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From: Jessica.StebbinsBina@kw.com l

Sent: Friday, February 21, 2025 11:53 AM

To: sbcob

Cc: DJ.Moore@Iw.com; srusch@sableoffshore.com; Jessica.StebbinsBina@Iw.com
Subject: February 25, 2025 Board of Supervisors Meeting Information

Attachments: Sable - Appeal Response.pdf; Sable Board Presentation.pdf; Applicants' Exhibits.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Caution: This email originated from a source outside of the County of Santa Barbara. Do not
click links or open attachments unless you verify the sender and know the content is safe.

Good morning,

Please find attached Applicants’ Sable Offshore Corp., Pacific Pipeline Company, and Pacific Offshore Pipeline Company
submission to the Board of Supervisors in connection with the February 25, 2025, Hearing regarding the Application for
Change of Owner, Guarantor, and Operator for the Las Flores Pipeline System Lines CA-324 and CA-325 A/B; Application
for Change of Owner, Guarantor, and Operator for the POPCO Facilities; and Application for Change of Owner,
Guarantor, and Operator for the Santa Ynez Unit, as well as Applicants’ planned presentation to the Board at the
hearing.

We would appreciate your confirming receipt.
Please don’t hesitate to reach out with any questions.

Best,

Jessica Stebbins Bina

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

10250 Constellation Blvd. Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90067

Direct Dial: +1.424.653.5525

Email: jessica.stebbinsbina@lw.com
https://www.lw.com

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole
use of the intended recipient. Any review, disclosure, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding
without express permission is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender and delete all copies including any attachments.

Latham & Watkins LLP or any of its affiliates may monitor electronic communications sent or received by
our networks in order to protect our business and verify compliance with our policies and relevant legal
requirements. Any personal information contained or referred to within this electronic communication



will be processed in accordance with the firm's privacy notices and Global Privacy Standards available at
www.lw.com.
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sbcob@countyofsb.org Madrid

Re: Response to Appeals of Planning Commission Approval of Change of Owner, Guarantor,
and Operator for the Santa Ynez Unit, Pacific Offshore Pipeline Company Gas Plant, and
Las Flores Pipeline System

On behalf of Sable Offshore Corp. (“Sable”), Pacific Pipeline Company (“PPC”), and
Pacific Offshore Pipeline Company (“POPCO”), the applicants (collectively, the “Applicants”) for
the recently-approved Change of Owner, Guarantor, and Operator for the Las Flores Pipeline
System (“Pipeline”), the POPCO Facilities, and the Santa Ynez Unit (collectively, the “Facilities,”
and the approvals, the “Transfers”), we write to provide additional information regarding to the
appeals filed related to the County Planning Commission’s (‘“Planning Commission”) October 30,
2024, approval of Transfers (the “Appeals”). The Appeals allege that the Planning Commission
erred in approving the Transfers and request this Board’s review of the requests. As confirmed by
County staff and detailed below, the Planning Commission acted appropriately in approving the
Transfers based on the requirements of the Santa Barbara County Code (“County Code”) and the
evidence in the County’s record. Thus, consistent with the Planning Commission’s approval and
as further supported below, the Applicants respectfully request that the Board deny the Appeals
and approve the Transfers.

I. OVERVIEW

As this Board recognized in 2023, when it approved a substantially similar application,
County Code Chapter 25B sets forth a narrow process by which the County formalizes the transfer
of County permits from one owner, operator, or guarantor of County-permitted oil and gas
facilities to another. By design, this process is narrow and mandatory: “Upon making the findings
listed in Sec. 25B-10.1, the planning commission shall approve the change of operator.” (County
Code §§ 25B-10(b) [emphasis added]; 25B-9(g) [same for change of owner and guarantor].) The
Applicants have met these straightforward requirements, and the Planning Commission correctly
made the findings for approval of the Transfers on November 4, 2024 (the “Findings”).

