJ$'et'Qf,~Iite;.~ede! is to determine. 
whether themeth;allr;\';dewatering systems .~~i1!.El4.!n the Reportmay have an advers~ 
impact on groundwater quality, contaminant mlgril1lon. and groundwater levels at the, 
!§it&', Based,oo"the,resloIltsfrom··th&irr~'.ipFated!!~eMl'i'lpactsiml,llations. conducted. i 

;,. under the worse:}cas.~~nafi~. the If~pi)n 000." ellillrl.e. st.ha .. t the coRslloIsions reached in ; 
. 'the November 23; 200!j.m0gel!?~ ~PQrt~re.m9lln'Sq~~",n.ch~~. ": "':. . '.i 

The Regional Board staff are proVJC!ing comments on the Report at the' rEi<!~sf of the I 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) and as the lead agency ,0(! 
assessment, monitoring and cleanup at the Playa Vista site under Cleanu/y .:.H'ld I 
Abatement Order No. 98-125 (CAO). As stated in our December 16. 2005 letter, cl\!ri 

'·:!)Cavlew<focused"onthe'model· assumptions. parameter selections. model area and' 
computatioJ;V grid. boundary' conditions. calibration procedures. impact SImulations 
(scenari~~ns). and. sensitivity analysis. .Based upon thflse afor.eltlentione<1 
assumptlon~and parameters. we have the follOWing comments:" . 

" , 

;1 "/ 

California· Environmental Proteqion Agency 

. 0: l1e<;ycIed Paper 
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality ojCali/ornfa's water resources lor Ihe benefit cj'present andfuture generations. 
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To: ~~ 
Co: 

Hi Mr; Davis, 

.ls,c;aCCIOV". "David ,Bacharowskiu 

~~~~&~:n.V~:,t~~~Y<MLeVY@.waterb(}ards;ca.gov>, "Tracy 
!Q Tong"<w!ong@waterboards.Ga.gov> 

Wehav"included",~ponsesinre9ard to your specific. questions asindicale.d below. Ifyouhav" additional 
questions,or CQmments pertaining to the Playa Vista site, please provide a memo or letter expressing your 
comments. 

1) Who lIuthoriz",d th.e Regional Board to act asa pe¢r .revi~wer regarding groundwater leve.! measurements 
andoewalering systems at Playa Vista? 

CQnlarninlltion'\IIe.were 
Cdmrnents.in· r~tation 
marnlQemen(Jeam, 
'equ"st pavid 
associatedwlth 
,eferen~. This is an 

our 

aS~Ull'lPtions are 

2)lInoerwhat citcUll'l$tances WOI"ldjtheR~~I.i<i(l~l~ 

ArthurG. Heath, .Ph.D. 
Environmenfa!l'tQ9ram . Manag"t.1 
RemediationSec\i.onChlef 
California Regional Water QUalityConlrol Bo.ard; L4$·Ar9~~es 
P)1oM' (213) 576-6725 '. 
Fax, (213) 576-6717 
aheath@waterboards.ca.gov 
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have 
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California Regional Water Qu.ality Control Board 
Los Angeles Region 

Linda S. Adi'\ms 
Agency Secretary 

May 15, 2007 

Mr. John Davis 
P.O Box 10152 

Recipient of tIlt! 2061 EJwirol11?lental Le(Jdel'~hip Award fron.! K!!~ .. rCalir1)r:nill ·BeautiflH 

31() W. 4th StrCltt, Suite 2{lO, Los Ange!esr Caliibrnia 90013 
Phone (213) 576-6600 FAX (2..13) 570*6640 ~ Internet Address: http:tlwv,,'W.swfcb.ca.g6virwqcb4 

Marina Del Rey, CA 90295 

Arnold Schwarzenegger 
GOvernor 

RESPONSE TO INQUIRY FOR PLAYA VISTA DEVELOPMENT PROJECT -5510 LINCOLN 
BLVD, PLAYA VISTA, CALIFORN1A (CLEANUP AND .ABATEMENT ORDER NO, 98-125, FILE 
NO, 98-192, SLle NO. 0773, SITE ID NO. 2043W-OO) 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angel¢s (Regional Board) has been acting as a 
lead agency in providing regulatory ove.rsight for the cl1aracteriz.ation, cleanup, monitoring and No Further 
Action (NF A) determination for the contamination in soil andlor groundwater !l'om histodcal industrial use 
at the Playa Vista Devei<:>pmen\ Project (Site). At your requeSt, Regional Board staff met with you on April 
3, 2007. During the meeting you raised various issues regarding the Site. Subsequently YOll also sent 
electronic mails dated April 4, 2007 and Apr1l6, Z007 (copies attached) to the Regional Board. This letter 
is in response to yourinqlliry to the Regional Board. 

Question: 
" Prior to the meeting I requested water well completion reports filed with State Water Resources be 
present at the meeting to validate the monitoring wells used in the model were legal data sources. No 
State Water Wen Completion reports reqtlired by State law were presented to me althe meeting" 

Response: 
The groundwater monitoring wells at the Playa Vista site were installed at the request of the regulatory 
oversight agency since approximately 1980.1', As a lead regulatory agency, Regional Board has required 
Playa Capital Company, LLC (Playa Capital) to instail groundwater monitoring wells at various times 
all cu:ross the Site at appropriate locations, The primary purpose of these wells has been monitoring of 
the nature and extenl 0/ contaminant groundwater plumes originating at the Site. As required, Playa 
secured well permits from the appropriate agency prior to well im/allatio/!. The Playa Vista site falls 
under the jurisdiction 0/ Los Angeles County, Department qf Health Se'1'ices (LADHS). Upon 
completion 0/ the work including the well installation Playa submitted a report to the Regional Board, 
which included a copy of the well permits obtained fl'om the LADWI and other pertinent information 
such as screen intervals, boring logs. etc. As an example. a copy of the well permit was prOVided 10 you 
during our meeting on April 3, 2007. 

The California Water Code (CWC) Section J 3751 requires that a report made 011 forms called Well 
Completion Report be submitted 10 Deparllnent of Water resources (DWR) containing pertinent 
information. This reportlform used to be called as "Well Drillers' Report" and is still referred to as 
suth. The ewc Section 13750,5 requires that the well drilling contractor posses a C-57 waleI' well 
contractor's license and it is the licensed drilling contractor who mustfile a Welt Completion report with 
DWR 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
.,c;.*TIlff (!lfergy c/talle1tgefadng Cul{f07'11ia it; reft!. Every Californian needs to take immediate acr}tm tl)-tedJlceenergy COltwmp.fhm~*'i< 

*'It*Fot' It list of simple wllys to reduC<{ u(!JtUl11d aJUi Cf(iymtr ttfwrgy wst..'l, se~~the (ip:uJ.t: llttp:f/www.sIPl.cb.ca.gt).plilewsleclJallenge.htmZ*** 

Our mission is 10 pnrserve and enhance the quaTUy o/CalijOl'lria '$ 'WCJter I'e,,'qurces for Ike benefit of present cmdJutuf'? generations. 
~~ Rccyc{ed Paper 



Mr. John Davis - 2- May 15,2007 

Question; 
"I asked to meet regarding letters of the RWQCB dated 12116105 and 1110/06. The tirst letter suggested 
to Los Angelo City Department of Building and Safety the following; ?We suggest the model be re
calibrated by chang.ing the fo[lowing sc·enarios?? .ii) Use the historical high water elevation for the impact 
simulation."(worse case scemtrio)" ! submitted the Ca Dept. Conservation Division of Mines and 
Geology Historic High Groundwater Level map and report upon which it was based. No person at the 
meeting could state what high historic groundwater level data was used in thc model as input data. r was 
presented with a CDM repOlt claiming to utilize high historic groundwater levels as input data for the 
model. I analyzed that report and it did not include histoIic high groundwater level data sourced from the 
State of California. After reading the second CDM Repolt it was apparent the historic high groundwater 
level was derived from 2005 only. Contrary to RWCQB suggestion of a n(worse caSe scenario)" (tIistodc 
High Groundwater Level). CDM us~>d well observations cited ion the first CDM report that were 
obtained from 26 water monitoring well sites spanning in time [,'0111 2/14/05 to 10/3105 excluding the 
period from 10/4/05 to 12/21/05 which were the months of highest rainfall." 

Response: 
Based on Ihe inji".mation provided to the Regional Board by CDM, we concluded that Ihe groundwater 
elevation data used in the model was collected belween August 1999 and October 2005 from 22 
groundwater monitoring wells present at the Site. Based on the records dating back to 1877, the rain 
fall observed during 200412005 seilSon (37.96 inches) wasvsed in the Modeljor the worst case scenario 
and assumed 10 continue forever. The Department of ConsehJation, Division of Mines and geology 
(Department) report you have referred is Seismic Ha20rd Zone Report 036 (Report) dated 1998. The 
Report summarizes the methods and sources of information used to prepare the Seismic Hazard Zone 
Mapfor the Venice 7.5·minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, Califomia (Quadrangle), which covers 
approximately 62 square miles. The data used for depth to groundwaMr within the Quadrangle was' 
relied heavily on turn of the (:entury water-well logs and water measuremeflt~ from borehole l(Jg~ localed 
within the s/udy area. The map you prOVided is Plare 1.2 of the Report. which depicts a hypothetical and 
not the Ilelllal groundwater table within alleviated areas. According to Plate 1.2, the depth to 
groundwater within Playa Vista Site is depicted to be betweeil 5 and 10 feet: In addition, all of the water 
measuremenlS used in the Report were collected from boreholes are located outside Playa Vista site. The 
Report covers an area that spans 62 square miles while the Playa Vista site covers only 072 square 
miles located within the Quadrangle. In the model, CDM used the more reliable sile- specific 
groundwater data measured fi'am groundwater monitoring wells located on the Playa Vista site. 

Question: 
In addition, you have requested for review the infonnatiol1 contained in Regiona! Board Playa Vista 
prQject files. 

ResJlQll§'~: 
As you know, Regional Board maintains the Playa Vista project public jile (approximately 35 boxes). 
Any person interested in reviewing the information contained in the file is welcome fa do so at our office. 
According to our record}, you made alfle rev-feH/,request Oft March 91 2007 and you caIn#! ta ouroffide 
and conducted thefile review on March 12. 2007. You called buck and requested to see the same file 
again and the requested material was placed in the public jile review room jor you; however, you never 
showed up to review iI. In addition, in a telephone conversation with the 011 April 19, 2007, you 
specifically told Regional Board staff that you have completed your ,jile review and that you would 

Calijomia Envirollmental Protection Agf?llCY 
""**1'he eltei'gy cJiatfenge filcing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immedIate, action to reduce (tllergy (folfsmnprlon**'Ir 

","';lror alhit of simple ways to reduce demantl'tmd cut J'l)UF energy co.~'I}j. see the tips at: htlp:llwww.swrch.ca.govJnewslecllatlel1ge./ltml.rl< .. 

Our mlssiorr Is 10 preserve {mil enhance the quality afCalifornia 's water resourcesfar the benefit a/present and/uture,geytrtralions. 
~ Reaycled Paper 



Mr. John Davis 3 - May 15,2007 

request for file review in filtare, if needed Please set up an appaintmenl as you have done before to 
review the files at your convenience. In addition, the Regional Board established a document repository 
at Venice-Abbot Kinney 'demoriai Library (md at Westchester Librmy where key reports such as 
remedial action plans and .no further action determination requests are sent by Ihe Regional Board 
public review. Fur/hermore, your name is On the list of illterested parties thai are provided a carbon 
copy of letters issued by the Regional Board regarding Playa Vista site. 

We hope that our response wUl clarify your concerns. Please do not hesitate to contact the Regional Board 
staff, [fyou need further assistance. Ifyoll have allY questions regarding this roatter, please contact 
Mr, Adn"n Siddiqui at (213) 576-6&12 or Dr. Arthur Heath, Rerocdiati.oll Section Chief at (213) 
576-6725. 

Sincerely, 

~~J> A;2 () /Y.A.~ 
David A. Bncharo~~ . 
Assistant Exccuiive Officer 

Attachment: I) E-mail from John Davis dated April 4, 2007 
2) E-mail from John Davis dated April 6, 2007 

cc: Patricia McPherson. Grassrrots Coalition 
Colin Kumabe, LADBS 
David Chemik, Playa Capital LLC 
Gene Lucero Esq, Latham & Watkins LLP 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
"'**17u energy clwJlenge faCing Calf/ornia is re(ll~ every Californiull needs to take irmnediQ.t(! octlmt to ·reduce energy· C{)I1.wmption*-I<* 

*""'Ji'Of a list of simple WlfYS (0 reduce dettlltlul amI cut your energy costs, see the tips af: ilrtp;l/wW)I,f,swrcb.ca,govlnewslec/taflengl!.'html*** 
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From: Arthur Heath 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

fyi 

Adnan Siddiqui 
416/2007 9:38:65 AM 
Fwd: RE: From John Davis Re Meeting of 413107 

Arthur G. Heath, Ph.D. 
Environmental Program Manager I 
Remediation Section Chief 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Phone: (213) 576·6725 
Fax: (213) 576-6717 
aheath@walerboards.ca.gov 

»> <jd@johnanthonydavis.com> 41512007 12:02 PM »> 
Dear Dr. Heath, 

Again thank you for meeting with me on 413. 
Would it be possible to schedual a follow up meeting 
on Monday of next week. This is an urgent matter. 

Thanks, 
John Davis 

" ---... -- Original Message -------
" Subject: From John Davis Re Meeting of 413107 
> From: jd@iohnanthonydavis.com 
:> Date: Wed, April 04, 2007 2:20 pm 
:> To: aheath@waterboards.ca.gov 
> Co: jd@iohnanthonydavis.com 
:> 

> los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board 
:> Att Dr. Arthur Heath 
'" Re: Meeting of April 3, 2007 4/4/07 
:> ?SUBJECT: PLAYA VISTAIPubHq InterestJDewatering Modell Historical 
:> Water Table? 
'" cited in the City of Los Angeles Cheif Legislative Anylists Report 
:> 
:> Dear Dr. Heath, 
:> 
:> Thank you for attending the meeting arranged by Adnan Siddiqui. i would 
:> like to provide you my overview of the meeting. 
:> 

:> I asked to meet regarding letters of the RWQCB dated 12116105 and 
'" 1/10106. The first letter suggested to los Angela City Department of 
:> Building and Safety the following; ?We suggest the model be 
> re-calibrated by changing the following scenarios??ii) Use the 
> historical high water elevation for the Impact simulation."(worse case 
> scenarior' 
> 

. > The latter letter indicated the re-calibrated model had been run. We all 
'" agreed. 
:> 

> I submitted the Ca Dept Conservation Division of Mines and Geology 



" Historic High Groundwater Level map and report upon which it was based, 
> 
> No person at the meeting CQuid state what high historic groundwater 
> level data was used in the model as input data, 
> 
,. I was presented with a CDM report claiming to utilize high historic 
> groundwater levels as input data for the model. 
