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August 21, 2026 
 
 

Via Electronic Mail 
jonathan.hershey@lacity.org 

Jonathan Hershey, Associate Zoning Administrator 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

Re: Case No. ZA-2026-3203-RV, ZA-2026-3203-RV, ENV-2026-3204-CE regarding the 
Murphy Oil Drill Site located at 2126 W. Adams Boulevard 

Dear Mr. Hershey: 

On behalf of E&B Natural Resources Management Corporation (“E&B”), we appreciate 
the opportunity to respond to the Zoning Administrator’s (“ZA”) written questions transmitted on 
July 23, 2026, following the hearing in this matter on that same day concerning the  Murphy Oil 
Drill Site located at 2126 West Adams Boulevard (“Murphy Site” or “Facility”). We also incorporate 
by reference our previous objections to the proceeding submitted on July 22, 2026 (“the July 22, 
2026 Letter”). We remain extremely concerned by the unsupported allegations in the staff report 
which, in the face of these facts and information, as well as critical constitutional considerations, 
cannot support the findings the ZA must make in order to revoke Plan Approval ZA-1959-15227-
O-PA6-1 A (the “Use Permit”) or modify the conditions. We continue to reserve the right to 
supplement information in the record.  

 
I. RESPONSES TO THE ZA’S SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

1. Noise 
 

a. Given that the hours of operation permit deliveries between 7 am and 
7pm, why are there truck deliveries taking place outside the permitted 
window? 

 
b. What type(s) of production equipment and materials require delivery to 

the drill site before 7am? 

These responses are provided below, and it is important to consider the context for these 
responses with a full understanding of the applicable condition, which is Condition 6 of the Use 
Permit. In brief, however, trucks arrive to the site prior to 7am because they are either directly 



Jonathan Hershey, Associate Zoning Administrator 
August 21, 2026 
Page 2 

 

supporting the allowable  “production activities” or for the practical reasons that they are coming 
from a distance away and trying to account for the LA-area traffic variable to be on time to 
commence a 7am workday.  

It is apparent from the public’s comments and even the City’s queries to E&B that there 
are, at times, fundamental misunderstandings about the characterization of the Murphy Site 
activities. But it is essential to have clarity on these activities because they relate directly to what 
the conditions allow or prohibit.  Below are some key concepts to bear in mind when reviewing 
any of the conditions:  

 There has been no “drilling” activity at the Murphy Site since E&B acquired it in 
2019, and E&B does not intend to conduct drilling on the site in the future. Drilling 
can include “re-drilling,” and involves the deepening of a well or creation of a new 
wellbore using a very tall (often a 130 to 160 feet) rig that remains on site.   
 

 E&B is “producing” the existing wells at the Murphy Site. That means E&B is 
extracting oil and gas from these previously established wells, using tubing and 
electrified pumps, sending the produced oil and gas through pipelines, and 
conducting the necessary activities to support that production. “Production 
activities” take place 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, as permitted under the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) and the Use Permit.  

 There are sometimes “workover” activities performed on the existing wells. 
Workover activities can include routine maintenance on the existing well and the 
equipment within it, “cleaning” out sand or other material that may be impeding 
flow; replacement of equipment within the well; and plugging of a well in 
preparation for abandonment. Workover rigs are compact and mobile 
telescoping rigs mounted on a truck.  E&B performs workover activities at the 
Murphy Site approximately 90 to120 day per year, for varying periods each month 
as warranted. Like most urban Los Angeles production site operators, E&B relies 
on well servicing companies to provide workover rigs. The rigs are owned and 
operated by those service companies. 

 There may be other “work” conducted ancillary to production and workover 
activities that take place on site. These work activities could include routine site 
or equipment inspection, maintenance or repair, or receiving deliveries of 
equipment or materials.  

It is critical to understand that E&B conducts primarily “production activities” on the site, 
particularly when reading Condition 6. Condition 6 is a lengthy condition that may warrant 
revision for clarity, since it has already been the subject of varying interpretations by both E&B 
and the City.1  The condition addresses a number of topics at once, and often unclearly:  

 
1Condition 6 was carried over from prior approvals, including ZA 1959-15227-O-PA4 approved in 
2007,  and it appears that only recently has the City’s interpretation of what constitutes a “heavy 
truck” or a “permitted” or “non-permitted” truck has departed from the operator’s. As explained 
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1) What is allowed or required when drilling activities are underway;  

2)  What is allowed or required when production activities are occurring;  

3)  What is allowed or required during periods surrounding workover activities;  

4)  What is allowed or required with respect to heavy or oversized trucks serving the 
facility; and  

5)  Website-related requirements for notification and language translation.  

These categories have repeatedly been conflated in comments by the public and the City, 
particularly with respect to hours of operation and truck deliveries. Accordingly, to assist in your 
review and consideration of information in the context of the condition, we have diagrammed 
Condition 6 in its entirety below.  
 

Condition Text What it Applies To 
As further amplification of Condition No. 49 of Section 
13.01-F of the Municipal Code, except for actual 
drilling and production operations, which may be 
conducted 24 hours a day, seven days a week, no work 
shall be conducted on the property between the hours 
of 7:00 p.m. of one day and 7:00 a.m. of the following 
day or on Sundays. 

Allows “actual … production activities” to 
take place 24/7.  
 
Prohibits other onsite “work” between 7pm 
and 7am and Sunday.  
The cited LAMC code references only 
prohibition on delivery of “materials, 
equipment, tools or pipe” outside of work 
hours – delivery of products with potential 
to generate noise. Notably, this does not 
include service workers arriving on time at a 
job site.  
 

While actual drilling operations are being conducted 
between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., the 
applicant shall operate its facility in "Quiet Mode". 
"Quiet Mode" shall mean that where possible, 
operation components shall be covered with acoustical 
shields/material, that all audible backup alarms shall 
be disabled and replaced with a spotter for safety 
purposes; operation of the cellar pump shall cease; the 

This provision applies only to “drilling 
operations.”  
 
Provides for “Quiet Mode” procedures when 
drilling is occurring, because drilling is a 24/7 
operation by nature.  
 
This provision of Condition 6 doesn’t apply 
to E&B’s operations; Condition 7 provides 
for noise reduction measures during 

 
in E&B’s Objection Letter on pages 12-13, the City’s interpretation of types of “permitted” trucks 
is not grounded in any fact or basis, nor did it afford E&B due process during the rulemaking. 
Rather, the City’s interpretation that prohibited trucks are any truck bearing a “placard” or any 
truck at all arriving before 7am or after 7pm is a convenient post-hoc rationalization that 
understandably surprised E&B when they inquired as to the apparent disconnect.  
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Condition Text What it Applies To 
applicant's employees and contractors shall be 
prohibited from yelling, and the Derrick Man and 
Driller shall communicate by walkie-talkie only when 
the Derrick Man is on the derrick; no horns shall be 
used to signal for time for connection or to summon 
crew ( except that a horn may be used for emergency 
purposes only). The applicant shall conduct on-site 
meetings to inform all personnel of quiet mode 
operations. 

 

workover activities.  And notably, E&B 
doesn’t conduct workover activities 
overnight because the work doesn’t require 
continuous operation like drilling does.  
 
 

In case of an emergency, all restrictions on the hours of 
operations shall be suspended for as long as is 
necessary to resolve the emergency situation, and for 
no longer. 

Relieves restrictions during emergencies.  

Notwithstanding the foregoing, during the period 
necessary to set up and move the drilling or workover 
rig off the premises, and to conduct drilling or re-
drilling operations as herein authorized, heavy 
("permitted" oversized/overweight load) truck 
deliveries shall be permitted from 7:00 a.m. to 9:30 
p.m., on week-days and none during week-ends and 
holidays. 

Allows deliveries from “heavy (‘permitted’ 
oversized/overweight load)” trucks to occur 
outside of the hours previously specified 
during times surrounding the workover 
activities.  
 
Here, the term “permitted” is clearly 
intending to refer to heavy, 
oversized/overweight trucks which require 
permits in order to travel on roadways 
pursuant to the LAMC and Vehicle Code.  

Deliveries shall be made by approaching the facility off 
of Adams Boulevard exclusively. Delivery trucks are to 
be staged offsite so as to reduce the time that trucks 
need to wait to enter the facility. If there is not 
sufficient room within the interior of the facility to 
accommodate a given heavy delivery truck, the 
applicant shall not call for the delivery of such heavy 
truck unless and until another heavy delivery truck 
parked within the facility is scheduled to leave the 
facility within 15 minutes. 

As an immediate continuation from the 
preceding sentence about “permitted 
trucks,” and underscored by the reference 
to “a given heavy truck,” these conditions 
further specify how deliveries from these 
oversized/overweight trucks should occur.   
 
It also implies that the intent is that heavy 
trucks should enter the facility when they 
arrive, not linger on streets outside the 
facility.  

The maximum number of heavy truck deliveries 
allowed for moving the drilling rig on and off the 
premises shall not exceed 20 loads per day for a period 
of four days. Except for the four days required to move 
the drilling rig on and off the premises, the number of 

Here, “heavy trucks” appear to include both 
oversized “permitted” loads as well as “non-
permitted” heavy trucks.  
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Condition Text What it Applies To 
"permitted" truck deliveries per day (week-days only, 
none on week-ends and holidays) shall be limited to a 
maximum of ten. The number of "non-permitted" truck 
deliveries per day (week-days only) shall be limited to a 
maximum of ten. The number of "non-permitted" truck 
deliveries per day (week-ends and holidays only) shall 
be limited to a maximum of five. 

