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October 31, 2019

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: PLUM Committee

Dear Honorable Members:

THATCHER YARD PROJECT SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT (SCEA) RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FOR ENV-2018-5594-SCEA; CF 19-
1061

The City of Los Angeles prepared a Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment 
(SCEA) and errata dated, October 31, 2019, for the Thatcher Yard Project. The Project consists 
of the removal of a vacant service yard and surface parking lot and the construction of a 101,771 
square-foot, 98-unit (68 senior units and 30 family units) residential development comprised of 
one three-story structure with one subterranean parking level and eight two-story structures with 
a maximum height of 40.5 feet (measured to the top of the clock tower); 82 parking spaces are 
provided in a semi-subterranean parking level and all vehicle access is provided on Thatcher 
Avenue via Princeton Drive (to the northeast). The Project provides affordable and supportive 
housing for senior citizens and formerly homeless families, with approximately 590 square feet of 
supportive services onsite. The Project includes the removal (relocation) of a vehicular gate on 
Princeton Drive and construction of a new vehicular gate and paving on Thatcher Avenue, 
adjacent to the northeast corner of the project site.

The SCEA was released for public comment from September 26, 2019 to October 28, 2019. A 
public hearing was held by a Hearing Officer, on behalf of the City Planning Commission, on 
October 21, 2019.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

The Department of City Planning received eleven (11) written comments during the 30-day SCEA 
review period, as follows:

1. Diane Fletcher-Hoppe and Carl Hoppe, dated October 16, 2019
2. Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition and Tom Williams, dated October 8, 2019
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3. Tom Williams, dated October 17, 2019
4. Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition and Tom Williams, dated October 18, 2019
5. Laurie Jacoby, dated October 18, 2019
6. Diane Fletcher-Hoppe and Carl Hoppe, dated October 23, 2019
7. Dr. Clyde T. Williams, dated October 25, 2019
8. Mary Beth Trautwein, dated October 25, 2019
9. Diane Fletcher-Hoppe and Carl Hoppe, dated October 26, 2019
10. Oxford Triangle Association, Karen E. Kennedy, Mark Shockley, Linda Giambrone 

Vaughn, dated October 27, 2019
11. Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition, dated October 27, 2019

The following provides the City’s responses to each of the written comments raised in the 
comment letters received for the SCEA. Copies of the written comments can be found in the 
administrative record of Case No. ENV-2018-5594-SCEA and as part of the attachment to this 
letter.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

r
I

Faisal Roble 
Principal City Planner 
FR:DL:JO
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Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment
Responses to Comments

The SCEA was released for public comment from September 26, 2019 to October 28, 2019. A 
public hearing held for the Project on October 21, 2019 before the Hearing Officer. Comments 
submitted regarding the SCEA have been included as part of the administrative record and 
addressed in the City’s Response to Comments dated October 31, 2019.

Eleven public comments were received during the comment period. The comments are included 
as part of this document. No new significant environmental issues, or impacts, beyond those 
already covered in the SCEA, were raised during the comment period. While there are no 
provisions of CEQA that require a response to the comments received on a SCEA, responses to 
the comments received have been provided including master comments to common topic areas 
raised as well as responses to individual comments.

The comments received and the responses provided do not alter the analysis or conclusions of 
the SCEA and do not involve any new significant impacts or add “significant new information” that 
would require recirculation of the SCEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5.

This section provides a list of commenters, master responses to common topic areas, and copies 
of the comments received (coded for reference) with responses to those comments.

Comment Topic(s) 
Hazards

Letter Name Date
October 16, 20191 Diane Fletcher-Hoppe

Carl Hoppe_________________________
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition 
Tom Williams

October 8, 20192 Hazards

October 17, 20193 Tom Williams Hazards
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition 
Tom Williams

October 18, 20194 Hazards

October 18, 20195 Laurie Jacoby______
Diane Fletcher-Hoppe
Carl Hoppe_________
Dr. Clyde T. Williams

T ransportation 
HazardsOctober 23, 20196

October 25, 20197 Aesthetics, Hazards
October 25, 20198 Mary Beth Trautwein 

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe 
Carl Hoppe_________

Hazards
October 26, 20199 Hazards

Oxford Triangle Association, Karen E.
Kennedy
Mark Shockley
Linda Giambrone Vaughn_____________
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition

October 27, 201910 Hazards

October 27, 201911 Hazards

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019

Page 1
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Master Responses

This section include one Master Response on a topic area of common concern raised in the 
comments received. The Master Response addresses Marathon Oil Well #1, API# 03705612 as 
discussed further below.

Master Response 1 - Marathon Oil Well #1, API# 03705612

The comments received in relation to the SCEA for the Project mostly address issues related to 
Marathon Oil Well #1, API# 03705612, which has been tentatively defined as being located on 
the Project Site.

Corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 was drilled during May 1929. The corehole was drilled to a depth 
of 6,210 feet. Steel casing (18 5/8 inch) was set and cemented into a depth of 905 feet. The well 
log shows that oil or gas zones were not encountered during drilling of the corehole. Abandonment 
of the corehole included filling the corehole with heavy mud and welding a steel cap on the top of 
the corehole. The Division of Oil and Gas (now the Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources 
“DOGGR”) approved the abandonment work. The DOGGR well file for Marathon Oil Well #1 
contains the drilling log of the corehole, the drilling permit and the notes on the abandonment 
work. Also included in the well file are coordinates of the corehole location measured from the 
northwest corner of Section 22, Township 2 South, Range 15 West.

Historical oil filed maps published in approximately 1986 by the DOGGR depict the location of the 
corehole on the east side of Thatcher Avenue, offsite of the Thatcher Project Site. The DOGGR 
Well Finder database and the City of LA ZIMAS website show the corehole near the central portion 
of the Thatcher Project Site. The DOGGR Well Finder corehole location was used as the assumed 
location of the corehole as shown on the Plot Plan in the Phase II report prepared by California 
Environmental. Also included in the DOGGR file is a 1929 survey of the well location using a 
benchmark at the centerline intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Washington Boulevard. The 
survey locations depict the corehole as offsite, south of the Project Site.

Subsequent to the geophysical survey conducted by Spectrum Geophysics on March 7, 2002 
(discussed on page V-67 of the SCEA), a geophysical survey was conducted at the Project Site 
on August 7, 2019 by California Environmental. A magnetic-dipole anomaly was identified onsite 
west of the DOGGR plotted location of the corehole. The SCEA includes mitigation measure MM 
HAZ-1 which includes installation of a vent cone and membrane system over the onsite 
abandoned oil corehole, which would be subject to inspection and approval by LADBS.

The Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) is the lead agency within the state 
of California for permitting the drilling and abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal wells. The 
DOGGR specific procedures for construction on sites that contain oil wells or oil field related wells 
are referred to as the Construction Site Well Review (CSWR). As part of site remediation, the 
area of the geophysical anomaly will be carefully excavated to explore for the corehole and if the 
corehole is found, the remaining steps of the CSWR process will be initiated. The Project is 
required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR 
CSWR requirements. (See RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells.) All applicable portions of the DOGGR

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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CSWR process will be followed, as required by law, to properly locate, test, and re-abandon 
corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 if found on the Project Site. Abandonment of the corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1 would be conducted per DOGGR best practices and standards and 
completed prior to issuance of building permits for the Project.

The regulatory compliance procedures relative to well abandonment have been added to the 
SCEA per the Errata language provided above (pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas 
Wells)).

As discussed in the SCEA, a site remediation plan for Project is included as mitigation (Mitigation 
Measures MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2). Additionally, as part of the SCEA, the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program (MMP) was published on the City’s website. The MMP outlines the mitigation measures 
required for the Project, as well as required regulatory compliance measures. The MMP includes 
the following regulatory compliance (RC) measures specific to the Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials section of the CEQA Appendix G checklist.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-1: Explosion/Release (Existing
Toxic/Hazardous Construction Materials)

o (Asbestos) Prior to the issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of 
the existing structure(s), the applicant shall provide a letter to the Department of 
Building and Safety from a qualified asbestos abatement consultant indicating that 
no Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM) are present in the building. If ACMs are 
found to be present, it will need to be abated in compliance with the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District's Rule 1403 as well as all other applicable State 
and Federal rules and regulations.

o (Lead Paint) Prior to issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of the 
existing structure(s), a lead-based paint survey shall be performed to the written 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. Should lead-based paint 
materials be identified, standard handling and disposal practices shall be 
implemented pursuant to OSHA regulations. 

o (Polychlorinated Biphenyl - Commercial and Industrial Buildings) Prior to 
issuance of a demolition permit, a polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) abatement 
contractor shall conduct a survey of the project site to identify and assist with 
compliance with applicable state and federal rules and regulation governing PCB 
removal and disposal.

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-2: Explosion/Release (Methane Zone): As
the Project Site is within a methane zone, prior to the issuance of a building permit, the 
Site shall be independently analyzed by a qualified engineer, as defined in Ordinance No. 
175,790 and Section 91.7102 of the LAMC, hired by the Project Applicant. The engineer 
shall investigate and design a methane mitigation system in compliance with the LADBS 
Methane Mitigation Standards for the appropriate Site Design Level which will prevent or 
retard potential methane gas seepage into the building. The Applicant shall implement the 
engineer’s design recommendations subject to DOGGR, LADBS and LAFD plan review 
and approval.

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-3: Explosion/Release (Soil
Gases): During subsurface excavation activities, including borings, trenching and 
grading, OSHA worker safety measures shall be implemented as required to preclude any 
exposure of workers to unsafe levels of soil-gases, including, but not limited to, methane.

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-4 Listed Sites (Removal of Underground 
Storage Tanks): Underground Storage Tanks shall be decommissioned or removed as 
determined by the Los Angeles City Fire Department Underground Storage Tank 
Division. If any contamination is found, further remediation measures shall be developed 
with the assistance of the Los Angeles City Fire Department and other appropriate State 
agencies. Prior to issuance of a use of land or building permit, a letter certifying that 
remediation is complete from the appropriate agency (the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board) shall be submitted to the decision maker.

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-5 (Hazardous Materials Site): Prior to the 
issuance of any use of land, grading, or building permit, the applicant shall obtain a sign- 
off from the Fire Department indicating that all on-site hazardous materials, including 
contamination of the soil and groundwater, have been suitably remediated, or that the 
proposed project will not impede proposed or on-going remediation measures.

• Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells): Existing Regulatory 
Compliance Measures are in place to ensure that oil and gas wells (“oil wells”) are 
appropriately abandoned to current legal standards, as monitored and verified by the 
Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), 
before development may commence for a project on the site. Any properties which are 
near or contain an oil well are flagged in DOGGR’s online mapping application Well Finder 
as well as the City’s Zone Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS) and NavigateLA. 
If identified, the Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) refers the applicant to 
DOGGR. DOGGR must provide clearance to LADBS for construction to proceed prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the site in order to appropriately abandon an identified 
well. Specifically, the current process is as follows:

o Anytime an applicant seeks a permit from LADBS, LADBS staff will search the 
City's Zone Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS) and Plan Check and 
Inspection System (PCIS). These geographical information systems (GIS) 
systems include DOGGR and historical data indicating where oil wells are in the 
City.

o If ZIMAS or PCIS indicates an oil well is on or near the site, LADBS will not issue 
any permits for new construction, relocation, additions or use of land without 
clearance from any applicable external agencies. LADBS will direct the applicant 
to request that DOGGR send the City a letter to determine if DOGGR confirms 
there is or is not a well on site and to determine if the oil well has been abandoned 
to current legal standards. No permit will be issued until the Fire Department signs 
off that the permit complies with life, health and safety Fire Code regulations. [Los 
Angeles Fire Code Section 105.7.1.3, Los Angeles Ordinance No. 182,822, 
Sections 5706.3.16 and 5703.3.17; LAMC 91.7109.2.]. DOGGR letters are 
reviewed by the Fire Department, in consultation with the Petroleum Administrator.