> 
> I analyzed that report and it did not include historic high groundwater 
> level data sourced from the State of California, 
> 
> After reading the second CDM Report it was apparent the historic high 
> ground water level was derived from observations of 2005 only, Contrary 
" to RWCQB suggestion of a "(worse case scenario)" (Historic High 
> Groundwater Level), CDM used 
" well observations cited in the first CDM report that were obtained from 
> 26 water monitoring well sites spanning in time from 2/14/05 to 1013105 
> excluding the period from 10/410510 12/21/05 which were the months of 
> highest rainfaL 

" > Prior to the meeting I requested water well completion reports liled 
> with State Water Resources be present at the meeting to validate the 
> monitoring wells used in the model were legal data sources, 
> 
" No State Waler Well completion reports required by State Law were 
> presented to me at the meeting, 
> 
> Aftar the meeting, I contacted Norri Alari of the RWQCB, He stated to me 
:> in a telephonic conversation that afternoon that the RWQCB understood 
:> the source of the model input data for historic high groundwater 
> levels, He also stated a meeting took place after I left to consider my 
> submittal of the Opt Conservation information, He indicated to me that 
> the RWQCB would discuss my submission and questions regarding the model 
:> and the RWQCB would discuss my submission with DTSC, the Peer Reviewers, 
> and LADBS, 
> 
:> I would like tO,as discussed in the meeting, to have a follow up meeting 
> next week. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> John Davis 
> PO 10152 Marina del Rey Ca, 90295 
> 310-795-9640 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Hk Adnall, 

<jd@johnanthonydavis.com> 
Adnan Siddiqui·<asiddiqui@waterboards.ca.gov> 
4/612007 5:06:30 PM 
RE: Request for meeting on April g, 2007 

Ok. Here is a link that will allow you to validate State Well Completion 
Reports 
were filed to prove the wells are legal. 

http://wwwdpla.water.ca.govlsdlgroundwaterlwells.html#Wcr 

Also, it is clear that the input for historic high groundwater levels 
used in the model 
were only derIVed from recent water monitering well observations and 
only for a period 
of 2005 exclusive of observations from Oct 4- Dec 31 2005 durring which 
high amounts 
of rainfall occured. My humble suggestion would be that the RWQCB 
re-evaluate the 
report only afier the historic high groundwater levels as measured by 
the State are 
used and that any prior acknowlegements of adiquacy be recinded. 

Sincerley, 
John Davis 

CC 
Patricia McPherson ~ GrassRoots Coalition 

> ------ Original Message -------
> Subject: Request for meeting on April 9, 2007 
,. From: "Adoan Siddiqui" <asiddiqui@waterboards.ca.gov> 
:> Date: Fri, April 06, 2007 3:32 pm 
,. To: <jd@johnanthonydavis.com> 
:> Cc: "Arthur Heath" <AHEATH@waterboards.ca.gov>, "Noari Alavi" 
> <nalavi@waterboards.ca.gov> 

> Dear John, 
:> Due to busy schedule next week, we are unable to meet with you next 
> week on April 9, 2007. However, I am working on a response to the 
,. concerns you expressed in our meeting on April 3, 2007. Thank you. 
> Adnan ,. 
,. Adnan Siddiqui, RG., C.HG. 
> Senior Engineering Geologist 
> Chief Site Cleanup Unit III 
> 
,. Phone: (213) 576-6812 
,. Fax: (213)576-6717 

cc: patricia mcpherson <patriciamcpherson@earthlink.net> 
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Supreme Court rules CBM water beneficial use 

Supreme Court rules CBM water beneficial use 
Operators must get state engineer permit 

By Randy Woock 
Staff writer, The Times Independent 

The Colorado Supreme Court ruled last week that produced water from coalbed methane (CBM) wells are to be subjected to state 
laws governing water extracted for beneficial use, and that CBM operators must therefore get permits for their wells from the State 
Enginee(s Office (SEO). 

The Supreme Court's decision cited the Water Right Determination and Administration Act of 1969, which defined beneficial use as 
" ... the use of that amount of water that is reasonable and appropriate under reasonably efficient practices to accomplish without 
waste the purpose for which the appropriation is lawfully made." The court's decision stated that, "Under the language of the Act, 
the (CBM) process "uses" water - by extracting it from the ground and storing it in tanks - to "accomplish" a particular "purpose" -
the release of methane gas. Consequently, the extraction of water to facilitate (CBM) production is a "beneficial use" as defined in 
the Act and a "well" as defined in the Colorado Ground Water Management Act. " 

The produced water from the CBM process had previously been considered a waste by-product, but the court's decision rejected 
such a classification. "We reject the argument that water used in (CBM) production is merely a nuisance rather than a 'beneficial 
use.'" the decision stated. "On the contrary, the use of water in (CBM) production is an integral part of the process itself. The 
presence and subsequent controlled extraction of the water makes the capture of methane gas possible." 

The Vance case, also known as Vance v. Simpson, began in 2005 when BP America was conducting a CBM operation and 
disposing of the produced water by reinjecting it into the ground. Area ranchers, possessing senior water rights, brought suit in the 
local water court to compel the SE~ to require permits for that kind of activity. No water well permit from the SE~ had been 
obtained by BP America, as was standard practice. The state's water court ruled that CBM production constituted an appropriation 
of water for beneficial use, and that the SE~ could not allow out-of-priority diverSions without a well permit and, if necessary, an 
augmentation plan. BP America then filed an appeal with the Supreme Court and applied for a stay pending resolution of the 
appeal 

The argument in the case was based upon whether water extraction during CBM drilling constituted "beneficial use." The ranchers 
claimed that the water diverted during the course of CBM production was used beneficially by being used to remove the gas then 
being used up during reinjection, therefore a permit from SE~ should be required. BP America and the SE~ Claimed that an SE~ 
permit should not be required since the purpose of its wells were to obtain CBM rather than water. 

The 2705 CBM wells in the Raton Basin comprise 54 percent of all CBM wells in Colorado. 

A similar case in Montana, West v. Tyrell, was decided by that state's supreme court with a ruling that produced water was legally 
equivalent to ground water. 

Pioneer Natural Resources, the largest operator of CBM wells in Las Animas County, issued a response Thursday to The Times 
regarding the Supreme Court's decision in the Vance case. "Pioneer has been following the case for some time and is presently 
evaluating the ramifications of the Supreme Court's ruling," Tom Sheffield, Vice President of Pioneer's Rockies Assets Team, 
stated. "We appreciate the foresight of Representative (Kathleen) Curry, Senator (Jim) Isgar and the (SEO) for introducing a 
measure providing adequate time for a coordinated roll out of activities required by the new ruling while protecting existing tributary 
water rights in the state. That legislation, House Bill 1303, will be key to all Las Animas County water owners when it is passed 
and signed into law." 

According to Curry, House sponsor of HB 09-1303, the bill would provide breathing space for the large number of operators whose 
wells were just rendered out of compliance by the court's decision. The bill would extend the amount of time available to operators 
to bring their wells into compliance with the permitting process as required by the court's decision from 60 days to 270. 

"If I hadn't run (HB 09-1303) ... the Vance case affirms that about 5,000 gas wells would have been shut down, so we ran that bill to 
make sure there was a permitting process in place for (CBM) wells," Curry said. "If we hadn't run the bill, the Vance case, based 
on the ruling ... all of those wells would have been out of compliance; we were guessing the the Supreme Court would rule that 
produced water is a beneficial use." 

Curry described the primary goal of the bill as setting up a regulatory process to "ensure that preexisting water users aren't injured," 
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Supreme Court rules CBM water beneficial use 

while also creating a process to brings all the CBM wells into the SE~'s regulatory framework, "It implements the decision, so I 
think we did a preemptive strike, knowing that the decision could put us in a position where they (the SE~) could have to review 
well permits for 5,000 wells in a 60 day period, and that's just not practical," she said, "They only do 1,000-2,000 well permits a 
year, and there would have been a 60 day period where all the operators on those (CBM) wells would have had to come into the 
(SEO) to get a permit. At least this way now we've got a way where the state can handle the workload and the operators can 
come into compliance," 

HB 09-1303 also provides a requirement for augmentation for wells that might be depleting senior domestic water rights or existing 
domestic wells, and gives the state engineer the right to set additional guidelines for determining tributary versus non-tributary 
waters, along with the right to take the necessary steps to bring an operation into compliance should the operator have failed to 
have done so within the 270 day period, 

The bill stated that it was the legislature's general intent to "clarify the circumstances under which permits are required when non
tributary ground water is removed in conjunction with the mining of minerals," 

Non-tributary water is defined by HB 09-1303 as possessing several characteristics, such as being "withdrawn from a well that is 
completed in a confined sedimentary bedrock formation," in addition to, "the well is not completed .. ,in the Raton Basin and the well 
is located more than (12) miles from any point of contact between the aquifer and any natural stream, including its alluvium," 

HB 09-1303 is currently being considered by the State Senate,---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Go091e Alerts <googlealerts-noreply@google.com> 
Date: Mon, Apr 27, 2009 at 8:06 PM 
Subject: Google Alert - WATER RIGHTS 

Google News Alert for: WATER RIGHTS 

Supreme Court rules CBM water beneficial use 
Trinidad Times Independent - Trinida(LCO"l)SA 
Area ranchers, possessing senior water rights, brought suit in the local water court to compel the SE~ to require 
permits for that kind of activity, ... 
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Subject: 

Subject: iJ'",,,, Public Records Request - Playa Vista/Parcel AIVOCs Vapor Monitoring 
From: "Arthur Heath" <AHEATH@waterboards.ca.goy>(Add as Preferred Sender) ~ 

Date: Tue, Apr 28, 2009 3: 12 pm 
To: <jd@jobnantholJydavjs.com> 

Mr. John Davis, 

Per your April 27, 2009 public records request regarding the Playa Vista sitelTest Site 2 Area in reference to the 
Well Completion Report Release Agreement - Environmental Cleanup Study Form (Form), we have reviewed our 
files, and do not have this Form for the Playa Vista site. In addition, Regional Board staff have not completed this 
Form for the Playa Vista site. Ifthe Form has been filed for the Playa Vista site, a copy can be obtained from the 
State Department of Water Resources. 

Thank you, 

Arthur G. Heath, Ph.D. 
Environmental Program Manager I 
Remediation Section Chief 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Phone: (213) 576-6725 
Fax: (213) 576-6717 
abeatb@waterboards.ca.goy 
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TO: CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
RE: COMMENTS: EIR SCH NO .. 2002111065 
Re: Comments Playa Vista Phase 2 Environmental Impact Report 
SIX PAGES PLUS ATTACHMENTS 

April 30, 2009 

Please find below my comments in regard to the Environmental Impact Report. 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

MAY 042009 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

COMMENT 1: THE CITY CANNOT LA WFULL PROCEEDE IN THIS PROCESS BECAUSE IT IS 
IMPOSSIBLE TO DETERMINE ISSUES OF CUMULITIVITY BECAUSE PHASE ONE OF THE PROJECT IS 
UNDER CURRENT LITIGATION (BS073182 ) AS TO GROUNDWATER DEWATERING. UNTIL FINAL 
ADJUCICATION WHICH WILL SETTLE MATTERS OF GROUNDWATER DEW A TERING AT PHASE ONE 
NO LA WFULL Y V ALID DETERMINATION OF CUMULITIVITY REGARDING GROUNDWATER 
DEWATERING AT PHASE TWO CAN BE MADE. 

QUESTION: WHY DOES THE CITY FAIL TO WITHDRAW FROM THIS PROCESS UNTIL ADJUCIDICATION 
OF THE PHASE ONE LAWSUIT SO THAT IT WOULD BE POSSIBLE TO LA WFULL Y EVALUATE 
CUMMULITIVITY RELATIVE TO GROUNDWATER DEWATERING AND ITS POTENTIAL TO CREATED 
NEW AND POTENTIALLY ADVERSE ON THE ENVIRONMENT AS CEQA COMMANDS? 

COMMENT 2: PAGE 26 OF THE FEIR STATES "LAND IMMEDIANTLY TO THE WEST AND EAST OF THE 
PROPSED PROJECT IS APPROVED FOR DEVELOPENT AS PART OF PLAYA VISTA FIRST PHASE 
DEVELOPMENT ... " 

THIS IS SMIPL Y A FALSE STATEMENT IN THAT THE CALIFORNIA COURT OF APPEAL ORDERED 
EITHER AND SEIR OR SEIR AND PROCEEDANCE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CEQA. PHASE ONE IS 
THERFORE UNDER LEGAL CHALLENGE. THE CITY AS RESPONDEDNT IS CLEARLY A WARE OF THE 
LITIGATION. THE LITIGATION IS NOT CITED IN THE HISTORY SECTOIN. 

QUESTION 2: WHY DOES THE FEIR FAIL TO ADDRESS ONGOING PHASE ONE LITIGATION? 

-
CQMMENT 3: THE CITY DID NOT COMPLETE THE MASTER FEIR PROCESS FOR PHASE ONE AND 
TWO, EVER. THE MANDATORY NOTICE OF COMPLETION WAS NEVER TRANSMITTED TO THE STATE 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH THEREFORE A COMPLETE AND F AIRL Y DONE FEIR NEVER 
EXISTED FOR PHASE ONE. 
FURTHERMORE EVEN IF IT DID IT WAS IN THE FORM OF A MASTER EIR WHICH REQUIRES 
RECERTIFICATION BY THE CITY EVERY FIVE YEARS AND SINCE THE LAST CERTIFICATION WAS 
DONE BY THE CITY IN 1995 IT IS EXPIRED AND MAY NOT BE CITED FOR THIS PROJECT. 

QUESTIQN 3: WHY HASN'T THE CITY BEGAN A NEW DRF AT MASTER EIR 
PROCESS THAT LA WFULL Y CONSIDERS THE CUMMULITIVE AFFECTS OF BOTH PHASES RATHER 
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THAN RELYING ON AN INCOMPLETE EXPIRED MASTER EIR FROM 2001 WHICH WOULD HAVE 
EXPIRED IN 1995 IF IT WAS COMPLETED? 

COMMENT 4 : FEIR PDF PAGE 50 MAKES ONLY AN ASSUMPTION AS TO THE POTENTIAL ADVERSE 
CUMMULITVE AFFECTS OF GROUNDWATER DEWATERING WITHOUT EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE TO 
SUPPORT ITS CONCLUSION. 

MAKING SUCH AN ASSUMPTION HAS LED THE CALIFORNIA COURT OF APPEAL TO REJECT THE 
GROUNDWATER DEWATERING FOR THE MASTER EIR WHICH GOVERNS BOTH PHASES OF THE 
PROJECT. 