The phrase “Heavy trucks” in this context is 
reasonably interpreted to refer to “heavy-
duty trucks” which are regulated as Class 7 
trucks and are  over 26,000 GVWR, and not 
intended to refer to as “light-duty” or 
“medium-duty trucks.” It is not a reasonable 
interpretation to infer that the condition’s 
proscriptions on “heavy trucks” should be 
applied to trucks that are regulated as light- 
or medium-duty trucks. 
   
 This condition sets a 20-load per day limit 
from “heavy trucks” – inclusive of permitted 
and non-permitted loads – for a maximum 
for four days when moving a “drilling rig” on 
and off the premises. Drilling rigs are much 
larger than workover rigs, so it makes sense 
to contemplate needing larger 
oversized/overweight rigs.  
 
When drilling rigs are not being moved, the 
numeric limit of  “permitted” oversized 
trucks is 10 per weekday, none on 
weekends, while “non-permitted” heavy 
truck deliveries are limited to 10 during 
weekdays, and 5 on weekends and holidays.  
E&B has not had heavy truck deliveries in 
excess of these limits.  
 
 

The applicant shall give all abutting property owners 
written notice (in both English and Spanish), served by 
mail at least seven days prior to the dates when heavy 
truck traffic will commence related to moving the rig in 
for the drilling or re-drilling of wells. 

 

This notification requirement applies only to 
“heavy truck traffic” that is “related to” the 
“drilling or re-drilling” of wells, something 
that E&B is not and has not been doing.  
 
Condition 21 requires notification to the 
public when other activities, including 
“maintenance” (which includes workover) 
activities take place.  
 

The operator shall also provide a landing page on a 
publicly available website where interested parties can 
sign up for email alerts as a supplemental effort for 
notification purposes. The operator shall provide the 
web address for the publicly accessible website within 

This condition was also added at the prior 
ZA proceeding.   
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Condition Text What it Applies To 
six (6) calendar months of the final determination of 
Case No. ZA-1959-15227-O-PA6. This information shall 
be posted on the website in the following languages 
that are the threshold languages, which are subject to 
change at any time, for a 1,500-foot radius of the 
Murphy Drill Site in Los Angeles County: English, 
Spanish, Korean, Simplified and Traditional Chinese, 
Arabic, Russian, Vietnamese, Tagalog. 
 

 
E&B rarely has oversized/overweight (“permitted”) trucks deliver equipment to the site 

except when the workover activities are taking place several days per month. In E&B’s review of 
the incidents identified in the City’s staff report as potentially being non-compliant with condition 
6, none of the vehicles identified were oversized/overweight. Therefore, there is no compliance 
issue with any of the conditions concerning the “permitted” deliveries.  

With respect to other truck deliveries, certain trucks must come at any given time because 
they are directly supporting “production activities” which occur 24 hours per day, seven days a 
week. For example, as part of E&B’s production activities, they provide oil and gas to the refineries 
through pipelines from their site. This is not a continuous process; rather the refineries set the 
schedule for which they will receive the product, and only then can E&B send product through 
the pipeline. As part of this process, the refineries require that calibration of the flow meter –  to 
confirm accurate flow measurements of the product – be conducted as soon as product begins 
flowing through the pipeline. Because the refineries set the schedule for receiving product, this 
can and has occurred before 7am or after 7pm. However, the flow of product through the pipeline 
is part and parcel of actual production activities which are allowed to take place any time. 
Moreover, the act of calibration is not inherently noisy and does not impact E&B’s ability to stay 
within the noise parameters specified in the LAMC, including the oil overlay ordinance noise 
guidelines.  

Other trucks that may arrive on-site to provide welding and maintenance activities, 
worker uniform deliveries, or industrial product deliveries.  When a workday commences at 7am, 
the service provider endeavors to arrive on time. Taking into account LA rush hour traffic and the 
fact that sometimes these service providers are coming from as far as Bakersfield or the San 
Fernando Valley, workers that are expected to start their day at 7am often arrive early. When this 
occurs, E&B allows them into the site rather than sending them through LA streets to park 
elsewhere; however, they are not permitted to begin work until 7am.  This is particularly 
important for delivery vehicles because usually it is the act of loading and unloading materials and 
equipment that has potential to generate noise. Service providers arriving to the site – whether 
employees or contractors – do not begin their work until 7am. This is consistent with what the 
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condition contemplates: that “work” on site does not begin until 7am, and the arrival of a heavy-
duty truck to the site does not constitute this prohibited “work.”2    

2. Operating Standards 

a. Share the date and compliance status for the most recent inspections 
pertaining to each agency listed below. Send any corresponding 
attachments related to the inspection with your response: 

 
o CalGEM  

CalGEM’s last on-site inspection was January 28, 2026, and no violations were found.3 
 

o SCAQMD  

The SCAQMD frequently inspects the Facility. The most recent inspection as of the time 
of this writing was August 12, 2026. E&B was informed by the inspector that the reason for the 
inspection was an odor complaint called into the SCAQMD, but the inspector identified no odors 
at the Facility and left without taking any action.4 

As explained in our July 22, 2026 Letter, anyone may call complaints into the SCAQMD for 
any reason; the logging of the complaint does not validate that there was, in fact, an odor exists 
or that it was attributed to a particular source. At any given time in an urban environment, a 
person may perceive odors, but there are good reasons that the regulatory agency charged with 
oversight of odors must verify complaints before taking enforcement action: their inspectors are 
trained to identify sources, taking into account relevant meteorological conditions, and to be 
considered a nuisance, the odors must persist long enough to be verified by an inspector, and 
there must be a sufficient number of verified odor complaints.5  If odors persist, the SCAQMD can 
and does take enforcement action – it has not had any reason to do so here.6  

 
2 It is important to recognize also that the Use Permit governs the activities here, notwithstanding 
the reference to the municipal code. The Use Permit reflects a particularized assessment of this 
site and its conditions of approval.  
3 See Attachment 1.  
4 See Attachment 2 (the Facility visitor log recording the SCAQMD inspector’s visit). 
5 See, .e.g, Attachments 5 and 6 of the July 22, 2026 Letter.  
6 We reiterate the important point made in our July 22, 2026 Letter that even in cases where the 
SCAQMD has received thousands of odor complaints, and has verified hundreds of them sufficient 
to issue dozens of NOVs, the enforcement actions taken have stopped short of forcing a facility to 
shut down. Rather, the SCAQMD initiates an “abatement order” administrative process, requiring 
compliance with mitigating conditions to enable the offending entity to come into compliance 
while still allowing it to operate. This administrative mechanism is prescribed by state statute 
precisely because the legislature recognized that the forced shut down of a business – even in the 
face of regulatory noncompliance – may well result in an unlawful taking, in gross violation of the 
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o LAFD Oil Wells Unit  

The Los Angeles Fire Department (“LAFD”) Oil Wells Unit inspects oil wells within the City 
and issues permits for active wells and well abandonment. E&B Facilities Engineer Cody Peters 
spoke with Mark Navarro of the LAFD Oil Wells Unit on August 18, 2026 and confirmed that the 
most recent inspection was July 6, 2026, and that there were no issues or violations identified; 
the Facility is compliant.7  

 
o LAFD CUPA  

The LAFD acts as the certified unified program agency (“CUPA”) overseeing compliance 
with a suite of requirements and regulations generally concerning hazardous materials at the 
Facility. The LAFD CUPA last inspected the site on November 11, 2025, conducting a 107-point 
inspection and finding the facility 100% compliant.8  

o LA County FD Health Haz Mat Division 

The Los Angeles County Fire Department, Hazardous Materials Division acts as a 
participating agency with the CUPA to inspect oil facilities in Los Angeles for hazardous waste 
compliance, among other roles.  The agency reports facility inspections and any violations to the 
statewide California Environmental Reporting System (CERS), available to view by business 
entities and regulators. The most recent inspection date of the Facility was May 1, 2026, and no 
violations were identified.9 
 

3. Monitoring, Reporting, and Public Information 

a.  Please recount any stakeholder outreach you have conducted in 
developing the technology assessments for the 3 Annual Safety 
Inspection Reports that have been submitted since 2024. 

As explained in our July 22, 2026 letter, E&B’s technology assessment takes into account 
stakeholder input, whether received directly in response to solicitation or indirectly through 
public comments (and complaints) to the City or other agencies. This sensitivity to and awareness 
of public input led directly to the expansive explanation on the availability of electric workover 
rigs included in the most recent technology assessment. E&B should be commended for 

 
business’s constitutional rights.  The process underway here before the ZA bears that same risk, 
inflamed by political fervor, and we caution against taking action that abrogates E&B’s 
constitutional rights, as explained in our July 22, 2026 Letter and in Section II below.  
7 Mr. Peters understood that the LAFD Oil Wells Unit does not issue inspection reports when no 
issues are identified. 
8 See Attachment 3. 
9 See Attachment 4. 



Jonathan Hershey, Associate Zoning Administrator 
August 21, 2026 
Page 9 

 

responding to unsolicited input in the way that it has. (And, as stated in our letter, there is no 
requirement in the condition to document outreach undertaken; E&B’s outreach has included 
being unusually receptive to community input even when that input is directed at the City or with 
hostility to E&B).  E&B posts its Annual Safety Reports on its website10 and accepts and considers 
feedback and input year-round, not just in the time period when the report is being prepared. 
Finally, E&B has directly solicited direct feedback via e-mail.11 
 

b. Explain the dates of construction and the complete purpose for the flat 
work that was completed in 2024 at the Drill Site. Was this used for the 
installation of any equipment? Also, explain why the operator did not 
obtain any LADBS permits for this construction work for a 4-foot by 4-
foot by 6-inch concrete slab. 