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment
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o DOGGR in collaboration with the LAFD Harbor Industrial Units (HIU) Oil Well 
Inspector will determine (based upon historical data and records) if the well in 
question has been abandoned to current legal standards.

o If historical records document the oil well was abandoned to current legal 
standards, the Fire Department and the Petroleum Administrator will review the 
well records along with the permit application and associated development plans 
to determine if permits can be issued based on Fire Code standards. Review of 
the plans will also ensure the development of the site allows future access to the 
oil well. The Petroleum Administrator will make the final determination on the safety 
of development of the site. The Fire Department will only issue a Clearance for 
permits post Petroleum Administrator signing off on the safety of development on 
the site.

o If historical records indicate the well on site has not been abandoned to current 
legal standards and/or the well will need to be re-abandoned to meet current legal 
standards for any reasons; including grading regulations; then DOGGR, LAFD, 
and the Petroleum Administrator will have oversight. At this point the LAFD HIU 
Oil Well Inspector will issue a Notice of violation to the Owner requiring the Well to 
be abandoned to current legal standards. The LAFD Oil Well Inspector along with 
DOGGR will oversee the actual abandonment of the well to ensure the 
abandonment is compliant with current legal standards.

o If a grading or shoring permit needs to be issued in order to cap the oil well, an 
Early Start Permit for site excavation and shoring can be applied for and issued 
with Fire Department concurrence and sign off so that the oil well can be properly 
abandoned and capped to DOGGR standards.

o The abandonment of an oil well is fully regulated by State Oil and Gas law and is 
overseen by DOGGR. (Cal. Public Res. Code, §§ 3106 and 3203.) Title 14, Section 
1723.5 of the California Code of Regulations states that all well casings shall be 
cut off at least 5 feet but no more than 10 feet below grade. If any well needs to be 
lowered or raised (i.e. casing cut down or casing riser added) to meet this grade 
regulation, a permit from the Division is required before work can start.) In general, 
DOGGR determines a well may be considered adequately abandoned when both 
the record review and onsite evaluation process reflect that steps have been taken 
to isolate all oil-bearing or gas-bearing strata encountered in the well, and to 
protect underground or surface water suitable for irrigation or farm or domestic 
purposes from the infiltration or addition of any detrimental substance, and to 
prevent damage to life, health, property, and other resources. (Cal. Public Res. 
Code, § 3208.) Sections 3208 and 3255(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code give 
the Division the authority to order the re-abandonment of any well that is 
hazardous, or that poses a danger to life, health, or natural resources. According 
to Section 3208.1 of the Public Resources Code, if any property owner, developer, 
or local permitting agency either fails to obtain an opinion from the Division, or fails 
to follow the advice of the Division when development occurs near an oil or gas
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well, then the owner of the property on which the well is located may be responsible 
for reabandonment costs should a future problem arise with the well.

o Once oil well is abandoned, the Fire Department in consultation with the Petroleum 
Administrator will review the plans to ensure the development of the site allows 
future access to the oil well and complies with the Fire Code regulations.

o Once the Fire Department Oil Well Inspectors have signed off that the 
development will comply with the Fire Code, including spacing requirements, the 
Fire Department (“Development Services”) will sign off on permits being issued 
and LADBS can issue permits.

o The following regulatory agencies have oversight of development and remediation 
of hazards related to oil wells:

■ DOGGR
■ LADBS
■ LAFD Development Services
■ LAFD Harbor Industrial Unit (HIU)
■ Water Board

The survey, testing, and re-abandonment of the well will comply with regulatory compliance 
measure RC-HAZ-6, outlined above, and the physical work necessary to re-abandon the well is 
subject to conformance with existing regulations that govern construction activity. Re
abandonment of the well will not result in additional or more severe impacts, as necessary work 
is required to comply with regulations such as the City’s Noise Ordinance and other regulatory 
compliance measures outlined in SCEA and MMP. Conformance with all existing regulations 
(RCMs) and implementation of mitigation measures MM HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 as described in the 
SCEA would result in less than significant impacts, as it relates to potentially significant hazardous 
impacts to the public or the environment through upset or accident conditions related to hazardous 
materials during construction and operation of the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 1 
page 1 of 4

Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Connect 
^ Create 
B Collaborate

m

Plugged/Abandoned oil well - Thatcher Yard - not mentioned in Public Hearing 10
21-19

dfletcherhoppe@aol.com <dfletcherhoppe@aol.com>
To: juliet.oh@lacity.org, uduak.ntuk@lacity.org, len.nguyen@lacity.org, david.graharncaso@lacity.org, 
Daniel.Dudak@conservation.ca.gov, blake@tsahousing.com, tyler@tsahousing.com, ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com, 
dfletcherhoppe@aol.com, carlhoppe@aol.com, Sarah.Rubin@conseivation.ca.gov, Teresa.Schilling@conservation.ca gov, 
terry.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org, NICK.KARNO@lacity.org
Cc: patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net, saveballona@hotmaii.com, Olina.Wibroe@sen.ca.gov, ari.ruiz@asm.ca.gov, 
anagy@fwwatch.org, wfoley@fwwatch.org, esenser@fwwatch.org

Wed, Oct 16, 2019 at 5:02 PM

Dear Ms. Juliet Oh and all,

Re Case 3233,3311,3321 South Thatcher Avenue

There is a Plugged/abandoned oil well in Thatcher Yard which is destined for Permanent supportive housing 
project: 98 Units. It is not mentioned in the Public Hearing of 10-21-19. Marathon Well Number 1 must be 
recognized and properly documented and vetted before any approval. This well must be located on the site 
and under the building foundations, reviewed and mitigated.

1-1Please read the document attached below

Sincerely,
Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D. 
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Ave.
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

ah PdRPublicTestimonyversion2ThatcherYardDevDeptCityPlanningNoticePublicHearing10-21-2019.docx 
-1 19K '
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Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D.
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Avenue 

Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 
cell (310) 383-3632 / home (310) 305-0129 

dfletcherhoppe@aol.com

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Notice of Public Hearing

October 12, 2019

Project Site: 3233, 3311, 3321 South Thatcher Avenue 
Case NO.CPC-2018-5593-CDP-DB-CU-SPR-WDI-SPP-MEL 
CEQA No.
Held By:
Date:
Time:
Place:

EVN-2018-5594-SCEA
Hearing Officer on behalf of the City Planning Commission 
October 21, 2019 
12:00 p.m.
West Los Angeles Municipal Building
Second Floor Hearing Room, 1645 South Corinth Avenue Los Angeles, CA 90025

Staff Juliet Oh, City Planner
Contact:200 North Spring Street, RM 721Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Juliet.oh@lacity.org (213) 978-1186

Dear Ms. Oh,

My name is Diane Fletcher-Hoppe. My husband and I live right across the street from the Thatcher Yard 
at 950 Oxford Avenue, Marina Del Rey, 90292. We were extensively involved with the 2 years of 
negotiations between our Oxford Triangle neighborhood and Developer Tom Safran & Associates. This 
development has gone through a thorough process of negotiations within the Community arid has also 
been formally approved by the Venice Neighborhood Council. It has been very carefully planned out and 
should go through with flying colors.

1-2

But, there is no mention of the "plugged/abandoned" oii well, API: 0403705612, Marathon Oil 
Company Well Number: 1, Marathon Oil Co. Lease Name, Status: Plugged, Type: Dry Hole, at Location 
Lat 33.985153 x Lon -118.447353; near Thatcher and Harbor Crossing Lane., South of Princeton Dr.

1-3

I am also a steering committee member of Protect Playa Now!, ProtectPlayaNow.org. We are a 
collection of concerned of concerned citizens mobilizing to protect Playa del Rey (PdR), Playa Vista, and 
the surrounding communities from the threats posed by LA's Fossil Fuel infrastructure, and especially 
the high pressure gas storage field at PdR.

1-4

We are very concerned about the above mentioned Oil Well, as it is not mentioned in the PROPOSED 
PROJECT for the NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING OCTOBER 21, 2019regarding: #1 and #2. 1-5

l

mailto:dfletcherhoppe@aol.com
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1. "The City Planning Commission shall consider pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
Section 21155, consideration of the whole of the administrative record, including the 
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) prepared for the project, Case No 
ENV-2018-5594-SCEA, all comments received regarding the SCEA, the imposition of mitigation 
measures and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the SCEA; 1-5 cont.

2." Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.20.2 a Coastal Development 
Permit for the proposed Project in the Single Permit Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone;

Marathon Well Number 1 must be recognized and properly documented and vetted before any 
approval. This well must be located on the site and under the building foundations, reviewed and 
mitigated.

We have contacted Tom Williams, Ph.D. (ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com), well known and established oil 
and gas specialist to help us in this process. The following is also reported about the well according to 
DOGGR Division of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources
(https://secure.conservation.ca.gov/Well Record/037/03705612/03 705612_DATA_09-27-2012.PDF).

"The well has never produced - It was a dry well with only a large "surface" casing; then was 
drilled to 5000+ft without casing."
Ohio Oil did coring and found nothing, "No Shows", and abandoned the well. They 
backfilled/plugged with "heavy drilling mud" and apparently may have put in cement also 
They welded a plate over the 18+" surface casing. It looks like it was abandoned May 29, 
1929. 1-6

1960s - Marathon received transfer of well from Ohio Oil, but the notice provided no further 
information. No information as to how deep the cap was.

The DOGGR Latitude/Longitude put the casing under a old small building until 2016 when the 
site was cleared.

This well was part of the Playa del Rey Oil Field development in 1920s, but lies 1450feet north of the 
current surface boundary of the field. ZIMAS identifies and locates the well and identified the parcel as 
within a Methane Flazard Site - Methane Zone. Through gas migration the well is potentially in contact 
with gases in the Playa del Rey Oil Field. Any casings, annuli, or holes may serve as a conduit for the 
surrounding gas.

Clearly this well is a Safety and HeaIth Hazard until the well is properly checked out and verified for 
abandonment and incorporated into the building/site development for future access and mitigation The 
people in 98 units and nearby neighbors are at risk until this is done.

1-7
A State Certified Engineer with a specialty in oil and gas, a Geotechnical Engineer or Certified Geologist 
must certify the following:

#1. Well(s) location: Excavate 5 ft of surface soil/fill in a 50 ft radius and find well head directly.

#2. If not visible, conduct magnetometer survey of the excavated area (then within 100 and 
then 150 ft of the DOGG R Lat/Lon.)

2
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#3. No gas escaping or leaking from within or around the well from 6" to 1' at levels of <0.1% of 
LEL. [While doing survey, cover excavated area with 20ml plastic liner wait 24-48 brand use gas 
probe to test for HC vapors under the liner.]

#4. If nothing (<0.1% LEL) re-excavate to foundation/footing depth and do magnetometer survey 
for all foundation pad. Repeat gas probing.

#5, Verify that there is a steel cap welded at the top. 1-7 cont.
#6. Make sure it is safe and complies with access to abandoned wells, e.g., nothing built on top 
of the well, so the well could be accessed in case further mitigation, as technically possible, is 
needed.

#7. Make sure it is conducted/witnessed/written up by a State Certified Engineer as specified 
above.

We look forward to hearing back from you and corresponding with you about these issues.

Although my wife, Diane Fletcher-Hoppe has done the work on this issue, I have followed along closely 
and know these issues to be true. I sign in support of the work she has done, along with Protect Playa 
Now and Tom Williams, Ph.D.

Please confirm receipt of this email and respond accordingly,

Thank you,
Yours Truly,
On Behalf of Protect Playa Now

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph D.
Oxford Triangle Resident
Protect Playa Now, Steering Committee, Volunteer

Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
Oxford Triangle Resident 
Protect Playa Now, Volunteer

(I, Diane, am a Psychologist and use the cell professionally as well as personally. Please disregard any 
communication on my cell message having to do with my patients.)

3



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 1

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D. 
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Avenue 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Response to Comment 1-1

This comment consists of an email transmittal of an attached letter. The email states there is a 
plugged/abandoned oil well in Thatcher Yard, the site of the proposed Project. The comment 
states the well, known as Marathon Well Number 1, is not mentioned in the Public Hearing Notice. 
Comment states the well must be recognized, reviewed, and mitigated prior to Project approval. 
As discussed in Master Response 1, as part of site remediation, the area of the geophysical 
anomaly will be carefully excavated to explore for the corehole and if the corehole is found, the 
remaining steps of the CSWR process will be initiated. The Project is required to comply with all 
existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These 
steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and 
Gas Wells) above).

Response to Comment 1-2

Comment states the commenter lives in proximity to the Project Site and has been involved in the 
planning process with the Project Applicant for two years. As there are no comments specific to 
any issues in the SCEA provided in the comment, no further response required.

Response to Comment 1-3

Comment states there is no mention of the plugged/abandoned oil well, known as corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1. The SCEA identified Marathon Oil Well #1 as "oil core hole” on pages V- 
69 and V-70, which has been modified for clarification in the above Errata, and the Phase II Report 
included as part of the SCEA mentioned the existence of the corehole (see page 8). The SCEA 
has also been updated per this Errata to provide clarification on the existing corehole Marathon 
Oil Well #1, to create consistency in the way the well is identified, and to describe additional 
information (Master Response 1) about the possible presence of corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 
on the Project Site. The Project is required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements, 
including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These steps have been added to the 
SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells) above).

Response to Comment 1-4

Comment states Protect Playa Now! represents a group of concerned citizens with concerns 
about Los Angeles fossil fuel infrastructure, particularly in Playa del Rey. This comment is not in 
reference to the Project SCEA. However, please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the 
required site remediation, including that of corehole Marathon Oil Well #1.

Response to Comment 1-5

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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Responses to Comments

Comment states concern about corehole Marathon Oil Well #1, and states the well was not 
identified in the Notice of Public Hearing sent for the Project. The SCEA identified Marathon Oil 
Well #1 as "oil core hole” on pages V-69 and V-70, which has been modified for clarification in 
the above Errata, and the Phase II Report included as part of the SCEA mentioned the existence 
of the corehole (see page 8). The SCEA erroneously stated "no oil wells are present” on the 
Project Site in response to CEQA Question 12.a) "Would the project result in the loss of availability 
of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State?”. 
This error has been clarified in the above Errata. The hearing notice sent by the City of Los 
Angeles disclosed the legal requirements of the Project, the requested entitlements and the date 
and time of the hearing. The hearing notice provided information about where to find the published 
CEQA document for the Project, the SCEA and associated appendices. The site remediation 
required for the Project, as described in Section 9., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
SCEA, is considered part of the required mitigation for the Project (mitigation measures MM HAZ- 
1 and MM HAZ-2) and include identification and proper abandonment of corehole Marathon Oil 
Well #1. The Project is required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements, including 
compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These steps have been added to the SCEA per 
this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells) above). Additionally, the MMP, 
also published on the City’s website as one of the CEQA documents for the Project, identifies 
applicable regulatory compliance measures, including those identified as specific to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (see page 13 of the MMP and Master Response 1, above).

The hearing notice is required to disclose entitlement actions under consideration by the 
appropriate regulatory agency. The hearing notice for the Project was legally accurate and does 
not violate noticing procedures. The public hearing notice is not required to describe all of the 
potential impacts of the Project; the notice properly described the Project description, location, 
review dates, significant impacts (none), and location where the SCEA could be publicly reviewed.

