


 

 

December 10, 2025  
 
Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors  
c/o Jacquelyne Alexander  
Chief Deputy Clerk of the Board  
Santa Barbara County  
105 E. Anapamu Street, Room 407  
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Via FedEx and Email: sbcob@countyofsb.org  

Re:      Supplemental Comments in Opposition to Change of Owner, Operator, and 
Guarantor for the SYU, POPCO, and Las Flores Pipeline System Final 
Development Plan Permits 

Dear Honorable Santa Barbara County Supervisors: 

Appellants Center for Biological Diversity and the Wishtoyo Foundation submit these 
supplemental comments in support of our appeal of the Santa Barbara County Planning 

s for the 
transfer of the Santa Ynez Unit (SYU) Final Development Plan Permit (FDP or Final 
Development Permit), Pacific Offshore Pipeline Company (POPCO) Gas Plant FDP, and Las 
Flores Pipeline System FDP.1  

We strongly support the Findings of Denial laid out in the Agenda Letter and attachments for the 
upcoming December 16, 2025, Board of Supervisors (Board) meeting. The failure to make even 
one of the findings required by Chapter 25B must result in denial of the permit transfers, and 
Sable falls short of the Chapter 25B requirements in multiple respects. 

I. -compliance precludes approval of the transfers. 

As the Findings of Denial emphasize, 
record of non-

compliance with the permits and law.2 
incorporate the following: (1) The California Coastal Commission unanimously voted to impose 
an $18 million penalty on Sable for its unpermitted development activities in coastal areas,3 
which a court upheld in October 2025;4 and (2) on September 16, 2025, the Santa Barbara 

 
1 Collectively, we refer to the SYU, POPCO, and the Las Flores Pipeline System as the SYU Facilities. 
2 County Code § 25B-10(a)(9)  
3 Cal. Natural Resources Agency, Summary of State Regulation of Crude Oil Pipelines in Santa Barbara County  
(Nov. 17, 2025), https://resources.ca.gov/-/media/CNRA-Website/Files/NewsRoom/Educational-Portal/Pipeline-
Summary-111725.pdf.  
4 
Order, and Administrative Civil Penalty (Apr. 10, 2025); Margaux Lovely, Sable Offshore Slammed with $18 
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County District Attorney charged Sable with 21 counts of criminal violations stemming from its 
pipeline excavation work.5  

II. recent corporate filings demonstrate that it also lacks the resources 
required to operate the SYU, POPCO, and Las Flores Pipeline System in 
accordance with the law.  

While the Findings of Denial focus on Sable  inability to meet the requirements of Chapter 
25B-10(a)(9) because Sable reflects a record of non-compliant or unsafe operations systemic in 

6 Sable also does not have the 
compliance with the permit and all applicable county codes. 7 As our prior comments have 
discussed at length, Sable has not demonstrated that it has the resources necessary to comply 
with critical legal obligations, including the obligations to decommission the facilities at the end 
of their useful lives8 and to remediate oil spills from the corrosion-prone Las Flores Pipeline 
System.9 New financial disclosures, issued after the , underscore this fact.  

On November 13, Sable filed documents with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC) disclosing that it had a net loss of $110.4 million in the third quarter of 2025, ended the 
quarter with only $41.6 million in cash and cash equivalents, held $896.6 million in short-term 
debt,10 and had an accumulated deficit of $1.0 billion.11 The company also disclosed that it had 
entered into agreements with Exxon that impose significant new costs on Sable.12 Specifically, 
Sable now must pay Exxon $4 million a month, going back to June 2025, for operator related 
services. 13 Additionally, Sable agreed to pay a 50% higher interest rate on its loan from Exxon 
(adjusted from 10% to 15% per annum, compounded annually) in exchange for extending the 
maturity date for its $896.6 million in debt to Exxon adding further financial strain on the 
company.14 Unsurprisingly, quarterly report concludes, once again, that substantial 
d . 15 