 
In March 2024, E&B contracted to level a small asphalt area by pouring a concrete pad 

to improve the previously uneven surface  to be used for placement of materials or equipment. 
This was general maintenance work and as such did not require a Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety (“LADBS”) permit.  In leveling this area, E&B ensured the pad was completed 
6” above ground level to avoid any potential safety hazards associated with a lower lip at the 
leveled surface.  

 
Because this concrete pad did not require structural foundation support, both E&B and 

their contractor understood that an LADBS permit was not needed. Indeed, there were three 
LADBS inspections of the work. E&B’s understanding is that the inspectors visited the site 
because of complaints called in by a concerned citizen who observed a cement mixing truck at 
the Facility.  It appears that the determination after the inspections was that pouring the 16-
square-foot concrete pad did not require a permit and there was no violation of the LAMC. 

.   
c. Please explain the rationale for the locations of the fenceline air 

monitoring system. 
 
E&B’s fenceline air and noise monitoring system is an innovative system that allows for 

real-time continuous monitoring of multiple compounds and sound intensity, unique for an oil 
production facility12.  The locations of these sensors are shown on the figure below in the red 
circles and reflect a thoughtful approach to siting, consistent with Condition 19 and EPA and 
AQMD recommended best practices for ambient air monitoring using sensor technology.  

 
Per condition 19, the sensors were placed along the perimeter of the facility, between 

the oil drilling and production facility and the community (see figure below). Beyond the scope 
of Condition 19,  E&B took measures, where possible, to select locations in a manner consistent 
with EPA and SCAQMD guidance for siting of sensors, which included consideration of factors 

 
10 https://www.ebresources.com/murphy-site  
11 See Attachment 19 of the July 22, 2026 letter.  
12 Each of the two locations includes monitors that measure ambient hydrogen sulfide, sulfur 
dioxide, VOCs, and Sound Intensity Level - Class II.  
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such as airflow, obstructions, height, accessibility, power, security, and representativeness of 
ambient air quality.131415 The locations on the northwest and southeast of the facility were 
selected for two main reasons: proximity to highest density of nearby residential areas, 
including potentially sensitive receptors, and historical meteorological data indicating that the 
two locations would be generally representative of upwind and downwind directions of the 
Murphy site operations (prevailing winds typically come from the west).  

 
In addition to these best practices, the specific locations of these sensors on their 

respective sides is representative of ambient air and noise near the closest neighbors on the 
east and west: the apartment complex and the AIDS Healthcare Foundation, respectively.  To 
the north is Adams Boulevard, which acts as a buffer between the neighbors across the street, 
and to the south is a park, which acts as another buffer. Additionally, per EPA and SCAQMD best 
practices for facility specific siting, E&B avoided placing the sensors near other, non-facility 
sources of air emissions, such as Adams Boulevard adjacent to the north fenceline. 

 

 
 

13 South Coast AQMD, Air Quality Sensor Performance Evaluation Center (AQ-SPEC), Finding a 
Location for Your Sensor / installation guide, v1.0 
14 Clements, A., Duvall, R., Greene, D., and Dye, T. (2022). The Enhanced Air Sensor Guidebook. 
EPA/600/R-22/213. U.S. EPA Office of Research and Development. (Chapter 3.5, p. 58). 
15 https://www.epa.gov/air-sensor-toolbox 
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.  

d. Are the noise sensors co-located with the air monitoring system?  

Yes, the noise sensors are co-located with the air monitoring system.  The Scentroid noise 
and air monitoring system is a dual monitoring system and, as described above, their present 
locations make sense for both noise and air, taking into account the existing buffers to the north 
and south.  

e. Please elaborate on the gaps in monitor reporting (why, in multiple 
reporting periods, readings for only two VOC are reported while reporting 
zero emissions for a third VOC?) 

This question presumes a premise that is not accurate, whether based on 
misunderstanding or misinformation: namely that there are “gaps in monitor reporting” of VOCs 
– or any air contaminant being measured, for that matter. Reporting zeros for a given type of 
emissions is not a gap, but rather a reflection of the ambient air recorded by the monitor, which 
may not include all three types of emissions above a particular detection level at any given time.  

As a threshold matter and consistent with Condition 19, the air monitors have sensors 
that detect levels of 1) hydrogen sulfide; 2) sulfur dioxide; 3) total VOCs.  Those are the three 
categories of emissions being measured.  The air monitors measure these emissions when the 
sensors detect them at levels above the detection level of the sensor, which are set by the 
manufacturer Scentroid. If, for example, in a given report hydrogen sulfide and sulfur dioxide are 
measured but VOCs are not, that simply means that there were not sufficient VOCs detected by 
the sensor and so it is recorded as zero. That is not a gap in monitoring but rather a reflection of 
the ambient air emissions around the sensors for a given period. And given the nature of E&B’s 
relatively modest operations, it is not surprising that levels of these emissions would sometimes 
be so low as to be below the detection limits of the sensors.   

4. Production Area 

a. Is a vapor recovery system installed?  

Yes, E&B’s facility has a vapor recovery system installed. It is permitted by the SCAQMD 
as part of the oil-water separation system. When E&B took over the Murphy facility in 2019, 
permits for the existing equipment were reissued to E&B as the owner/operator.16 The vapor 
recovery equipment is described in items 11 to 14 of the permit’s equipment description.17  

 
16 SCAQMD Permit G59305 is included here as Attachment 5. 
17 E&B’s permanently installed vapor recovery system should not be conflated or confused with 
the portable system owned by Vapor Point LLC and operated at Crimson Energy’s facilities for a 
limited time, and which was the subject of a SCAQMD NOV that the City’s staff report misleadingly 
attributed to E&B, as explained in our July 22, 2026 Letter at page 7.  
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b. Can you please submit any available vapor recovery recordings or 
reports to the Zoning Administrator?  

As part of the permit requirements and requirements under SCAQMD Rules 1173 and 
1176, which specify requirements for controlling VOCs (including conducting leak inspections) 
from oil production activities and from wastewater separators at oil production facilities, E&B 
routinely conducts leak inspections and maintains records accordingly. Records provided here18 
demonstrate that E&B conducts regular inspections consistent with these requirements. 

The rules contemplate that leaks may occur, and specify how they must be repaired and 
documented. These rules, and others, show that the SCAQMD – the agency charged with 
overseeing air quality and emissions from stationary sources – recognizes that in complex 
industrial operations equipment may not always operate perfectly, or unexpected issues may 
arise. That is why it establishes, through its public rulemaking process which engages multiple 
stakeholders including NGOs and concerned members of the public, ways to address identified 
leaks when they occur. Notably, these rules do not call for shutting down a facility if a leak is 
identified – it calls for repairing them and documenting both the leak and the repair. This is how 
oversight is intended to work, and it is and has been working here.  

5.  Equipment and Monitoring 

a. Please provide an employee onsite schedule showing 24/7 coverage. 

E&B staffs the Murphy Site 24-hours per day, 7 days per week and provides the attached 
documentation here demonstrating this.19 The four employees work in pairs over a 7-day period; 
each pair works for one week and then has one week off. Each individual in the pair works a 12-
hour shift to provide 24-hour coverage. The individuals alternate, during their on-weeks, who 
works the day shift (designated “D” on the schedule) and who works the midnight/overnight shift 
(designated “M” on the schedule).  

 Answers to questions (b) through (d) below are provided following question (d).  

b. What is the purpose for the Electrical Permit No. 26041-10000-13854 
(Installation of a Capstone C600 microturbine generator) that was issued 
on June 9, 2026? 
 

c.  Have you installed any new microturbines since 2024, or are you planning 
to install new microturbines?  

 

 
18 See Attachment 6. 
19 See Attachment 7 (full names have been redacted for employee privacy).  
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 IF YES – What is the justification for installing an additional 
microturbine? How much gas will be imported to fuel it? 
 

d. Please explain how the installation of microturbines will affect the 
Electrical Main Switchgear and the source of gas that will be used to 
operate the microturbine (SoCal Gas or excess of onsite gas). 

 To briefly answer questions 5(b) through 5(d), the purpose of the above-referenced 
electrical permit was to install new switchgear for existing equipment, including existing 
microturbines that have been operating onsite. The microturbines on-site were installed in 2021, 
and E&B has not installed any new microturbines since then. The new switchgear will allow the 
existing microturbines to provide sufficient on-site power to meet approximately 70 to 80% of the 
Facility’s power supply needs, rather than the existing configuration with its insufficiently-sized 
switchgear. This, in turn, enables the microturbines to process more natural gas produced on site, 
and reduces E&B’s load on the grid.  
 