Response to Comment 1-6

Commenter provides information from DOGGR about corehole Marathon Oil Well #1. Please refer 
to Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 1-7

As discussed in Master Response 1, all applicable portions of the DOGGR CSWR process will 
be followed, as required by law, to properly locate, test, and re-abandon corehole Marathon Oil 
Well #1 if found on the Project Site. The Project is required to comply with all existing regulatory 
requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These steps have been 
added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells) above). 
This process will be implemented by California Environmental, with proper certifications.

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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Comment Letter No. 2 
page 1 of 3

Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Connect 
^ Create 
V Collaborate

Re: Thatcher Avenue Project..3233, 3311, 3321....IS THERE AN OIL WELL ON THIS 
PROPERTY???? PLEASE SEND SCEA LINK
2 messages

patriciarncpherson1@verizon.net <patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net>
To: ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com, dfletcherhoppe@aol.com, uduak.ntuk@lacity.org, Juliet.Oh@lacity.org

Tue, Oct 8, 2019 at 7:25 PM

Thank you Dr. Tom for this clarification.
It would seem a very important matter for the disclosure of this information to be provided to the public prior to any 
hearings on
the project in order for the public to provide infor med questions, and decisions.
It also appears necessary for Planners to understand what is located on this site in order for prudent study / mitigation 
measures and 
discussion with the public .

2-1

Clarity and transparency of process is appreciated and tharikyou to Ms. Oh for her prompt response today. 
Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition

GRASSROOTS
COALTION
Cj- juFNTju rv’f'lfc.T r A MuC MX

—Original Message—
From: Tom Williams <ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com>
To: dfletcherhoppe <dfletcherhoppe@aol.com>; patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net <patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net>; 
Uduak Ntuk <uduak,ntuk@lacity.org>; Juliet.Oh@lacity.org <Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>
Sent: Tue, Oct 8, 2019 2:04 pm
Subject: Re: Thatcher Avenue Project..3233, 3311, 3321....IS THERE AN OIL WELL ON THIS PROPERTY???? 
PLEASE SEND SCEA LINK

Coreholes were recorded by DOGGR and given API#s
"Core holes" vs Oil Wells API # by recognized authority for State.

2-2Soil samplings were done by wells and coring...but not recognized by DOGGR

Then the core well has an 18+in diam steel casing >900ft length and cemented in place, that should qualify as a well.

ZIMAS
Hazardous Waste / Border Zone Properties No

mailto:juliet.oh@lacity.org
mailto:patriciarncpherson1@verizon.net
mailto:patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net
mailto:ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
mailto:dfletcherhoppe@aol.com
mailto:uduak.ntuk@lacity.org
mailto:Juliet.Oh@lacity.org
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mailto:Juliet.Oh@lacity.org
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Comment Letter No. 2
page 2 of 3

Methane ZoneMethane Hazard Site
High Wind Velocity Areas________________________
Special Grading Area (BOE Basic Grid Map A-13372) 
Wells

No
No
03705612

OBTW...as it is designated as being in a Methane Zone it should require a methane barrier system for all occupied 
buildings which requires a design for construction by competent, registered engineer

2-2
cont.

TOM

On Tuesday, October 8, 2019, 01:44:03 PM PDT, Tom Williams <ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com> wrote:
Always nice to have evidence. '
Even the Hazard section of the SCEA and ZIMAS note "an abandoned well" that was drilled for oil 
but based on cores was a "dry hole" or core hole and DOGGR recognized the well.
SCEA Appendix E Phase II Site Assessment, p. 8 & 10
DOGGR API 03705612
ZIMAS

3233 S THATCHER AVESite Address
3311 S THATCHER AVESite Address 2-33321 S THATCHER AVESite Address

4229002901Assessor Parcel No. (APN'i

Check with Udak Jo Ntuk - LACity Petr. Admin. 3rd floor north wing BPW Offices

Dr. Tom Williams

On Tuesday, October 8, 2019, 01:11:38 PM PDT, patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net <patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net> 
wrote:
has no oilwells...
so says this planner despite the info you provided of a well. so ..is confusing to her also apparently. 2-4
P

-----Original Message-----
From: Juliet Oh <Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>
To: patriciamcphersonl <patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net>
Cc: dfletcherhoppe <dfletcherhoppe@aol.com>
Sent: Tue, Oct 8, 2019 1:08 pm
Subject: Re: Thatcher Avenue Project..3233, 3311,3321 ...IS THERE AN OIL WELL ON THIS PROPERTY???? 
PLEASE SEND SCEA LINK

Hi Patricia

Below is the link to the SCEA for the project:

http://planning.lacity.org/development-services/environmental-review/scea/thatcher-yard-project (see project 
documents)

• Section V provides the Initial Study and further discussion of the site conditions (Sections 9. Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials and 12. Mineral Resources):

There are no oil wells onsite. The site previously contained Underground Storage Tanks (UST), which were removed in 
the late 80s and mid-late 90s.

2-5

Let me know if you have any questions,

mailto:ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com
mailto:patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net
mailto:patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net
mailto:Juliet.Oh@lacity.org
mailto:patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net
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http://planning.lacity.org/development-services/environmental-review/scea/thatcher-yard-project


Comment Letter No. 2
page 3 of 3On Tue, Oct 8, 2019 at 9:50 AM <patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net> wrote: 

Hello Ms. Oh,

We’ve been advised by local residents, that a dry well..which is an oil well ..in on the proposed project site. 
Marathon Oil Co. well.

2-6Please send an active, direct link to the SCEA as there is no mention of any well in the Public Notice of Availability for
the
Thatcher Yard Project, 3of 3 .

Thankyou,
Patricia McPherson, 
Grassroots Coalition, CEO

Juliet Oh
City Planner
Los Angeles City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Room 721 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 
Planning4LA.org 
T: (213) 978-1186

LOS ANGELES 
CITY PLANNING

n@*ooa E-NEWS

Tom Williams <ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com>
To: dfletcherhoppe@aol.com, uduak.ntuk@lacity.org, Juliet.Oh@lacity.org, "patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net" 
<patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net>

Tue, Oct 8, 2019 at 7:37 PM

The well in the SCEA, Appendix https://planning.lacity.org/eir/sceas/documents/thatcheryard/ 
appendices/Appendix%20E%20Hazards%20and%20Hazardous%20Materials.pdf
Check pg.8/1 and pg.10 corehole with 18+in casing and cited by DOGGR as a well.
Tom
[Quoted text hidden]
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 2

Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition 
Tom Williams 
sent via email

Response to Comment 2-1

Comment states corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 should be disclosed to the public prior to any 
hearings for the Project. As discussed above under Response to Comment 1-5, the SCEA 
identified Marathon Oil Well #1 as "oil core hole” on pages V-69 and V-70, which has been 
modified for clarification in the above Errata. The SCEA erroneously stated "no oil wells are 
present” on the Project Site in response to CEQA Question 12.a) "Would the project result in the 
loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State?”. This error has been clarified in the above Errata.

The hearing notice sent by the City of Los Angeles provided information about where to find the 
published SCEA document and associated appendices for the Project. The site remediation 
required for the Project, as described in Section 9., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
SCEA, is considered part of the required mitigation for the Project (mitigation measures MM HAZ- 
1 and MM HAZ-2) and include identification and proper abandonment of corehole Marathon Oil 
Well #1. The Project is required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements, including 
compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These steps have been added to the SCEA per 
this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6, Oil and Gas Wells, above). Additionally, the MMP, 
also published on the City’s website as one of the CEQA documents for the Project, identifies 
applicable regulatory compliance measures, including those identified as specific to Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (see page 13 of the MMP and Master Response 1, above).

Response to Comment 2-2

Comment describes the corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 and states the Project is within a Methane 
Zone. Please refer to Master Response 1 and Response to Comment 1-5 regarding corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1. With regard to methane, please refer to the SCEA Initial Study Checklist, 
Section 9., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, which describes the results of soil vapor testing 
which has been conducted on the Project Site, the City’s designated Methane Zones, and the 
Project’s requirement to comply with the General Methane Mitigation Requirements pursuant to 
Section 91.7103 of the LAMC. The Project is required to mitigate potential methane through 
implementation of the site remediation plan (MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2) and through regulatory 
compliance measures, disclosed in the MMP for the Project.

Response to Comment 2-3

Comment states the SCEA and ZIMAS note an abandoned oil well, or dry hole. Please refer to 
Master Response 1 for additional information about corehole Marathon Oil Well #1.

Response to Comment 2-4

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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Responses to Comments

Comment is in response to a previous email from the City. As discussed above under Response 
to Comment 1-5, the SCEA identified corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 as "oil core hole” on pages 
V-69 and V-70, which has been modified for clarification in the above Errata. The SCEA 
erroneously stated "no oil wells are present” on the Project Site in response to CEQA Question 
12.a) "Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would 
be of value to the region and the residents of the State?”. This error has been clarified in the 
above Errata.

Response to Comment 2-5

Comment is an email from the City. Please refer to Response to Comment 2-4.

Response to Comment 2-6

Comment is a request to the City to provide a link to the SCEA and information on corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1. The email response from the City provided a link to the SCEA document 
and associated Appendices, as well as the MMP.

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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Comment Letter No. 3 
page 1 of 1

Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Connect 
^ Create 
V Collaborate

Plugged/Abandoned oil well - Thatcher Yard - not mentioned in Public Hearing 10
21-19

Tom Williams <ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com>
To: dfletcherhoppe@aol.com, Juliet Oh <Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>
Cc: uduak.ntuk@lacity.org, Len Nguyen <len.nguyen@lacity.org>, david.grahamcaso@lacity.org,
Daniel.Dudak@conservation.ca.gov, Blake Coddington <blake@tsahousing.com>, Tyler Monroe «tyler@tsahousing.com>, 
carlhoppe@aol.com, Sarah.Rubin@conservation.ca.gov, Teresa.Schilling@conservation.ca.gov, Terry Kaufmann-Macias 
<terry.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org>, NICK.KARNO@lacity.org, patriciarncpherson1@verizon.net, savebaliona@hotmail.com, 
Olina.Wibroe@sen.ca.gov, ari.ruiz@asrn.ca.gov, anagy@fwwatch.org, wfoley@fwwatch.org, esenser@fwwatch.org

Thu, Oct 17, 2019 at 1:38 PM

Thank you for the links and references:

V-69/1 and V-70/2 Refer to the oil core hole (also coreholes) while V-102/2 refers to the absence 
of oil well, although the API# was assigned and the fact that 18+" casings are referred to in 
DOC/DOGGR files would suggest that others more qualified consider the hole to be an abandoned 
well

3-1

V-102/2 "The Project Site is fully developed and no oil wells are present.\88 "
FN \88 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, 
website: http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: April 2019.
Although at least during October 2019 the well/red dot has been present in ZIMAS and mentioned 
in Left Column comments for the parcel.

3-2

The fact that the Phase I and II investigations did not locate the well or survey for leaking gases 
from the casing or annulus would indicate additional efforts must be undertaken I believe some 
additional work and revisions are required before adequate evaluation of the Initial Study can be 
made. This will be under a residential structure perhaps.

Apdx E 8/1 mentions a follow up survey will be conducted.
E-10/1 also mentions the membrane and cone requirement for the well

3-3

Similarly an inverted cone and liner/membrane are mentioned with regard to the well.

Please provide relevant designs with regard to the well and foundations and specific designs for 
the liner/membrane and cone along with appropriate venting/cleaning
[Quoted text hidden] .
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 3

Tom Williams 
sent via email

Response to Comment 3-1

Comment provides information regarding corehole Marathon Oil Well #1. References to corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1 have been revised via this Errata to refer to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 
consistently throughout the SCEA.

Response to Comment 3-2

Comment states ZIMAS includes an oil well on the Project Site as of October 2019. In April 2019, 
when Section 12. Mineral Resources of the SCEA was written, ZIMAS was reporting "No” oil wells 
on the Project Site. The ZIMAS referenced was used when discussing the potential for loss of a 
mineral resource as a result of the Project. However, the DOGGR well information was added to 
ZIMAS subsequent to this footnote. As discussed above via the Errata portion of this document, 
Section 12., Mineral Resources of the SCEA has been revised as follows:

Page V-102, under Threshold a), second paragraph, make the following corrections:

The Project Site is fully developed and no active oil wells are present. The Project Site contains 
Marathon Oil Well #1, API# 03705612, a “plugged and abandoned” well according to DOGGR. 
Additionally, the Site is not located within the boundaries of a major oil drilling area or within a 
State-designated oil field.2 Furthermore, the Project Site is not located within an MRZ-2 zone. 
The Project would not involve mineral extraction activities, nor are any such activities presently 
occurring on the Project Site. Therefore, no impact would occur with regard to the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of 
the State, and no mitigation measures are required.

1

3

Footnote number one (1) referenced in the above paragraph and appearing at the bottom of page 
V-102 shall be updated as follows:

i City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, 
website: httD://zimas.lacitv.org. accessed: April 2019. Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal 
Resources
https://secure. conservation. ca. gov/WellSearch/Details ?api=03705612, accessed: October 
2019.