THE FEIR DOES NOT CONSIDER THE POTENTIAL ADVERSE AFFECTS FROM GROUNDWATER 
DEWATERING ON THE METHANE MITIGATION SYSTEMS THEMSELVES IN PHASE ONE, THE 
POTENTIAL TO CHANGE THE DIRECTIONAL FLOW OF GROUNDWATER, THE POTENTIAL TO DRAW 
CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER FROM TWO SITES AT PLAYA VISTA TO AREAS THAT ARE NOT 
CONTAMINATED, THE POTENTIAL AFFECT ON THE THREE AQUIFERS INVOLVED AS IT RELATES TO 
SAL TW ATER INTRUSION - DISCHARGING THE WATER TABLE-CROSS CONTAMINATION THROUGH 
AQUIFER COMMUNICATION - AND OR SUBSIDANCE. 

FURTHERMORE THE FEIR DOES NOT SPEAK TO THE CUMULITIVE AFFETS OF DEWATERING FROM 
ALL CONSTRUCTION DEWATERING ACTIVITIES ON BOTH PHASE ONE AND TWO WHICH ARE 
INTRINSICALLY RELATED PLlJS THE DEWATERING ACTIYITY ASSOCIATED WITH ONE KNOWN SITE 
OF CONTAMINATION TO THE EAST PWS ONE KNOWN SITE OF CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER TO 
THE WEST, £L1lS. ALL DEWATERING ACTIYITIES IN THE ENTIRE PROJECT ASSOCIATED WITH 
GROUNDWATER DlSCHARE PERMITS (INDUSTRIAL WASTE WATER PERMITS) ISSlJED BY THE 

-
CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTEMENT OF SANITARY WASTEWATER IN COMBINATION. THE 
QUANTIES OF GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE AT THE ENTIRE PROJECT SITE ARE PARTIALLY 
QUANTIFIED BY THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD IN MY RECENT LETTER TO THE 
LARWQCB. THE LARWQCB DID NOT CONDUCT A "PEER REVIEW" UNDER THE CALIFORNIA HEALTH 
AND SAFTEY CODE AS IT CLAIMED THERERFORE NO DATA DERIVED FROM A FALSFIED "PEER 
REVIEW" WHICH REPRESENTS POTENTIAL AGENCY MISCONDUCT OR GROSS NEGLIANCE MAYBE 
CITED BY THE CITY AS A SOLID FOUNDATION TO WHICH TO DRAW CONCLUSIONS. 

ATTACHMENT 1 - MY LETTER TO THE LARWQCB 

HOWEVER THE ACTUAL AMMOUNTS OF DEWATERING FROM THE CONTAMINED FIRE PIT AREA IN 
PAHSE ONE AND OR DEWATERING DONE UNDER THE ALREADY ISSUED INDUSTRAL W ASTEW A TER 
PERMITS ARE UNKNOWN. 

GIVEN THESE CIRCUMSTANCES THE CITY HAS FAILED TO ADDRESS THE CUMMULITIVE AFFECTS 
OF DEWATERING. 

"HOWEVER DEWATERiNG ACTIVITIES DURRING CONSTTRUCTIONAND OPERATION OF URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT USES ARE ANTlClPATED TO RESULTIN A LESS-THAN -SIGNIFICANT IMPACT SINCE THEY 
WOULD NOT CAUSE OR ACCELARATE GEOLOGIC HAZARDS WIHC WOULD RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL 
DAMAGE TO STRUCTURES OF INFRASRTRUCTURE, OR EXPOSE PEOPLE TO SUBSTANTIAL RiSK OF 
INJURY; CONSTITUTE A GEOLOGIC NATURAL HAZARD OR OTHER PROPERTIES BY CAUSING OR 
ACCELARATING INSTABILITY FROM EROSION; OR ACCLERATE DEPOSITITION WICH WOULD NOT BE 
CONTAINED OR CONTROLLED ON-SITE. " 

QUESTION 4A: WHY IS THE CITY RELYING ON BLIND FAITH INSTEAD OF EMPHERICAL EVIDENCE 
WHICH CEQA COMMANDS? 
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QUESTION 4B: WHY DOES THE FEIR A VOID CONSIDERING THE ACTUCAL AMMOUNTS OF 
GROUNDWATER DEWATERING INSTEAD OF MERLEY PROGNOSTlGATlNG THE AFFECT 
(ANTICIPATE). CEQA DOES NOT RECONGNIZE ANTICIPATION OR PROGNOSTIGATION OR BLIND 
FAITH. 

NOTE: INCORPORTATED BY REFERENCE ARE COMMENTS MADE TO THIS FEIR BY PATRICIA 
MCHPERSON OF GRASSROOTS INC. A NON· PROFIT CORPORATION. EMPHISIS IS MADE TO THE 
SPIDER MAP SHOWING THE LOCATION OF ALL INDUSTRAL WASTE PERMITS AND IDENTIFYING 
THEM . 

. 
COMMENT 5 : THE CITY CANNONT CIRCULATE AN FEIR FOR COMMENT. COMMENT MAY ONLY BE 
MADE TO A DRAFT EIR IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE MANDA TORY NOTICE OF CIRCULATION OF 
DRAFT EIR WHICH MUST MANDATORL Y BE FILED WITH THE STATE OFFICE OFO PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH. ONLY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STAE OF CALIFORNIA MAY LIMIT THE SCOPE OF CEQA 
IN LAW. THE CITY COUNCIL MAY NOT THEREFORE LIMIT THE SCOPE OF CEQA WHICH IS 
REPRESENTED AS UNLAWFUL IN THIS FEIR. 

THE CITY CANNOT USTILIZE A DEFEATED FEIR WHICH IS SIX YEARS OLD TO ELICIT COMMENTS 
FROM THE PUBLIC. IT MUST CIRCULATE A NEW DRAFT EIR THAT FULLY ENCOMPASES CURRENT 
CIRCUMSTANCES. EVEN THOUGH THE COURT EXPRESSED CERTAIN CONCERNS, THAT FACT DOES 
NOT EXCUSE THE CITY FROM CONDUCTING CEQA IN COMPLETION. CEQA MAY ONLY BE LIMITED 
BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE. THE CITY CANNONT MERLEY ASSUME NO SUBSTANTIAL 
CHANGES TO THE ENVIRONMENT SINCE 2003, IT MUST INVISTIGA TE AND PROVDE PROOF INSTEAD 
OF OFFERING UNSUPPORTED CONCLUSIONS WHICH FAVOR PROJECT. 

QUESTION 5: WHY DID THE CITY FAIL TO ADDRESS THE ISSUED THAT THE MASTER FEIR FOR BOTH 
PROJECTS EXPIRED BECAUSE IT WAS NOT RECERTIFIED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AS NECESSARY 
EVERY FIVE YEARS. 

NOTE: THE EXPIRED MASTER FEIR GOVERNS CUMMULITIVITY ON BOTH PHASES. 

COMMENT 6: THE REGOINAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD MAY NOT ISSUE ANY NEW NPDES 
PERMITS BECAUSE THE EFFECTS OF GROUNDWATER DEWATERING IN PHASE ONE OF THE PROJECT 
WILL NOT BE DETERMINED UNTIL FINAL ADJUDICATION OF THE LAWSUIT FOR PHASE ONE WHICH 
IN NOW IN THE COURT OF APPEAL. FURTHERMORE THE LARWQCB CANNONT ISSUE ANY PERMITS 
BECAUSE ALL OR A FRACTION PORTION OF THE WATER WELLS AT THE SITE ARE ILLEGAL IN THAT 
NO 
WELL COMPLETION REPORTS HAVE EVER BEEN FILED FOR ALL OF THE WATER WELLS ON PHASE 
ONE AND TWO WITH THE STATE WATER RESOURCES AGENCY AS REQUIED BY LAW NOR HAS THE 
APPLICANT COMPLETED A WELL COMPLETION REPORT RELEASE AGREEMENT ENYIRONMENTAL 
CLEANUP STUDY FORM FOR ANY WATER WELLS WITHING TWO MILES OF A KNOWN BODY OF 
CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AND THEREFORE THE LARWQCB HAS NOT YET INITIATED THE 
REQUIRED ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY REQIRED FOR EACH AND EVERY WELL WITHIN TWO MILES OF 
THE KNOWN CONTAMINATION. THE REQUIRED FORMS MAY BE REFRENCED AT: 

http://www.groundwater.water.ca.gov/technical_assistance/gw _ wells/gww _ complrept/index.cfm 

ALL DEWATERING ACTIVITIES COVERD BY INDUSTRAL WASTE PERMITS REPRESENT WATER WELLS 
AND MUST BE REPORTED ON AS SUCH. 
THE LOGIC FOR THIS POSITITION IS EXTRACTED FROM A STATE OF COLORADO SUPREME COURT 
DECISION ATTACHED 
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QUESTION 6: WHY DOES THE CITY FAIL TO CONSIDER THE FACT THAT LAWFULLY REQUIRED 
ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES FOR WATER WELLS WITHINN TWO MILES OF A CONTAMINATED 
GROUNDWATER SOURCE HAVE NOT YET BE COMPLETED BY THE LARWQCB AND COULD NOT 
BECAUSE THE WELL OWNER FAILED TO LA WFULL Y FILL OUT THE REQUIED FORM THEN SUBMIT IT 
TO THE STATE WATER RESOURCES AGENCEY. WHY DOES THE CITY RELY ON DATA FROM SOURCES 
(WATER WELLS) THAT ARE LARGLEY OR COMPLETELY ILLEGAL SOURCES OF DATA. WHY DOES 
THE CITY FAIL TO REQUIE ALL OF THE DATA LINAGE AND PROFFS OF A SECURE CHAIN OF 
CUSTODY FOR ANY DATA USED TO CREATE COMPUTER GROUNDWATER MODELS. WHY DOES THE 
CITY INSTEAD OF EMPHIRCAL SCIENCE SUBSTUTIED BLIND FAITH? 

SEE ATTACMENT 1 

ATTACHEMT 2 ARTICLE REGARDING COLARADO SUPREME COURT DECISION REGARDING WHAT 
CONSTUTES A WATER WELL. 

ATTACHMENT 3 - RESPONSE FROM LARWQCB THAT NO COMPLEIOTN REPORT RELEASE 
AGREEMENT-ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP STUDY FORM HAS BEEN UTILIZED BY THE LARWQCB TO 
INITIATE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES FOR WATER WELLS WITHIN 2 MILES OF A KNOWN SITE OF 
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION. 

COMMENT 7; A LARGE VOLUME OF GROUNDW AER HAS BEEN DISCHARD SINCE 2003 - SEE 
ATTACHMENT 1. UNKNOWN AMMOUNTS OF GROUNDWATER HAVE BEEN DISCHAERGED FROM THE 
FIRE PIT TRAINING AREA IN PHASE ONE WHICH CONTAINS TOXIC MATERIALS BUT THE VOLUME IS 
UNKNOWN. UNKNOWN ACTUAL VOLUMES OF GROUNDWATER HAVE BEEN DISCHARDED UNDER 
INDUSTRAL WATE PERMITS BUT THE QUANTIY REMAINS UNKNOWN. 

LONG TERM DEW A TERING QUANTITIES HAVE NOT YET BEEN DETERMINED AS THOSE VOLUMES 
ARE IN A CONSTENT STATE OF FLUX. 

GIVEN THE AMOUNT OF KNOWN DEW A TERING AND THE TWO UNKNOWN QUANTITIES 
PREVIOULSL Y REFERENCED IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR THIS FEIR TO ADDRESS EITHER THE 
QUANTIFIABLE VOLUMES AT ANY CERTAIN POINT IN TIME OR THE QUANTITIA VE VOLUMES IN THE 
PAST OR FUTURE. 

SEE ATTACHEMENT 1 

QUESTION 7: WHY HAS THE FEIR FAILED TO CONSIDER QUANTITATIVE GROUNDWATER DEW ATER 
VOLUMES FROM ALL FOUR SOURCES PAST AND FUTURE TO MAKE ITS CALCULATIONS. 

COMMENT 8: SINCE 2003 AN EARTHQUAKE OF MAGNITUDE 3+ WAS EPICENTERED ON THE 
CHARNOCK FAULT WHICH BISCETS THE PLAYA VISTA PROJECT. ANOTHER RECENT EARTHQUAKE 
WAS EPICENERED ON AN ACTIVE FAULT LOCATED IN VENICE CA. NEARBY WHICH WAS ALSO A 
MAGNITUDE 3+. 

QUESTION 8: WHY IS THE FEIR SILENT ON THESE NEW AND CHANGED ENVIRNMENT AL 
CIRCUMSTANCES THAT WERE NOT AND COULD NOT HAVE BEEN KNOWN AT TIME OF THE 
ORIGNAL CERTIFICATION OF THE FEIR? 

COMMENT 10: THE CITY IS A WARE THAT THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IS FINALIZING NEW TSUNAMI 
INUNDATION MAPS FOR THE AREA AND THEY ARE DUE TO BE RELEASED THIS YEAR. 
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OUESTION 10: WHY DOES THE CITY FAIL TO EXTEND THE COMMENT PERlOD TO A DATE AFTER 
THE NEW INUNDATION EVACUATION MAPS CAN BE CONSIDERED? 

NOTE: THE CITY IS A WARE OF THE NEW MAPS AND POCESSES A DRAFT COPY. rg ! //' / . I ll;r{/" . ~' I\/) 
1 tfl /., 

j'Vf ~ 

'( 

SINCERLEY, 

John Davis 
PO 10152 Marina del Rey Ca. 90295 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Att: Executive Officer Tracy Egoscue 
Re: Board Letter of March, 2009 

Dear Executive Officer Egoscue, 

April 15,2009 

In regard to meeting with staff, I would like to express my comments and questions prior as requested. PLEASE 
PROVIDE COPIES OF THIS LETTER TO THE BOARD MEMBERS. 

Patricia McPherson will as you know join the meeting. 

COMMENT ONE - CEQA AND CURRENT LEGAL CHALLENGE TO PROJECT 

The proposal suggested requires an action under CEQA. A Master EIR overarches any CEQA process for Phase One. 
The change proposed may cause an adverse affect and or have unknown impacts on the environment therefore CEQA 
must occur and be related to the Master EIR. The Master EIR is expired and was not renewed every five years as 
legally required. Therefore a new EIR is required and any CEQA process must fall under it. 

The California Court of Appeal dispositition in case B 174856 reads as follows: 

"The judgment is reversed with directions to the superior court to grant the petition and issue a peremptory writ of 
mandate ordering the city to vacate its approval of the methane mitigation measures, for the purposed of detennining 
whether a subsequent E1R or a supplemental FIR is required with respect to groundwater dewatering and proceed 
accordingly as required by CEQA." 

On remand to Los Angeles Superior Court the case was adjudicated in favor of 
The City of Los Angeles and Playa Capital LLC. 

Two appeals were filed in February 2009. 

LARWQCB staff cannot substitute its approval for the proposal in avoidance of the CEQA process. If and until the 
Appeals Court finds the Superior Court decision on remand is sound, LARWQCB must withhold its approval because 
such would clearly prejudice appellant's case before the Court and would be violative of the CEQA process. 