 Since 2021, E&B has operated a Capstone C600S microturbine power system at the 
Facility. Capstone’s power generating systems are marketed in various sizes, from 200kW to 
1,000kW. The generating capacity is based on the number of 200kW microturbines contained in 
the provided housing and operated by the system’s computer programming.  The Capstone C600S 
is comprised of three Capstone C200S microturbines “daisy-chained” together within a housing 
and controlled by a single computer (similarly, a Capstone C1000 is five C200S microturbines 
controlled by a single computer). Capstone only makes one size microturbine – 200kW – but 
meets different power generation needs by “chaining” them together and programming the 
single computer accordingly.20 

 In 2021, E&B invested in the Capstone C600S power generation system to replace aging 
power generation equipment on site. The Capstone C600S system was registered with SCAQMD 
pursuant to Rule 222, applicable to equipment that does not require a permit. As SCAQMD 
explains its Rule 222 program: “Rule 222 identifies specific types of equipment that typically have 
a low emission impact.”21   Certain types of microturbines, including those that are certified by 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB), are eligible for this registration. The Capstone 
microturbine is CARB certified and therefore eligible for Rule 222 registration. SCAQMD issued 
the registration for the three C200S microturbines comprising the Capstone C600S power 
generation system on June 3, 2021. This information, along with the LADWP-issued permits for 
the Capstone C600S Generating System, was provided to LADBS in a letter package dated October 
7, 2020.22   

Figure 9 of the Annual Safety Report dated March 15, 2024 shows the system on-site in 
the below photographs:  

 
20 See Attachment 8. 
21 See Attachment 9. 
22 See Attachment 10. 



Jonathan Hershey, Associate Zoning Administrator 
August 21, 2026 
Page 14 

 

 
 
 The Capstone C600S system represents an approximately million-dollar investment into 
improved power generation and gas-processing infrastructure at the Facility. It also took a 
significant amount of coordination with LADWP prior to the installation of the system which began 
around 2020 regarding not only the installation of the equipment but also the interconnection 
agreement to allow the system to connect to the grid.23 The system also ensures an efficient way 
to beneficially use gas produced on-site.  

It is in the interests of both E&B and the City for E&B to optimize the use of its existing 
Capstone C600s power generation system. The new, right-sized switchgear enables this 
optimization. As E&B discovered after it began operating the C600S system, the existing 
switchgear was not capable of handling the transmission of electricity from the system to the 
facility without occasionally tripping the system. When a power trip would occur, it did not affect 
operations or equipment because, being interconnected with the grid, the facility immediately 
switched to using grid power. However, such trips were costly to E&B because utility power is 
significantly more expensive than power generated from its own process. Additionally, when the 
Capstone system is not running, methane that would otherwise be used by the turbines is sent to 
the amine system for treatment and subsequent transmission via pipelines to the utilities, which 
is also inefficient and costly for E&B.  The new switchgear is sized to allow the three microturbines 
comprising the Capstone C600S system to run as all the parties intended originally. This is 

 
23 See Appendix 1 (key e-mail exchanges between E&B and LADWP regarding the switchgear; as 
you can see from the correspondence, the length of time was due in part to manufacturer delays, 
the Covid stay-at-home order, changes to various parameters, and the general iterative nature of 
a project of this kind.)  
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expected to result in less usage of utility gas, and more  self-generated power from beneficial use 
of production gas.  

e.  Provide the necessary SoCalGas statements that illustrate how much 
natural gas is being purchased for the microturbines operation. 

 In accordance with the requirements of its permit, E&B ensures that its use of utility gas 
is not greater than its use of production gas to power the microturbines. As explained further 
above, it is in both the City’s interest and E&B’s interest to optimize the use of its on-site power 
generation because doing so means it will use an even greater proportion of produced gas as 
compared to purchased gas, and it will rely less on grid power accordingly. SoCal Gas statements 
are attached.24 

f. In the report that was prepared by the energy engineering firm, Roux 
Inc., dated July 20, 2026, did the authors of this report conduct an in-
person visit of the drill site prior to writing the report? 

  The authors of the report did not conduct an in-person visit to the site. However, a site 
visit would not alter the opinions contained in the report, as the experts were asked to 
independently review the materials in the record and determine if the record supported the 
conclusions made by the LA city staff and other parties’ comments. As risk assessment 
professionals with expertise in epidemiology and toxicology, their analysis relied on their 
experience of the standard methodologies applied in their respective fields, the technical facts of 
the case, including materials provided in the record (e.g., SCAQMD inspections, agency 
regulations, and first-hand experience in conducting site specific field studies and health risk and 
odor assessments. Although a site visit was not necessary to conduct their analysis, and a site visit 
would not change the conclusions drawn from a review of the available information. However, 
both experts have conducted in-person visits to similar oil and gas sites in the Los Angeles area 
and have over a decade of first-hand experience on oil and gas drilling and production sites in 
other states, such as Colorado and New Mexico. 

g.  Are there any planned activities that will require the use of contractors? 
Have they been made aware of the conditions of approval encumbering 
the drill site? 

As explained below in response to Question 6c, E&B informs contractors of the conditions, 
constraints and requirements relevant to the work being performed, and will continue to do so. 
A significant portion of the work that takes place at the facility on any given day is performed by 
“contractors,” and accordingly E&B recognizes that it is of utmost importance that these workers 
be aware of, and comply with, the applicable conditions.  

 

 
24 See Attachment 11.  
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h.  What contractors have access to the site for routine operations? 

In order to ensure equipment remains operating smoothly and any repairs required are 
conducted quickly, certain contractors have access to the Facility. These include primarily 
mechanics (welding crew and “service and repair” crew) and electricians.25  

Additionally, individuals (and the associated companies) that have business with Crimson 
or SoCal Gas have access to the site. As previously explained in the July 22, 2026 Letter, both 
Crimson and SoCal Gas maintain pipelines accessed at the Murphy site. Those pipeline facilities 
are subject to oversight by various local and state agencies, and the companies have independent 
rights of access to their pipeline easements that are out of E&B’s control. E&B facilitates access 
where necessary – such as opening the gate – because it cannot legally impede access. However, 
it has no oversight authority of Crimson or SoCal Gas regarding their use of the facilities.  

i.  Please provide information on the present status of Well 18 and when 
the Murphy 18 was deemed “idle.” 

 Well 18 is and has been producing; it was inadvertently listed by CalGEM as being idle and 
E&B has been trying to rectify this error as discussed further below in response to (j).  

j.  Explain the timeline for when Murphy 18 will be returned to active 
status or plugged & abandoned? 

Murphy 18 is and has been actively producing for at least the past two decades and has 
not been idle at any point during that time – notwithstanding the erroneous listing as “idle” on 
CalGEM’s Wellstar database. As explained briefly in our July 22, 2026 letter, it has been incorrectly 
listed as “idle” due to a CalGEM data entry error that E&B has been in the process of correcting. 
Murphy 18’s active status has been noted by in-person inspections at the facility, including CARB, 
CalGEM and SCAQMD inspectors participating in the Methane Task Force inspections in January 
2025.26 E&B has been working diligently with CalGEM to correct this database error.  

The “idle” designation was made by CalGEM without notice to E&B as an apparent result 
of changes in how CalGEM receives and allocates production data. E&B has been in 
communication with CalGEM since 2024 to correct the database entry, which is based purely on 
a paperwork and administrative database and data entry error. 

As background, based on the understanding E&B has gleaned over the months of trying 
to correct the information, when the CalGEM (then known by the acronym DOGGR) rolled out the 
Wellstar database in the 2017-2019 timeframe, it enrolled all the wells in the state into the 
database program, some incorrectly.27 Over the next several years, it has become apparent that 

 
25 Specific companies are Direct Source (electricians and mechanics); DK Energy Services, 
(chemical provider); RP Vititow Construction Corp, and Excalibur Well Services Corp.  
26 See July 22, 2026 Letter, Att. 12 (Methane Task Force Study) at pp. 3-4 and 9.  
27 A Legislative Analyst’s Office report provides some information on just what a monumental 
administrative challenge Wellstar would be, noting that “it is a complex undertaking to design, 
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the agency made changes to how it implemented the program, including how it assigned or 
allocated production records to a given well. If production records were submitted that did not 
align with the new coding system, that production was not allocated to a specified well. When the 
Wellstar database registers 24 consecutive months without production data for a well, that well 
is automatically designated as idle. Moreover, CalGEM receives automated production data from 
many facilities, and in turn automatically updates Wellstar based on this data. When there is a 
glitch in the automated processes, information does not get correctly entered in the database – 
and there is not yet an automated mechanism for identifying when these issues occur. It has taken 
months of e-mails with CalGEM to begin to identify the root of the data entry problem, review 
production records, and work with CalGEM to correct the error – which requires iterative 
proactive, manual efforts on CalGEM’s part as well as E&B’s part.  E&B is optimistic that Wellstar 
will be updated to reflect Murphy 18’s active production status in the coming months.  

6.  Additional Questions 
 

a.  Can you please provide documentation, from the City's Petroleum 
Administrator, of their comments on the drill site's fenceline monitoring 
system relating to Condition 19? 

 E&B reached out to the LA Petroleum Administrator in May and July of 2024 to provide 
information and solicit input on the fenceline monitoring system.28  The Petroleum Administrator 
did not have any comments on the system.   

b.  Provide all LADWP communications, permits, and correspondence 
pertaining to LADWP's direction to the operator for new equipment 
(with regards to the microturbines at the facility, Ms. Lopez Grasse 
mentioned that LADWP asked the operator for new equipment and new 
electrical connections). 

 E&B has provided e-mails with LADWP going back to 2020 regarding the microturbine 
installation and related switchgear project.29 E&B received approval for the switchgear project in 

 
develop, and implement a data system that can meet the requirements of the U.S. EPA, Chapters 
313 and 561, and maintain the flexibility to be modified to meet new regulatory demands.” (See 
https://www.lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/3558, last accessed August 21, 2026.)  In hindsight, 
it is unsurprising that glitches such as that seen with Murphy 18 have arisen, and it is E&B’s belief 
that there are dozens if not a hundred similar instances where well status has been automatically 
but incorrectly changed due to data entry problems.  
28 See Attachment 12. 
29 See Appendix 1.  
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202330 and is currently working with LADWP through a contractor to finalize the switchgear 
project.31  

c.  Provide information about the protocol (if any) concerning how E&B 
Natural Resources makes third-party contractors aware of the ZA 
conditions of approval and state standards for operating around 
sensitive/restricted uses when said contractors conduct activities at the 
site. 