Search,Well Well API #03705612, website:

Response to Comment 3-3

Comment states the Phase I and Phase II did not locate the well nor survey from leaking gases, 
which should be undertaken. Comment requests designs with regard to the well and 
liner/membrane be provided. The 2018 Phase II conducted for the Project discusses the soil vapor 
testing conducted in 2002 on the Project Site, as well as groundwater testing conducted in 2018. 
The Phase II provides recommendations based on the vapors that were identified on the Project

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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Responses to Comments

Site, including methane, petroleum hydrocarbons, and lead. As discussed in the SCEA (page V- 
69), and as referenced by the comment, a vent cone and membrane will be required by LADBS 
for construction over the onsite abandoned oil core hole. Remediation of the fill deposit on the 
Project Site is required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 and will ensure that all methane pockets 
within the fill deposit are removed from the site and would not pose a hazard. The Project is 
required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR 
CSWR requirements. These steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 
through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells) above).

With regard to methane detected outside of the fill deposit, the Project Site is located within a 
City-designated methane zone that mandates implementation of methane mitigation measures, 
depending on conditions at the Project Site. The Project would be required to comply with the 
General Methane Mitigation Requirements pursuant to Section 91.7103 of the LAMC. Thus, prior 
to construction, methane gas concentrations and subsurface pressures would be measured by 
qualified and certified personnel. If methane gas is detected on the Project Site at pressures 
and/or concentrations of concern, these conditions would be addressed accordingly through 
compliance with existing City regulations. Compliance with the regulations governing methane 
gas and methane zones in the City (Section 91.7103 of the LAMC) would ensure that potential 
impacts would be less than significant; no mitigation measures are required.

It is not required that the Project Applicant provide designs for the required methane remediation 
during the Project’s land use approval process. As disclosed in the MMP, the required mitigation 
would be monitored and enforced by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board and Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety prior to the issuance of building permits for the Project.

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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Comment Letter No. 4 
page 1 of 4

Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Connect
Create

V Collaborate

Fwd: Plugged/Abandoned oil well - Thatcher Yard - not mentioned in Public Hearing 
10-21-19
1 message

patriciarncpherson1@verizon.net <patriciamcpherson1 @verizon.net>
To; Juliet Oh <Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>, "dfletcherhoppe@aol.com" <dfletcherhoppe@aol.com>, Tyler Monroe 
<tyler@tsahousing.com>, "Cc: uduak.ntuk@lacity.org" <uduak.ntuk@!acity.org>, Len Nguyen <len.nguyen@lacity.org>, 
"david.grahamcaso@lacity.org" <david.grahamcaso@lacity.org>, "Daniel.Dudak@conservation.ca.gov"
<Daniel.Dudak@conservation.ca.gov>, Blake Coddington <blake@tsahousing.com>, "carlhoppe@aol.com" 
<carlhoppe@aol.com>, "Sarah.Ruhin@conservation.ca.gov" <Sarah.Rubin@conservation.ca.gov>,
"Teresa.Schilling@conservation.ca.gov” <Teresa.Schilling@conservation.ca.gov>, Terry Kaufmann-Macias <terry.kaufmann- 
macias@lacity.org>, "NICK.KARNO@lacity.org" <NICK.KARNO@!acity.org>, "patriciamcphersonl @verizon.net" 
<patriciamcpherson1 @verizon.net>, "saveballona@hotmail.com" <saveballona@hotmail.com>, "Olina.Wibroe@sen.ca.gov" 
<Olina.Wibroe@sen.ca.gov>, “ari.ruiz@asm.ca.gov" <ari.ruiz@asm.ca.gov>, "anagy@fwwatch.org" <anagy@fwwatch.org>, 
"wfoley@fwwatch.org" <wfoiey@fwwatch.org>, "esenser@fwwatch.org" <esenser@twwatch.org>, "Karen E. Kennedy" 
<kkennedy@nasassets.com>, Dana Sayles <dana@eka360.net>

Fri, Oct 18, 2019 at 5:24 PM

Grassroots Coalition supports the comments below from Dr. C.T. Williams which include clarification and specification of 
response and needs that are not yet clarified in the Project proposals. The distinctions that Dr. Williams raises are 
specific and need address in the present. Such health and safety issues are better discussed publicly for informed 
decision making
to take place and not left to kick the can down the road-so-to-speak, for later. Feedback from DOGGR at this time
appears
warranted.

4-1

Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition

V /
/v /

GRASSROOTS
COALITION

-----Original Message—
From: Tom Williams <ctwilliams2012@yahoo com>
To: Juliet Oh <Juliet.Oh@lacity.org>; dfletcherhoppe@aol.com <dfletcherhoppe@aol corn>; Tyler Monroe 
<tyler@tsahousing.com>
Cc: uduak.ntuk@lacity.org <uduak.ntuk@lacity.org>; Len Nguyen <len.nguyen@lacity org>; 
david grahamcaso@lacity.org <david.grahamcaso@lacityorg>; Daniel Dudak@conservation.ca.gov 
<Daniel Dudak@conservation.ca.gov>; Blake Coddington <blake@tsahousing.com>; carihoppe@aol.com 
<carlhoppe@aol.com>; Sarah.Rubin@conservation.ca.gov <Sarah Rubin@consen^ation.ca gov>; 
Teresa.Schilling@conservation,ca.gov <Teresa Schilling@conservation.ca.gov>; Terry Kaufmann-Macias
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patriciamcphersonl @verizon.net <patriciamcpherson1 @verizon.net>; saveballona@hotmail.com 
<saveballona@hotmail,com>; Olina.Wibroe@sen.ca.gov <Olina.Wibroe@sen.ca.gov>; ari.ruiz@asm.ca.gov 
<ari.ruiz@asm.ca.gov>; anagy@fwwatch.org <anagy@fwwatch.org>; wfoley@fwwatch.org <wfoley@fwwatch.org>, 
esenser@fwwatch.org <esenser@fwwatch.org>; Karen E Kennedy <kkennedy@nasassets.com>; Dana Sayles 
<dana@eka360.net>; Olivia Joncich <olivia@eka360. riet>
Sent: Fri, Oct 18, 2019 4:18 pm
Subject: Re: Plugged/Abandoned oil well - Thatcher Yard - not mentioned in Public Hearing 10-21-19

Thanks for clarifications 
What is the problem?
The "Core Hole" (also corehole) is recognized by DOGGR/DOC as Well API# 0403705612 drilled 
to 6000+ft depth and with a steel casing of 18+in diam and 905ft depth.
May we please call it an "oil well".

4-2

The Casing was set in place with 300 sacks of cement and backfilled with drilling mud to near 
surface. The casing was capped by a steel plate.

With almost 100 years, the mud should be assumed to have settled and without any cementing. As 
such it would NOT conform with current DOGGR plugging and abandonment requirements.

4-3Without mention of any communications with DOC/DOGGR, the reports to date must be 
considered as preliminary and require DOGGR review and considerations.

Although, currently, the project appears to be moving forward the absence of DOGGR review and 
recommendations appear critical to the timing and funding of the Project.

Check out the DOGGR requirements:
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/index/Documents/DOGGR-SR-1%20Web%20Copy.pdf
STATUTES & REGULATIONS California Department of Conservation Oil, Gas, & Geothermal 
Resources APRIL 2019 
Article 4. Regulation of Operations
§ 3208................................................
§ 3208.1.............................................

4-4
51

59
59

Dr. Tom Williams, Snr Techn.Adviser, Citzns.Coaltn.for A Safe Community 
323-528-9682 ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com

On Friday, October 18, 2019, 02:51:53 PM PDT Tyler Monroe <tyler@tsahousing.com> wrote:
Hello,
Thank you for reaching out with this feedback We are 100% committed to proper abandonment of any well onsite, clean
up of any residual contamination and implementation of proper methane mitigation measures on the Thatcher Yard site. 
We are aware of a core hole located on the project site, which was identified in the 2019 CE Phase II report that was cited 
in the SCEA as Appendix E That document states:
Southwest Geophysics conducted a geophysical survey under the direction of California Environmental on July 26, 2019. 
The primary purpose of the survey was to evaluate the presence and location of a former oil well at the site An anomaly 
indicative of a buried oil well was identified near the central portion of the property. CE recommends the probable well 
location be verified by excavation methods. The site is located within the LA City Methane Zone and future methane 
testing will be conducted per LADBS requirements following completion of the remedial excavation work.
We take the core hole seriously and will address it with the utmost care. In addition to compliance with state law on this 
issue, the project SCEA includes Mitigation Measures (listed below) to ensure that the core hole is properly capped and 
abandoned prior to development.
The Mitigation Measures in the SCEA with regard to the abandoned well are noted below (see page V-7G)

o The Project incorporates by reference and is consistent with SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Mitigation
Measures MM RTP/SCS HAZ-1 (b) and MM RTP/SCS HAZ-4(b). See Section IV. The Project also includes 
the project-specific mitigation measures listed below. The Project-specific mitigation measures fulfil the 
RTP/SCS mitigation measures and go beyond the scope of the RTP/SCS measures.

4-5
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o MM HAZ-1. The artificial fill prism present on the southeastern portion of the property (3311 Thatcher 
Avenue) shall be removed as required by the geotechnical engineer for foundation support and as required 
to mitigate the presence of lead in the fill prior to construction of the proposed buildings. After removal of 
the approximately 10 feet of fill deposit, a vent cone and membrane system shall be installed and approved 
bv LADBS over the onsite abandoned oil core hole

o MM HAZ-2. A site remediation plan shall be developed to address potentially elevated concentrations of 
lead within the fill deposit at the Project Site. The plan shall address removal of the potentially impacted soil 
characterization of the potentially impacted soil, and identification of appropriate disposal. The remediation 
plan shall also address removal of the on-site groundwater monitoring wells on the Project Site. This 
remediation plan shall be reviewed and approved by the RWQCB prior to implementation.

4-5
cont.

We’re more than happy to discuss this issue in more detail.
Thank you. And have a great weekend!
Best to you all 
Tyler
Tyler Monroe Thomas Safran & Associates 11311 San Vicente Boulevard Los Angeles, CA 90049 T: (310) 820
0348 | F: (310) 207-6986 
tyler@tsahousing.com

From: Juliet Oh <Juliet.Oh@lacitv.org>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 12:35 PM
To: dfletcherhoppe@aol.com
Cc: uduak.ntuk@lacity.org: Len Nguyen <len.nguyen@lacity.org>; david.grahamcaso@lacity.org;
Daniel.Dudak@conservation.ca.gov; Blake Coddington <b!ake@tsahousing.com>; Tyler Monroe 
<tyler@tsahousing.com>; ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com; carlhoppe@aol.com; Sarah.Rubin@conservation.ca.gov; 
Teresa.Schilling@conservation.ca.gov; Terry Kaufmann-Macias <terry.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org>; 
NICK.KARNO@lacity.org; patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net; saveballona@hotmail.com; Qlina.Wibroe@sen.ca.gov; 
ari.ruiz@asm.ca.gov; anagy@fwwatch.org; wfoley@fwwatch.org; esenser@1wwatch.org 
Subject: Re: Plugged/Abandoned oil well - Thatcher Yard - not mentioned in Public Hearing 10-21-19

Dear Diane,

thank you for your letter and comments regarding the well. The "requested actions" on the Notice of Public Hearing only 
outlines the entitlement actions the applicant is seeking with the Department of City Planning. The Notice of Availability 
provides further information regarding the environmental review (Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment - 
SCEA) for the project and haw to access the documents.

4-6Discussion of the abandoned well and mitigation measures are provided in Section V (SCEA Initial Study), please see 
Subsection 9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Thatcher Yard SCEA: https://planriing.lacity.org/developrrient-services/environmerita.l-review/scea/thatcher-yard-project-0

Let me know if you have any questions.

On Wed, Oct 16, 2019 at 5:02 PM <dfletcherhoppe@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Ms. Juliet Oh and all

Re Case 3233,3311,3321 South Thatcher Avenue

There is a Plugged/abandoned oil well in Thatcher Yard which is destined for Permanent supportive 
housing project: 98 Units. It is not mentioned in the Public Hearing of 10-21-19. Marathon Well Number 1 
must be recognized and properly documented and vetted before any approval. This well must be located on 
the site and under the building foundations, reviewed and mitigated.

1-1

Please read the document attached below

Sincerely,
Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D. 
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Ave.
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Juliet Oh
City Planner
Los Angeles City Planning 1-1
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 4

Patricia McPherson 
Tom Williams 
sent via email

Response to Comment 4-1

Comment expresses support of the email from Tom Williams, which consists of comments 4-2, 
4-3, and 4-4, which are responded to below. Comment states that feedback from DOGGR 
appears to be warranted. As discussed in Master Response 1, the DOGGR specific procedures 
for construction on sites that contain oil wells or oil field related wells are referred to as the 
Construction Site Well Review (CSWR). As part of site remediation, the area of the geophysical 
anomaly will be carefully excavated to explore for the corehole and if the corehole is found, the 
remaining steps of the CSWR process will be initiated. The Project is required to comply with all 
existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. The 
Project is required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with 
DOGGR CSWR requirements. These steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see 
pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells) above). All applicable portions of the DOGGR 
CSWR process will be followed, as required by law, to properly locate, test, and re-abandon 
corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 if found on the Project Site.

Response to Comment 4-2

Comment requests that corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 be referred to as an "oil well”. References 
to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 have been revised via this Errata to consistently refer to the 
corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 as such.

Response to Comment 4-3

Comment states it can be assumed that abandonment of the oil well would not conform with 
current abandonment practices and that the Project appears to be moving forward without 
DOGGR review. Please refer to Master Response 1. As part of the Project, the Project Site will 
be evaluated to determine if corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the site. If it is, all 
abandonment procedures, as required by and overseen by DOGGR, will be followed. This is part 
of mitigation measure MM HAZ-1 and the regulatory requirements, included in the MMP of the 
SCEA. The DOGGR regulatory compliance steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata 
(see pages 3 through 5, RC-HAZ-6 (Oil and Gas Wells) above).

