Water Quality Petition
Submitted April 2, 2015
1) Petitioner:
E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation
1600 Norris Road
Bakersfield, CA 93308
(661) 616-6172
Contact: Jeff Jones, Vice President Eastern Division jjones@ebresources.com
2) Action of the Regional Board being petitioned:
ORDER PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 13267 (Copy of the order dated
March 4, 2015 is attached).
3) Date the Water Board acted:
March 4, 2015 (See attached Section 13267 Order)
4) Reasons the action was inappropriate or improper:
E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation (E&B) believes the action taken in the Section
13267 Order is inappropriate because:
a) The wells identified in the Order inject into hydrocarbon-bearing geologic zones that are not
“underground sources of drinking water” as defined by the regulations implementing the
federal Safe Drinking Water Act (“SDWA”). The geologic zones are “exempt” aquifers for
purposes of Class II injection under the SDWA. The information provided to the Water Board
by the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) representing that the
injection zones for the wells identified in the Order are not hydrocarbon bearing and nonexempt is in error. This error implies the injection zones are aquifers suitable for drinking
water or other beneficial uses when in fact the injection intervals are oil and gas zones. Fluid
from these zones can only be produced by the mineral owner.
b) The wells identified in the order have been approved pursuant to the federal Underground
Injection Control (UIC) review process and are permitted by DOGGR for injection.
c) The type of information requested in the Order has been submitted to DOGGR and is public
record and readily available to both the Water Board and DOGGR.
d) The past actions by DOGGR, namely the permitting of injection in the wells identified in the
Order, indicate the zones are exempt. Limiting the “exempt” zone exclusively to the shaded
areas in Volumes I and II of “California Oil and Gas Fields” (DOGGR) is a more recent
interpretation of the EPA/DOGGR UIC Memorandum of Agreement. The re-interpretation
has not been challenged by the oil and gas industry and has not been reviewed by a court of
law. E&B believes that judicial review is necessary before the new interpretation can be
used to issue orders and other punitive measures such as civil penalties or fines.

e)

The burden of producing the information required by the Order, including the costs of
preparing the required technical report, does not bear a reasonable relationship to the need
for and/or the benefits to be obtained from the information.

5) Explanation of Grievance.
E&B is aggrieved by (1) the burden of having to produce information regarding injection into
hydrocarbon-bearing geologic zones that are not aquifers suitable for drinking water supply or
other beneficial uses; (2) the misclassification of the hydrocarbon-bearing zones as aquifers
suitable for drinking water supply or other beneficial uses; (3) the damage caused to E&B by the
negative publicity related to the Order.
6) Requested action to be taken by the State Water Board.
E&B intends to fully comply with the requirements of the Order and is requesting a hearing
before the State Water Resources Control Board to present the facts as they relate to the Order,
the requirements of the SDWA, aquifer exemptions in general, and reasons why the geologic
zones in question are not aquifers suitable for drinking water supply or other beneficial uses.
E&B would like to present the facts and clear the negative characterization represented in the
Order.
7) A statement of points and authorities for any legal issues raised in the petition, including
citations to documents or hearing transcripts that are referred to.
a) Application for Primacy in the Regulation of Class II Injection Wells Under Section 1425 of
the Safe Drinking Water Act (April 1981)
b) Underground Injection Control Program Memorandum of Agreement Between California
Division of Oil and Gas and the United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
September 1982).
c) Past UIC Project Approval Letters.
8) A statement that copies of the petition have been sent to the Regional Water Board and to
the discharger, if different from the petitioner.
Copies of the petition have been sent to the Regional Water Board.
9) A statement that the issues raised in the petition were presented to the regional board before
the regional board acted, or an explanation of why the petitioner could not raise those
objection before the regional board.
The Regional Water Board did not provide E&B an opportunity to raise objections to the
substance of its Order prior to issuing the Order.