Furthermore the City Council vacated the methane mitigations in word only while the City continually employed the 
systems which include dewatering in clear violation of the Court order and with the encouragement of the LAR WQCB 
staff via its prior approvals 
prior to the most recent court ruling .. 

QUESTION ONE - WHY HASENT THE LARWQCB ADDRESSED THE RAMIFICATIONS OF THE LAWSUIT 
THAT OVERSHADOWS THE MODIFICATIONS IT HAS ALREADY APPROVED AND IS CURRENTLY 
CONSIDERING? WHY IS CEQA IGNORED IN THIS PROPOSAL, IS THE LARWQCB EXEMPT FROM CEQA? 

COMMENT TWO-POTENTIAL MIS-CONDUCT BY LARWQCB RELATED TO A "PEER REVIEW" 
ISSUED ON DECEMBER 16,2005. 

Page two item 2 states the following: "In the light of protecting water resources and the environment, a conservative 
approach (worse case scenario) should be taken in the evaluation." "Use the historical high water elevation for the 
impact simulation runs." 

The current proposal abandons this standard in favor of a "site wide groundwater survey" which is not maximumly 
protective of water resources and the environment. 

file:lllqlDocuments%20and%20Settings/olDesktop/COMMENTS.htm[4/1512009 12:08:56 PM] 



Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

A "Peer Review" is a formal part of the regulatory process whereby R WQCB is required by the California Health and 
Safety Code to submit the scientific portions of proposed regulations for external scientific evaluation to ensure that the 
scientific assumptions are sound. The "Peer Review" was sent to various State and Federal Agencies. 

The "Peer Review" was NOT a "Peer Review" but does either represent gross negliance or misconduct of a State 
Agency and or Employees of the State. See Attachment 

I met with the Executive Officer and Deputy Executive Officer in 2008 and asked them to notifY all agencies copied 
that NO PEER REVIEW OCCURRED as it may have a differing affect on their judgment. 

The Executive Officer has failed to date to notifY the Board itself or any entity copied on the falsified "Peer Review". 
This is clearly a matter of human health and safety which should not be swept under the rug. 

Furthennore no data linage was presented to the LARWCB to validate a secure chain of custody of such to prove that 
inputs to the model were sound and not FABRICATED. It should also be stated that the governing Board was not 
infonued of the process and it was only approved by Staff and paid for by the applicant. Approvals of the afore 
referenced "Peer Review" were made in a document dated January 10, 2006 entitled only a "REVIEW". 

The California Department of Toxic Substance Control received and evaluated the falsified "Peer Review" and the 
approving "Review" along with two other documents provided by non-governmental entities. DTSC states in its letter 
of November 14,2006 that it concurred with the requirements for a "worst case" modeling assessment and further 
stated "Overall the technical review by the LARWQCB appeared to be through and professional". See Attachments 

QUESTION TWO WHY DID THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER UPON LEARNING THE PEER REVIEW WAS 
FALSE FAIL TO INFORM THE PUBLIC, THE GOVERNNING BOARD, AND ALL AGENCIES COPIED ON 
THE ORIGINAL 
"PEER REVIEW? WHY DID STAFF LEAD THE PUBLIC AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES TO BELIEVE 
THAT A "PEER REVIEW" COUNDUCTED UNDER THE 
STATE HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE OCCURRED WHEN BY ITS OWN ADMISSION NO SUCH "PEER" 
REVIEW OCCURRED? 

COMMENT THREE - No water well completion reports have been sought by LARWQCB to validate that any and 
all types of water wells used to obtain data were lawful data sources. Faith alone is not a sufficient standard nor a 
substitute for empirical evidence commanded by CEQA and valid science. I believe that all or a fraction of the wells 
are illegal under State Law in that Well Completion Reports are required under the California Water Code Section 
13751 but do not exist. As a government agency I requested that such reports be obtained by the LARWQCB but it has 
failed to do so to date, after repeated requests. To validate the legitimacy of such wells as legitimate data-sources I 
hereby request, again, that the Executive Officer obtain such reports for the entire project site phases one and two since 
each and every water well may have an affect on the proposal at hand in the aspect of cumulatively. 

QUESTION THREE - WILL THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER AT MY REPEATED REQUEST OBTAIN WELL 
COMPLETION REPORTS FOR ALL WELLS AT THE SITE BY FILLING OUT THE REQIRED FORM AT THE 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOUCRES?: 

http://www.groundwater water.ca.goy/Jechnicai assistancelgw wells/gww complrept/index.cllu 

IF AGAIN THE LARWQCB FAILS THIS REQUEST WHY AND HOW CAN VALIDATION OF THE WELLS AS 
LEGAL DATA SOUCRCES BE PROVEN TO THE LARWQCB, OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND THE 
PUBLIC? DOES THE LARWQCB CHOOSE TO SUBSTUTITE FAITH FOR EMPHERICAL DATA? 

COMMENT FOUR - The proposal does not take into consideration cumulatively as it relates to the potential affects 
from other nearby dewatering operations that could affect the proposal and the environment. See Attachments 
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

QUESTION FOUR - Why has the LARWQCB failed to date to consider the potential cumulative affects from the 
surrounding dewatering operations as those operations may and probably do cause environmental effects regarding this 
proposal. 

COMMENT FIVE - The applicant is utilizing a Tsunami Inundation Map produced by the State of California for 
land planning as it relates to this proposal. 
Maps produced for this purpose carry a disclaimer at the bottom stating they are NOT TO BE USED FOR LAND 
PLANNING PURPOSES. 

QUESTION FIVE - WHY IS THE APPLICANT USING THE MAP FOR THE PROHIBITED PURPOSE OF 
LAND PLANNING? 

COMMENT SIX 
At a meeting with R WQCB Staff in 2008 with myself and Patricia McPherson in attendance Staff stated that the water 
table drawdown for the project was between 8 and 12 feet. 

QUESTION SIX-CAN THE RWQCB PROVIDE ANY AND ALL DATA ALONG WITH THE DATA LINAGE 
AND SECURE CHAIN OF CUSTODY PROOFS WHICH STAFF USED TO DETERMINE THE AFORE 
REFERENCED DRAW DOWN OF THE AQUIFER INCLUSIVE OF ALL COMPUTER MODELS, THE 
SOFTWARE USED TO RUN THE MODELS, AND MAPS OF ANY KIND. 

IF NOT DOES THE RWQCM EXERCISE BLIND FAITH IN THE APPLICANTS CLAIMS AND IF SO WHY? 

COMMENT SEVEN - The applicant and to date the LARWQCB have ignored potential adverse and predictable 
periodic floods of Ballona Creek that may cause a adverse effect on the environment. An air photo obtained from 
Spence Collection at the UCLA library indicates clearly the extent of such flood waters. Staff and the Executive 
Officer of the LARWQCB have been presented with the photograph but to date have ignored it as evidence. See 
Attachment 

QUESTION SEVEN - WHY HAS STAFF TO DATE IGNORED THE AIR PHOTO AND POTENTIAL FOR 
OVERTOPPING FLOODWATERS FROM BALLONA CREEK WHICH WOULD INUNDATE THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT AND POTENTIALLY CAUSE AN ADVERSE AFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT? 
WILL THE LARWQCB NOW CONSIDER THE PHOTO, WHICH IS A LEGITIMATE FORM OF DATA, OR 
IGNORE IT AGAIN. IF IGNORANCE IS THE OPTION PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY? 

PLEASE FIND BELOW COMMENS BY PATRICA MCPHERSON REGARDING THIS PROPOSAL. 
(Comments by P.McPherson have been transmitted with her permission.) 

Grassroots Coalition acted as Intervener on behalf of the public in Application No. 99-05-029 as well as our Complaint 
Case 00-05-01 O(which we now have a settlement agreement re: CPUC adopted settlement regarding Monitoring and 
Reporting On Status of SOCALGAS's Del Rey Natural Gas Storage Operation). 

These California Public Utilities Commission litigation cases which occurred starting in late 1999/early 2000 had to do 
with investigating SOCALGAS's oil/gas storage reservoir leakage and the inherent potentials of health hazards to the 
public and the environment. 

During the City of LA's investigation of the newly discovered oilfield gases surfacing at Playa Vista- part of the 
inquiry was- from where was the gas originating. ETI stated at the time that they believed that there existed the 
Lincoln Blvd. Fault that was acting to allow the thermogenic gases to surface throughout the area including Playa 
Vista. Later ETI described the area as a "fracture zone", "high velocity gas zone" etc. _ 

file:IIIQlDocument,%20and%20SettingslolDesktopICOMMENTS.htm[411512009 12:08:56 PM] 



Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Davis and Namson were working on behalf of Playa Capital and determined there was no evidence of a Lincoln Blvd. 
Fault. 

Davis and Namson -at the same time they were employed by Playa Capital LLC were employed by SOCALGAS to 
review the potential of their gas storage leakage. This is evident via: 

Before The Public Utilities Commission Of The State Of California, Application No. 99-05-029 

SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS IN SUPPORT OF PROPONENT'S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT dated 
Nov. 21,2000 REVIEW OF THE PLAYA DEL REY GAS STORAGE FIELD, Los Angeles, California Nov. 9. 
2000. 

"Executive Summary 

In addition, I am in the process of completing an extensive subsurface study of the Playa Vista Project area that lies 
mostly to the east of the Gas Storage Field (Davis and Namson, 2000) , and Playa Vista has kindly allowed me to 
include their subsurface work under the Gas Storage Field in this review for The Gas Company." 

Thus, when the City made its determination regarding the fault and any potential for gas reservoir leakage .. they 
utilized a consultant that was not independent-there was a conflict of interest. 

QUESTION 
DOES THE LARWQCB CONSIDER THIS A CONFLICT AND IF NOT PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY AND STATE 
EXACTLY WHAT DATA THIS FIRM PROVIDED REGARDING THE EXISTING PROPOSAL? 

We would like to meet with Staff ASAP. 

You may contact me by email. 

Sincerely, 

John Davis 
PO 10152 Marina del Rey Ca 90295 
jd@johnanthonydavis.com 
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W~.ter· Quality ControIB~. 
Los Angeles Region 

Redplfl1.t of the Z001 Environmental Limlel'$hip Award from Koop California Beautiful ? t,< -' ,',,' 
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Agency Secretary Phone (213) 516-6600 FAX (213) 57()..664() ~ httemet Address: http://www.waterboards,ca.gov/tosangeles Goyernor 

January 10, 2006 

Mr. Colin Kumabe 
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Los Angeles City, Department of Building & Safety 
201 North Figueroa Street,8th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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"' .. 

.... , " . , 
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A REVIEW OF THE REPORT ENTITLED "EVALUATION OF WORSE..cASE 
SCENARIO- METHANE SYSTEM DEWATERING, IN RESPONSE TO LARWQCB 
COMMENTS," DATED JANUARY 4, 2006 
PLAYA VISTA SITE, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA [CAO NO. 98-125, FILENO. 98· 
192, SLIC NO.07733, SITE 10 NO. 2043W-oO) "". 

0:" • i.': { ; :.':' ,:'~ •. ,.:,:~ 
Dear Mr. Kumabe: 

" .' . 

The Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region ("Regional! 
Board") has conducted a review on the report entitled "Evaluation of Worse-Case 
Scenario - Methane System Dewatering. In Response to LAQWQCB Comments" 
("Report"): dated January 4, 2006, prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee, "nc. ("CDM"), 
on behalf of Playa Capital Company, LLC tPlaya"). The~tiq~ijjj$lud~ the r~ltsf 
from· a ~mp!Jt§!t,~~QQliI!1S. in response' to the. Regi9n<ilt.;136a~d·s comments, i.e.,' 
taking'a more conservative approach (worse ease scenario). listed in our previous lettep 
dated December 16. 2005 (copy attached). The ~t:lf1'lGse"of4the~m()del is to determine. 
whether the melh<lnEJ;dewatering systems~o~il!~n the Report may have an adverse.! 
impact on groundwater quality, contaminant migration, and groundwater levels at the! 
'siti~ Based"Qtl.the .. ·results·'frQm··th&i~libmtEJdln:iCll:lelin'lpact.;sjmulations conducted. ! 

;. under the worse7ease!i~nariG. the REi'POrt ooncllildes'that the con$lusions reached in : 
,"'the November 23; 200fti.m~el!?,~ ~~rt~re)llSlin$I;I~_~\ln.ch~~. ",'.':. ' 'j 

The Regional Board scaff are proi4JCling comments on the Report at the'recjllflsf of the I 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) and as the lead agWIcy ;(,r i 
assessment, monitoring and cleanup at the Playa Vista site under Cleanup' .,md ! 
Abatement Order No. 98-125 (CAO). As stated in our December 16. 2005 letter, eM: 

;;.;l[evlew.focusEJdonthe·modelassumptililns, parameter selections. model area ana' 
comoutatiow grid, boundary' conditions, calibration procedures. impact Simulations 
(scenario runs ), and. sensitivity analYSis. Based upon thq)se aforerpentione</ 
assumptionland parameters, we have the following comments:" . 

, " 

, . . , 

California. Environmental Protection Agency 

, ~ &cycleJ Paper 
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Sllbj~t: 
From: 
Date: 

To: 
Ce: 

Hi Me Davis, 

UDavi(i ,Bacharowskiu 

ell.e",," <MLevy@waterhoards.ca.gov>, ''Tracy 
Tong"·"'wtong@Wllterooards.ca,gov> 

We have includedrellPons~sin regard to your speci1jc <luestionsaslndicated below. If you have additional 
qUlilstions, orcommenlspertalning to the Playa Vista .site, please -provide a memo or letter expressing your 
comments . 

. 1) wl1oau!l1oriz",d Ih'" Rjlgional Soard to act as a p'*rreyiewer re911rdif'l9 groundwater level measurements 
and "!:lewa\;)tin~sy$lem$at Playa Vista? .. 

Arthur G. Heath, ph:O. 
environmenlal-Program.-Manager'j 
RemediationSe"clionChief 
CalifomiaRegional Water QualityControj'Board; tosAng~j!ls 
Phone: (213) 576-6725 
Fax: (213) 576-6717 
ahealh@waterlJoards.ca.gov 
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to sObmi! Ihe 
that our scientific 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Los Angeles Region 

Linda S. Adams 
AfJ/mcy Secreiary 

May 15,2007 

Mr. John Davis 
1'.0 Box 10152 

Recipient of ~be lUOl EtlPirollme.ntaJ Leadership Award fn)n) KecJl'California Benutifut 

320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los .. \ngetes, CaIHbrnfa 90013 
Phont:{213) 576-6'600 FAX (113) $16-6640 ~ Jntemet' Address: bttp:f!www.swn::b.cll.govirwqcb4 

Marina Del Roy, CA 90295 

ArnoW Schwarzenegger 
Gow/rnor 

RESPONSE TO INQUIRY FOR PLAYA VISTA DEVELOPMENT PROJECT -551\) LINCOLN 
ilL VD.I'LA Y A VISTA, CALIFORNJA (CLEAl'<UP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO, 98-125, FILE 
NO. 98-192, SUC NO, fJ773, SITE ID NO.2043W-()() 

DearMr. Davis: 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles (Regional Board) has been acting as a 
lead agency in providing regulatory oversight for the characterization, c.leanup, monitoring and No Further 
Action (NFA) determination for the contamination in soil and/or groundwater from historical industrial use 
at the Playa Vista Development Project (Site). AI your request, Regional Board staff mel with you On April 
3, 2007, During the meeting you raised various issues regarding the Site, Suhsequently you also sent 
electronic mails dated April 4, 2007 and April 6, 2007 (copies attached) to the Regional Board. This letter 
is in response 10 your inquiry to the Regional Board. 