Response to Comment 4-4

Comment refers to DOGGR requirements and state statutes. Please refer to Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 4-5

Comment 4-5 is an email from the Project Applicant in response to the emails received. The 
comment reiterates statements from the SCEA and discusses the Applicant’s commitment to

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019
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proper abandonment if the oil well is found on the Project Site, as well as compliance with existing 
regulations regarding methane. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 4-6

Comment 4-6 is an email from the City in response to the emails received. The email refers the 
recipients to the SCEA with a link provided. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-1

The final comment in this email chain is the original email from Diana Fletcher-Hoppe and Carl 
Hoppe, which is included in this document as Comment Letter 1. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 1-1.
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Comment Letter No. 5 
page 1 of 1

Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Connect 
hk Create 
■ Collaborate

Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan
1 message

laurie.jacoby@gmail.com <laurie.jacoby@gmail.com>
To: jeff.khau@lacity.org, bindu.kannan@lacity.org, juliet.oh@lacity.org

Fri, Oct 18, 2019 at 1:37 PM

Ms. Oh,

I understand I can submit written testimony for the meeting on Monday.

Project Site: 3233, 3311,3321 South Thatcher Avenue 5-1
Traffic on Princeton Drive is the concern of the owners of The Princeton 
Lofts at 1046 Princeton Drive.

Several issues to examine.

* The corner of Lincoln and Jefferson Way is a traffic hazard with about 
an accident a week according to police. (My boyfriend was in a serious 
accident leaving him severely hurt and his car totaled.)

5-2

* Jefferson Way to Carter to Princeton Drive is the most NARROW street 
in all of Oxford Triangle, with the most traffic. 5-3

* The "No Outlet" sign cannot be seen if traveling south on Lincoln and 
making a right onto the street. 5-4

* Uber and Lyft drivers drop off passengers illegally, immediately after 
the light at Brennan's Bar. 5-5

* Ubers and Lyft drivers make illegal turns and stops all along the way 
on Carter onto Princeton Drive.

* The current traffic and congestion due to businesses, home owners and 
tenants of The Jefferson with constant moving trucks make it unsafe for 
those on the street.

5-6

* When drivers don't realize it's a no through-street if they've reached 
Princeton, they often speed down the road and speed back. 5-7

* A turnaround at the new Thatcher Yard complex will not eliminate 
traffic. 5-8

Safety needs to be a major consideration. Everyone is at risk in the 
current situation. A solution needs to be drawn for when there are more 
families coming down the street.

5-9

Respectfully,

Laurie Jacoby 
President
The Princeton Lofts 
Homeowners Association
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Comment Letter No. 5

Laurie Jacoby 
sent via email

Response to Comment 5-1

Commenter states traffic is the concern of the owners of the Princeton Lofts at 1046 Princeton 
Drive. Specific issues are addressed in the comments below. Traffic is addressed in Section 17., 
Transportation, of the SCEA.

Response to Comment 5-2

Commenter states the corner of Lincoln and Jefferson Way is a traffic hazard under current 
conditions. Traffic at the intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Jefferson Way was evaluated in 
the Technical Memorandum - Thatcher Yard Residential Project prepared by Linscott, Law & 
Greenspan, Engineers in January 2019 (the "Traffic Memo”). LADOT issued assessment letters 
for the Traffic Memo on July 9, 2018 and February 28, 2019 accepting the findings of the Traffic 
Memo.1 The Traffic Memo was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the LADOT as 
provided in LADOT’s Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (December 2016 edition). 
Additionally, Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers prepared a Traffic Analysis Addendum for 
the Thatcher Yard Affordable Housing Project at 3221-3233 Thatcher Avenue on August 27, 2019 
to address Senate Bill (SB) 743. The Traffic Memo, Addendum, and LADOT assessment letters 
are available as Appendix H to the SCEA. As reported in the SCEA and the Traffic Memo, the 
intersection of Lincoln Boulevard and Jefferson Way operates with an LOS of A and would not be 
significantly impacted with the addition of trips generated by the Project. The Project would not 
introduce any new features which would cause a hazard at the intersection of Lincoln Boulevard 
and Jefferson Way. The comment refers to an existing condition at the intersection, which is not 
part of the Project and is not an impact caused by the Project. Subsequent to the Traffic Memo, 
the Project was also analyzed pursuant to Senate Bill 473 which identifies Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) as the most appropriate CEQA transportation metric. The Project would have no impact 
under the LADOT VMT Threshold.

Response to Comment 5-3

Comment states Jefferson Way to Carter Avenue to Princeton Drive is the most narrow street in 
the area, with the most traffic. The comment refers to an existing condition referencing traffic 
volumes unsupported by counts or substantial evidence demonstrating that Princeton Drive has 
the "most traffic”. The Traffic Memo prepared for the Project evaluated existing, existing with 
project, future, and future with Project traffic conditions. The existing traffic volumes at the study 
intersections are presented in Figure 5 of the Traffic Memo. Figure 6 of the Traffic Memo provides 
the forecast assignment of Project-related trips to the local street system on a percentage basis. 
It is noted that the Project includes the proposed closure of the portion of S. Thatcher Avenue 
between the two Princeton Drive intersections (north intersection and south intersection). Further,

1 The LADOT-signed Traffic Study Memorandum of Understanding is included as Appendix A to the 
Traffic Memo, which is included as Appendix H to this document.
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the existing gate that is provided on Princeton Drive east of S. Thatcher Avenue would be 
removed to accommodate Project-related traffic. Accordingly, all Project-related traffic would 
utilize Princeton Drive east of S. Thatcher Avenue, as well as Jefferson Way to access Lincoln 
Boulevard. The Project trip assignment shown on Figure 6 of the Traffic Memo reflects the 
proposed closure of S. Thatcher Avenue.

The AM and PM peak hour trips forecast to be generated by the Project are applied to the 
distribution percentages provided on Figure 6 of the T raffic Memo. The resultant forecast weekday 
AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes associated with the Project at the study intersections are 
shown on Figure 7 of the Traffic Memo.

The forecast traffic volumes associated with the Project at the study intersections are then added 
to the existing volumes to obtain the Existing with Project traffic volumes, which are shown on 
Figure 8 of the Traffic Memo.

The Future Pre-Project traffic volumes were forecast through application of a two percent (2.0%) 
annual traffic growth factor to the existing traffic volumes from the date of the traffic counts through 
the Project build-out year of 2021. Figure 9 of the Traffic Memo provides the Future Pre- Project 
traffic volumes at the study intersections. The Future with Project traffic volumes at the study 
intersections are provided on Figure 10 of the Traffic Memo.

As discussed in the SCEA and the Traffic Memo, following construction and occupancy of the 
Project, the forecast changes in v/c ratios at the study intersections due to Project-related traffic 
are calculated to be below the City’s significance thresholds in both the Existing with Project 
condition and Future with Project condition. Impacts would be less than significant for the four 
study intersections.

Response to Comment 5-4

Comment states the "No Outlet” sign cannot be seen if traveling south on Lincoln and making a 
right onto the street. It is assumed the comment is referring to Jefferson Way. The comment refers 
to an existing condition, which is not part of the Project and is not an impact caused by the Project. 
The Project is not located on Jefferson Way and does not propose any changes to Jefferson Way 
or Lincoln Boulevard.

Response to Comment 5-5

Comment states rideshare drivers make illegal drop-offs, stops, and turns in the vicinity of the 
Project, specifically on Carter and Princeton Drive. The comment refers to an existing condition, 
which is not part of the Project and is not an impact caused by the Project. The Project does not 
propose any changes to Carter Avenue or Jefferson Way.

Response to Comment 5-6

Comment states the current traffic related to The Jefferson residential building creates unsafe 
conditions. The comment refers to an existing condition, which is not part of the Project and is not 
an impact caused by the Project. The Project is not associated with The Jefferson building.

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019

Page 29



Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 5-7

Comment states that drivers speed up and down Princeton. The comment refers to an existing 
condition, which is not part of the Project and is not an impact caused by the Project.

Response to Comment 5-8

Comment states a turn-around at the Project will not eliminate traffic. The Project includes the 
relocation of an existing vehicular gate on Princeton Drive (northeast of the Project Site) to 
Thatcher Avenue (northeast corner adjacent to the Project Site). This change is not designed to 
eliminate traffic, but to direct Project trips via Princeton Drive. However, relocation of the Princeton 
gate would allow cars to turn around on Thatcher Avenue south of Princeton Drive and may help 
ease congestion at the location of the existing gate. The potential traffic impacts associated with 
the relocation of the Princeton gate have been evaluated as part of the Traffic Memo and SCEA, 
and the Project would not result in any significant impacts on the surrounding intersections.

Response to Comment 5-9

Comment states safety needs to be a consideration as the current situation creates risk. The 
comment refers to an existing condition, which is not part of the Project and is not an impact 
caused by the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 6
page 1 of 3

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D,
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Avenue 

Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 
cell (310) 383-3632 / home (310) 305-0129 

dfletcherhoppe@aol.com

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Juliet Oh, City Planner 
200 North Spring Street, Rm 721 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

October 23,2019

Project Site: 3233, 3311, 3321 South Thatcher Avenue 
Case NO.CPC-2018-5593-CDP-DB-CU-SPR-WDI-SPP-MEL
CEQANo.
RE: Comments on October 21 Hearing and SCEA

EVN-2018-5594-SCEA

Dear Ms. Oh,

My Husband, Car! Hoppe, and I were at the Thatcher Yard Hearing cited above. A number of residents 
from the Oxford Triangle and Protect Piaya Now expressed their concerns about the publicly 
unmentioned abandoned oil well. We came with our oil and gas specialist Dr, Tom Williams and 
expressed our concerns about the well and its safety implications for the Project. We were very pleased 
to hear Blake, representing TSA Housing now discuss the oil well, which has been identified as 
API:04Q3705612, Marathon Oil Company (Del Rey) Well Number 1. We were also pleased to both hear 
at the hearing and read in their Site Remediation that

6-1

"TSA will comply with ail state (DOGGR) and local regulations related to the remediation of 
the well. Mitigation measures are included in the SCEA and all regulatory measures apply."

We were also very gratified that Tyler of TSA Associates earlier wrote us and not only acknowledged 
the well as being within the LA City Methane Zone, but he also stated that "future methane testing 
will be conducted per LADBS requirements following the completing of the remedial excavation 
work." (see his email below)

6-2

On Friday, October 18, 2019, 02:51 ;53 PM PDT, Tyler Monroe ^tylerpjtsahousing.corrp wrote'

Hello,

Thank you for reaching out with this feedback. We are 100% committed to proper abandonment of any well onsite, clean-up of any 
residual contamination and implementation of proper methane mitigation measures on the Thatcher Yard site 6-3
We are aware of a core hole located on the project site, which was identified in the 2019 CE Phase II report that was cited in the 
SCEA as Appendix E. That document states:

Southwest Geophysics conducted a geophysical survey under the direction of California Environmental on July 26, 2019. The 
primary purpose of the survey was to evaluate the presence and location of a former oil well at the site. An anomaly indicative of 
a buried oil well was identified near the centra! portion of the property. CE recommends the probable well location be verified by

mailto:dfletcherhoppe@aol.com
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excavation methods. The site is located within the LA City Methane Zone and future methane testing will be conducted per LADBS 
requirements following completion of the remedial excavation work

We take thecore bo\e[=abandoned welt] seriously and will address it with the utmost care. In addition to compliance with state law 
on this issue, the project SCEA includes Mitigation Measures (lisied below) to ensure that the core hole is properly capped and 
abandoned prior to development.

The Mitigation Measures in the SCEA with regard to the abandoned well are noted below (see page V-70).

o The Project incorporates by reference and is consistent with SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Mitigation Measures MM RTP/SCS 
HAZ-1 (b) and MM RTP/SCS HAZ-4(b). See Section IV. The Project also includes the project-specific mitigation measures 
listed below. The Project-specific mitigation measures fulfil the RTP/SCS mitigation measures and go beyond the scope ofihe 
RTP/SCS measures.

MM HAZ-1. The artificial filiprism present on the southeastern portion of the property (3311 Thatcher Avenue) shall be 
removed as required by the geotechnical engineer for foundation support and as required to mitigate the presence of lead in 
the fill prior to construction of the proposed buildings. After re inoval of the approximately 10 feet of fill deposit, a vent cone 
and membrane system shall be installed and approved by LADBS over the onsite abandoned oil core hole. .

-MM HAZ-2.
at the Project Site. Ths plan shall address removal of the potentially impacted soil, characterization of the potentially 

impacted soil, and identification of appropriate disposal- The remediation plan shall also address removal of the on-site 
groundwater monitoring wells on the Project Site. This remediation plan shall be reviewed and approved by the RWQCB prior 
^implementation.

6-3 cont.
m

A site remediation plan shall be developed to address potentially elevated concentrations of lead within the fill

We re more than happy to discuss this issue in more detail. 
Thank you. And have a great weekend!
Best to you all".

We were also glad to hear from TSA's Haz-Mat Engineer Charles Buckley that earlier studies (2002) had 
already used magnetometer/ground-penetrating radar surveys to locate the subsurface features. 
However, we remain concern that no location(s) for the abandoned well(s) have been provided and the 
surveys were drawn without reference to the current site and surface features (e.g., foundations of 
several demolished buildings) and its/their relationships to the proposed Project's foundations and 
subsurface/basement vehicle parking.