The Appellants do not point to any actual deficiencies in the Applicants’ applications or
the Planning Commission’s Findings. Instead, Appellants, as well as other public commenters,
seek to transform this simple permitting process into a full-blown trial on the future of oil
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operations in Santa Barbara County. Such a trial would be far in excess of the County’s
jurisdiction. The Facilities are fully permitted and the County has not sought—nor would there be
grounds to seek—revocation of the permits. And regulation of oil extraction, oil processing, and
oil pipelines is governed by federal and state law, which occupies in full the areas the Appellants
ask the Board to take up. The Board recognized the narrow scope of its role with respect to Chapter
25B in September 2023, when it denied a substantially similar appeal against the previous change
of owner, guarantor, and operator, of some of the same facilities, under the same County Code
requirements. (County of Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors Action Letter for the Appeal of the
Change of Ownership, Change of Guarantor, and Change of Operator of the Las Flores Pipeline
System (formerly AAPL Lines 901/903); 88-DPF-033 (RV01)z, 88-CP-60 (RV01)(88-DPF-25cz;
85-DP-66¢z; 83-DP-25cz) (Case No. 23APL-00027), Sept. 19, 2023 (“2023 Board Approval”),
attached as Ex. 1.)

Appellants invite error by urging the Board to engage in arbitrary acts rather than apply the
Code as written. Accordingly, Applicants devote the majority of this submission to explaining
Applicants’ compliance with the relevant portions of the County Code and the mandatory nature
of the Board’s review. However, Applicants recognize that Appellants have raised issues that,
while not appropriate for consideration under County Code Chapter 25B, may nonetheless be
matters that the Board wishes to understand more fully. Accordingly, and without waiver of its
position that the Board would act in excess of its jurisdiction were it to grant the Appeals based on
such matters, Applicants also endeavor to address the other issues raised in Appellants’ Appeals.

Ultimately, there is only one outcome consistent with the Board’s duties under the County
Code, and it is the outcome adopted already by the Planning Commission: the Transfers should be
approved, and the Appeals should be denied in their entirety.

I1. BACKGROUND ON FACILITIES INVOLVED

The Facilities are existing permitted facilities authorized to produce and treat crude oil and
natural gas from offshore platforms in the Santa Barbara Channel. Following the procedures set
forth in County Code Chapter 25B, the Applicants applied for and the Planning Commission
approved the Transfers for the Facilities in a manner that is fully consistent with the County’s last
approval transferring owner, guarantor, and operator status for the Facilities.

A. The Las Flores Pipeline System

The Pipeline is authorized under County Final Development Permits (“FDP””) 88-DPF-033
(RV01)z, 88-CP-60 (RVO01), 88-DPF-25cz, 85-DP-66¢cz, and 83-DP-25cz. In September 2023, the
Planning Commission approved, and this Board affirmed, a Change of Owner, Guarantor, and
Operator for the Pipeline that transferred owner, guarantor, and operator status from Plains
Pipeline L.P. to Pacific Pipeline Company (“PPC”), Exxon Mobil Corporation (“ExxonMobil”)
and ExxonMobil Pipeline Company (“EMPCo”) respectively.

In the instant case, the Planning Commission, following the same County Code criteria
confirmed by both the Planning Commission and this Board last year to be binding and applicable,
approved a Change of Guarantor and Operator of the Pipeline from ExxonMobil to Sable. PPC
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remains the legal owner of the Pipeline, with ownership and control of PPC changing from
ExxonMobil to Sable.!

B. POPCO Facilities

The POPCO Facilities are authorized under County FDP 93-FDP-015 and 74-CP-11 (RV1).
The Planning Commission approved a Change of Guarantor and Operator of the POPCO Facilities
from ExxonMobil to Sable. POPCO remains the legal owner of the POPCO facilities, with
ownership and control of POPCO changing from ExxonMobil to Sable.?

C. Santa Ynez Unit

SYU is authorized under County FDP 87-DP-32cz (modified on July 25, 2001, with 87-
DP-032cz (RV05) Synergy Project) (modified on Feb. 19, 2003, with 87-DP-032cz (RV06)
Offshore Power Cable Repair & Enhancement Project). The Planning Commission approved a
Change of Owner, Guarantor, and Operator of SYU from ExxonMobil to Sable.