 E&B relies on production site professionals – whether contractors or employees – for the 
Murphy Facility to operate smoothly. Accordingly, E&B ensures that its team is aware of the 
relevant ZA conditions of approval for the site as appropriate for the work being undertaken. For 
example, E&B informs the workover rig service provider of the hours of operation and ensures 
awareness of and compliance with noise mitigation requirements, such as those set forth in 
Condition 21 which requires, among other things, the use of the acoustical blanket during 
workover activities. E&B takes an active role in ensuring that the set-up and configuration of the 
acoustical blanket meets the requirements of the condition, and has done so for the dozens of 
times that workover activities have taken place since January 2024.  

II. CONSTITUTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: Revoking or Limiting the Long-Standing Land Use 
of the Murphy Site Unconstitutionally Impairs the Vested Rights of E&B. 

As previously stated, LAMC  section13.B.6.2 sets a high bar for the nuisance-based 
revocation of a use permit, including requiring a finding that the action to revoke or modify a 
permit does not infringe on constitutional rights of the permittee. Aside from the factual 
information before the ZA already, the critical constitutional issues inherent in the decision before 
the ZA cannot be ignored nor separated from any contemplated action. And as explained 
previously and below, revocation or modification of the permit would be a gross violation of E&B’s 
constitutional rights.  

“[T]he vested rights doctrine limits the state’s power to interfere with property rights.” 
(Lakeview Dev. Corp. v. City of S. Lake Tahoe (9th Cir. 1990) 915 F.2d 1290, 1294.) To divest a 
vested right, the authority needs to either pay just compensation, conduct an amortization study, 
or prove that the government has compelling governmental interest to protect the health and 
safety of the public.  

Here, the City’s effort to revoke the established land use of the Murphy Site violates E&B’s 
vested right protected under the Constitution of the United States under the Fifth and Fourteenth 
Amendments, and constitutes a taking of the property without just compensation, as it purports 

 
30 See Attachment 13. 
31 Because LADWP communicates with only one designated point of contact on a given project, 
communications at this late stage are primarily taking place between the contractor and LADWP. 
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to shut down retroactively a lawful use expressly permitted by City, without an adequate 
amortization period. 

1. E&B Has a Vested Right to Continue the Established Land Use.  

“It has long been the rule in this state and in other jurisdictions that if a property owner 
has performed substantial work and incurred substantial liabilities in good faith reliance upon a 
permit issued by the government, he acquires a vested right to complete construction in 
accordance with the terms of the permit.” (See Avco Cmty. Devs., Inc. v. S. Coast Reg'l Com. (1976) 
17 Cal. 3d 785, 791; see also Santa Barbara Patients’ Collective Health Co-op. v. City of Santa 
Barbara (C.D. Cal. 2012) 911 F. Supp. 2d 884, 892 (“Santa Barbara”) [“The doctrine of vested rights 
... states that a property owner who, [1] in good faith reliance on a government permit, [2] has 
performed substantial work and incurred substantial liabilities has a vested right to ... use the 
premises as the permit allows.”].) The vested right doctrine applies to conditional use permits. 
(See Goat Hill Tavern v. City of Costa Mesa (1992) 6 Cal. App. 4th 1519, 1529; see also Tosh v. 
California Coastal Com (Ct. App. 1979) 99 Cal. App. 3d 388, 393 [“a conditional use permit may 
satisfy the requirement for acquisition of a vested right”].) 

As discussed in the July 22, 2026 Letter, it is undisputed that E&B retains a vested right to 
continue the current land use of the Murphy Site, because E&B, along with its predecessors, 
replied upon the land use permit and has performed substantial work in developing and drilling 
the oil site. The Site was first drilled for oil and gas operations in 1961 under Case No. ZA-1959-
15227-O. Over the past few decades, the Murphy Site operated under various operators and 
underwent multiple phases of drilling, production, and well maintenance activities, in reliance 
upon the land use permit. Those operators and mineral right owners, including E&B, invested 
numerous capital and resources into developing and maintaining the Murphy Site for purposes of 
oil and gas extraction operations. E&B started operating the oil and gas production at the Murphy 
Site in 2019, and the long-established land use at the Murphy Site is a vested right to E&B. 

2. The City Must Present Substantial Evidence to Show that the Revocation of 
Established Land Use Is Sufficiently Necessary to Public Welfare, and Is 
Narrowly Tailored for that Interest. 

“Once a property right is vested, the government is estopped from divesting this vested 
right through ordinary police power regulations.” (See Toigo v. Town of Ross (1998) 70 Cal. App. 
4th 309, 321 [“there is no meaningful distinction between an estoppel claim and a vested right 
claim where land use is at issue”]; S. Lake Tahoe Prop. Owners Grp. v. City of S. Lake Tahoe (2023) 
92 Cal. App. 5th 735, 747 [“The vested rights doctrine is predicated upon ‘estoppel of the 
governing body.’”].) 

The vested rights doctrine in the land use context “is subject ... to the qualification that 
such a vested right, while immune from divestment through ordinary police power regulations, 
may be impaired or revoked if the use authorized or conducted thereunder constitutes a menace 
to the public health and safety or a public nuisance. (Davidson v. Cnty. of San Diego (1996) 49 Cal. 
App. 4th 639, 649, italics in original (“Davidson”).) The revocation of a vested right must be 
“sufficiently necessary to the public welfare as to justify the impairment.” (Ibid, internal 
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quotation marks and citation omitted, emphasis added.) To revoke a valid land use permit, the 
City must present “evidence substantially supporting a finding of revocation.” (Trans-Oceanic Oil 
Corp. v. City of Santa Barbara (1948) 85 Cal. App. 2d 776, 795; see also Santa Barbara, 911 F. Supp. 
2d at 894 [holding that the City did not “have any substantial evidence to support the idea that 
the health, safety, and welfare of school children would […] be threatened,” emphasis added].) 

Here, the City must present substantive evidence to support the contention that 
revocation or limitation of the established land use at the Murphy Site is necessary to the public 
welfare. However, the City has not identified any such evidence, nor can it do so. As discussed in 
the July 22, 2026 Letter, the City has no basis to assert that E&B’s operations at the Murphy Site 
have ever constituted a nuisance.32  The July 22, 2026 Letter examined each of the alleged 
regulatory notices and conditions listed in the notice of hearing and staff report, and found all 
complaints to be frivolous and meritless.33 Indeed, E&B is in compliance with all applicable rules 
and permit conditions. There is no evidence to support any claim that the Murphy Site adversely 
affects public health or safety of anyone working or residing in the vicinity. (Id., at pp. 2-3 & 
Attachment 1.) Therefore, the City has failed to, and cannot, present sufficient evidence to show 
that revocation of the land use is necessary to public welfare, or that the Murphy Site is a public 
nuisance.  

Further, the revocation of the land use must be “appropriately tailored and limited to the 
situation necessitating its enactment.” (See Davidson, 9 Cal. App. 4th at 649, emphasis added.) 
“In order to justify the interference with the constitutional right to carry on a lawful business it 
must be clear the public interests require such interference and that the means employed are 
reasonably necessary to accomplish the purpose and are not unduly oppressive on individuals.” 
(Korean Am. Legal Advoc. Found. v. City of Los Angeles (1994) 23 Cal. App. 4th 376, 393, fn. 5 
(“Korean”); see also Lawton v. Steele (1894)1 52 U.S. 133, 137.) 

Here, the proposed revocation of the established land use at the Murphy Site is far from 
narrowly tailored. Rather than addressing any specifically identified condition at the Site through 
targeted mitigation measures, operational limitations, or reasonable permit conditions, the City’s 
proposed action would require the abrupt shutdown of all oil and gas operations at the Site. Such 
a sweeping termination of a long-standing, permitted use is not appropriately limited to any 
demonstrated public-welfare need and would impose a far more burdensome restriction than 
necessary. 

3. Revocation of the Vested Land Use of the Murphy Site Violates Due Process 
Under the U.S. and California Constitution.   

Substantive due process addresses improper governmental interference with property 
rights and irrational actions by government decision-makers. (Lingle v. Chevron U.S.A. Inc. (2005) 
544 U.S. 528, 541; Arnel Development Co. v. City of Costa Mesa (1981) 126 Cal.App.3d 330, 337.) 
“The due process clauses of the federal and state Constitutions are the most basic substantive 

 
32 July 22, 2026 Letter, at pp. 1-2, 3-4. 
33 Id., at pp. 5-20. 
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checks on government’s power to act unfairly or oppressively.” (Hale v. Morgan (1978) 22 Cal. 3d 
388, 398.) 

E&B was afforded a vested right to operate the Murphy Site that “cannot be infringed […] 
without due process of law.” (Santa Barbara, 911 F. Supp. 2d 884, 893  [“while the government 
may infringe upon vested rights under certain circumstances, such rights may only be impaired 
‘with due process of law’”].) Here, revocation of the established land use at the Murphy Site would 
violate E&B’s due process rights of law under article I, section 7 of the California Constitution and 
the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. There is no 
legitimate interest in terminating oil and gas operations in the Murphy Site, nor is there any 
legitimate interest in eliminating an oil field that is already regulated, permitted by various 
government entities, and contributes to the local economy. The proposed revocation or limitation 
of the current land use would interfere with E&B’s vested rights to continue the long-established 
oil and gas operations at the Site, pursuant to E&B’s current and historic operations. There are 
substantive due process requirements that vested rights cannot be terminated or impaired by 
ordinary police power regulations and can be revoked or impaired only to serve a “compelling 
state interest,” such as harm, danger, or menace to public health and safety or public nuisance. 
(See Korean, 23 Cal. App. 4th 376, 393, fn. 5 [“When a permittee has acquired such a vested right 
it may be revoked if the permittee fails to comply with reasonable terms or conditions expressed 
in the permit granted [citations] or if there is a compelling public necessity.”].) The government’s 
interference with vested rights must be narrowly tailored to address the compelling interest. 
(Ibid.) 