6-4We remain baffled and disconcerted to hear that even though they said they got one "hit" or magnetic 
"anomaly" on the Thatcher Yard site, that could corresponded with a 18+inch capped/casing they would 
expect to find in the well, they did not complete the job and confirm the well’s location with regard to 
the Project's subsurface features. The lack of a probable location remains an issue of concern and safety 
for both contractors and residents; they must complete the job and definitely confirm where the well 
is.The applicant(s) and consultant(s) must provide the "best guess" for the well(s) and complete the 
architectural drawings before seeking to get the current plans acceptedalmost immediately October 28, 
without knowing where the well is or may be.

The 98 units are going to be on Thatcher Yard. Those buildings and the basement parking level cover a 
lot of the land. Chances are that Thomas Safran & Associates will encounter and have to cover the well 
with the currently planned buildings. DOGGR recommends that no permanent structure covers an 
abandoned well so, in case the well develops a problem, it can be directly worked on. They state that 
the well must be permanently accessible. As the plans have been made without knowledge of the 
suspected location of the well, the plans likely will have to be changed to accommodate the well and 
access leading to numerous change orders.

6-5

Charles Buckley also said the well might be "South" of the Yard and on an entirely different plot of land. 
He made no mention of finding that well or any specific "most probable" location. Instead, they chose to 6-6
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page 3 of 3

wait and see during construction. They have not said what they are going to do, other than putting a 
membrane down and an inverted cone over the well. 6-6 cont.

We assume that once the plans are accepted, if they find the well when they excavate, they would 
change the drawings with a "change order," which would be much more expensive. Or, might the 
expense be a justification to not change the architectural plans and to deal with the well by encasing it 
within a concrete vertical shaft through the building that vents any methane gas to above the roof to 
escape into the atmosphere forever precluding the possibility of dealing with a newly erupted 
abandoned well? That approach to an abandoned well is taken sometimes when the no other approach 
is possible. We are very concerned regarding the City choosing an unsatisfactory and inadequate plan in 
advance, instead of solving the problem in advance when the problem can be solved. 6-7

What if they don't find the well when they excavate? Then what? Will the City just forget about it? We 
would have expected that when Mr. Buckley got that "hit" possibly indicating a well, he should have 
cautioned TSA immediately, and at least locate and confirm the location/depth and surface conditions of 
the well(s). Current considerations of plans and approvals for the buildings should be continued until 
applicant locatesand organizes and provides an abandonment plan for the well(s) and assures any 
buildings changes to accommodate the well.

Let us not forget our lessons; such a dangerous blast at the Ross Dress For Less Store, sent 22 people to 
the hospital. And let us not forget the recent Jan 11, 2019 Marina Del Rey DOW RGC 10 well blow out 
when they were trying to abandon an old oil well.

6-8

The City must protect the health and safety of the construction workers and future residents, the City 
must continue/postpone the final hearing and definitively locate and abandon the well(s), now. Then 
they must incorporate any changes into their design and construction methods/activities, and then hold 
a public hearing to review and accept the plans, including appropriate mitigation plans. Thus we believe 
it would be much more prudent to give more time for the process and have the final Hearing on 
November 19, 2019, not October 28.

6-9

We insist that we, the public, are informed about the location and everything about the well(s) and 
about all changes to the architectural plans so that no building is on the well and so the well remains 
accessible forever, just in case.

Yours truly,

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D. 
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 6

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D. 
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Avenue 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Response to Comment 6-1

This comment refers to the hearing officer hearing conducted for the Project on October 21, 2019 
and states the commenters were pleased to hear that the Project Applicant is committed to comply 
with all state and local regulations regarding corehole Marathon Oil Well #1. The DOGGR 
regulatory compliance steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 
5, above). No further response is required.

Response to Comment 6-2

Comment states the Project Applicant issued a written response stating the Project will comply 
with LADBS requirements related to the methane zone. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 6-3

Comment 6-3 includes the written response from the Project Applicant sent to the community 
members regarding corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 and the existing methane zone. No further 
response is required.

Response to Comment 6-4

Comment summarizes comments from Charles Buckley of California Environmental which were 
made at the hearing officer hearing. Comment states the Project Applicant and consultants should 
determine the location of corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 and complete the architectural drawings 
prior to getting Project plans approved. It is not required that the Project, or any Project, mitigate 
potential environmental impacts of a project prior to the Project being approved. Please refer to 
Master Response 1. As part of the Project, the Project Site will be evaluated to determine if 
corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the site. If it is, all abandonment procedures, as 
required by and overseen by DOGGR, will be followed. This is part of mitigation measure MM 
HAZ-1 and the regulatory requirements, included in the MMP of the SCEA. As stated in Master 
Response 1, DOGGR is the lead agency within the state of California for permitting the drilling 
and abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal wells. The Project is required to comply with all 
existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These 
steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, above).

Response to Comment 6-5

Comment states that DOGGR recommends that no permanent structure should cover an 
abandoned well and as such the Project plans will likely have to be changed to accommodate 
abandonment of the well. Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding locating and abandoning 
corehole Marathon Oil Well #1. The Project is required to comply with all existing regulatory
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requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements with regards to 
development over abandoned wells. These steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata 
(see pages 3 through 5, above). Changes to Project plans, if necessary, would be overseen by 
LADBS.

Response to Comment 6-6

Comment states California Environmental states corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 may be located 
off of the Project Site and has not stated what will be done to remediate corehole Marathon Oil 
Well #1. Please refer to Master Response 1. The Project is required to mitigate and comply with 
all applicable regulatory requirements if corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is determined to be located 
on the Project Site.

Response to Comment 6-7

Comment asks if the Project might mitigate corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 through a proposed 
building rather than changing the plans so that no building covers the abandoned corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1. Comment asks what will happen if the well is not found and suggests that 
consideration of Project approval be continued until an abandonment plan is in place. Please refer 
to Master Response 1. The Project is required to mitigate and comply with all applicable regulatory 
requirements if corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is determined to be located on the Project Site, 
including any regulations regarding unidentified wells.. If corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is not 
found or identified on the Project Site, abandonment of corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 would 
remain under the jurisdiction of DOGGR and would be the responsibility of the property owner 
where the well is found.

Response to Comment 6-8

Comment references oil wells located in Venice and Marina del Rey. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 regarding the potential on-site corehole Marathon Oil Well #1.

Response to Comment 6-9

Comment requests that the City postpones approval of the Project until changes are made to the 
Project regarding abandonment of corehole Marathon Oil Well #1. Comment requests that the 
public is informed about corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 and that corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 
remains accessible forever. Please refer to Master Response 1. As part of the permitting process 
for the Project, the Project Site will be evaluated to determine if corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is 
present on the site. If it is, all abandonment procedures, as required by and overseen by DOGGR, 
will be followed. This is part of mitigation measure MM HAZ-1 and the regulatory requirements, 
included in the MMP of the SCEA. The MMP and SCEA have been available online via the City’s 
website since September 26, 2019. This Errata and Response to Comments was posted on the 
City’s website on October 31, 2019 and made available in the case file. The DOGGR regulatory 
compliance steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, above). 
The existence of a well is not unique to this property and not something incidental to the requested 
entitlements to warrant delay of any hearing, as there are regulatory compliance measured in the 
place to address this condition prior to the issuance of any permits for the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 7
page 1 of 4Communication from Public

Dr Clyde T Williams 
10/25/2019 03:22 PM 
19-1061

Name:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting: 19-1061 Following a lengthy review of the available documents

and drawings, a conflict appears to be shown in that for aesthetic 
and other reasons/impact mitigation the Project buildings are #1 
differing elevations to provide a transition between the 4 floors 
buildings to the east, across Thatcher down to the single floor R-l 
of the existing community of Venice/Del Rey, west of Oxford. 
Environmental Justice Issue Such mitigation is GOOD, but has 
not been made available for many other similar housing projects in 
the City of Los Angeles and under the authority of the Dept, of 
City Planning. Such mitigation is good for all such Projects but 
such comments were dismissed regarding Environmental Justice 
issues. Provide a summary table of all similar housing projects 
where similar building height transitions were and were not 
included within the CEQA and approval considerations as 
appropriate mitigations. Provide the locations and median 
household populations, household sizes, employments and 
median household incomes for the SCAG's Transportation 
Analysis Zone for each of the projects' locations. Provide the 
financial costs and per-unit costs related to transitions for this 
Project and others with & without such transitions. Provide for a 
continuation for this Project until such provisions are completed 
plus 30 days of review/further comments once provided.

7-1



Comment Letter No. 7
page 2 of 4Communication from Public

Dr Clyde T. Williams 
10/25/2019 10:50 AM
19-1061

Name:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting: Proposed Project drawings make no provision for venting ground

gases from the abandoned (but not plugged to current standards 
well, although text refers to a gas membrane around the well and 
an inverted, gas impervious cone, presumably open on the top. If 
opened on top as currently drawn, the cone would direct all 
captured gases into the subsurface bedding and slab of the 
subsurface parking structure. This is unsafe and potentially 
explosive, and with potential for massive delay and change order 
costs for such during construction. Provide revised drawings 
indicating the most-probable location of the abandoned, 
unplugged oil well, dimensions/design of the collector membrane 
and associated gravel bedding, connections between the 
membrane and inverted cone, the inverted cone and its point of 
discharge/release of accumulated thermogenic gases, and the safe 
conveyance and release of such gases to free air (presumably 
through a building shaft and roof-top vent.

7-2



Comment Letter No. 7
page 3 of 4Communication from Public

Dr. Tom WilliamsName:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting: The Report and Zimas clearly state that the Project lies within a

Methane Zone, but ascribes the ground gases to "biogenic rather 
than thermogenic sources, without provide known test results for 
C14, C02, and absence of other petroleum gases (C2-5/H6-12). 
However, the absence of any drawings for a gas membrane and 
venting system, clearly show a bias and concern for financial 
issues. Without such in the drawing set, the Contractor may claim 
a change order if gases are encountered and the Applicant can not 
conclusively prove that they are biogenic, if thermogenic the 
Contractor can make major $$$$ claims for design, construction, 
and delays. The appendix does not demonstrate conclusively the 
biogenic or recent origins of gases encountered. The MMRP 
p. 13/2 only states: ...prior to the issuance of a building permit, the 
Site shall be independently analyzed by a qualified engineer,..., 
hired by the Project Applicant....shall investigate and design a 
methane mitigation system in compliance with the LADBS 
Methane Mitigation Standards for the APPRORPIATE SITE 
DESIGN LEVEL [^Construction] which will prevent or retard 
potential methane gas seepage into the building....shall implement 
the engineer’s design RECOMMENDATIONS subject to 
DOGGR, LADBS and LAFD plan review and approval. No 
references are made for gases conveyance/treatment from such 
MITIGATION SYSTEM to free air above the roof-lines. The 
same holds for the well-membrane and cone which is without 
issues of redirecting thermogenic ground gas emission from the 
top of an unknown design of the "Well Cone" beneath 
foundations.

10/25/2019 12:12 PM 
19-1061

7-3



Comment Letter No. 7
page 3 of 4

Communication from Public

Dr Tom Williams, CCSC 
10/25/2019 12:18 PM 
19-1061

Name:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting: 19-1061 CF with link to Thatcher Yard Project Case Number

ENV-2018-5594-SCEA Comment on SCEA Continued reference 
to abandoned oil "Core Elole" reflects extreme bias against the 
formal designation of the "EIOLE" as an plugged and abandoned 
oil well with a State and nationally recognized designation and 
unique number for an "Abandoned Oil Well" of more than 6000ft 
depth and 900ft of steel casing. Similar no facts regarding the 
surveyed methane "gas" being biogenic (as claimed) or 
thermogenic have been provided (C14 and associated TPEI gases - 
butane [C2-5]/benzene-PAHs). The Applicant and consultants 
provide no evidence of the presence or absence of the well or 
other wells and provide no evidence of previous magnetometer 
and ground penetrating radar surveys as to where the surveys 
were conducted and the physical locations of "hits" (high values) 
on the Project site and beneath the planned foundations and __ 
underground garage. The City's Methane Ordinance would require 
an EIDPE membrane and at least passive ventilation under the 
entire underground parking garage and an access/ventilation shaft 
to any well(s) found, but Project drawings do not provide either. 
We (as representative of Citizens Coalition for A Safe 
Community) request that considerations of the Project be 
continued until the Applicant provides: Site/Project Drawings 
with all magnetic/GPR anomalies located to the features of the site 
and on drawings for the Project, Excavation and confirmation as 
to the metallic sources of the 10 most strong magnetic anomalies 
and configurations from GPR, Evaluation of the conditions of the 
sources and CEM/Other explosive gases in such sources, Revised 
Project drawings with appropriate mitigation of the subsurface 
features (e.g., abandoned oil wells and steel equipment).

7-4

7-5

7-6



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 7

Dr. Clyde T. Williams 
no address provided

Response to Comment 7-1

Comment states that the transition in height provided by the Project is good, but has not been 
provided by other projects. Comment states a summary table of similar housing projects where 
building height transitions were and were not used should be provided. Comment states locations 
and median household populations, sizes, employment, and incomes should be provided for 
"SCAG’s Transportation Analysis Zone for each of the projects’ locations”. Comment requests 
that financial per-unit costs be provided. None of these comments are with respect to the content 
of the SCEA or Project impacts. These comments seem to be regional and/or Citywide in nature 
and not specific to the Project. The Project is compliant with all underlying provisions of the LAMC 
and the VCZSP and therefore, no further response is necessary.