III. COUNTY’S NARROW AUTHORITY

County Code Chapter 25B outlines the narrow inquiry that the County must undertake
when evaluating a requested change of owner, operator, or guarantor of certain oil and gas facilities
subject to a County FDP. Specifically, Sections 25B-9 and 25B-10 detail the findings that must
be made, which are limited to compliance with discrete County-imposed requirements. Section
25B-10(b) states that “[u]pon making the findings listed in [Section 25B-10(a)], the planning
commission shall approve the change of operator.” (emphasis added.) Under the County Code,
when the Planning Commission determines that all the findings have been made, the requested
change of owner, operator, or guarantor must be approved. The same is true with respect to this
Board’s review. (Id.; County Code § 25B-12(b)(4).) As detailed below and confirmed by the
Planning Commission’s Findings and County staff recommendations, the Applicants have
complied with all the requirements of Chapter 25B and all the Findings were properly made.

The County’s scope of review is further narrowed because the regulation of oil and gas
production facilities is generally reserved for various state and federal agencies. The Office of
State Fire Marshal (“OSFM”), under delegation from the federal Pipeline Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration (“PHMSA”), holds exclusive jurisdiction over safe Pipeline repair and

! The Planning Commission did not consider the transfer of ownership of PPC and POPCO, as
both companies remain the owner of their respective facilities; however, Applicants’ applications
addressed both transfers and demonstrated that the Chapter 25B criteria were fully met with respect
to PPC and POPCO, as well. (Planning Commission Hearing Staff Report for a Change of Owner,
Operator, and Guarantor for the Santa Ynez Unit, POPCO Gas Plant, and Las Flores Pipeline
System Final Development Plan Permits, Oct. 22, 2024 (“Commission Hearing Staff Report”),
attached as Ex. 2, p. 2; see also Application Materials and Responses to Letters of Incompleteness.)

2 The POPCO Facilities and SYU were not transferred to ExxonMobil last year as ExxonMobil
already owned and operated them.
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restart.> The California Department of Fish and Wildlife Office of Spill Prevention and Response
(“OSPR”) is charged with ensuring that operators of production facilities that could impact waters
of the state demonstrate financial responsibility sufficient to address any potential spill that could
occur. (Gov. Code §§ 8670.37.51, 8670.37.53, 8670.37.54.) The State Lands Commission
regulates oil and gas production operations of oil and gases leases on State tide and submerged
lands which are applicable to mobile rigs, fixed offshore structures, and upland locations serving
these leases. (2 CCR § 2129(a).) The California Department of Industrial Relations — Division of
Occupational Safety and Health (“Cal/OSHA”) establishes minimum safety standards for drilling,
production, refining, and transportation of petroleum products. (8 CCR §§ 6502, 6750.) And oil
and gas operations in federal waters are regulated by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
and Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement. (43 USC § 1331; 30 CFR § 550.101.)
These regulations completely “occupy the field” and preempt local regulation of oil and gas
production, pipeline operations, and safety work.

Further, the County’s authority is limited because of a settlement agreement between the
County and a prior operator related to operation of the Pipeline. Pursuant to the 1988 Settlement
Agreement between the County and Celeron/All American, the “County shall have no authority
over the design, construction and operation of Celeron’s interstate pipeline” except as outlined in
that agreement. (Settlement Agreement between the Celeron Pipeline Company of California and
County of Santa Barbara, Feb. 8, 1988 (“Celeron Settlement”), attached as Ex. 3, Sec. 2.2.) The
settlement agreement further curtails the County’s ability to conduct safety audits that are beyond
the scope of the limitations contained within the settlement agreement. (/d., Sec. 2.3.) While the
County retains the authority to oversee administration of the FDPs and to authorize the Transfers,
the settlement agreement limits the County’s authority to impose new conditions related to design
and operations.

IV.  PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On February 14, 2024, Sable acquired full ownership of PPC and POPCO, including the
Pipeline and POPCO Facilities, along with the SYU (collectively, the “Facilities”). On March 14,
2024, the Applicants submitted applications to the County to authorize the change of owner,
operator, and guarantor for the Facilities pursuant to County Code Chapter 25B. After working
collaboratively with the Applicants, County staff determined the applications to be complete and
recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Transfers. (Findings, p. 1.) After a