The City here, however, has not identified any compelling interest sufficient to justify 
terminating or impairing E&B’s vested rights, nor could it do so on the present record. The City 
has not pointed to any site-specific evidence showing that the Murphy Site constitutes a public 
nuisance, presents an actual menace to public health or safety, or otherwise creates conditions 
that would warrant the extraordinary remedy of revoking a long-standing, lawful, and permitted 
land use. Absent such evidence, the proposed revocation would amount to an arbitrary 
deprivation of E&B’s vested property rights rather than a narrowly tailored exercise of the City’s 
police power.  

Further, the City has failed to afford E&B with an amortization period at all. “The 
government ‘may validly provide for the eventual termination of nonconforming uses without 
compensation if it provides a reasonable amortization period commensurate with the investment 
involved.’” (S. Lake Tahoe Prop. Owners Grp. v. City of S. Lake Tahoe (2023) 92 Cal. App. 5th 735, 
753.) “As a general matter, an amortization ‘is insufficient only if it puts a business in an impossible 
position due to a shortage of relocation sites.’” (See Santa Barbara, 911 F. Supp. 2d at 894.) Even 
assuming that an amortization period is appropriate for operations such as oil production, which 
cannot be relocated and must necessarily operate at the location where the oil reserves are 
located, the City has not provided any amortization period during which E&B can bring the land 
use at the Murphy Site into compliance, or to recover all or part of its investment before the use 
must be discontinued. The City, instead, seeks to abruptly revoke the long-established land use at 
the Murphy Site and deprive all of its economically viable uses without any amortization provision 
or just compensation.  



Jonathan Hershey, Associate Zoning Administrator 
August 21, 2026 
Page 22 

 

Therefore, the proposed revocation of the established land-use at the Murphy Site is 
unfair and overly oppressive, and violates the due process protection of law. 

4. Revocation of the Vested Land Use of the Murphy Site Violates Equal 
Protection Under the U.S. and California Constitution.   

The U.S. and California Constitution guarantee equal protection of the laws and adequate 
due process. These rights also apply in the land use context. (Cal. Const., Art. 1, § 7(a); U.S. Const. 
amend V, XIV; College Area Renters & Landlord Ass’n v. City of San Diego (1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 
677, 686.) The equal protection clause “compels recognition of the proposition that persons 
similarly situated with respect to the legitimate purpose of the law receive like treatment.” (In re 
Gary W. (1971) 5 Cal.3d 296, 303 [“The state may not … arbitrarily accord privileges to or impose 
disabilities upon one class unless some rational distinction between those included in and those 
excluded from the class exists.”]; see also U.S. Const., 14th Amend., § 1; Cal. Const., art I., § 7.) 
The constitutional guarantee for equal protection also proscribes a “class of one” which is 
“intentionally treated differently from others similarly situated and that there is no rational basis 
for the difference in treatment.” (Willowbrook v. Olech (2000) 528 U.S. 562, 564.)  

Here, the City violates the Equal Protection Clause by singling out the Murphy Site for 
disparate treatment without any adequate justification. While other similarly situated oil 
operators exist within the City of Los Angeles, the City seeks to revoke the land use of the Murphy 
Site alone without any justification. The City has not identified any rational basis for treating the 
Murphy Site differently from other similarly situated properties or long-standing lawful land uses, 
particularly where the Site has operated for decades pursuant to City authorization and remains 
subject to multiple layers of regulatory oversight. Nor has the City identified any site-specific 
evidence showing that the Murphy Site presents a unique nuisance, public health concern, or 
safety condition that would justify imposing the extraordinary remedy of revocation on this Site 
alone. In the absence of such evidence, the proposed action appears arbitrary and discriminatory, 
rather than a reasoned land-use determination grounded in legitimate public-welfare concerns.  

5. Divesting E&B’s Vested Right Constitutes A Taking without Just Compensation.  

The U.S. and California Constitutions provide that private property shall not be taken 
without just compensation. (U.S. Const. amend. V; Cal. Const., Art. 1, § 19.) These constitutional 
protections apply to regulatory takings. (Lucas v. S.C. Coastal Council (1992) 505 U.S. 1003, 1014.) 
“The right to remove oil and gas from the ground is a property right.” (Maples v. Kern Cty. 
Assessment Appeals Bd. (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 172, 186.) Moreover, a land use regulation 
constitutes to a facial taking of property when it “denies an owner economically viable use of his 
land” (id., at 1016, citations omitted), and the revoking an established land use undoubtedly strips 
a property owner of “substantial economic use” of their affected property. (See Maritrans Inc. v. 
U.S. (2003) 342 F.3d 1344, 1351-52.)  

“[A] takings claim is ‘rooted in the notions of adequate compensation and economic 
restitution.’” (Weinberg v. Whatcom County (9th Cir.2001) 241 F.3d 746, 752.) “If the 
[government’s measure] had resulted in Plaintiff losing all enjoyment of its business and suffering 
property loss, Plaintiff would have a claim for compensation under the Takings Clause.” (Santa 
Barbara, 911 F. Supp. 2d 884, 895–96; see also Hansen Bros. Enters., Inc. v. Bd. of Supervisors 



Jonathan Hershey, Associate Zoning Administrator 
August 21, 2026 
Page 23 

 

(1996) 12 Cal. 4th 533, 551–52 [if the government “effects an unreasonable, oppressive, or 
unwarranted interference with an existing use, or a planned use for which a substantial 
investment in development costs has been made, the [government’s action] may be invalid as 
applied to that property unless compensation is paid”].) 

 Here, E&B has vested property rights to develop and produce oil ang gas resources, 
consistent with historical uses and its ownership in mineral rights and right to continue its 
operations at the Murphy Site. There are many years of oil and minerals yet to be extracted from 
E&B’s mineral rights and leases, and E&B’s reasonable, investment-backed expectation was that 
it would continue to produce and develop oil and gas until its leased and owned assets are no 
longer capable of producing oil and gas in commercial quantities. The City’s proposed revocation 
or limitation of the current land use, if approved, serves to affect an unconstitutional taking of 
E&B’s property as an owner and lessee of the mineral rights and as an oil and gas operator, along 
with the property of other landowners and mineral rights holders in connection with E&B’s 
leasehold interests. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Although E&B welcomes the opportunity for continued cooperation with the City to 
address the concerns and apparent confusion concerning its operations, we remain dismayed that 
the City has commenced these proceedings with such a glaring absence of facts to support the 
serious findings that would have to be made to support a revocation.  As you know, Section 13B. 
6.2 of Los Angeles Municipal Code provides the standard of proof to revoke an established land 
use, and the Zoning Administrator “shall”  make all three of the following findings in support of 
any revocation or modification:  

(1) the determination does not impair the constitutional rights of any 
person;  

(2) prior governmental efforts to cause the owner or operator to eliminate 
the problems  associated with the land use or discretionary zoning 
approval have failed; and  

(3) the owner or operator has failed to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of 
the Zoning Administrator, the willingness or ability to eliminate the 
problems associated with the land use or discretionary zoning approval.  

 
Based on the record before you, the Zoning Administrator cannot make any of the 

required findings here. And furthermore, to make such findings in the face of the facts and 
constitutional considerations at issue would be an arbitrary and capricious action that could not 
withstand judicial scrutiny. That said, we trust that a tempered and holistic review of the record, 
and adherence to the mandates of the City’s ordinance, will support a conclusion that this 
proceeding should be closed without adverse action taken on the Use Permit.  

Sincerely, 
 
 
Maya Lopez Grasse 



Jonathan Hershey, Associate Zoning Administrator 
August 21, 2026 
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Inspection Summary

Inspection Information
Inspection ID Inspection Type Inspection Date Inspection Name Follow-Up Date

12452616 Environmental Lease 

Inspection

1/28/2026 RJ Mejia

Compliance Summary
New Violation(s) Resolved Violation(s) Unresolved Violation(s)

0 0 0

Operator Information
Operator Code Operator Name

E0100 E & B Natural Resources Management Corporation

Agent Name Greg Youngblood

Agent Address 1608 Norris Road

City Bakersfield State CA Zip Code 93308

Inspected Subject(s)

See list of Inspected Subjects on subsequent page.

Inspection Document(s)
No documents were uploaded during this inspection.