Response to Comment 7-2

Comment states Project drawings do not include venting ground gases from corehole Marathon 
Oil Well #1 and requests that such drawings be provided. It is not required that the Project, or any 
Project, mitigate potential environmental impacts of a project prior to the Project being approved. 
Please refer to Master Response 1. As part of the Project, the Project Site will be evaluated to 
determine if corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the site. If it is, all abandonment 
procedures, as required by and overseen by DOGGR, will be followed. This is part of mitigation 
measure MM HAZ-1 and the regulatory requirements, included in the MMP of the SCEA. As stated 
in Master Response 1, DOGGR is the lead agency within the state of California for permitting the 
drilling and abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal wells. The Project is required to comply with 
all existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. 
These steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, above). 
Changes to Project plans, if necessary, would be overseen by LADBS.

Response to Comment 7-3

Comment states the Project is within a methane zone and the Project documents do not describe 
if the gases are biogenic rather than thermogenic. The Phase II provides recommendations based 
on the vapors that were identified on the Project Site, including methane, petroleum 
hydrocarbons, and lead. As discussed in the SCEA (page V-69), and as referenced by the 
comment, a vent cone and membrane will be required by LADBS for construction over the onsite 
abandoned oil core hole. Remediation of the fill deposit on the Project Site is required by Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 and will ensure that all methane pockets within the fill deposit are removed from 
the site and would not pose a hazard.

With regard to methane detected outside of the fill deposit, the Project Site is located within a 
City-designated methane zone that mandates implementation of methane mitigation measures, 
depending on conditions at the Project Site. The Project would be required to comply with the 
General Methane Mitigation Requirements pursuant to Section 91.7103 of the LAMC. Thus, prior
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to construction, methane gas concentrations and subsurface pressures would be measured by 
qualified and certified personnel. If methane gas is detected on the Project Site at pressures 
and/or concentrations of concern, these conditions would be addressed accordingly through 
compliance with existing City regulations. Compliance with the regulations governing methane 
gas and methane zones in the City (Section 91.7103 of the LAMC) would ensure that potential 
impacts would be less than significant; no mitigation measures are required. The Phase II 
conducted for the Project in 2018 is summarized in the SCEA and included as Appendix E to the 
SCEA, and discusses the groundwater monitoring, soil vapor testing, and all toxic investigations 
conducted on the Project Site as part of the Phase II. The Phase II includes lab reports as 
appendices which include the findings of the on-site testing.

Response to Comment 7-4

Comment states that the SCEA refers to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 as "core hole” rather than 
oil well which reflects bias. References to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 have been revised via 
this Errata to refer to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 consistently throughout this document and 
the SCEA.

Response to Comment 7-5

Comment states no facts regarding the surveyed methane gas are provided. Comment states no 
evidence regarding the presence or absence of corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is provided. The 
2018 Phase II conducted for the Project discusses the soil vapor testing conducted in 2002 on 
the Project Site, as well as groundwater testing conducted in 2018. The Phase II provides 
recommendations based on the vapors that were identified on the Project Site, including methane, 
petroleum hydrocarbons, and lead. As discussed in the SCEA (page V-69), Mitigation Measure 
MM HAZ-1 and will ensure that all detected soil gases on the Project Site are mitigated through 
removal of the on-site artificial fill prism. The Phase II includes lab reports as appendices which 
include the findings of the on-site testing. The locations of the anomalies detected in the 
geophysical survey are depicted on the Spectrum Geophysical Field Report and contour maps 
attached as Appendix III to the Phase II (see Appendix E to the SCEA).

Response to Comment 7-6

Comment also states decisions regarding the Project should be continued until site drawings are 
provided with the geophysical survey anomalies and mitigation of subsurface features. It is not 
required that the Project, or any Project, mitigate potential environmental impacts of a project prior 
to Project entitlements being approved. Please refer to Master Response 1. As part of the Project, 
the Project Site will be evaluated to determine if corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the 
site. If it is, all abandonment procedures, as required by and overseen by DOGGR, will be 
followed. This is part of mitigation measure MM HAZ-1 and the regulatory requirements, included 
in the MMP of the SCEA. As stated in Master Response 1, DOGGR is the lead agency within the 
state of California for permitting the drilling and abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal wells. 
The Project is required to comply with all existing regulatory requirements, including compliance 
with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata 
(see pages 3 through 5, above).

Thatcher Yard Project
Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment

City of Los Angeles
October 2019

Page 41



Comment Letter No. 8 
page 1 of 1

Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Connect 
^ Create 
V Collaborate

Re: ESSSV-2018-5594-SCEA 19-1061
2 messages

MB Trautwein <mbtrautwein@gmail.com>
To: Juliet.Oh@lacity.org
Cc: Diane Fietcher- Hoppe <dfletcherhoppe@gmail.com>

Fri, Oct 25. 2019 at 8:15 PM

Dear Juliet,

As a member of the Protect Playa Now steering committee I support Diane Fletcher-Hoppe and Carl Hoppe's letters to 
city planning (dated October 23, Re:October 21 Hearing and SCEA). Diane and Carl are active members of Protect 
Playa Now and Diane is on the steering committee. Both Carl and Diane are active in the Oxford triangle neighborhood 
on the issue of safety and health for local residents. They live across the street from Thatcher Yard where are the oil well
is.

8-1
The recent Jan 11,2019 Marina Del Rey DOW RGC 10 well blow out was a wake up call to me that our area is subject to 
the potential dangers of the underlying gas field and abandoned oil wells. We insist that the public is informed about the 
well(s) location(s) and about all changes to the architectural plans so the well remains accessible forever, just in case.

I look forward to following and supporting this issue in the next month leading up to the November meeting.

Maiy Beth Trautwein

cell: 310-740-0253

Diane Fietcher- Hoppe <dfletcherhoppe@gmail.com> 
To: MB Trautwein <mbtrautwein@gmail.com>
Cc: Juliet.Oh@lacity.org

Sat, Oct 26, 2019 at 1:20 PM

Virus-free, www.avast.comOr
[Quoted text hidden]
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Comment Letter No. 8

Mary Beth Trautwein 
sent via email

Response to Comment 8-1

Comment states support of the letters sent by Diane Fletcher-Hoppe and Carl Hoppe to the City. 
Comment requests that the public is informed about the location of corehole Marathon Oil Well 
#1 and all changes to architectural plans so that corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 remains 
accessible forever. Please refer to the comment letters from Diane Fletcher-Hoppe and Carl 
Hoppe and responses to these letters, Comment Letters 1, 6, and 9. Please also refer to Master 
Response 1. As part of the Project, the Project Site will be evaluated to determine if corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the site. If it is, all abandonment procedures, as required by 
and overseen by DOGGR, will be followed. This is part of mitigation measure MM HAZ-1 and the 
regulatory requirements, included in the MMP of the SCEA. The MMP and SCEA have been 
available online via the City’s website since September 26, 2019. This Errata and Response to 
Comments was posted on the City’s website on October 31, 2019 and was made available in the 
case file. The DOGGR regulatory compliance steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata 
(see pages 3 through 5, above).
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Comment Letter No. 9
page 1 of 2

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D,
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Avenue 

Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 
cell (310) 383-3632 / home (310) 305-0129 

dfletcherhoppe@aol.com

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Juliet Oh, City Planner 
200 North Spring Street, Rm 721 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

October 26, 2019

Office of the City Clerk 
Council & Public Services Division 
City of Los Angeles
https://Clerk.lacity.org/council-and-public-services

Project Site: 3233, 3311, 3321 South Thatcher Avenue 
Case No. CPC-2018-5593-CDP-DB-CU-SPR-WDI-SPP-MEL 
CEQA No. EVN-2018-5594-SCEA 
Case File. 19-1061

RE: Comments on October 21 Hearing and SCEA

Dear Ms. Oh, and Office of the City Clerk,

My husband Carl Hoppe and I completely support the Public Comment Submission Dr. Tom Williams 
sent in day before yesterday, Thursday, October 24. In particular he highlights the clear need to 
accurately locate the well(s) on Thatcher Yard and to reflect the well(s) exactly on the Site/Project 
Drawings in relation to all the buildings and garage before this hearing is closed. There has been no 
comment about continuing the hearing and postponing approval of the plans. Nor has there been any 
comment about satisfying our concerns, This is disappointing and worrying.

9-1

In addition Dr. Tom Williams cites the City's Methane Ordinance which requires an HDPE membrane and 
a passive ventilation under the entire underground parking garage as well as an access/ventilation shaft 
to any well(s)that are found. Patricia McPherson of Grassroots Coalition who has dealt with oil and gas 
issues for 30 years also attended the October 21 meeting. Her investigative work was instrumental in 
showing the need for the Methane Code. At the meeting, she stressed the part of the Methane Code 
that demands permanent access to an abandoned well. The code emphasizes that there must not be 
any permanent structures over the well, so that it could always be accessed in case something happens. 
Needless to say, LA City's Methane Code is a law/ordinance which must be obeyed whenever there is a 
well. It must be enforced, This is to protect the occupants and nearby residents from a buildup of 
methane gas that could cause ari extremely dangerous explosion and also to prevent ongoing inhalation 
of methane gas as they go about their daily living. How ironic that we should be urging the developer 
and the city to provide what is already established law to provide.

9-2
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Comment Letter No. 9
page 2 of 2

Here we are again having to stress that this Hearing on the project should be continued on after October 
28 until we all are provided with a transparent study outcome showing the following:

- where all the magnetic/GPR anomalies are located in relation to the features of the site and in 
relation to the drawings for the project;

- the excavation and confirmation as to the metallic sources of the anomalies;

- the evaluation of the conditions of the sources and CHW/Other explosive gases in such sources

- and, finally, the revised Project drawings with appropriate mitigation of the subsurface 
features (e.g., abandoned oil wells and steel equipment) provided before the Hearing is brought 
to a close.

9-3

This is common sense; we should not have to be asking for this. Lives are at stake for the next 25-50 
years.

Surely the Permanent Supportive and affordable housing project, for which we have planned so much 
should be done correctly now, rather than discover a neglect later which will need to be corrected 
possibly at great expense and possibly physical and emotional harm to our new neighbors.

Please take the time to figure it out first and then make the plans accordingly,

Yours truly,
Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D. 
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.

Residents of the Oxford Triangle who live right across and kitty-corner from the project, and who voted 
for HHH,
Members of OTA Oxford Triangle Association 
Members of Protect Playa Now
Member of Protect Playa Now Steering Committee (Diane)



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 9

Diane Fletcher-Hoppe, Ph.D. 
Carl Hoppe, Ph.D.
950 Oxford Avenue 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

Response to Comment 9-1

Comment states support of a public comment submitted by Dr. Tom Williams on October 24, 
2019. Comment also states there is need to locate corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 prior to any 
further hearings on the Project. Please refer to the comment letter from Dr. Tom Williams and 
response to this letter, Comment Letter 7. It is not required that the Project, or any Project, mitigate 
potential environmental impacts of a project prior to the Project being approved. Please refer to 
Master Response 1. As part of the Project, the Project Site will be evaluated to determine if 
corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the site. If it is, all abandonment procedures, as 
required by and overseen by DOGGR, will be followed. This is part of mitigation measure MM 
HAZ-1 and the regulatory requirements, included in the MMP of the SCEA. As stated in Master 
Response 1, DOGGR is the lead agency within the state of California for permitting the drilling 
and abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal wells. The Project is required to comply with all 
existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These 
steps have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, above).

Response to Comment 9-2

Comment states the City of Los Angeles Methane Code must be obeyed and enforced. Please 
refer to Master Response 1 and Response to Comment 2-2.

Response to Comment 9-3

Comment states hearings regarding Project approval should be postponed until a study is 
provided which discloses the location of the magnetic anomalies in relation the Project’s proposed 
buildings, the excavation of the detected anomalies, evaluation of potential explosive gasses, and 
revised Project plans with mitigation. It is not required that the Project, or any Project, mitigate 
potential environmental impacts of a project prior to the Project entitlements being approved. 
Please refer to Master Response 1. As part of the Project, the Project Site will be evaluated to 
determine if corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the site. The locations of the anomalies 
detected in the geophysical survey are depicted on the Spectrum Geophysical Field Report and 
contour maps attached as Appendix III to the Phase II (see Appendix E to the SCEA). Please 
refer to Master Response 1.
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Comment Letter No. 10
page 1 of 2

Oxford Triakgle Association

October 27,2019

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Juliet Oh, City Planner 
200 North Spring Street, Rm 721 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Office of the City Clerk 
Council & Public Services Division 
City of Los Angeles
https://Clerk.lacitv.ore/council-and-public-services

Project Site: 3233, 3311, 3321 South Thatcher Avenue 
Case No. CPC-2018-5593-CDP-DB-CU-SPR-WDI-SPP-MEL 
CEQA No. EVN-2018-5594-SCEA 
Case File. 19-1061

RE:

Comments on October 21 Hearing and SCEA

Dear Ms. Oh and Office of the City Clerk:

On behalf of the Oxford Triangle Association please accept this letter and note its intent is to provide 
complete and total support for the content and discussion of issues raised by Diane and Carl Hoppe, and 
as further discussed by Dr. Tom Williams, the consultant they have engaged to address these concerns. 
These concerns about the identification and mitigation of the hazards associated with the underground 
well[s] that is located somewhere on the Thatcher Maintenance Yard ["Yard"] must be carefully 
considered and properly addressed as part of the development of the site and are paramount to the 
well-being and safety of the neighborhood we live in, namely the Oxford Triangle. 10-1
For us, residents of that neighborhood and, therefore, living in close proximity to the Yard our concerns 
[which are more than reasonable] should have been expected and anticipated by the City of Los 
Angeles. It is a problem created by the City of Los Angeles. Further, it is something that we expect the 
City to manage [as is your responsibility] carefully while protecting our safety and well-being at all times.

https://Clerk.lacitv.ore/council-and-public-services


Comment Letter No. 10
page 2 of 2

Oxford Triangle Association

Without the help or assistance from the City, our neighborhood [comprised of lay people unfamiliar with 
the process] has navigated for more than three years through the development process, a path that is 
mired with roadblocks and a lack of transparency, emanating from City Hall, and yet, we have come 
through the other side with a set of terms with Thomas Safran and Associates we are comfortable with 
and therefore endorse their vision of what will be on that property. However, it is a long-term ground 
lease and therefore the underlying issue which this letter is intended to address, namely the 
identification and mitigation of the hazards associated with the underground well[s] located on the 
Yard, remain with the City.