3 OFSM is certified by the PHMSA, an agency within the United States Department of
Transportation, to regulate intrastate pipelines. (49 U.S.C. § 108(b); Gov. Code §§ 51010,
51013.1(c) [directing OSFM to promulgate regulations pursuant to this section]). Such regulations
include defining automatic shutoff systems, creating a process to assess the adequacy of the
operator’s risk analysis, creating a process by which an operator may request confidential
treatment of information submitted in the plan, and determining how near to an environmentally

and ecologically sensitive area a pipeline must be to be subject to the requirements of Section
51013.1.
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lengthy and thorough hearing—Ilasting approximately six hours—on October 30, 2024, the
Planning Commission made the Findings and approved the Transfers by a vote of 3 to 1.*

The Center for Biological Diversity and Wishtoyo Foundation (“CBD Appellants™) filed
an appeal (the “CBD Appeal”) and the Environmental Defense Center, Get Oil Out!, and Santa
Barbara County Action Network (“EDC Appellants”) (together with the CBD Appellants,
“Appellants™) filed a separate appeal (the “EDC Appeal”) (collectively, the “Appeals”). The
Appeals are now before this Board for consideration.

On February 20, 2025, Planning and Development staff issued the Board Letter and Staff
Presentation, recommending the Board: (1) deny the Appeals, (2) make the necessary findings for
approval, (3) find the Transfers are not a “project” under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”), and (4) grant de novo approval of the Transfers.

V. BACKGROUND ON SABLE, PPC, AND POPCO

Sable is managed by James C. Flores and a management team that have extensive
experience in the oil and gas exploration and production business.’ Sable’s management team
prides itself on their strong record of operating safely and successfully in many jurisdictions,
including California and the Pacific Region of the Outer Continental Shelf. The Sable team has
received numerous awards for operational excellence, national industry leadership, employee
safety, occupational excellence, environmental lease maintenance, clean lease, operator of the
year, and best management practices in habitat conservation from several agencies such as the
National Safety Council, the California Department of Conservation Division of Geologic Energy
Management, and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management. Specific to the County, a company
operated by this management team was awarded the County’s first and only “Resolution for Good
Operator” recognition for outstanding operator performance and a County Commendation for
outstanding maintenance. (Commission Hearing Staff Report (Ex. 2), pp. 23-24.)

The Sable management team and personnel have extensive experience operating in the
Pacific Ocean, onshore in California, and off the coast of Texas and Louisiana. Sable’s CEO and
Chief Operating Officer have managed oil and gas exploration and production assets in these areas
together for more than 30 years. (Findings, pp. 6, 13.) Sable’s upper management team, including
the Vice President of Operations, the Vice President of Environmental & Regulatory Affairs, the
Vice President of Land, and the Vice President of Geoscience, all have extensive previous
experience managing the Point Pedernales and Point Arguello Facilities also located in Santa

* The Planning Commission reviewed materials presented by the Appellants and heard hours of
testimony, including from the Appellants, before making a determination on the Transfers. In
deliberations, Commissioner Martinez stated “I can appreciate every single word that's being said
out there, because I do want to hear them. I do read them.” (October 30, 2024, Planning
Commission Hearing Transcript (“Transcript”), attached as Ex. 4, p. 76.) Commissioner Reed
noted “I had concerns ... they've been satisfied, based on the public comment, and so far, other
information I have heard.” (/d., p. 77.)

5 See Sable Executive Management Profile, attached as Ex. 5.
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Barbara County. (/d.) Operations previously supervised by Sable’s management team include
Platform Irene, the Lompoc Oil & Gas Plant and associated pipelines, Platforms Harvest, Hidalgo,
Hermosa and the Gaviota Oil & Gas Plant and associated pipelines, as well as onshore operations
in the Bakersfield and Los Angeles basins.

Further, the vast majority of the 49 experienced operations personnel responsible to oversee
operations at the Facilities transferred from ExxonMobil to Sable when Sable acquired the
Facilities. These personnel have an average industry experience level of 20 years, helping to
ensure a smooth transition. Sable’s onsite management team, including the Construction Manager,
the Senior Regulatory and Compliance Supervisor, the Senior Health, Safety & Environment
Supervisor, the Production & Maintenance Manager, the Plant Superintendent, and the Plant
Foremen have all transferred over from the same or similar leadership roles at the Las Flores
Canyon Facilities under ExxonMobil—these key onsite employees have an average of 23 years of
experience in the oil and gas industry, and an average of 21 years of service at the Las Flores
Canyon Facilities specifically. (/d.)