Question: 
" Prior to the meeting I requested water wen completion reports filed with State Water Resources be 
present at ti,e meeting to validate the monitoring wells used in the model were legal data sources. No 
State Water Well Completion reports reqllired by State law were presented to me at the meeting." 

Response: 
The I,>1'Olmdwater monitoring wells tlI the Playa Vista site were installed at the request of the rllb"datory 
oversight agency since approximate{v 1980s. As a lead regulatory agency, Regional Board has reqUired 
Playa Capital Company, LLC (Playa Capital) to install groundwater monitoring wells at various times 
al/ across the Site at appropriate locations. The primary purpose of these wells has been monitoring of 
the nature and extent of contaminant groundwater plumes originating at the Site. As required, Playa 
secured well permits from the appropriate ogency prior to well instailation The Playa Vista site fall.~ 
under the Jurisdiction of Los Angeles County, Department of Health Services (LADHS). Upon 
completion of the work including the well installation Ploya submilled a report to the Regional Board, 
which included a copy of the welt permits obtained from the LADHS Clnd other pertinent information 
such as screen intervals, boring logs, etc. As an example, a copy of the weli permit was provided to you 
during our meeting on April 3, 2007, 

The Colifornia Waler Code (CWC) Section 13751 requires that a report made on forms called Well 
Completion Report be submitted to Department of Warer resources (DWR) containing pertine1lt 
information. This reporfljOrm used 10 be called as "Well Drillers' Report" and is still referred to as 
such. The ewc Section 13750.5 requires that the well drilling contractor posses a C-S? waleI' well 
contractor '$ license and it is the licensed drilling contractor who must file a Well Completion report with 
DWR. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
h*The e~tefgy clwlleltge/acing Califl1n1ia is Nfl!. Every Cafijom/'.(tIl needs io take immediate action to reduce energy consumption';'';'''' 
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Mr. John Davis - 2- May 15,2007 

Question: 
"I asked to meet regarding letters of the RWQCB dated 12116105 and I fl 0/06. The tirst letter suggested 
to Los Angelo City Department of Building and Safety the following; ?We suggest the model be re
calibrated by changing the following scenarios??.i') Use the historical hijlh water elevation for tbe impact 
simulation."(worse case scenario)" ! submitted the Ca Dept. Consetvation Division of Mines and 
Geology Historic High Gronndwater Level map and report upon which it was based. No person at the 
meeting could state what high historic gmundwater level data was used in the model as input data, I was 
preseuted with a COM ropOlt claiming to utilize high historic groundwater levels as input data tor the 
model. I analyze,l that report and it did not [nclude historic high groundwater level data sourced from the 
State of California. After reading the second CDM RepOit it was apparent the historic high groundwater 
level was derived from 2005 only. Contrary to RWCQB suggestion of a "(worse case scenario)" (Historic 
High Groundwater Level). COM lISed well observations cited ion the first CDM report that we!'i:l 
obtained from 26 water monitoring well sites spanning in time from 2/14/05 10 10/3105 excluding the 
period from 1014/05 to 12/21105 which were the months of highest rainfall." 

Response; 
Based 01'1 the information provided /0 the Regional Board by CDM, we concluded that the groundwater 
elevation data used in the model was collected heMee!1 August 1999 and October 2005 from 22 
groundwater monitoring wells presetlf at the Site. Based on the records dating back to 1877, the rain 
fall observed during 200412005 season (37.96 inches) was used in the Model for the wOI~;1 case scenario 
and assumed to continue forever. The Depal'/ment of Conservation, DiviSion 'If Mines and geology 
(Department) report you have referred is Seismic Hazard Zone Report 036 (Report) dated 1998. The 
Report summarizes Ihe methods and sources ~f information used to pl'eparf the Seismic HC',zard Zone 
Mapjol' the Venice 7.5-minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California (Quadrangle), which covers 
approximately 62 square miles. The data used for deplh to &'i'oundwater within the Quadrangle was . 
relied heavily on tum of the century water-we/llags and water measuremen/sfr"m borehole logs localed 
within the study area. The map you prOVided is Plare 1.2 of the Report, which depicts a hypothelical and 
not the (lci""l groundwater table within alleviated areas. According to Plate 1.2, the depth to 
groundwater within Ploya Vista Site is depicted to be between 5 and lOfeeL In addition, all of the water 
measurements used in the Report were collected from boreholes are located outside Playa Vista site. The 
Report covers on area that spans 62 square miles while the Playa Vista site covers only 0 72 square 
miles located within the Quadrangle. In the model, CDM used the more reliable site- specific 
groundwater do/a measured ji'om groundwater monitoring wdl, located on the Playa Vista site. 

Question: 
In addition, you have requested for review the infonnation contained in Regional Board Playa Vista 
project files. 

&§ll.ons.~; 
As you know, Regional Board maintains the Playa Vista project public file (approximately 35 boxes). 
Any person interested in reviewing the information contained in the file is welcome to do so at our office. 
According 10 our record" you made afile review request on March 9, 2007 and you came to our i?ffice 
and conducted the file review on March 12. 2007. You called back and requested to see the same file 
again and the requested malerial was praced in the public .lite rev!'ew room fot you; however, you never 
showed up to review it. In addition, in a telephone conversation with the un April 19, 2007, you 
specifically told Regional Board swjI thaI you have completed your file review and that you would 

Caiifomia Environmental Protection Agency 
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Mr. John Davis May is, 20()7 

request for file review in fil/ure, if needed Please set up an appointment as you have done before (0 
review the Jlles al your convenience. In addition, the Regional Board established a documelit repository 
at Venice-Abbot Kinney kiemorial Library and a/ Westchester Library where key reports such as 
remedial action pions and no fUrlher action determination requests are sent by the Regional /3oard 
public review. Furthermore, yow' name is on the list of interested parties that are provided a carhon 
copy of letters issued by the Regional Board regarding Playa Vista site. 

We hope that our response will clarify your concerns. Please do not hesitate to contact the Regional Board 
staff, if you need further assistance. If you have any questions regarding tilis matter, please contact 
Mr, Adnan Siddiqui at (213) 576-6812 or Dr, Arthur Heatil, Remediatioll Section Chief at (213) 
576-6725. 

Sincerely, 

ry~Jl A 2" -0 (J..A.--JV 
David A. Bacharow~ , 
Assistant Ex.ecutive Officer 

Attachment: I) E-mail from John Davis dated April 4, 2007 
2) E-mail from John Davis dated April 6, 2007 

cc: Patricia McPherson, Grassrrots Coalition 
Colin Knmabe, LADBS 
David Chemik, Playa Capital LLC 
Gene Lucero Esq, Latham & Watkins LLP 

Califomia .bJIVirollmenial Protectioll Agency 
;,,\r*jhe energy cltalhmge/acing Califortli" is I'eal. Every Californian needs fa take inI'JlIcdiat(! m:thm Ii) reduce energy COlwtmption':'.,,,, 

*i<*For a list (If it'im[Jie 'ways to reduce aeltluff(l and cut yQur energy costs, sct! tlte tips at: hrtp:llwWlv.swrcb,ca.g(lvlflewsieclrallenge.htmP**' 

Our mi.w'on is to preserve and enhance the quality qfCa!ifomia:~ water n:.sQuYcesjor the benefit a/presenf andfuture generations. 
~ Recycfad Paper 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

fyi 

Arthur Heath 
Adnan Siddiqui 
41612007 9:38:55 AM 
Fwd: RE: From John Davis Re Meeting of 413/07 

Arthur G. Heath, Ph.D. 
Environmental Program Manager I 
Remediation Section Chief 
California Regional Waler Quality Control Board, los Angeles 
Phone: (213) 576·6725 
Fax: (213) 576·6717 
aheath@walerboards.ca.gov 

»:> <jd@johnanthonydavis.com> 41512007 12:02 PM »> 
Dear Dr. Heath, 

Again thank you lor meeting with me on 413. 
Would it be possible to schedual a follow up meeting 
on Monday of next week. This is an urgent matter. 

Thanks, 
John Davis 

> --.-- Original Message •• _ ••••• 
,. Subject: From John Davis Re Meeting of 413107 
,. From: jd@lohnanthonydavis.com 
,. Dale: Wed, April 04, 2007 2:20 pm 
> To: aheath@watarboards.ca.gov 
,. Ce: jd@johhanthonydavis.com 
> 
,. Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board 
> Att: Dr. Arihur Heath 
> Re: Meeting 01 April 3, 2007 414/07 
> ?SlIBJECT: PLAYA VISTNPublic Inleres!iDewalering Modell Historical 
,. Water Table? 
,. cited in the City of Los Angeles Cheif Legislative Anylists Report ,. 
,. Dear Dr. Heath, ,. 
> Thank you for attending the meeting arranged by AdDan Siddiqui. I would 
,. like to provide you my overview of the meeting. ,. 
,. I asked to meet regarding letters of the RWQCB dated 12/16105 and 
:> 1110/06. The first letter suggested to Los Angele City Department of 
> Building and Safety the following; ?We suggest the model be 
> re-calibrated by changing the following scenarios?? .Ii) Use the 
> historical high water elevation for the impact simulation."(worse case 
> scenario)" 
> 

. > The latter letter indicated the re·calibrated model had been run. We all 
> agreed. 
> 
> t submitted the Ca Dept Conservation Division of Mines and Geology 



> Historic High Groundwater Level map and report upon which it was based, 

" " No person at the meeting could state what high historic groundwater 
,. level date was used In the model as Input data. 
> 
" I was presented with a COM report claiming to utilize high historic 
"groundwater levels as input data for the model. 

" 
:> I analyzed that report and it did not include historic high groundwater 
" level data sourced from the State of California. 

" 
" After reading the second CDM Report it was apparent the historic high 
" ground water level was derived from observations of 2005 only. Contrary 
> to RWCOB suggestion of a "(worse case scenario)" (Historic High 
" Groundwater Level), COM used 
"well observations cited in the first COM report that were obtained from 
> 26 water monitoring well sites spanning in time from 2/14105 to 1013105 
:> excluding the perfod from 1014105to 12121105 which were the months of 
:> highest rainfal. 
:> 

:> Prior to the meeting I requested water well completion reports filed 
" with State Water Resources be present at the meeting to validate the 
;> monitoring wells used in the model Were legal data sources. 
:> 
,. No State Water Well completion reports required by State law were 
" presented to me at the meeting. 
:> 

,. After the meeting, I contacted Narri Alari of the RWOCB. He stated to me 
" in a telephonic conversation that afternoon that the RWQCB understood 
" the source of the model input data for historic high groundwater 
:> levels. He also stated a meeting took place after I left to consider my 
" submittal of the Opt. Conservation infarmation. He indicated to me that 
" the RWOCB would discuss my submission and questions regarding the model 
" and the RWOCB would discuss my submission with DTSC, the Peer Reviewers, 
:> and LADBS. 

" :> I would like tO,as discussed in the meeting, to have a follow up meeting 
" next week. 

" 
". Sincerely, 
:> John DaVis 
> PO 10152 Marina del Rey Ca, 90295 
:> 310-795-9640 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

HkAdnan, 

<jd@)Ohnanthonydavis.com> 
Mnan Siddiqui·<asiddiqui@walerboards.ca.gov> 
4/6/2007 5:06:30 PM 
RE: Request for meeting on April 9, 2007 

Ok. Here is a link that will allow you to validate State Well Completion 
Reports 
Were mad to prove the wells are legal. 

http://wwwdpla.water.ca.govlsd/groundwaterlwells.html#Wcr 

Also, it Is clear that the Input for historic high groundwater levels 
used in the model 
were only derived from recent water monitering well observations and 
oilly for a period 
of 2005 exclusive of observations from Oct 4- Dec 31 2005 durring which 
high amounts 
01 rainfall occured. My humble suggestion would be that the RWQCB 
re-evaluate the 
report only aiter the historic high groundwater levels as measured by 
the State are 
used and that any prior acknowlegements of adiquacy be recinded, 

Sincerley, 
John Davis 

CC 
Patricia McPherson - GrassRoots Coalilion 

> ------- Original Message -------
:> Subject: Request for meeting on April 9, 2007 
> From: "Ad nan Siddiqui" <asiddiqui@waterboards,c8.gov> 
> Date: Fri, April 06, 2007 3:32 pm 
> To: <jd@johnanthonydavis.com> 
> Cc: "Arthur Heath" <AHEATH@waterboards.ca.gov>, "Noori Alavi" 
> <nalavi@wa!erboards.ca.gov> 
> 
> Dear John, 
> Due to busy schedule next week, we are unable to meet with you next 
> week on April 9, 2007. However, I am working on a response to the 
> concerns you expressed in our meeting on April 3, 2007. Thank you. 
> Adnan 
> 
> Adnan Siddiqui, RG" C,HG, 
> Senior Engineering Geologist 
> Chief Site Cleanup Unit til 
> 
> Phone: (213) 576-6812 
> Fax: (213)576·6717 

cc: patricia mcpherson <patriciamcpherson@earthlink,net> 



·M,$~~l!I;J;!k~~'a'~~h¢p>O:rl 
·ClI1lS:$i'6of§P<i;ili~~on 

"Ple.ase provide ! malr~ available any iUld all dataan!Z i/!/onmllion, sludies th~lt the B6iirciihas thaI 
determine the cjleclqfa<;llIal dewateringi/pon the g.r9~mdw(ll.f!r recharge rale and sCilt water il1/1.:.lfJiio.11 .. . " _",,: "- '.'_. <:". ':.:',_,,_ <_,; ""', c-.,,' -, "_'" - '-,' -"co>-'- ',', _ ,'.' ",', '," ,i- ,>;;. ;-, _' " --,- ,,- , ,'" ''''",' 

Dewaterintt. Associateo with 

CaljfQrflia.Envii!(/flinf!izt(fl.iptQie(Jti(lizAgency 
-n ' " __ ',V 
""it Recyck'dPqp",. . 

OUt:illiss/on4s· lajiJ"(!Serve.4tuf.-enitw1qe 'lite qua/i{v -r')f£;alif()m~fI~~-S :walr:r- 'reso'urc;(d\fo;.o;ihe ben~.fjl a/present and jUluri{generhlions: 



FtOm! 