To restate our objective in this letter:

10-1
cont.

We reaffirm OTA's support for the Safran project as currently contemplated;
The Yard project is the product of extensive collaboration between TSA, OTA and others, and; 
OTA fully supports and encourages the City to include a condition of approval that any core hole 
(or other) found on the site be abandoned per current standards before a permit is issued for 
the project.
The CEQA review includes a mitigation measure and the project would only be approved with a 
condition that will require the Project to re-abandon any core hole[s] found on the site to 
current regulatory standards BEFORE a permit is issued and construction may start.

1.
2.

3.

4.

We are looking to the City and counting on the City to protect us - do NOT let us down. Listen to what is 
being raised as concerns by the Hoppe's and others and take it to heart. We hold you responsible and 
accountable as is only reasonable. Act on it prudently and with great care on our behalf, we beseech 
you.

Sincerely,

The Oxford Triangle Association

Karen E. Kennedy
Mark Shockley
Linda Giambrone Vaughn



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 10

Oxford Triangle Association
Karen E. Kennedy
Mark Shockley
Linda Giambrone Vaughn
sent via email, no address provided

Response to Comment 10-1

Comment states support of public comments submitted by Diane and Carl Hoppe and Dr. Tom 
Williams. Please refer to the comment letters from Diane and Carl Hoppe and Dr. Tom Williams 
and responses to those letters, provided in this document. Please refer to Master Response 1. 
As requested by Comment Letter 10, the Project Site will be evaluated to determine if corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1 is present on the site. If it is, all abandonment procedures, as required by 
and overseen by DOGGR, will be followed. This is part of mitigation measure MM HAZ-1 and the 
regulatory requirements, included in the MMP of the SCEA. As stated in Master Response 1, 
DOGGR is the lead agency within the state of California for permitting the drilling and 
abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal wells. The Project is required to comply with all existing 
regulatory requirements, including compliance with DOGGR CSWR requirements. These steps 
have been added to the SCEA per this Errata (see pages 3 through 5, above).
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Comment Letter No. 11
page 1 of 2

Juliet Oh <juliet.oh@lacity.org>

Connect
Create

W Collaborate

Project Site-3233, 3311, 3321 So. Thatcher Avenue; Case No. CPC-2018-5593-CDP- 
DB-CU-SPR-WDI-SPP-MEL
1 message

patriciamcpherson1@verizon.net <patriciamcpherson1 @verizon.net> 
To: JULIET.OH@lacity.org
Cc: ctwilliams2012@yahoo.com, dfletcherhoppe@aol.com

Sun, Oct 27, 2019 at 11:01 AM

V

GRASSROOTS
COALTION

ROMItMlA rrcmrti pjsuc pquci

RE: ENV- 2018-5594-SCEA: File 19-1061 THATCHER YARD PROJECT

Good Morning Ms. Oh, and City Planners, Office of City Clerk,

Grassroots Coalition supports the comments made by Dr. C.T.Williams and the Fletcher-Hoppes (Ph.D.(s), pertaining to 
the Thatcher Yard Project.
Having attended the Oct. 21st hearing on this matter, it was demonstrably evident that the community groups and 
persons, including but not limited
to Protect Playa Now, are very concerned about the recently revealed news that an oilwell may likely be a part of this 
project’s needs for
mitigation. Overwhelmingly, they requested to be provided with succinct knowledge of the wheres and whats of the oilwell 
and how the project will or
won't integrate mitigation measures that may or might not be protective to their well-being. While the developers 
brought an oil/gas consultant with them, the issues and concerns of adequate mitigation were marginalized as being 
issues that are 'typically' dealt with across the City of Los Angeles and therefore, it need not be discussed with any 
specificity until the project is approved and moving forward. 11-1

Such cavalier attitudes of protective mitigation for both the future residents of this public housing project and the 
surrounding neighborhoods is, unfortunately, rather typical from the City of Los Angeles Planning Department. The 
cavalier attitude, such as currently exists, wiil not provide the answers the community seeks and may create both a 
dangerous housing project as well as a far more costly housing project.

The project's consultant alluded to studies already performed within the area, that discerned oilfield gases. The 
consultant cited that a determination had been made that the known well in this area, was not actually found—so far. 
While, Ms. Oh and the developer stated that the consultant would answer questions regarding the oilfield gas issues and 
concerns per the well itself—the consultant was never brought back to the podium to do so.

The CITYWIDE Methane Code is a minimal code designed to protect the STRUCTURE from explosion hazards. 
Neither the developers( and their consultant) or Ms. Oh (or anyone from the city) were on hand to explain that the 

Methane Code ONLY ADDRESSES explosion hazards. The Methane Code DOES NOT ADDRESS TOXIC GAS

11-2
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Comment Letter No. 11
page 2 of 2 ,

HAZARDS. LADBS is not in the business of
protecting the public's health from hazards of the detrimental and potentially life threatening aspects of oilfield gases. 11-2

cont.
In fact, the presence of the well itself...while catalogued as an exploratory oil well, as Dr. C.T. Williams has written and as 
City Planning now knows,
the city continues to marginalize the well as a 'core hole'. Even if the well was classified as a core hole, the 
communications of this well with the
underlying oil and gas field and its ability to act as a conveyor of those oilfield explosive and toxic gases to the surface is 
what is at stake, and is what
the city needs to both inform the public and act to ensure that no such oilfield gases will be able to migrate utilizing this 
well. 11-3

Shades of 1990, when City Planning inaccurately stated that an abandoned oil well is no longer an oil well, All wells, 
whether active, idled, plugged or abandoned can and often do leak. Wells corrode and become conduits to the surface 
The notion of SEALED FORMATIONS is a misnomer since the very wells drilled down into them, forever have the ability 
to act as conduits to the surface. Gamesmanship with words is not appreciated and provides 
no measure of integrity in adequate mitigation and the ability to recognize future mitigation may be needed.

The public deserves the right to know that even the City does not enforce its own Methane Codes as is borne out in the 
2007 LA City Audit by Laura Chick pertaining to the Playa Vista Methane Prevention Detection and Monitoring Program- 
the methane code for phase 1, Playa Vista. This audit
found that there was no proof that LADBS and partner departments had put the mitigation measures into place and /or 
that they even worked.
Since, the end of that audit, nothing of any honest merit has changed.

11-4

The City Methane Code DOES NOT provide for permanent access. While DOGGR recommends never building over an 
old well, they leave
building codes to LADBS. LADBS does not provide for re-entry space as can be observed at homes that are built directly 
over wells and that have no sideyard or other area to allow for drill rig re-entry. The city's Methane Code has much need 
for improvement. The Planning Dept, has not attempted to explain what the Methane Code does and doesn't do.
Most people are neophytes to the dangers of oilfield gas migration and should be treated as such and therefore be
provided with meaningful
studies and explanation and warning.

11-5

With each new project, the public's lack of faith in the City and the public's need to question mitigation becomes greater. 
There is a need for honest answers.

The Thatcher Yard Project is a public housing project with merit and one that the local communities, in large part approve, 
however, the public's
trust and money are at stake and should not be brushed off with statements that mitigation WILL TAKE PLACE IF 
NEEDED as the City of LA
has a Methane Code that will protect. That statement would be without merit and have nothing to back it up.
The City has not even explained to the communities that the Methane Code has no toxic mitigation elements. No 
scubbers for methane or H2S (an often observed contaminant of this oil/gas field area) or other toxic gas is even being 
discussed. Methane is a greenhouse gas that merits having
it mitigated via scrubbers or other means as a greenhouse gas alone. Climate Change is a #1 issue these days and 
should be part of
any mitigation for a new development project.

11-6

A slow down is in order here to both inform the public and to study the problem at hand-namely the oilwell and 
its ability to communicate oilfield gases.
Does this site fulfill a Tier 1 or 2 or 3 methane mitigation measure? Thus, far such important questions are not 
addressed. Thus far, no discussion of the 'oilwell' exists within the environmental document.

11-7

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) was not presented information that an oilwell mitigation need may 
exist on this site. Therefore, any approvals given by the CCC were made without being fully informed and no 
further approvals should be made until that omission is undone.

11-8

Thankyou for your time in review of this letter,

Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition



Responses to Comments

Comment Letter No. 11

Patricia McPherson, Grassroots Coalition 
sent via email

Response to Comment 11-1

Comment states support of public comments submitted by Diane and Carl Hoppe and Dr. Tom 
Williams. Please refer to the comment letters from Diane and Carl Hoppe and Dr. Tom Williams 
and responses to those letters, provided in this document. Please refer to Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 11-2

Comment states the City’s Methane Ordinance does not address toxic gas hazards. The 2018 
Phase II conducted for the Project discusses the soil vapor testing conducted in 2002 on the 
Project Site, as well as groundwater testing conducted in 2018. The Phase II provides 
recommendations based on the vapors that were identified on the Project Site, including methane, 
petroleum hydrocarbons, and lead. As discussed in the SCEA (page V-69), Mitigation Measure 
MM HAZ-1 and will ensure that all detected soil gases on the Project Site are mitigated through 
removal of the on-site artificial fill prism.

Response to Comment 11-3

Comment states the use of the term "core hole” dismisses the presence of an oil well on the 
Project Site. References to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 have been revised via this Errata to 
refer to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 consistently throughout the SCEA.

Response to Comment 11-4

Comment states the City does not enforce the Methane Ordinance. The Project has thus far been 
studied and planned, and will be constructed and operated, consistent with all federal, state, and 
local laws, including the Methane Ordinance. Because the Project Site is located within a City- 
designated methane zone, the Project would be required to comply with the General Methane 
Mitigation Requirements pursuant to Section 91.7103 of the LAMC. Additional information 
regarding the Methane Ordinance and the Project’s required mitigation and regulatory compliance 
is provided in the MMP.

Response to Comment 11-5

Comment states the City Methane Ordinance does not require permanent access above an 
abandoned well, and DOGGR recommends permanent access but building codes are under the 
jurisdiction of LADBS. Comment states the City has not explained what the Methane Ordinance 
does. Please refer to the MMP for additional information regarding the Methane Ordinance and 
the Project’s required mitigation and regulatory compliance.

Response to Comment 11-6
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Responses to Comments

Comment states that mitigation if needed is not adequate and that the City’s Methane Ordinance 
has no toxic mitigation elements. Please refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding on-site 
soil vapors and mitigation. The Phase II conducted for the Project in 2018 is summarized in the 
SCEA and included as Appendix E to the SCEA, and discusses the groundwater monitoring, soil 
vapor testing, and all toxic investigations conducted on the Project Site as part of the Phase II. 
The Phase II includes lab reports as appendices which include the findings of the on-site testing.

Response to Comment 11-7

Comment states the Project should be slowed down to inform the public and study corehole 
Marathon Oil Well #1 and the methane mitigation required. Regarding references to the corehole 
and/or oil well, all references to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 have been revised via this Errata 
to refer to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1 consistently throughout the SCEA. The MMP and SCEA 
have been available online via the City’s website since September 26, 2019 with a 30-day public 
review and comment period, notification of which was provided via the hearing notice. The SCEA 
identified Marathon Oil Well #1 as "oil core hole” on pages V-69 and V-70, which has been 
modified for clarification in the above Errata. The SCEA erroneously stated "no oil wells are 
present” on the Project Site in response to CEQA Question 12.a) "Would the project result in the 
loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State?”. This error has been clarified in the above Errata. The hearing notice sent 
by the City of Los Angeles disclosed the legal requirements of the Project and the requested 
entitlements. The hearing notice is not required to describe all of the potential impacts of the 
Project; the notice properly described the project description, location, review dates, significant 
impacts (none), and location where the SCEA could be publically reviewed The site remediation 
required for the Project, as described in Section 9., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
SCEA, is considered part of the required mitigation for the Project (mitigation measures MM HAZ- 
1 and MM HAZ-2) and include identification and proper abandonment of corehole Marathon Oil 
Well #1. Additionally, the MMP, also published on the City’s website as one of the CEQA 
documents for the Project, identifies applicable regulatory compliance measures, including those 
identified as specific to Hazards and Hazardous Materials (see page 13 of the MMP and Master 
Response 1, above).

Response to Comment 11-8

Comment states the California Coastal Commission was not informed about potential mitigation 
related to corehole Marathon Oil Well #1. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 30600(b), 
the City of Los Angeles has established procedures for issuance of a Coastal Development Permit 
(see LAMC 12.20.2). Those procedures stipulate that the City of Los Angeles has the authority to 
issue the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the property, which is located in the single permit 
jurisdiction area. If the City approves the CDP, the Coastal Commission will receive an official 
notice and a copy of the City's letter of determination, including all mitigation measures and 
regulatory compliance measures set forth in the SCEA. There is no legal requirement for any prior 
notice.
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