
1

Norman Gilmore

From: Michael Salman <salman@history.ucla.edu>
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2015 4:13 PM
To: Linn Wyatt; Pastor Sauls; speckman >> Steven Peckman
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; Michael LoGrande; Terry Kaufmann-Macias; 

councilmember.wesson@lacity.org; jeff.camp@unnc.org; President@unnc.org; 
secretary@unnc.org; norman.gilmore@unnc.org; laura.meyers@unnc.org; 
lauramink@aol.com; Michael Bostrom; Jack Chiang

Subject: Re: ZA-1959-15227-O-PA5 Demand for Review of Conditions
Attachments: Salman letter #2  re ZA-1959-15227-O-PA5 01292015.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms. Wyatt 
 
Thank you for your e-mail of January 27 in response  to my letter explaining the legal, 
contractual, and ethical requirement that the Plann ing Department conduct a Review of 
Conditions on the Murphy Drill Site, as per Conditi on 14 (of ZA-1959-15227-O-PA4) and 
Code Section 12.27.1, if the current PA5 case does not proceed toward a hearing and 
determination forthwith. 
 
I should underscore that the current PA5 case is th e contractual result of an agreement 
brokered by Council President Wesson, to which you,  the City Attorney, Freeport MacMoRan 
Oil and Gas (FMOG), and the two appellants, Mr. Ste ven Peckman and I, were all consenting 
parties. In addition, this agreement was affirmed b y all in front of the South Los 
Angeles Area Planning Commission, and the APC itsel f was a party to this agreement 
because their ruling on the appeals was based on th is agreement and incorporated it by 
reference. 
 
While FMOG has the right to amend the details of its PA5 application in 
whatever way it would like, the commitment made in the agreement was that 
the PA5 application "will receive full Zoning Administration review 
inclusive of a public hearing." Canceling the case or keeping it in 
indefinite suspended animation would be a breach of the agreement by FMOG 
and/or Planning. 
 
In response to your e-mail of January 27: 
As the attached letter explains,  LADBS has nearly no role to play in the mat ters at 
issue, and your declaration that LADBS's Code Enfor cement branch is the proper authority 
to investigate the issues and documentation that ha ve been brought to your attention is 
contradicted by 1) written report of the Director o f Planning to City Council on 
compliance with conditional use approvals, 2) offic ial DCP workshops on reviews and 
compliance with condiitional use approvals, 3) Code  Section 12.27.1, 4) Condition 14 of 
the reigning PA4 and PA3 determinations governing t he Murphy Drill Site, and 5) the the 
track record of reviews conducted under 12.27.1, wh ich shows that they do not originate 
in or from LADBS. 
 
Three quick points from the attached letter merit e mphasis in this cover e-mail: 
 
While there are some compliance issues that need to  be resolved at Murphy, there is also 
a need to review conditions so as to modify them, a nd this is necessary and required by 
existing conditions and elements of Code Section 13 .01 that I delineated in my letter of 
January 25, 2015.  Reviews are not just about inves tigating non-compliance and enforcing 
effectuation, they are also about the ongoing need to bring conditions of use into line 
with the requirements of the Code under changing ci rcumstances (i.e., improvements in 
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technology that are quieter, safer, cleaner; develo pments in environmental science; 
changing needs of the community; etc). 
 
This manifestly is not an effort to try to revoke v alid conditional use approvals, nor to 
impose economically ruinous or impossible condition s, nor to harass the operator out of 
business, nor is it a vendetta against individuals in the Planning Department. Instead, 
this is an effort to try to resolve some long runni ng compliance issues and revise 
conditions to bring them into line with the law and  current needs. All of this is meant 
to clear the air and restore integrity to a zoning process that went haywire in 2013-14. 
Clearing the air will help everyone: the public, th e City, the Planning Department, and 
the operator. 
 
Last, my communications with you are part of a cont inuing and long-running effort by 
myself, Mr Steve Peckman, and also groups such as t he local Neighborhood Council, UNNC, 
to reach out to Planning for a constructive dialogu e about solving some obvious problems. 
There are usually multiple ways of solving problems . In this case, there are 
administrative and legal remedies delineated in the  Code and in the determinations that 
set institutional pathways for reviews, enforcement  of compliance, etc. And there is 
also, almost always, the good chance that problems can be solved more easily and with 
better resolutions if the parties involved agree to  talk about the situation with some 
openness and good faith. I am again asking for a me eting to discuss the problems at hand 
and potential means for their resolution. Why not t ry that first? The administrative and 
legal channels will always be there if discussions do not produce anything better, but I 
think the example of the appeal cases last s 
pring shows that better results can be accomplished  through good dialogue and honest 
brokers. 
 
Yours, 
 
Michael Salman 
323-333-1238. 

On 1/27/2015 8:15 AM, Linn Wyatt wrote: 

Hello Mr. Salman,  
 
I have received your email and the attached letter dated January 25, 2015.   
 
Per our prior conversation and as restated in your letter attached to the email, the Department of 
Building and Safety serves as the enforcement agency and would conduct any investigation 
regarding compliance with the conditions imposed by the Zoning Administrator.  I forwarded 
your letter to the Code Enforcement Bureau, Department of Building and Safety and discussed 
the matter yesterday directly with the Code Enforcement Bureau chief manager.   
 
It is my understanding that the Code Enforcement Bureau will conduct an inspection of the 
property sometime within the next few days.  At this time, I await their response.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Regards,  
 
Linn Wyatt  
 
 
 
On Mon, Jan 26, 2015 at 7:13 AM, Michael Salman <salman@history.ucla.edu> wrote: 
Dear Ms Wyatt 
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Re: Case No: ZA-1959-15227-O-PA5 
                        Murphy Controlled Drill Site 
                        2126 W Adams Blvd 
                        Los Angeles, CA 90018 
 
Please see the attached letter demanding a Review of Conditions to rectify violations of 
conditions, enforce compliance, and revise conditions to bring them into line with the 
requirements and obligations of the Code, past determinations, and recent developments. As the 
letter explains, such a review is a legal and contractual requirement. 
 
I am willing to discuss this with you and/or other City officials at any time. 
 
Yours 
 
 
Michael Salman 
323-333-1238 
 
 
 
 
--  
 
Linn K. Wyatt 
Chief Zoning Administrator 
Office of Zoning Administration 
Department of Planning 
200 No. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
213-978-1318 | linn.wyatt@lacity.org 
 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This electronic message transmission contains information from the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Planning, which may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client 
privilege and/or the work product doctrine.  If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited.  If you have 
received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original 
message and any attachments without reading or saving in any manner. 
 

� Please consider the environment before printing this email.  
 

 