To: 
eel 
lll~t:e.:· 
S4!)jl!ll!:: 
Atf<!",ljrlielll:!>: Augl~?~I~ 

Please Il;lH.lS know at. least 3 days 
proJect$foryourrevlew should you desirer 
AuguStine 

Year . TQtaliji~c:;harge in gallons 
20P7 .. 1,680,000 
2006 300,000 
2005 1,992,000 
2004 i2,l99;'74:t 
2003 
2002 893,151 
2001 14,3:38,946 
2000 507,700 

P!<!y:a 'VistaGro"'ndwaterCleanupProj~ct 
CA:G9140Ql; .. Ol':der No. 2007~0022;CI-()839 

Year To.tafDischar.geingallons 
1996 43,301,400 
1997 8,863,200 
1998 14,874,960 

IP TrIP nlesfor thl'!$1'! 
prc1ed:s. Thanks 
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Producers wary as Colorado's oil, gas rules become law 

Producers wary as Colorado's oil, gas rules become law 

OIL AND GAS JOlJRNEL 

Nick Snow 
OGJ Washington Editor 

WASHINGTON, DC, Apr. 29 -- Colorado Gov. Bill Ritter Jr. said that new oil and gas regulations would allow the 
industry to grow in a sustainable way compatible with the state's economy as he signed them into law on Apr. 22. 
Producers remain concerned that the rules will simply create more delays and expenses. 

"These rules were shaped with valuable input from people all across the state and unanimously adopted by the 
Colorado Oil & Gas Conservation Commission [COGCC]. They strike the right balance, a balance that recognizes the 
importance of a healthy industry and the importance of healthy communities, water supplies and wildlife," the 
governor said. 

"In 1999, Colorado issued 1,000 drilling permits. Last year, the state issued more than 8,000. These new, modem rules 
recognize this increase in drilling activity as well as the technological changes that have occurred within the industry 
over the past decade. The rules also incorporate the forward-looking practices already being used by companies such 
as EnCana, Williams and Gunnison Energy," he said. 

The regulations take effect May 1 on federal lands and began to apply Apr. 1 on all other lands in the state. 

Several producers with operations in the state did not want to comment for attribution. "We've handed this off to the 
Colorado Oil & Gas Association [COGA] because we're going to have work under these new rules. I could speak for a 
good half hour if this was off-the-record," one company's official told OGJ on Apr. 27. 

"Our primary message involved the business environment for oil and gas companies in Colorado. Obviously, with the 
economic downturn, the state government has created an uncertain business environment where companies might be 
more comfortable to Louisiana or Texas," said Nate Strauch, COGA communications coordinator. 

'Second bite of the apple' 
"Colorado's permitting already takes longer than the national average. Under the new rules, after the permit has been 
approved, different entities can come in and challenge the action. Surface owners can come in and second-guess the 
decision. So can the Department of Public Health and the Division of Wildlife. This gives them a second bite of the 
apple after being involved in the process already if they don't like the results," he told OGJ in an Apr. 24 phone 
interview. 

Strauch and Jack Ekstrom, a COGA board member, separately expressed concern about the new regulations' impacts 
on smaller producers. "The investment in compliance involves whether you can afford to do it. The delays and 
difficulties in getting a rig and having to restart the clock because of some minor hiccup remain to be seen," said 
Ekstrom, who is executive director of investor relations and corporate communications at Whiting Petroleum Corp. 

"You probably won't see evidence during this downturn because there are plenty of rigs available. But once there's an 
uptick, a company's difficulty in timing and contracting for services may be complicated by having to wait or stand by 
it hasn't jumped through all the hoops perfectly," he said on Apr. 27. 

COGCC Director Dave Neslin said the agency received a wide range of input as the regulations were developed. "We 
incorporated a lot of input from both large and small operators, and we will continue to work with operators to help 
them comply successfully with these requirements," he said in an Apr. 24 phone interview. 

"We intend to implement these changes in a reasonable and responsible manner. If there are issues we didn't anticipate 
or if further changes are needed, the commission will consider adjustments. That's the advantage of working through a 
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Producers wary as Coloradds oil, gas rules become law 

regulatory process instead of the courts," he told OG1. 

Downhole chemicals 
The new regulations contain several significant provisions. Under Section 205, operators will be required to keep an 
inventory by well site of each chemical used downhole or stored for use downhole during drilling, completion, and 
workover operations, including fracture stimulation, in an amount exceeding 500 lb during any quarterly reporting 
period. They also will maintain an inventory of fuel stored at the well site in an amount exceeding 500 lb in a quarter. 

When the composition of a chemical product is considered a trade secret by its vendor, operators will be required only 
to maintain the product's identity. The vendor or service provider will be required to supply COGCC with a list of the 
a trade secret chemical product's ingredients when the commission's director notifies them in writing that the 
information is necessary to respond to a spill or release, or a property owner registers a complaint about such a release. 

COGCC's director or designee may disclose such information to other staff members, but only to the extent that it is 
necessary for spill response assistance. The director also may disclose this information to relevant county public health 
directors or emergency managers, and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment's environmental 
programs director. These individuals may then share this information with staff members under similar terms. 

Vendors or service providers will also be required to provide a trade secret chemical product's chemical constituents to 
any health professional if that professional, in submitting a written request, also executes a confidentiality agreement 
stating that the information will not be used for other purposes. 

Oil field product manufacturers expressed concern about possibly having to disclose such ingredients, which they 
consider proprietary information, during a US House Oversight and Investigations Committee hearing 18 months ago. 
l! was not immediately clear whether they think this provision in Colorado's new regulations adequately addresses this 
issue. 

Comprehensive drilling plans 
Section 2 J 6 of the new regulations gives operators, for the first time, the opportunity to develop a comprehensive 
drilling plan. This is designed to identifY foreseeable oil and gas activities in a given geographic area, facilitate 
discussions about potential impacts, and facilitate measures to mitigate adverse consequences. An operator's decision to 
initiate and enter into such a plan is voluntary. 

"We're trying to encourage companies to work with us at the planning stage and effectively bundle a number of 
locations together for the regulatory review process. That can be more efficient both for the companies and for us as a 
regulator, and to better understand cumulative effects. The aim is to look at a broader landscape instead of a single 
well. We're trying to create incentives to use this rule, while trying to provide as much flexibility as possible so we're 
not create impediments to this broad planning," Neslin explained. 

Several sections in the 300 series of the regulations revised the drilling permit process, he said. "First, we have 
differentiated between the downhole technical issues and the surface environmental issues, which will be addressed in 
a separate location assessment. The idea is that Form 2-A, the second form, would be submitted for an entire drilling 
pad. Again, this is an effort to create efficiency. Each well would still require a drilling permit," he said. 

COGCC also will provide additional notice for public comment by posting the location assessment on its website and 
by supplying certain information from the drilling permit application to the local government, the surface owner and 
nearby landowners, according to Neslin. 

"In certain instances, we will consult regarding the application with the state health and wildlife departments. We have 
tried to limit those to where they would provide added value. Consultation with the health department, for instance, 
would occur when an operator is seeking a variance, while the wildlife division would be consulted when an operator 
proposes drilling a well in sensitive wildlife habitat," he told OG1. 

Pnblic water systems 
Section 3 J 7-B provides special protection for public water systems, Neslin continued. "It creates a setback requirement 
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Producers wary as Colorado's oil, gas rules become law 

next to drinking water tributaries and imposes operating standards for an additional half mile from the tributary. These 
public drinking water tributaries have been mapped with these buffer and operating standard areas. This is a new 
requirement that deliberately incorporated a lot of language proposed by the industry. It's a lengthy requirement, but 
there are opportunities for operators to obtain exceptions and variances," he said. 

Section 608 deals with coalbed methane wells. Its provisions include a requirement for operators to assess the risk of 
gas or produced water leaking to the ground surface or into subsurface water resources, taking into account plugging 
and cementing procedures in any recompletion or plugging-and-abandonment report filed with COGCc. Other 
subsections address water well sampling, coal outcrop and coal mine monitoring, a static bottom-hole pressure survey 
prior to production, bradenhead testing, and locally specific field orders. 

Neslin said that another rule, Section 805, deals with odors. It was developed after the state and county governments in 
the Piceance Basin received several complaints. Operators will be required to install an emissions control device on 
certain kinds of production equipment which emit 5 tons or more of volatile organic compounds yearly within a 
quarter-mile of schools homes and hospitals. Constructions of pits which that amount of VOCs yearly also will be 
restricted, he said. 

There are three new wildlife rules in the 1,200 sections of the new regulations. One allows the state's wildlife division 
to consult with the COGCC, operator and surface owner regarding wildlife impact mitigation. The agency will not be 
allowed to veto the drilling permit, but it can make suggestions, Neslin said. "These sensitive wildlife areas include elk 
winter range, big horn sheep winter range, elk calving areas, and grouse production areas," he said. 

A second involves restricted occupancy areas, which the COGCC director described very small areas around the state's 
most critical wildlife areas such as within a half mile of a bald eagle nest or 300 ft of a cutthroat trout habitat. In these 
areas, operators will be required to avoid additional surface disturbance where technically and economically feasible to 
do so. 

Not a 'no surface occupancy' reqnirement 
"If an operator can develop the resource from outside the area, we expect them to do so. If they can't, they won't be 
required to. It's not a 'no surface occupancy' requirement. Operators can also consult with the Division of Wildlife and 
our staff on alternative mitigation within these areas," Neslin said. The third new wildlife rule involves operating 
practices, many of which were proposed by producers which are using them already, he added. 

"We also updated our pit requirements to reflect the best current practices, including liners, soil standards and 
groundwater standards. The bonding requirements, which had not been changed in 12-14 years, were updated to reflect 
current costs. We have updated some of our safety requirements to reflect new information and current practices," he 
noted. 

Neslin said COGCC thinks the new requirements strike a balance which allows the oil and gas industry to continue to 
operate in the state while protecting the environment and the public's safety and welfare. "The commission is sensitive 
to the need to facilitate a smooth transition. It grandfathered existing permits and permit applications. We've done 
training across the state to educate companies about the amendments and how they apply. We've tried to explain the 
amended permitting process. And we're working through issues as they arise with operators, the Department of Health 
and the Division of Wildlife to investigate environmental and wildlife issues," he told OGJ. 

But COGA's Strauch said the new regulations fall short of what the legislature intended. "When it gave the 
commission authority to promulgate the rules, the directive include a requirement for them to be timely and efficient. 
The process proved to be neither," he maintained. 

"The COGCC claimed the rules hadn't been altered for years. But if you go back through the records, there have been 
changes which we thought were reasoned and rational, and had the industry's input. With the latest rules, we were 
asked to comment and participate in a meaningful way. But it's my perception as a director of COGA that our serious 
and reasonable suggestions were, if not summarily dismissed, given short shrift. I found the process very 
disappointing," said Ekstrom. 
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Producers wary as Colorado's oil, gas rules become law 

"We talked about jobs. The western part of the state has experienced significant downturns in employment. Certainly 
the national financial malaise and crash in prices had something to do with it. But our company decided that with these 
new rules, we'd move our rig over to Utah," he told OGJ. 

Contact Nick Snow at nicks@pennwell.com. 
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Subject: 

Subject: ti''''''''l Public Records Request - Playa Vista/Parcel AIVOCs Vapor Monitoring 
From: "Arthur Heath" <AHEATH@waterboards ca goy>(Add as Preferred Sender) '"' 

Date: Tue, Apr 28, 2009 3: 12 pm 
To: <jd@johnantbonydavjs com> 

Mr. John Davis, 

Per your April 27, 2009 public records request regarding the Playa Vista site/Test Site 2 Area in reference to the 
Well Completion Report Release Agreement - Environmental Cleanup Study Form (Form), we have reviewed our 
files, and do not have this Form for the Playa Vista site. In addition, Regional Board staff have not completed this 
Form for the Playa Vista site. If the Form has been filed for the Playa Vista site, a copy can be obtained from the 
State Department of Water Resources. 

Thank you, 

Arthur G. Heath, Ph.D. 
Environmental Program Manager I 
Remediation Section Chief 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Phone: (213) 576-6725 
Fax: (213) 576-6717 
aheath@walerboards.ca goy 
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Letter No. 63





(4/14/2009) David Somers - Playa Vista EIR Page 1

From: barbara eisenberg <barbeebarbvenice@yahoo.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 4/14/2009 12:56 PM
Subject: Playa Vista EIR

1705 Penmar Avenue
Venice, California
April 14, 2009

David Somers
City Planning Department
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California

Dear Steven Somers,

I ask that your office reconsider the rather outdated statistics which are contained in the 2004 EIR for the 
Playa Vista Development Project in Marina del Rey.

The City needs to consider everything which has been built since then and determine the new impacts of 
continuing development on the existing infrastructure.  This would include main thoroughfares, 
neighborhood roads, and air quality impacts and acknowledge new science regarding earthquakes and 
tsunamis which was not available five years ago.

The City also needs to look at the present and the future, with the age of the EIR and not get stuck on 
antiquated information.

Thank you,
Barbara Eisenberg

Letter No. 64
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(4/3/2009) David Somers - rs-deir Page 1

From: <GLENCOVE@aol.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 4/3/2009 1:57 PM
Subject: rs-deir

i  object to the creation of  village at Playa Vista due to  overpopulation 
in the Westside.Mar Vista is experiencing an extreme increase in  road traffic 
on crosstown roads like Inglewood and Centinela and Grandview. It  is already 
unbearable. With additional population our lives will be unfairly and
negatively impacted.Many neighborhoods need housing. The Westside is almost
disfunctional. Traffic crawls on Olympic and Pico. This is your fault because  you 
have allowed overbuilding.You are greedy and have no respect for the quality  of 
life in Los Angeles.
**************Feeling the pinch at the grocery store?  Make dinner for $10 or 
less. (http://food.aol.com/frugal-feasts?ncid=emlcntusfood00000001)

Letter No. 67



(3/16/2009) David Somers - env-2002-6129-eir Page 1

From: Howard Hackett <hhackett1@verizon.net>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 3/14/2009 3:01 PM
Subject: env-2002-6129-eir

Dear Mr Somers,
I agree that the City of LA has followed the guidelines for the 
RS-DEIR mandated by the courts of California.

Therefore the Village at Playa Vista project should be allowed to proceed.

Sincerely,

Howard Hackett
Area resident.

Life is like riding a bicycle.
To keep your balance, 
you must keep moving.

Letter No. 68
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3. The 11.7 acres of green space in the development of a 99.3-acre 
site is entirely too tiny an allotment. This is especially true 
since 5 of those acres - the Westchester Bluffs - are mostly 
vertical, and unsuitable to building - or for recreation. 

The selling points of "the Village at Playa Vista" include its green 
nature, but the 11.7 provision for parks and 0.4 acre of "passive 
open space" is inadequate to secure this green quality - either for 
people, or for the wildlife that has been inhabiting it for millennia. 