VI. TRANSFERS MEET ALL REQUIREMENTS AND MUST BE APPROVED

As noted above, the County’s inquiry when determining whether to approve or deny a
change of owner, operator, or guarantor is limited to determining conformity with County-imposed
requirements under Chapter 25B.

The Planning Commission made this determination with respect to each of its Findings and
approval of the Transfers. Below, each of the Findings made by the Planning Commission is
summarized, confirming that the narrow County Code requirements have been met and that the
Planning Commission did not err in approving the Transfers, and that the Board should do the
same.

A.  Fees and Exactions (County Code § 25B-9(a)(1), 25B-10(a)(1))

To make this finding, the County must determine whether “all outstanding County-required
fees and exactions due for the facility have been paid.” (County Code §§ 25B-9(a)(1), 25B-

10(a)(1).)

This requirement has been met. The Planning Commission correctly found, and the Board
Letter and Staff Presentation confirm, that “the requirements of this finding are satisfied” and that
there are “no outstanding payments” due for the Facilities. (Findings, pp. 1, 3, 7, 10; Board Letter,
p. 16; Staff Presentation at 6.) Planning staff consulted with other County staff to confirm that no
outstanding payments are due and that there were no related planning or compliance cases
requiring fees or exactions that have not yet been paid. (/d.)

B. Financial Guarantees (County Code § 25B-9(a)(2), 25B-9(e)(1), 25B-10(a)(2))

To make this finding, the County must determine that “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
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new operator and will remain in full effect following the operator change.” (County Code §§ 25B-
9(a)(2), 25B-9(e)(1), 25B-10(a)(2) [emphasis added].)

This requirement has been met. The Planning Commission correctly found, and the Board
Letter and Staff Presentation confirm, that all previously required bonds and endowments under
the FDPs have been satisfied. (Findings, pp. 2, 4, 6-7, 9-10; Board Letter, pp. 4-5, 16; Staff
Presentation at 6, 8, 10). The Planning Commission further correctly found that the only other
County-imposed financial obligations contained in the FDPs would only be triggered upon the
permanent closure of the respective Facilities. (Findings, pp. 2, 6-7, 9-10; Staff Presentation at
10.) As none of the Facilities have permanently closed, the Planning Commission correctly
determined that the requirements of this finding have been satisfied.

While this is all required for the County’s Findings, the Facilities nevertheless are subject
to separate and distinct financial responsibility requirements set forth by OSPR. (See Cal. Gov.
Code § 8670.37.53.) OSPR has certified that the Applicants have sufficient financial resources to
cover the costs of response for any “worst-case scenario” spill. (Commission Hearing Staff Report
(Ex. 2), p. 11.) Applicants also have met OSPR’s requirements by demonstrating financial
responsibility of up to $101 million—the maximum statutory amount—for each of the three
Facilities.® (Id.)

C. Acceptance of Permit (County Code § 25B-9(a)(3), 25B-10(a)(3))

To make this finding, the County must confirm that “the proposed operator has provided a
letter from a responsible official representing the proposed operator formally accepting all
conditions and requirements of the permit.” (County Code §§ 25B-9(a)(3), 25B-10(a)(3).)

This requirement has been met, and the Planning Commission correctly found that the
requirements of this finding were satisfied. (Findings, pp. 2, 4, 7, 10; Board Letter, p. 16; Staff
Presentation at 6.) The Applicants provided the County with a signed Agreement to Comply with
Conditions of Approval for each of the Facilities dated March 14, 2024, accepting all conditions
and requirements of each of the FDPs. (Agreements to Comply with Conditions of Approval (Mar.
14, 2024), attached as Ex. 6.)

D.  Safety Audit (County Code § 25B-9(a)(4), 25B-10(a)(4))

To make this finding, the County must confirm that the “current owner or operator has
provided a copy of the most recent county-conducted comprehensive safety audit of the physical
facility, along with a description of the status of implementing its recommendations, to the
proposed new operator.” (County Code §§ 25B-9(a)(4), 25B-10(a)(4).)