 
Million Fine at Marathon Coastal Commission Meeting in Santa Barbara , Santa Barbara Independent (Apr. 10, 
2025), https://www.independent.com/2025/04/10/sable-offshore-slammed-with-18-million-fine-at-marathon-
coastal-commission-meeting-in-santa-barbara/. 
5 Felony Complaint, People v. Sable Offshore Corp., No. 25CR07677 (Cal. Super. Ct. Sept. 16, 2025). 
6 Findings of Denial at 2. 
7 County Code § 25B-10(a)(9). 
8 Id § 25B-4(i). 
9 Indeed, whether the applicant has the financial resources to remediate and oil spill or decommission its facilities is 
critical to consideration of any change in owner, guarantor, and operator. See County Code §§ 25B-9(a)(2), 25B-
9(e)(1), 25B-10(a)(2) (requiring findings that all insurance, bonds, or other methods of financial responsibility 

; see also Letter from Center for 
Biological Diversity and Wishtoyo Foundation to Santa Barbara Cnty. Bd. of Supervisors 17 22 (Oct. 29, 2025) 

Santa Barbara Cnty. Bd. of Supervisors 15 25 (Feb. 18, 2025).  
10 Sable Offshore Corp., Current Report, (Form 8-K) Ex. 99.1 (Nov. 13, 2025). 
11 Sable Offshore Corp., Quarterly Report (Form 10-Q) 8 (Nov. 13, 2025). 
12 Id. at 35. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. at 38. 
15 Id. at 9. 
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A November 14, 2025 article from Hunterbrook Media examining these filings characterized 
16 The same article 

reported that the company was burning through nearly $40 million a month and the 
approximately $250 million that Sable announced raising in a private placement of stock would 
be insufficient to keep the company solvent for long.17 Sable issued a press release in response to 
the article but did not deny that it has considerable debt and that it continues to burn through cash 
at a rapid rate.18  

Sable has not posted a bond to guarantee its sizable decommissioning obligations. Nor has it 
provided for the public review a full insurance policy to allow the County 
to understand the coverage available in the event of an oil spill. On this record, it is impossible to 
conclude that the County has a sufficient safety net if there is another oil spill or if Sable defaults 
on its decommissioning obligations. Thus, the County would not be able to make the required 

the FDP permits and the county 
code. We encourage the Board to expressly incorporate this finding that Sable lacks the 
resources necessary to satisfy County Code § 25B-10(a)(9). 

III. Sable has not provided financial guarantees for abandoning the facilities.  

The Findings of Denial provide ample support for a denial of the permit transfer requests. We 
encourage the Board to make a further finding that there are not adequate financial guarantees in 
place for decommissioning the SYU Facilities.19 Findings of adequate financial responsibility20 

s and the absence of adequate financial guarantees 
here further necessitates the denial of the permit transfers.  

Santa Barbara County Code Chapter 25B and all three permits require the operator to 
decommission the SYU Facilities at the end of their lives.21 But Sable did not provide the County 
with any financial guarantees to fulfill these obligations.22 Consequently, if Sable filed for 
bankruptcy or was otherwise unable to fulfill its abandonment obligations, the County would 
have no bond to fall back on to pay for decommissioning. 

 
16 Sam Koppelman et al., Breaking: Sable is Running Out of Money, Hunterbrook Media (Nov. 14, 2025) 
https://hntrbrk.com/sable-runway/ 
17 Id.; see also Sable Offshore Corp., Current Report (Form 8-K) Ex. 99.1 (Nov. 10, 2025). 
18 Press Release, Sable Offshore Corp. Responds to the November 14, 2025 Hunterbrook Media LLC Report (Nov. 
14, 2025), https://sableoffshore.com/news/news-details/2025/Sable-Offshore-Corp--Responds-to-the-November-14-
2025-Hunterbrook-Media-LLC-Report/default.aspx. Although Hunterbrook accurately reported that that Sable had 

-Q, 
wed to creditors). This is 

still well above the $41.6 million that Sable reported having in cash-on-hand.  
19 County Code §§ 25B-1; 25B-10(a)(2), (b); 25B-9(a)(2), (e)(1), (g). 
20 