4. The Plan seems not to include provision for a site museum and 
graveyard! monument 
for the exhumed archaic Indian village that has been displaced by 
Part One. 
The very least that ought to be done is a 1 acre allotment for a 
small museum building of the Puvugna who lived there and a park with 
space for a monument for the exhumed dead village. 

I sincerely submit these considerations to you, and am available for 
further comment. 

Best regards, 

Amy Halpern-Lebrun 
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(5/5/2009) David Somers - ENV-2002-6129-EIR Page 1

From: Phyllis Horning <pahorning@yahoo.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 5/4/2009 7:15 AM
Subject: ENV-2002-6129-EIR

April 30, 2009

David J. Somers
City Planning Department
Room 750, City Hall
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Somers,
I would like submit a comment in regards to the re-circulated sections of the environmental impact report 
for case number: ENV-2002-6129-EIR.
As a resident of Playa Vista, I feel like a pioneer, knowing that our community will one day be held up as 
a model for urban living. We enjoy spacious, hi-tech homes, beautiful parks and a shared sense of pride 
in where we live. Playa Vista is the community I have previously not been able to find in all my years of 
living in Southern California.
Those of us who live at Playa Vista are very excited about The Village and hope that the City of Los 
Angeles will approve the project. The Village will result in the creation of new parks, shopping, and hiking 
trails nearby, and expand the community of people who are fortunate enough to call Playa Vista home. 
The re-circulated sections of the environmental impact report for The Village shows that the three narrow 
issues that have held up this project have now been resolved. The City should allow this project to move 
forward so that the community of Playa Vista can finally be complete. 
Yours truly,

 Phyllis Horning

7100 Playa Vista Drive, #106
Playa Vista, CA 90094
Cc: Councilmember Bill Rosendahl

Letter No. 71



(2/3/2009) David Somers - Playa Vista Village Support Page 1

From: Mike Janis <mikej000@yahoo.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/3/2009 12:23 PM
Subject: Playa Vista Village Support

Hi David,
I just wanted to send you a quick note, I heard that the revised Environmental Impact Report was 
completed and wanted to share with you my complete and very hopefull support of the Playa Vista Village 
project.

Thank You,

Mike Janis
13020 Pacific Promenade #302
Playa Vista, CA 90094
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From: Tom Kardashian <tomkar@msn.com>
To: Richard Walker <dick@rwwcompany.com>, <david.somers@lacity.org>, <joan@j...
Date: 2/4/2009 10:10 AM
Subject: RE: The Village at Playa Vista Project - EIR No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR

My wife, Joan, and I agree with Dick Walker's endorsement, and are in favor of moving on with this 
project also.

Tom Kardashian
6000 S. Para Way
Playa Vista, Ca. 90094
310-745 4377

From: dick@rwwcompany.comTo: david.somers@lacity.orgSubject: The Village at Playa Vista Project - 
EIR No. ENV-2002-6129-EIRDate: Wed, 4 Feb 2009 09:55:08 -0800

I have received the "Notice of Completion and Availability" of above referenced report and wholeheartedly 
endorse the results.

As a 3 year resident and homeowner in the Playa Vista community I am very much in favor of moving on 
with the completion of Phase II of this project.  I believe I speak for the vast majority, if not all of the 
homeowners in Playa Vista.

Richard W. Walker
6099 Sea Bluff Drive
Playa Vista, CA 90094
Phone:  310-439-2840
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From: <David.Kay@sce.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/5/2009 9:25 AM
Subject: ENV-2002-6129-EIR Village at Playa Vista

Dear David Somers,

I have reviewed the recirculated sections of the subject draft EIR and find
that they sufficiently address deficiencies found by the Court of Appeals.
I also find that they sufficiently address potential impacts and proposed
mitigation measures for the proposed project as required by CEQA.  The
final EIR should be adopted and the project permitted to go forward.

David Kay
13060 Discovery Creek
Los Angeles, CA  90094
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From: tom kelley <tfkiii@gmail.com>
To: <David.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 3/31/2009 7:27 AM
Subject: RS-DEIR Playa Vista

Mr. David Somers
I am deeply concerned about the issues surrounding Playa Vista.  From what I
know about this development it will bring only adverse effects to the
environment and community which it surrounds.  The people whom stand to
benefit are neither locals, nor do they have any connection to this place
beyond the money they hope to make.  Please consider the future of this city
when making decisions, and realize that when it comes to the issues which
cloud Playa Vista's completion, Los Angeles is on very shaky ground already.

Please consider the following

Land Use:

CEQA guidelines require projects to be consistent with density limits in
existing Community and Specific Plans, and failure in consistency is defined
as a significant impact.  Under the current Area D Specific Plan, only
108,050 sq. ft of office space is available for development by Playa Vista
in the Phase II area.  The proposed development calls for 2600 residential
units, 175,000 sq. ft of office space, and150,000 sq. ft of retail space.
To avoid the definition of this impact, the RS-DEIR requires that the Area D
Specific Plan and Westchester/Playa del Rey Community Plan be amended to
allow for increased density and different land uses.  Why should well
researched urban plans be changed to allow for density in excess of what is
zoned for?  Furthermore, the RS-DEIR does not assess traffic impacts due to
development at this scale.

Wastewater:

The RS-DEIR does not fully address the true impacts from wastewater, either
from a treatment capacity standpoint or from a water quality standpoint.  It
is unclear at what capacity Hyperion is currently operating and what the
cumulative flows will be to the treatment system.  Because it is relevant to
the determination of significant impacts, the EIR must address the true
capacity of Hyperion in relation to current flows into Hyperion for purposes
of determining whether there is adequate capacity.  On the demand side, the
City appears to be using the Sewer Allocation Ordinance to assess treatment
capacity only after project build-out.  Because the City is not properly
tracking capacity by reducing the available capacity by other project
allocations, the RS-DEIR avoids a true discussion of impacts due to
wastewater.   Further, the public and decisionmakers cannot tell from the
RS-DEIR whether or not the wastewater flows will cause significant impacts
to the sewer collection system because the RS-DEIR's analysis of sewer line
capacity is flawed.

Water Supply:

As aptly stated by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's (LADWP) CEO
and general manager David Nahai, "There are no more rivers to tap or
aqueducts to build from hundreds of miles away."  Given the finite water
resources available; the state of emergency recently declared by the
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Governor; the 8-year drought described as "most critical drought in the
State's modern history"; groundwater contamination; the recent federal court
decision curtailing water deliveries from northern California due to
environmental factors in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta; the low Sierra
Nevada snow-pack; and the impacts of global warming, the RS-DEIR is
deficient for failing to address the availability of water for the project
both individually and cumulatively.  For the Second District Court of
Appeals has stated: "An environmental impact report for a housing
development must contain a thorough analysis that reasonably informs the
reader of the amount of water available."  (Santa Clarita Organization for
Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (2003) 106 Cal.App.4th
715, 717.)

Methane and Methane Mitigation:

Methane is not addressed in the RS-DEIR - a mistake, considering that new
evidence has arisen highlighting the inadequacy of methane gas mitigation
measures described in the Final EIR of 2004.  Evidence of methane gas
entering existing buildings has been presented by members of the public to
Building and Safety.  In addition, the City Controller's 2007 report found
Playa Vista's methane mitigation methods to be inadequate.  Single-family
dwellings in the development are not consistently required to have methane
detection systems, and responsibility for the design, installation, and
testing of detection systems in single family homes was not assigned.

Archaeology:

Archaeological preservation in place is defined by CEQA as the preferred
method to reduce impacts to archaeological sites.  Two archaeological sites
located in the project area were eligible for the National Register for
Historic Places.  The RS-DEIR maintains preservation in place of these sites
was not possible, but never adequately states why.  Alternative designs to
restore in place the archaeological sites are not fully described and are
dismissed without adequate exploration of their potential.  The possibility
for replacement of Native American remains in their original location is not
addressed, the preferred option as expressed by the Gabrielino Tongva in
original project documents.  The failure to address placing remains back in
their original place is a violation of the Court of Appeal's 2007 order.

Global Warming:

California's interagency Climate Action Team (CAT) recently projected that
if rising sea levels follow their current trajectory, the project area (as
well as much of the surrounding coast line) may be under water by the end of
the century ("California panel urges immediate action to protect against
rising sea levels." Los Angeles Times, March 12, 2009).  While no one can
predict exactly when sea levels will rise to this height, the research
summarized by the CAT indicates that a rise of between 1 and 1.4 meters not
unlikely over this time period.  Limiting coastal development in areas at
risk from sea rise was one proposed strategy included in the report.  With
growing consensus on the effects of climate change, and state-led
imperatives already initiated to deal with coastal decline, it is
irresponsible to allow the development of Playa Vista's Phase II.

In summary, with such serious project deficiencies, breaches of City, State
and Federal environmental and planning guidelines, and looming environmental
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realities, allowing Playa Vista's Phase II project to proceed would be
highly irresponsible.  In this era of increased threats to water supply, air
quality, and open land, alternate uses for remaining open land need to be
explored.  More development in the last remaining section of open coastal
land in the city will only hasten our community on the way to environmental
failure.

--
Thomas Kelley
4100 Wade St.
Los Angeles, CA 90066
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From: "Meg Linton" <mlinton@otis.edu>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 4/27/2009 3:29 PM
Subject: Playa Vista/The Village

Mr. David Somers
Los Angeles City Hall
City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012 

Re: The Village at Playa Vista

Dear Mr. Somers:

Like many Angelenos-I was long skeptical of "master-planned"
communities.  Then I took a look at Playa Vista, where developers have
taken a piece of former industrial land and turned it into a thriving
and futuristic community. 

I have never been happier with my home. My house is wired for the latest
in technology.  The local parks are beautiful. The Westside is right at
my doorstep. I feel connected to my neighbors. 

To make Playa Vista even better, we need The Village.  Providing a mix
of housing, retail, office and open space, The Village will allow Playa
Vista to become a true mixed-use community.

The residents of Playa Vista have waited years to see The Village
completed. I urge you to approve this project. 

Sincerely yours,

Meg Linton & Marc Meredith
13045 Pacific Promenade, #129
Playa Vista, CA  90094

__________________________________________
Meg Linton, Director
Ben Maltz Gallery and Public Programs
mlinton@otis.edu <mailto:mlinton@otis.edu>   310 665 6907 (T)  310 665
6908 (F) 
www.otis.edu/benmaltzgallery <http://www.otis.edu/benmaltzgallery>

OTIS College of Art and Design
9045 Lincoln Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90045

On view April 18-June 13, 2009
3 Solo Projects: Lynn Aldrich, Jessica Rath, Carrie Ungerman
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From: Jessica Peppard <jessica.peppard@gmail.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/3/2009 9:04 AM
Subject: Support for Playa Vista Villiage

Hi David,

I have been a homeowner in Playa Vista since 2005 and completely support the
completion of the Village. I bought my home expecting the entire development
to be complete.

Good luck!

-Jessica

--
Jessica Logan
jessica.peppard@gmail.com
310-279-3037
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Natasha Mapp

From: Gordon Hamilton [Gordon.Hamilton@lacity.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2009 2:51 PM
To: David Somers
Subject: Fwd: duplicate notices

fyi�
�
>>>�Planning�Info�3/19/2009�2:47�PM�>>>�
FYI..�
�
�
>>>�<Lindalucks@aol.com>�3/18/2009�11:38�AM�>>>�
I�have�received�6�notices�on��the�same�issue:�The�Village�at�Playa��Vista�Project.��I�am�
happy�to�have�one,�but�since�each�written�document�is��3�pages�long�and�sent�in�6�different�
envelopes,�all�addressed�to�me,�this�is�a��gigantic�waste�of�City�Funds.��I�am�mailing�them�
back�in�one�envelope�to��Gail�Goldberg.���
��
I�hope�this�prompts�the�department�to�review�mailing�lists�for��duplicates.�
��
Thank�you.�
��
Linda�Lucks�
30�Wave�Crest�Avenue�
Venice,�CA�90291�
��
**�President,�Board�of�Neighborhood�Commissioners�(for�purposes�of�Id��only)�
**************Great�Deals�on�Dell�15"�Laptops���Starting�at�$479�
(http://pr.atwola.com/promoclk/100126575x1220433363x1201394532/aol?redir=http:%2F%2Fad.doub�
leclick.net%2Fclk%3B212935224%3B34245239%3Bb)�
�

Letter No. 79



1

Natasha Mapp

From: Lindalucks@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2009 3:10 PM
To: David Somers
Subject: Re: duplicate notices

That�was�fast!�I�only�mailed�the�envelope�yesterday.�Any�future�mailings�can�be�sent�to�mu�
email�address.�I�was�happy�to�learn�that�the�City�does�not�bear�the�financial�burden.�Have�
you�considered�offering�an�opt�in�or�opt�out�email�delivery�system?�
������Original�Message�������
From:�David�Somers�
Sender:��
To:�Linda�Lucks�
Sent:�Mar�19,�2009�3:01�PM�
Subject:�duplicate�notices�
�
Ms.�Lucks,�
�
Thank�you�for�bringing�the�multiple�mailings�issue�to�our�attention.�The�multiple�mailings�
are�a�function�of�address�redundancies�on�distribution�lists�that�have�been�maintained�and�
updated�by�multiple�parties�involved�in�the�Village�at�Playa�Vista�EIR�over�the�years.�While�
the�Planning�Department�is�always�trying�to�reduce�the�waste�of�resources,�all�distributions�
for�EIR�notices�are�born�at�the�applicants�expense�and�not�City�revenue.�Though,�we�share�
your�concern�regarding�the�wasted�paper,�it�is�regular�protocol�for�the��Planning�Department�
to�review�and�distribute�documents�in�electronic�formats�when�at�all�possible,�and�to�reduce�
mailing�redundancies.�This�is�a�unique�circumstance,�and�again�is�not�born�at�the�cost�of�
City�revenue.�I�will�ensure�that�you�receive�only�one�notice�in�future�noticing�on�this�case.�
As�a�side�note,�I��maintain�a�practice�of�printing�only�when�necessary�and�if�so,�using�the�
double�sided�default.��
�
Thanks�again��
�
�
�
David�J.�Somers�
Environmental�Review�Coordinator,�EIR�Unit�Department�of�City�Planning�200�North�Spring�
Street,�Room�750��
Los�Angeles,�CA���90012��
��
Tel:�(213)�978�1355�
Fax:�(213)�978�1343�
david.somers@lacity.org�
��
Mail�Stop�395�
�
�
�
Sent�from�my�BlackBerry®�smartphone�with�SprintSpeed�

Letter No. 80



Letter No. 81



Letter No. 82





Letter No. 83



(2/3/2009) David Somers - Support for Village at Playa Vista Page 1

From: Matthew Menzie <matthewsharpmenzie@yahoo.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/3/2009 11:14 AM
Subject: Support for Village at Playa Vista

To whom it may concern:

I have been an owner/resident of Playa Vista for 3 years, and I have been waiting the entire time for the 
Village to open.  My wife and I definitely would do much of our shopping and dining there without driving, 
using gas, causing traffic, etc.  We also plan to investigate job opportunities there so we would not have 
to commute to downtown and Encino anymore.  In addition, the entire area would benefit from the 
gentrification, jobs, housing, dining, shopping, entertainment, and outdoor opportunities.  This should be a 
no-brainer.