This requirement has been met. The Planning Commission correctly determined that this
finding had been satisfied and that copies of the necessary audit information had been provided by

® As explained at the Planning Commission hearing, Applicants have insurance covering the
Facilities in a far greater amount—over $400 million—but the OSPR maximum for certification
is $101 million. (Transcript (Ex. 4), p. 14.)
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ExxonMobil to Sable as the new owner/operator. (Findings, pp. 2, 4, 8, 11; Board Letter, p. 16;
Staff Presentation at 6.) Related to the SYU and POPCO, the Planning Commission determined
that County’s Systems Safety & Reliability Review Committee had deferred annual audits until
the Pipeline restarted production. (Findings, p. 2.) Related to the Pipeline, the Planning
Commission noted that the 1988 Settlement Agreement between the County and Celeron/All
American “determined that the County does not have the jurisdiction to regulate any aspect of the
design, construction, or operation of the pipeline.” (/d., p. 11.) While no County-conducted safety
audits are required for the Pipeline, safety audit information from PHMSA and OSFM safety audits
from 2018 to 2023 were provided to the County and Applicants. (/d.)

E. Compliance with Existing Permit Requirements (County Code § 25B-9(a)(5),
25B-10(a)(5))

To make this finding, the County must determine that “[a]s of the date that the application
is deemed complete, the current operator is in compliance with all requirements of the permit.”
(County Code §§ 25B-9(a)(5), 25B-10(a)(5).)

This requirement has been met. The Planning Commission correctly determined, and the
Board Letter and Staff Presentation confirm, that this requirement was satisfied, as the
owner/operator “is in compliance with all requirements of the FDP”” and “[n]o notices of violation
had been issued” by the County. (Findings, pp. 3, 8; Board Letter, pp. 7-8; 16; Staff Presentation
at6, 11.)

F. Compliance Plans (County Code § 25B-10(a)(6))

To make this finding, the County must confirm that the “current owner and proposed
operator have updated, where applicable, any existing, approved safety inspection maintenance
and quality assurance program, emergency response plan, fire protection plan, and oil spill
contingency plan, or equivalent approved plans, with current emergency contact information
pertaining to the new operator.” (County Code § 25B-10(a)(6) [emphasis added].) The inquiry
is limited to the contact information listed in these plans and does not entail the review or
evaluation of substantive contents contained within the plans.

This requirement has been met. With respect to the SYU, Sable submitted all major
Compliance Plans (e.g., Fire Protection Plan, Emergency Response Plan, etc.) which were
reviewed by County staff, the Santa Barbara County Systems Safety & Reliability Review
Committee (“SSRRC”), and the County Fire Department, and/or P&D Energy Division’s
consultant, where appropriate. (Commission Hearing Staff Report (Ex. 2), pp. 16-17.) For
POPCO, POPCO and Sable have submitted all major Compliance Plans, which are integrated
between the two entities. (/d., p. 28.) With respect to the Pipeline, PPC and Sable submitted all
major Compliance Plans, which like the SYU, were reviewed by SSRRC, the County Fire
Department, and P&D Energy Division’s consultant where appropriate. (/d., p. 35.) The following
list of Compliance Plans, by facility, were submitted to the County. (/d.)
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Facility Plan’

Las Flores Pipelines Integrated Contingency Plan (dated
February 2024)

Las Flores Pipelines Noise Monitoring and Control Plan (dated
April 2024)

Las Flores Pipelines Pump Station Fire Protection Plan

Las Flores Pipelines SIMQAP (dated June 2024)

Las Flores Pipelines Site Security Plan (dated April 2024)
Santa Barbara Harbor Use Plan (dated 5/2/24)

SYU/POPCO Emergency Response Plan (dated June 2024)
SYU/POPCO Fire Protection Plan (dated 8/13/24)
SYU/POPCO Groundwater Management Plan (dated July 2024)
SYU/POPCO Integrated Noise Monitoring Plan (dated April
2024)

SYU/POPCO SYU/POPCO NGL Inventory Management Plan

SYU/POPCO Preservation Plan (dated 4Q2022)

SYU/POPCO Security Control Plan (dated July 2024)
SYU/POPCO SIMQAP (dated June 2024)

SYU/POPCO Transportation Risk Management and Prevention
Program (TRMPP) (dated April 2024)

Las Flores Pipeline

The Planning Commission correctly determined that “all relevant compliance plans have
been updated with the current emergency contact information” for the Applicants as required by
the County Code. (Findings, pp. 4-5, 8, 11; Staff Presentation at 6.)