New Violation(s)

No violations were identified during this inspection.
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Inspected Subject(s)
Field Lease Subject ID Subject Name Subject Type Form Name

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403700377 Murphy 9 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403730129 Murphy 37 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403700291 Murphy 10 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403720954 Murphy 20 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 90299423 Murphy Drill Site Setting Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403726957 Murphy 30 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403721222 Murphy 25 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403700370 Murphy 2 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 0403721224 Murphy 27 Well UIC Well 

Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24303 V-300 Outlet Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19163 V17 Sales Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24296 V90 Fuel Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8383 T43 MultiTreat - 

plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24290 V81 Stabilizer 

Reboiler

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24305 V-320 Amine 

Surge Vessel

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24297 V91 NGL Tank Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8367 T5 Slop Tank Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8364 T1 Stock Tank Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8389 V9 Glycol Scrubber Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

T23 PhaseTreat - Environmental Las Cienegas Murphy 8379 Tank
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plastic Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8381 T32 - Deionized 

Water - plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24292 V86 Refrigerant 

Skid Vessel

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8376 T18 Scavenger - 

plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8387 V6 Test Separator Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8382 T33 

Diethanolamine - 

plastic tote

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24286 V73 PSA  Absorber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8369 T7 Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8365 T2 Produced Water Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24307 H-770 Amine Still 

Reboiler

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8378 T21 FlocTreat - 

plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24306 V-330 Still 

Overhead 

Condenser

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8375 T17 Green Apple 

Odorant - Plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24308 UO-405C Scrubber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24284 V71 PSA Absorber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8386 V5 Test Separator Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8368 T6 Degreaser - 

plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24294 V88 Refrigerant 

Skid Vessel

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24282 V67 Gas Scrubber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24293 V87 Refrigerant 

Skid Vessel

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8377 T19 Biocide - 

plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8374 T16 Lube Oil Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19165 V61 Sweet Gas 

KOP

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection
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Las Cienegas Murphy 19162 Baker Tank 2 Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24295 V89 Refrigerant 

Skid Vessel

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24288 V75 PSA Absorber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24289 V80 Cold 

Separator

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24298 V95 Scrubber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8384 V1 Free Water 

Knockout

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24299 V96 Scrubber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19449 V65 3rd Stage 

Discharge 

Scrubber

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19450 V66 PSA Inlet 

Scrubber

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8371 T10 Mercaptin 

Odorant vessel

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8373 T15 Glycol Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24304 V-310 Amine Flash 

Vessel

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24291 V85 Separator Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8370 T8 Sulfuric Acid - 

plastic

Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8372 T14 Glycol Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24283 V70 PSA Absorber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24302 V-100 Inlet Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19161 V11 Suction 

Scrubber

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8388 V8 Glycol 

Regenerator

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24300 V-1500 Amine 

Contactor

Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19164 Baker Tank 1 Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24285 V72 PSA Absorber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8366 T3 Produced Water Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection
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Las Cienegas Murphy 8380 T25 Tank Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8385 V4 Test Separator Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19160 V10 HP Scrubber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24287 V74 PSA Absorber Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24301 V-1600 Amine Still Vessel Environmental 

Facility Inspection
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Inspection Summary

Inspection Information
Inspection ID Inspection 

Type

Inspection 

Date

Inspection 

Name

No. of 

Violations

Follow-Up 

Date

12452349 Environmental 

Lease Inspection

1/28/2026 Javier Vasquez 0

Compliance Summary
New Violation(s) Resolved Violation(s) Unresolved Violation(s)

0 0 0

Operator Information
Operator Code Operator Name

E0100 E & B Natural Resources Management Corporation

Agent Name Greg Youngblood

Agent Address 1608 Norris Road

City Bakersfield State CA Zip Code 93308

Inspected Subject(s)

See list of Inspected Subjects on subsequent page.

Inspection Document(s)
No documents were uploaded during this inspection.

New Violation(s)

No violations were identified during this inspection.
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Inspected Subject(s)
Field Lease Subject ID Subject Name Subject Type Form Name

Las Cienegas Murphy 90299423 Murphy Drill Site Setting Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24305 V-320 Amine 

Surge Vessel

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19164 Baker Tank 1 Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8373 T15 Glycol Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24303 V-300 Outlet Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24302 V-100 Inlet Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8379 T23 PhaseTreat - 

plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24296 V90 Fuel Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24289 V80 Cold 

Separator

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24290 V81 Stabilizer 

Reboiler

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8372 T14 Glycol Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24284 V71 PSA Absorber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24285 V72 PSA Absorber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8388 V8 Glycol 

Regenerator

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8387 V6 Test Separator Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24300 V-1500 Amine 

Contactor

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8364 T1 Stock Tank Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8386 V5 Test Separator Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8371 T10 Mercaptin 

Odorant vessel

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Gas Leak Las Cienegas Murphy 19160 V10 HP Scrubber Vessel
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Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24283 V70 PSA Absorber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19449 V65 3rd Stage 

Discharge 

Scrubber

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24297 V91 NGL Tank Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24307 H-770 Amine Still 

Reboiler

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8378 T21 FlocTreat - 

plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8375 T17 Green Apple 

Odorant - Plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19450 V66 PSA Inlet 

Scrubber

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8389 V9 Glycol Scrubber Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8385 V4 Test Separator Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8384 V1 Free Water 

Knockout

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8369 T7 Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24287 V74 PSA Absorber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24304 V-310 Amine Flash 

Vessel

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8381 T32 - Deionized 

Water - plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8382 T33 

Diethanolamine - 

plastic tote

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19161 V11 Suction 

Scrubber

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8374 T16 Lube Oil Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8383 T43 MultiTreat - 

plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19163 V17 Sales Gas 

Scrubber

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8368 T6 Degreaser - 

plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8370 T8 Sulfuric Acid - 

plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 19162 Baker Tank 2 Tank Gas Leak 

Detection
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Las Cienegas Murphy 24299 V96 Scrubber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8366 T3 Produced Water Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24301 V-1600 Amine Still Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24286 V73 PSA  Absorber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24288 V75 PSA Absorber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8365 T2 Produced Water Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24306 V-330 Still 

Overhead 

Condenser

Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24282 V67 Gas Scrubber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 24298 V95 Scrubber Vessel Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8376 T18 Scavenger - 

plastic

Tank Gas Leak 

Detection

Las Cienegas Murphy 8380 T25 Tank Gas Leak 

Detection
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Inspection Summary

Inspection Information
Inspection ID Inspection Type Inspection Date Inspector Name Follow up Date

12452614 Safety System 

Inspection

1/28/2026 RJ Mejia

Compliance Summary
New Violation(s) Resolved Violation(s) Unresolved Violation(s)

0 0 0

Operator Information
Operator Code Operator Name

E0100 E & B Natural Resources Management Corporation

Agent Name Greg Youngblood

Agent Address 1608 Norris Road

City Bakersfield State CA Zip Code 93308

Inspected Subject(s)
Field Lease Subject ID Subject Name Subject Type Form Name

Las Cienegas Murphy 90299423 Murphy Drill Site Setting Safety System 

Inspection/Spill 

Drill

Inspection Document(s)
No documents were uploaded during this inspection.

New Violation(s)
No violations were identified during this inspection.
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Los Angeles Fire Department - Official Inspection Report

ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK (Tier I)

FACILITY INSPECTION
200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 978-3680

INSPECTOR NAME:

Gabriel Martinez

DISTRICT: APN:

5052032010

NOTICE#:

DA0RRDVU8

INSPECTION DATE:

11/18/2025

FA0032550

(323) 816-1528

LOS ANGELES, CA 90018

E&B CORP - MURPHY

ROBERT HUDSON

FIRE STATION:

026

PHONE:

 10398883

CERS ID:

FACILITY ID:

RECORD ID:

PR0127297

2126 W ADAMS BLVD

(213) 264-8156

   NVO = No Violation Observed   OUT = Out of Compliance   NA = Not Applicable   UD = Undetermined   COS = Corrected On Site   RPT = IsRepeatViolation   VDG = 

ViolationDegree

Requirement to Prepare and Implement

SPCC has been prepared

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 1

SPCC plan has been prepared that meets all applicable requirements

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 2

SPCC has been implemented

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 3

SPCC onsite If facility staffed 4 hrs/day, or at the nearest field office if not so attended

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 4

SPCC Plan and all required records/documentation available for review during normal working hours

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 5

Qualified Facility's SPCC plan has been self or PE certified.

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 8

Facility prepared appropriate SPCC when no longer meeting Tier I/II requirements

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 9

SPCC Amendments

Facility has amended SPCC as necessary

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 10

SPCC has been  implemented within 6 months of amendment

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 11

Tier I Qualified Facility has certified tech amendments.

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 13

Five Year Review

5 year review performed on SPCC and documented

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 15

Violation Comments:

SPCC LAST CERTIFIED ON 02-17-2025

General SPCC Requirements

SPCC in writing, follows code seq/cross ref, good eng practice, mgt approval, items not in place

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 16

Facility Description/Storage/Diagram

SPCC Plan addresses the type of oil and storage capacity for all fixed and portable containers

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 22

5198 - V1 Page 1 of 6



Los Angeles Fire Department - Official Inspection Report

ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK (Tier I)

FACILITY INSPECTION
200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 978-3680

BUSINESS:

E&B CORP - MURPHY

FACILITY ID:

FA0032550

INSPECTION DATE:

11/18/2025DA0RRDVU8

NOTICE#:

   NVO = No Violation Observed   OUT = Out of Compliance   NA = Not Applicable   UD = Undetermined   COS = Corrected On Site   RPT = IsRepeatViolation   VDG = 

ViolationDegree

General SPCC Requirements

Discharge Reporting/Response/Disposal/Prediction

SPCC Plan addressed countermeasures for discharge discovery, response and cleanup

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 25

SPCC contains procedures for reporting a discharge

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 27

SPCC organized so discharge procedures are readily usable if the facility has no response plan

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 28

SPCC contains a prediction of direction and total quantity of oil potentially discharged

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 30

Containment

SPCC addresses the appropriate general containment/diversionary structures/equipment

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 31

Appropriate (general) containment/diversionary structures/equipment have been provided

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 32

Training

Employee training and spill prevention briefings discussed in SPCC plan

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 37

Training provided to all oil-handling personnel and records maintained for 3 years

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 38

Person has been designated as accountable for discharge prevention and reports to management

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 39

Spill prevention briefings are conducted annually and records maintained for 3 years

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 40

Security

SPCC addresses security measures-lighting, access to handling/storage, valves/pumps/transfer equip

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 41

Handling areas, valves, pumps/starter controls, load/unload connections secured, lighting adequate