 Id. § 25B-6(f)(2)(d). 
21 County Code. § 25B-4(i)(1).; SYU FDP Conditions, 87-DP-32cz (RV06), XIX-1, XIX-2; POPCO Gas Plant FDP 
Conditions, 93-FDP-015 (AM03), Q-1, Q-2; Las Flores Pipeline System FDP Conditions, 88-DPF-033 (RV01)z, 88-
CP-60 (RV01) (88-DPF-25cz; 85-DP-66cz; 83-DP-25cz), O-1. 
22 Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors Agenda Letter at 5 (Feb. 25, 2025). 
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Decommissioning costs can easily run into many millions of dollars,23 so adequate financial 
guarantees are essential to protecting both Santa Barbara County and its taxpayers. This is 
particularly true where a proposed transfer contemplates shifting permits from an enormous and 
well-resourced conglomerate to a company whose own SEC filings are replete with warnings 
about its financial sustainability.24  

As our February comments explained, it should come as no surprise that Exxon has robustly 
protected itself by contractually requiring Sable to provide Exxon a $350,000,000 performance 
bond to guarantee its SYU decommissioning obligations, with the right to adjust the required 

.25 
26 which Sable claimed occurred in May 2025.27 The County 

should take note that Sable has not yet come through with the bond. Its November 2025 quarterly 
report disclosed that Exxon agreed to an extension of the bonding deadline.28  

Nor has Sable posted the $31.9 million decommissioning bond that CalGEM has required for the 
Las Flores Canyon Processing facility.29 November 13 quarterly report indicates that 
Sable continues to dispute this requirement.30 Further, to our knowledge, no agency has required 
the company to post a decommissioning bond for the Las Flores Pipeline System that authority 
appears to rest solely with the County. 

Finally, it is important to correct an error in the record related to predecessor liability. At the 
November 4th hearing, Supervisor Hartmann asked Planning and Development staff to address 

operators. Planning staff responded that they were unaware of any exceptions. In fact, California 
Public Resources Code § 3237(c) which generally provides for predecessor liability in the 
event of insolvency on the part of the current operator has several exceptions. Most notably 
section 3237(c)(4) states that 
decommissioning deserted production facilities by a subsequent operator if those costs are 

 
23 For instance, the estimated cost of decommissioning the onshore Rincon Island facilities is currently $14 million. 
See 
Rincon Island 3-4 (Aug. 29, 2024), 
https://slcprdwordpressstorage.blob.core.windows.net/wordpressdata/2024/08/08-29-24_71.pdf.  
24 See, e.g., Sable Offshore Corp., Quarterly Report (Form 10-Q) 9 (Nov. 13, 2025); Sable Offshore Corp., Annual 
Report (Form 10-K) 19 42 1 (Mar. 17, 2025), (listing 27 pages of non-

; see also Sable Offshore Corp., 
Quarterly Report (Form 10-Q) 9 (Aug. 12, 2025). 
25 Purchase and Sale Agreement between Exxon Mobil Corporation, Mobil Pacific Pipeline Company, and Sable 
Offshore Corp. §§ 11.18(c), 11.1(b) (amended Dec. 15, 2023), 
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1831481/000119312524036506/d737623dex1027.htm. 
26 Id. § 11.18(c). 
27 Sable Offshore Corp. Current Report (Form 8-K) 2 (May 19, 2025), 
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1831481/000119312525122079/d943067d8k.htm.  
28 Sable Offshore Corp., Quarterly Report (Form 10-Q) 35 (Nov. 13, 2025). 
29 Cal. Natural Resources Agency, Summary of State Regulation of Crude Oil Pipelines in Santa Barbara County  
(Nov. 17, 2025) 
30 Sable Offshore Corp., Quarterly Report (Form 10-Q) 27 (Nov. 13, 2025). 
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Because [i]llegal operation  is not defined, predecessors may try to exploit this exception to 
avoid their obligations. 

At bottom, Sable has not provided financial guarantees necessary for abandoning the facilities, 
further demonstrating why denial of the permit transfer requests is warranted. 

IV. Conclusion 

For all the reasons discussed above and in our previous comments as well as those laid out in 
the Findings of Denial the County cannot make the required findings under Chapter 25B. We 
strongly urge the Board to deny applications for the transfer of the SYU, POPCO Gas 
Plant, and Las Flores Pipeline System FDPs. 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Rachel Mathews  
Senior Attorney  
Center for Biological Diversity  
rmathews@biologicaldiversity.org 
 

 
Mark Patronella  
Staff Attorney  
Center for Biological Diversity 
mpatronella@biologicaldiversity.org 

 
Mati Waiya  
Founder & Executive Director  
Wishtoyo Foundation 
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