G. Transitional Plans (County Code § 25B-10(a)(7))

To make this finding, the County must confirm that the current owner/operator and
proposed operator “have submitted a transitional plan that will demonstrate that the proposed
operator shall receive adequate training” to develop good working knowledge of the transferring
facilities. (County Code § 25B-10(a)(7).)

This requirement has been met. Applicants submitted comprehensive Transition Plans,
dated July 2024, on October 22, 2024, and the Planning Commission correctly determined that this
requirement was satisfied. (Findings, pp. 5, 8, 12; Board Letter, p. 16; Staff Presentation at 6.)
PPC is also bound by the Consent Decree between former owner Plains Pipeline L.P. and several
state and federal agencies regarding the 2015 release from the former Line 901, which is part of
the Pipeline. (Consent Decree Assumption Agreement (Oct. 13, 2022), attached as Ex. 7.)

7 Available at https://cosantabarbara.app.box.com/s/wzk06i8dw180ow6f32xz1bznrf3vOteid.
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H. Emergency Response Plan Drills (County Code § 25B-10(a)(8))

To make this finding, the County must determine that “the proposed operator has
adequately performed one or more county approved emergency response plan drills necessary to
respond to emergency episodes that may occur.” (County Code § 25B-10(a)(8).)

This requirement has been met. On September 19, 2024, in coordination with the County
Fire Department’s Office of Emergency Services and other regulatory agencies, the Applicants
conducted a comprehensive emergency response drill for the SYU and POPCO facilities.
(Findings, pp. 5, 9.) Related to the Pipeline, the Applicants conducted a comprehensive training
exercise and emergency response drill on July 25, 2024, in accordance with County requirements.
(Findings, p. 12.) The Planning Commission correctly determined that this requirement was
satisfied. (Findings, pp. 5, 9, 12; Board Letter, p. 16; Staff Presentation at 6.)

L Operator Capability (County Code § 25B-10(a)(9))

To make this finding, the County must determine that the proposed owner/operator has
“skills, training, and resources necessary to operate the permitted facility” and the “ability to
comply with compliance plans.” (County Code § 25B-10(a)(9).)

This requirement has been met. Sable’s team in California includes essentially the entire
workforce of the prior owner/operator comprised of 49 individuals who joined Sable that were
previously operating and maintaining the Pipeline under the prior owner/operator (99% of the prior
personnel). Sable’s management team has extensive experience safely operating oil and gas
production facilities in Santa Barbara County. The same well-trained, experienced, and
knowledgeable team will continue to fill the roles they have been successfully filling since the
County last approved the Pipeline’s transfer. This team has an excellent safety record, is very
familiar with the facilities, understands the operating requirements for these facilities, and is
trained and ready to respond to any incident.

The Planning Commission correctly determined, and the Board Letter and Staff
Presentation confirm, that this requirement had been satisfied. (Findings, pp. 6, 9, 12-13; Board
Letter, pp. 10-12, 16; Staff Presentation at 6, 13-14.) The Planning Commission cited the extensive
subject-matter expertise of Sable’s management team, representing an average of 31 years of
experience operating oil and gas facilities within the County, and the on-site management team’s
more than two decades of average experience. (/d., pp. 6, 12.) Additionally, the Planning
Commission noted that the team has had “zero major incidents involving crude oil and gas facilities
within the U.S.” while managing facilities between 2009 and 2021. (/d.)

VII. APPEAL RESPONSES

The Appeals outline various grievances, most of which have nothing to do with the
Transfers or the legal requirements underpinning the Planning Commission’s approval of the
Transfers. Instead, the Appellants levy outrageous claims and introduce irrelevant and incomplete
evidence to distract from the core question before this Board — whether the findings outlined in
County Code Chapter 25B can be made as the Planning Commission determined when approving
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the Transfers. As evidenced in the Findings and further detailed above, all the required findings
can and have been made. The Planning Commission complied with all County Code requirements
in approving the Transfers and the Appeals should be denied.

As the Appellants make overlapping claims alleging that the Planning Commission erred
in approving the Transfers, the responses below collectively address the allegations in both
Appeals.