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 42

Oil-Filled Operation Equipment

Oil filled operational equipment containment standards are met

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 48

SPCC Requirements for Onshore Facilities

Drainage

Facility drainage or drainage controls adequately discussed

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 49

Facility drainage adequately restrained unless conditions met

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 50
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Los Angeles Fire Department - Official Inspection Report

ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK (Tier I)

FACILITY INSPECTION
200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 978-3680

BUSINESS:

E&B CORP - MURPHY

FACILITY ID:

FA0032550

INSPECTION DATE:

11/18/2025DA0RRDVU8

NOTICE#:

   NVO = No Violation Observed   OUT = Out of Compliance   NA = Not Applicable   UD = Undetermined   COS = Corrected On Site   RPT = IsRepeatViolation   VDG = 

ViolationDegree

SPCC Requirements for Onshore Facilities

Valves used for drainage are manual (not flapper-type) to prevent a discharge

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 51

Bulk Storage Container-SPCC Plan/Compatibility

Adequate discussion of all bulk storage containers located at the facility

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 54

Material and construction of all containers are compatible with the material stored

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 55

No tank designed and intended for underground use is being used as an AST

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 56

No rail cars, tank cars, or tank vehicles used as a storage tank in a permanent/fixed installation

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 57

Secondary Containment

All bulk storage containers have secondary containment to prevent a discharge at Tier I facility

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 59

Secondary containment and leak detection provided for TIUGA piping if not viewable on all sides

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 60

Drainage Inspections/Records

Rainwater in diked areas is inspected before draining

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 62

Records maintained of drainage from diked areas

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 63

Cathodic Protection

Buried section of partially buried or bunkered metallic tank has corrosion protection

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 64

All piping and supporting components associated with AST are protected from external corrosion

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 65

Inspections & Testing

SPCC discusses procedures to test/inspect storage containers for integrity per industry standards

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 66

Tanks inspected and tested by qualified person in accordance with industry standards

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 67

Aboveground containers tested or inspected for integrity based on industry standards

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 68

TIUGAs meet requirements for direct viewing or inspections/ leak detection

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 69

Written Inspection/testing procedures kept, inspection/testing records signed, kept for 3 years

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 70
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Los Angeles Fire Department - Official Inspection Report

ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK (Tier I)

FACILITY INSPECTION
200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 978-3680

BUSINESS:

E&B CORP - MURPHY

FACILITY ID:

FA0032550

INSPECTION DATE:

11/18/2025DA0RRDVU8

NOTICE#:

   NVO = No Violation Observed   OUT = Out of Compliance   NA = Not Applicable   UD = Undetermined   COS = Corrected On Site   RPT = IsRepeatViolation   VDG = 

ViolationDegree

SPCC Requirements for Onshore Facilities

Overfill Prevention

SPCC plan adequately describes overfill prevention methods, including system or procedures used

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 73

Overfill prevention systems or procedures are used and tested routinely to ensure proper operation

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 74

Response to Release

Visible discharges promptly corrected and any accumulation of oil in diked areas promptly removed.

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 78

Piping

SPCC Plan discusses aboveground piping, buried piping, piping inspections, and vehicle warnings

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 80

Aboveground valves, piping, and appurtenances are regularly inspected

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 85

Integrity/leak tested buried piping when installed, modified, constructed, relocated, or replaced

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 86

Excluded TIUGA Requirements

Excluded TIUGA <55 gal has secondary containment, inspected monthly and log of inspections kept

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 88

Oil Filled Electrical Equipment

Oil filled electrical equipment exclusions have been met, and where not met is included in SPCC plan

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 89

General Facility Requirements

Tank Facility Statement or Business Plan has been submitted

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 91

Annual submittal of APSA Facility Information has been completed and is accurate

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 92

APSA Facility Information has been updated in CERS within 30 days of request by UPA

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 93

Spills/releases of 42 gallons or more of petroleum reported upon discovery to Cal OES & UPA or 911

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 94

APSA program fee paid

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 95

All/any permanently closed tanks are properly closed under the definition in 40 CFR 112.2

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 96

Substantial Harm Criteria certification maintained at the facility as required

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 97
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Los Angeles Fire Department - Official Inspection Report

ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK (Tier I)

FACILITY INSPECTION
200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 978-3680

BUSINESS:

E&B CORP - MURPHY

FACILITY ID:

FA0032550

INSPECTION DATE:

11/18/2025DA0RRDVU8

NOTICE#:

   NVO = No Violation Observed   OUT = Out of Compliance   NA = Not Applicable   UD = Undetermined   COS = Corrected On Site   RPT = IsRepeatViolation   VDG = 

ViolationDegree

General Facility Requirements

Administration/Documentation - General

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 98

Administration/Documentation - General Local Ordinance

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 99

Training - General

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 100

Training - General Local Ordinance

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 101

Operations/Maintenance - General

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 102

Operations/Maintenance - General Local Ordinance

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 103

Release/Leaks/Spills - General

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 104

Release/Leaks/Spills - General Local Ordinance

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 105

Abandonment/Illegal Disposal/Unauthorized Treatment - General

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 106

Abandonment/Illegal Disposal/Unauthorized Treatment - General Local Ordinance

    n NVO    o OUT    o NA    o UD    o COS    o RPT

 107

Overall Inspection Comments

Consent to enter, inspect, and take photographs was given by: Robert Hudson

Documents uploaded to CERS were reviewed and field verified. The Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure plan and related 

inspection and testing logs were reviewed on site. Review and correct any violations indicated previously in this report, on or before the 

COMPLY BY date associated with each violation.

NOTE:

The LAMC, Sections (L.A.M.C. SECTIONS 57.105.1.4; 57.120.3; 57.121.2 and 57.121.2.1.) requires businesses that store, use or 

handle hazardous materials in the City of Los Angeles to obtain a Consolidated Permit from the Los Angeles Fire Department CUPA. 

The California Health and Safety Code (CHAPTER 6.67 SECTION 25270) requires that facilities meeting either of the following 

requirements be added to the APSA (Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act) program and comply with the regulations set forth in the 

CHSC. Storage of any liquid petroleum based product stored in above ground tanks 55 gallons or greater that either; have a total 

storage capacity of 1320 gallons or greater or; are stored below grade.

**********Upon the resolution of all the above mentioned violations, please respond via email to the issuing inspector to have the 

corrections reviewed and the violations cleared. **********
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Los Angeles Fire Department - Official Inspection Report

ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK (Tier I)

FACILITY INSPECTION
200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 978-3680

BUSINESS:

E&B CORP - MURPHY

FACILITY ID:

FA0032550

INSPECTION DATE:

11/18/2025DA0RRDVU8

NOTICE#:

Reports emailed to:

sgriffis@ebresources.com

ricky.bautista@ebresources.com

This report shall serve as a “NOTICE TO COMPLY” for Minor Violations, and a “NOTICE OF VIOLATION” for Major 

violations. Formal enforcement and/or penalty assessment may be initiated for any violations noted, and for those not 

corrected in a timely manner.  You are, hereby, ordered by the Fire Chief to correct the above noted violations WITHIN 30 

DAYS, OR FORTHWITH IF INDICATED IN THE CORRECTION SUMMARIES PROVIDED. 

All businesses within the City of Los Angeles that store or handle hazardous materials above reportable quantities are 

required to submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) annually to CERS cers.calepa.ca.gov. Any business that 

submits after the March 1st deadline may be subject to a late submittal fee of $500.00, pursuant to the Los Angeles 

Municipal Code (L.A.M.C.), and/or enforcement action, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code (H&SC), Section 

25508(a)(3).

Please take a moment to participate in our Los Angeles Fire Department CUPA customer feedback survey by 

utilizing the link below:

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/CUPAFEEDBACK

Customer Feedback Survey

LAFD CUPA information

For further information or questions please visit the following link:  

https://www.lafd.org/fire-prevention/cupa

Signatures

Operator

Robert Hudson Gabriel Martinez

FIRE INSPECTOR I

(213) 264-8156
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Attachment 6



 

RULE 1173 COMPONENT LEAK REPORT (FORMERLY FORM C)

YEAR: 2026        QUARTER: Q1 (Jan-Mar)

Please submit all Rule 1173 reports 
electronically to:

Rule1173Reports@aqmd.gov

Company / Facility Name: E&B Natural Resources
Murphy

Facility ID#: 191119 Report Date: 4/15/2026 8:21:38 AM

Fac. Address: 2126 West Adams Boulevard City/Zip: Los Angeles, CA 90007

Contact Name: Louis Zylstra Jr. Phone: 7143259502 Email: lzylstra@ebresources.com

Component Data Leak Data Repair Data

ID Type Svc Location Date/Time ppm
Visible
Leak?

Visible
Vapor? Repair Action Date ppm

Visible
Leak?

Visible
Vapor? Comments/Notes

3386100006 Other (W) - 16.00" G/V Well Cellar - M - 11
3/24/2026 
12:45 PM

8000 N/A N/A Tighten Connection 3/24/2026 46 N/A N/A PPM Monitor

90375.01 Valve - 0.5" - Valve - Ball G/V Gas Plant - V - 320
3/24/2026 
9:44 AM

773 N/A N/A Tightened Valve Stem 3/24/2026 39.1 N/A N/A PPM Monitor

90799.00 Valve - 1" - Valve - Ball G/V Gas Plant - V - 310
3/24/2026 
12:12 PM

489 N/A N/A
Resolved - Otherwise 

Altered
3/24/2026 8 N/A N/A PPM Monitor

*Service= Use LL or HL for light or heavy Liquid 
**L= This component is leaking liquid at a rate greater than 3 drops per minute. Enter X in block if component is leaking at a rate greater than 3 drops per minute, otherwise leave blank