The opponents don't even believe their own arguments. They are just against development of any kind 
for any reason -- right after their own home, neighborhood, grocery store, etc. is built.  They fail to 
consider the benefits that come with smart, multi-use development that adds jobs and housing, while 
mitigating traffic and bringing needed services to residents who are already there, pay their taxes, and 
need and deserve these things.  The current residents have more at stake, feel more strongly for better 
reasons, and should receive more weight than outsiders just looking to protest something for the sake of 
protesting.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Matthew and Molly Menzie
13020 Pacific Promenade #308
Playa Vista, CA 90094
310-745-1914
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From: Kathy and Wally <kpmiglin@gmail.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/18/2009 11:32 AM
Subject: comment on revised environmental impact

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <MAILER-DAEMON@cwmsmtpw.ci.la.ca.us>
Date: Feb 18, 2009 11:23 AM
Subject: Returned mail: see transcript for details
To: kpmiglin@gmail.com

   ----- The following addresses had permanent fatal errors -----
 <david.sommers@lacity.org>
    (reason: 550 No such recipient)

   ----- Transcript of session follows -----
 ... while talking to [10.32.127.237]:
 >>> RCPT To:<david.sommers@lacity.org>
 <<< 550 No such recipient
 550 5.1.1 <david.sommers@lacity.org>... User unknown

Final-Recipient: RFC822; david.sommers@lacity.org
 Action: failed
 Status: 5.1.1
 Remote-MTA: DNS; [10.32.127.237]
 Diagnostic-Code: SMTP; 550 No such recipient
 Last-Attempt-Date: Wed, 18 Feb 2009 11:23:34 -0800 (PST)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Kathy and Wally <kpmiglin@gmail.com>
To: david.sommers@lacity.org
Date: Wed, 18 Feb 2009 11:23:33 -0800
Subject: comment on revised environmental impact
David,

 I beg you to do all you can to downsize everything.  I drive through
 Playa Vista area to visit my son and the congestion is horrendous.  I
 can't imagine it getting any worse but it will with this development.
 People would rather pay higher taxes than have more density.  Thank
 you, kathy miglin

Letter No. 85



(3/18/2009) David Somers - ENV-2002-6129-EIR Page 1

From: Tim Myer <mumed@earthlink.net>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 3/18/2009 12:18 PM
Subject: ENV-2002-6129-EIR

Too much confused text in the notice sent out. BUT one thing is for certain-Congestion, traffic, and poor 
air quality is getting worse and worse in this area due to these new Ballona developments, and will 
become a worse version of the  gridlock on Lincoln Blvd that we already have. This is in direct 
relationship to the housing developements on south Lincoln and Jefferson. The roads are far inadequate 
for increased development in this area.

sincerely, Tim Myer

a concerned resident
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From: Kate Oakland <kateoakland@ca.rr.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 3/14/2009 7:43 PM
Subject: Playa Vista Project

Just wanted to let you know that I received three copies of the same
report in the mail today. In an effort to reduce waste, save trees
and city money, please only send me one report. Not sure how or why I
am getting three of these, but I certainly don't need all of them.

Thank you!
Kate Oakland
7806 Airlane Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90045

______________________
Kate Oakland
Health & Nutrition Consultant
www.cancerproject.com
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April 30, 2009                                             Comments re: Playa Vista Phase 2 RS-DEIR 

David Somers 
Los Angeles City Planning Dept. 
200 No. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Somers: 

Regarding the Playa Vista Phase 2 RS-DEIR – it is not compliant under CEQA, is defective, and 
a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR should be done to further address the following issues:  

Methane and toxic plume underlying the site--health and safety issue, particularly with a �
proposed school, in Phase 1 area adjacent. 

Viability/habitability of riparian corridor project as it is constructed—narrow and �
concrete channel through much of Phase 2.

Validity of CA Dept. of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement, which allowed �
the moving of the historic Centinela Creek channel toward the base of the bluff, and thus 
allowed for the removal of several hundreds of burials in Phase 1 and 2, with no adequate 
review.

The mis-use of Mello-Roos bond monies to pay (in large part retroactively) for the �
digging up of Indian human remains, placing them in buckets, and in storage facilities.  
Mello-Roos (infrastructure) bonds were not intended by the legislature to pay for such 
activity.  Playa Capital asked for the $11 million Mello-Roos funds after they had 
presented Phase 2 to the City Council, misrepresenting that they were paying for the 
archaeology themselves.   

Per Gov Code § 65560, 65562.5: Consultation with Native Americans on Open Space: �
Includes protection of Native American cultural places as an acceptable designation of 
open space. Requires local governments to conduct meaningful consultation with 
California Native American tribes on the contact list maintained by the Native American 
Heritage Commission for the purpose of protecting cultural places located within open 
space.  (Has LA City done required consultation to protect Indian sites here?)

§ 65352.3- 65352.4: Consultation with Native Americans on General Plan Proposals�
Requires local governments to conduct meaningful consultation with California Native 
American tribes on the contact list maintained by the Native American Heritage 
Commission prior to the adoption or amendment of a city or county general plan for 
the purpose of protecting cultural places on lands affected by the proposal. (Has LA 
City, with the upzoning of the specific plan, done the required consultation to protect 
Gabrielino/Tongva cultural places on lands affected by the Phase 2 proposal?) 

Greenhouse gas and global warming issues must now be addressed; creating a dense and �
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high-rise zone will contribute to additional heat and pollution in the area.  Leaving open 
space and recreating a wetland/upland habitat will help to cool and filter the air and 
water, and will be a highly beneficial use for this land.

Leslie Purcell
2399 Katari St.
Ventura, CA 93001
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From: "Jhoiey Ramirez" <JRAMIREZ2@us.westfield.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/13/2009 9:48 PM
Subject: Re: Yes!

I am a resident of Playa Vista and....

Yes, I support the completion of Playa Vista's The Village.  That was
the primary reason I moved to Playa Vista, and it has been a shame that
the project has been stalled, especially after all the infrastructure
was invested into it already.  Now, it's just partially developed vacant
land that is ready for continued development between the already
developed Playa Vista homes and the offices (being built) near
Centinela.

Let's get going on this last phase of the project.  It will also create
jobs and stimulate the economy, which is greatly needed at this time!
No more delays, please.  Build it!

Jhoiey Ramirez, LEED(r) AP / Senior Retail Design Manager / Airport
Retail Design 

11601 Wilshire Blvd., 11th Floor / Los Angeles, CA 90025 

T 310.575.5974 /  F 310.689.3860 / C 310.985.4137 / 
JhRamirez@westfield.com <mailto:JhRamirez@westfield.com>  

We're committed to sustainable business practices. Please print only
when necessary, and recycle. 
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From: Craig Russell <Craig.Russell@fox.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/2/2009 7:21 PM
Subject: Playa Vista Village

I support the Playa Vista Village & am anxiously awaiting the completion
of the Village to the east of our development, including completion of
the walking trail and park to the east
to Centinela.

Best Regards,

Craig Russell
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4.20.09

David J. Somers
City Planning Department
Room 750, City Hall
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA  90012

Dear Mr. Somers:
WeI would like to commend the City for its excellent analysis on the recirculated sections of the 

environmental impact report for The Village at Playa Vista, case number ENV-2002-6129-EIR.

The roadway improvements, water quality enhancements, public parks, addition of open space and 
neighborhood retail area are all needed and appropriate for this vacant piece of land that once served as an 
airplane runway for Howard Hughes.

Having generally  reviewed this document, it seems to us that the City has adequately addressed The 
Village’s three potential areas of impact that are up for review. First, the report shows that the upzoning of 
the property is consistent with all applicable land use policies and plans. Second, the document shows that 
the Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant will have the capacity to handle the future waste from the 
development. Third, the careful analysis of potential locations for the Riparian Corridor shows that the 
current location is the best suited to both avoid damage to archeological resources and prevent impacts on 
water quality, habitat and wildlife.  Finally, the discussion of Global Climate Change shows that Playa Vista’s 
sustainable design is part of the solution, not part of the problem.

Construction on The Village has been delayed for too long. We support this next stage of development at 
Playa Vista and encourage the City of Los Angeles to approve it.

Sincerely,

Thomas M Tyrrell
Catherine A Tyrrell
5721 Crescent Park West, #213
Playa Vista, CA  90094
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From: "Walker, Daniel" <daniel.walker2@boeing.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/20/2009 11:10 PM
Subject: Revised EIR The Village at Playa Vista comments

Dear Mr. Somers,

Below are our comments on the revised EIR for The Village at Playa
Vista:

We support The Village at Playa Vista and recommend swift EIR approval
by the LA city council. The revised EIR now adequately addresses issues
with the project's effects on the Hyperion wastewater treatment plant,
the treatment of human remains and artifacts, etc.

As there would be within any substantial housing and commercial
development, there are some adverse environmental impacts and many more
positive impacts for our community.  During this recession, the
construction of The Village at Playa Vista would provide a significant
number of good jobs for several years and the commercial properties
would provide additional long term jobs for local residents.

We like Playa Vista phase 1 results especially the improved roads (i.e.
Lincoln Blvd., Jefferson Blvd., etc.) and the new local bike paths. We
believe the Ballona freshwater marsh is great. We like the proposed
phase 2 riparian corridor habitat creation / restoration component.

The LA Unified School District Board on Feb. 10, 2009 approved funding
for construction of Playa Vista Elementary School, ideally located
adjacent to the riparian corridor and just east of the Playa Vista
Sports Park.  We hope our twin babies will be able to attend Playa Vista
school when construction is finished in a few years. 

Although not specifically covered in this revised EIR,  our only concern
with Playa Vista phase 2 The Village is adequate funding for traffic /
transportation mitigation in region surrounding Playa Vista.  Traffic in
our community (especially north / south along 405 freeway and Lincoln)
was gridlocked even before Playa Vista began construction. We hope
additional funding will be secured by Los Angeles, Caltrans, MTA and /
or Playa Vista to improve Lincoln Blvd. north of Jefferson (i.e. widen
bridge over Ballona Creek with room for bikes and pedestrians too).  We
recommend funding to build a safer link from Playa Vista to the Ballona
Creek bike path.  We also support funding to extend the Marina Freeway
west to Admiralty Way in Marina Del Rey.  We support plans to extend
Green Line Light Rail north to LAX and further north.

Thanks,
Lucia and Daniel Walker
7416 West 82nd Street
Westchester, CA 90045
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From: "Richard Walker" <dick@rwwcompany.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 2/4/2009 9:55 AM
Subject: The Village at Playa Vista Project - EIR No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR

I have received the "Notice of Completion and Availability" of above referenced report and wholeheartedly 
endorse the results.

As a 3 year resident and homeowner in the Playa Vista community I am very much in favor of moving on 
with the completion of Phase II of this project.  I believe I speak for the vast majority, if not all of the 
homeowners in Playa Vista.

Richard W. Walker
6099 Sea Bluff Drive
Playa Vista, CA 90094
Phone:  310-439-2840

Letter No. 96



Letter No. 97





Letter No. 98



(3/31/2009) David Somers - Page 1

From: Mary Westcott <mmwestcott@mac.com>
To: <David.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 3/30/2009 5:41 PM

As a resident of Venice... I frequent the Playa beaches every day and
am greatly concerned about Playa Vista's Phase II project.

With such serious project deficiencies, breaches of City, State and
Federal environmental and planning guidelines, and looming
environmental realities, allowing Playa Vista's Phase II project to
proceed would be highly irresponsible.  In this era of increased
threats to water supply, air quality, and open land, alternate uses
for remaining open land need to be explored.  More development in the
last remaining section of open coastal land in the city will only
hasten our community on the way to environmental failure.

Sincerely,
Mary Westcott
Venice, California
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From: Jo Ellen Young <joellen@youngcanine.com>
To: <David.somers@lacity.org>
Date: 3/30/2009 5:50 PM
Subject: Comment on Village at Playa Vista

Dear Mr. Somers:

I agree with the  Ballona Wetlands Land Trust finding that Playa Vista's Re-
circulated Sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (RS-DEIR) is an
insufficient and inaccurate document, and misrepresents the true environmental
effects of the Playa Vista Phase II project in each subject area covered by the RS-
DEIR.

Land Use:

CEQA guidelines require projects to be consistent with density limits in existing
Community and Specific Plans, and failure in consistency is defined as a
significant impact.  Under the current Area D Specific Plan, only 108,050 sq. ft of
office space is available for development by Playa Vista in the Phase II area.  The
proposed development calls for 2600 residential units, 175,000 sq. ft of office
space, and150,000 sq. ft of retail space.  To avoid the definition of this impact, the
RS-DEIR requires that the Area D Specific Plan and Westchester/Playa del Rey
Community Plan be amended to allow for increased density and different land
uses.  Why should well researched urban plans be changed to allow for density in
excess of what is zoned for?  Furthermore, the RS-DEIR does not assess traffic
impacts due to development at this scale.

Wastewater:

The RS-DEIR does not fully address the true impacts from wastewater, either
from a treatment capacity standpoint or from a water quality standpoint.  It is
unclear at what capacity Hyperion is currently operating and what the cumulative
flows will be to the treatment system.  Because it is relevant to the determination
of significant impacts, the EIR must address the true capacity of Hyperion in
relation to current flows into Hyperion for purposes of determining whether there is
adequate capacity.  On the demand side, the City appears to be using the Sewer
Allocation Ordinance to assess treatment capacity only after project build-out. 
Because the City is not properly tracking capacity by reducing the available
capacity by other project allocations, the RS-DEIR avoids a true discussion of
impacts due to wastewater.   Further, the public and decisionmakers cannot tell
from the RS-DEIR whether or not the wastewater flows will cause significant
impacts to the sewer collection system because the RS-DEIR's analysis of sewer
line capacity is flawed.

Water Supply:

As aptly stated by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's (LADWP) CEO
and general manager David Nahai, "There are no more rivers to tap or aqueducts
to build from hundreds of miles away."  Given the finite water resources available;
the state of emergency recently declared by the Governor; the 8-year drought
described as "most critical drought in the State's modern history"; groundwater
contamination; the recent federal court decision curtailing water deliveries from
northern California due to environmental factors in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta; the low Sierra Nevada snow-pack; and the impacts of global warming, the
RS-DEIR is deficient for failing to address the availability of water for the project
both individually and cumulatively.  For the Second District Court of Appeals has
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