


OPPOSE Sable’s Applications for Change 
of Owner, Operator, and Guarantor
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The Board Cannot Make the 25B Findings

• Does Sable have the skills, training, and resources necessary to operate the Facilities 
in compliance with the Permits and County ordinances? NO

• Compliance with all requirements of the Permits? NO

• Have all necessary insurance, bonds, and other methods of financial responsibility 
been provided to demonstrate that Sable can respond to an oil spill or accident and 
abandon the Facilities? NO

FAILURE TO MAKE EVEN ONE OF THESE FINDINGS MUST RESULT IN DENIAL.
Desmond v. County of Contra Costa (1993) 21 Cal.App.4th 330, 336-37.



Missing Information in Board Letter  
• OSFM letter re incomplete repairs required by the State Waivers
• Court Order that Sable unlawfully conducted repairs without the required permits
• Injunction stemming from the litigation between the CCC and Sable
• Injunction against the OSFM
• Santa Barbara District Attorney’s Felony Complaint
• CSLC Letter questioning Sable’s ability to be a transparent operator and related 

shareholder lawsuits
• Passage of SB 237, requiring a CDP for restart of the pipeline
• Sable’s operations of the onshore facilities without the Board’s approval of the 

change of operator
….and more!



Chapter 25B Prohibits a Transfer That Would Place 
the Environment and Public Health at Risk



The Board Has Discretion in Making its Decision

“[T]he Board has the authority to 
conduct de novo fact-finding,” and is not 
just “giving a thumbs up or down” 
– Honorable Dolly M. Gee, Central 
District of California

The Board’s “decision of whether 
findings for approval can be made is 
discretionary,” and “the County cannot 
be forced to exercise its discretion in a 
particular manner” 
– County Counsel



Chapter 25B’s Operator Capability Finding

The proposed operator has the skills, training, and 
resources necessary to operate the permitted facility in 
compliance with the permit and all applicable county 
codes.

Chapter 25B-10(a)(9):



County Counsel’s Interpretation of the Operator Capability 
Finding



Civil Lawsuits and Criminal Charges against Sable
• People of the State of California v. Sable: A Felony Complaint Has Been Filed by the Santa 

Barbara County District Attorney Against Sable for Alleged Environmental Violations.

• People of the State of California ex rel. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Central Coast Region v. Sable: Central Coast Water Board Filed a Lawsuit against Sable for 
Unauthorized Waste Discharges.

• Sable Offshore Corp. and Pacific Pipeline Company v. California Coastal Commission: Judge 
Ruled that Sable Engaged in Unauthorized Development in Violation of the Coastal Act and 
that the Coastal Commission had the Authority to Issue its April 10 Orders.

• Tracy Johnson v. Sable Offshore Corp. et al.: Class Action Securities Lawsuit and Public 
Statements by California State Lands Commission Chair Questioning Sable’s Ability to be a 
Transparent Operator.



People of the State of California v. Sable



People of the State of California ex rel. California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region v. Sable



Sable Offshore Corp. and Pacific Pipeline Company v. 
California Coastal Commission

“This is the first time in the [Coastal 
Commission’s] history that we've had a 
party blatantly ignore a cease-and-
desist order like this and refuse to 
submit a permanent application. 
Sable's representatives have told us 
that they'll only stop if a court makes 
them.” 
– Cassidy Teufel, Deputy Director for 
the California Coastal Commission



Tracy Johnson v. Sable Offshore Corp. et al



Sable Lacks the Skills to Operate Safely and In Compliance 
with the Law

A Snapshot of Violations and Spills over the Past ~8 Months:
• OSFM Notification of Deficiency re compliance with the State Waivers
• CCC fined Sable an $18 million-dollar administrative penalty 
• CCRWQCB adopted a resolution referring Sable’s alleged violations to the California AG after 

having previously issued notices of violation and directives.
• SBAPCD issued four violations to Sable between July 2025 through September 2025
• CalGEM threatened to initiate enforcement against Sable and impose civil penalties for 

violations
• Sable reported a chemical spill of 280 gallons of Hydrochloric Acid on August 6  
• On August 27,  Sable reported a release of 5,000 CuFt of anaerobic biosolid sludge material, 

some of which leaked beyond the contaminant area. The cause of the release was operator 
error.



A Finding of Operator Capability Cannot be Made and 
The Board Must Deny the Applications.



Chapter 25B’s Permit Compliance Findings

As of the date that the application is deemed complete, the current 
operator is in compliance with all requirements of the permit, including 
any requirements of a county-required safety audit, any notice of 
violation, and any county ordinance, or the owner and proposed 
operator have entered into a written agreement with the director that 
specifies an enforceable schedule to come into compliance with such 
requirements.

Chapter 25B-9(a)(5) & 25B-10(a)(5):



Lack of Compliance with LFPS Permit

Sable’s Defective Pipeline
Credit: Bill Reitherman



Chapter 25B’s Financial Assurance Findings

All necessary insurance, bonds or other instruments or methods of 
financial responsibility approved by the county and necessary to 
comply with the permit and any county ordinance have been updated, 
if necessary, to reflect the new owner(s) and will remain in full effect 
following the ownership change.

Chapter 25B-9(a)(2), 25B-9(e)(1), & 25B-10(a)(2):

The proposed operator has the … resources necessary to operate the permitted facility in 
compliance with the permit and all applicable county codes.

See also Chapter 25B-10(a)(9):



Sable Has Not Shown It Has the Financial Capacity 
to Remediate an Oil Spill



Sable Has Not Submitted the Full Insurance Policy
AGAIN

The complete terms, conditions, and exclusions of the policy itself must be understood 
to know:

• Does the policy apply to negligent behavior? Does it require permit compliance?
• Who is actually insured, e.g., contractors, subsidiaries? 
• Does the policy exclude pollution-caused property damage?
• Are slow leaks and corrosion covered?
• Are there known-conditions exclusions?
• Are indemnity obligations (e.g., to County or agency) excluded?
• Are there sub-limits for specific hazards, e.g., fire?
• If the $700M limit is from an umbrella policy, how does the umbrella policy 

interact with the underlying insurance? Are the policy limits for both policies 
sufficient? Does the umbrella policy require strict exhaustion? 



The Board Cannot Make the 25B Findings

We therefore ask the Board to:

• Deny the Applications; and

• Direct staff to cease allowing Sable 
to operate the Facilities.

Image of Refugio State Beach in May 2015 
Credit: Hunterbrook Media
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