A. Existing Permits Authorize Operation of the Facilities

The Transfers were approved pursuant to the requirements of County Code Chapter 25B,
which creates procedures and requirements specific to the transfer of existing FDPs related to oil
and gas production facilities. Like the transfer of the FDP for the Pipeline that this Board approved
in September 2023, the Applicants meet all the requirements under County Code Chapter 25B and
have worked collaboratively with County staff to process the Transfers.

The CBD Appellants wrongly assert that the County must require an entirely new FDP or
other approval in order to approve the transfer of the permits for the Facilities, and assert that the
Planning Commission abused its discretion in “failing to require” new permits. (CBD Appeal, p.
3.) There is no basis for this assertion, and neither the County Code nor the already-approved
FDPs include any such requirement. All that is required is that “[a]ny change of owner, merger of
the owner with another company, or change of form of business organization, shall require
application and approval as provided” in Chapter 25B, as the Applicants have done here. (County
Code § 25B-4(e).) Contrary to the CBD Appellants’ position, the Planning Commission recently
determined that the Facilities are in compliance with all permit conditions. (Findings, pp. 3, 4, 8§,
11.)

The CBD Appellants allege vaguely that the Facilities no longer conform to key FDP
conditions, but provide no further detail as to which conditions they allege have been violated.
(CBD Appeal, p. 3.) Rather, without support, they allege that the Planning Commission should
have required a new or revised FDP after the 2015 Plains Oil Pipeline leak which resulted in the
temporary shutdown of the Pipeline, and that PPC is somehow in “non-conformity with existing
permits and conditions of approval.” (Id.) None of this is true. First, the County’s jurisdiction to
require any development conditions is materially limited by the 1988 Settlement Agreement
between the County and Celeron/All American. The Celeron Settlement confirmed that the
“County shall have no authority over the design, construction and operation of Celeron’s interstate
pipeline” except as outlined therein. (Celeron Settlement (Ex. 3), Sec. 2.2.) The CBD Appellants
provide no evidence that the very limited circumstances outlined in the Celeron Settlement have
occurred that would trigger the County’s authority to impose conditions or that the County
otherwise has authority to revoke the FDP or require a new permit. Further, as confirmed in the
Board Letter, County Code Chapter 35, not Chapter 25B, considers permitting modifications
(Board Letter, p. 13); it would violate Applicants’ due process rights to revoke or modify the FDP
in the context of a Chapter 25B proceeding.

Without citing to any specific permit conditions, the CBD Appellants go on to state that
certain activities trigger the need for a new or revised permit. (CBD Appeal, p. 3.) This, too, is

US-DOCS\156222517



February 21, 2025
Page 12

LATHAMsWATKINS e

wrong. Under the Pipeline FDP, the Planning Commission may require a new or modified permit
only when significant changes to the Pipeline are made, including major changes to the
configuration and operation of the Pipeline. (Las Flores Pipeline System FDP, 88-DP-33 RVO0I,
88-CP-060 RVO01, Condition A-7.) The County determined in 2023 that no major changes had
occurred as a result of the 2015 spill or any activities that had occurred before or after that incident.
(2023 Board Approval (Ex. 1), p. 6.) This Board found the same. (2023 Board Approval (Ex. 1).)
And the Board Letter and Staff Presentation confirm that there is no need for new permits, and that
in any event, revisions to the permits are not part of the Chapter 25B procedures. (Board Letter at
pp. 13-14; Staff Presentation at 17.) CBD does not allege major changes since Sable obtained
ownership—and indeed there have been none. Therefore, no new or modified permit is required
pursuant to the FDP.

The CBD Appellants attempt to avoid this result by asserting that the Planning Commission
should have confirmed with OSFM and PHMSA that Applicants are in compliance with all state
and federal requirements to restart operations at the Facilities, including the Coastal Best Available
Technology law and the Elder Pipeline Safety Act. (CBD Appeal, p. 3.) This argument conflates
the County’s approval of the Transfers—an administrative formality—with the authorizations
needed to restart operation of the Facilities, which is made by state and federal authorities. To
authorize the Transfers, the County is only required to find compliance with County-imposed
requirements, not laws administered by OSFM and PHMSA. (County Code § 25B-10(a)(5);
Board Letter, pp. 11-12 [“Chapter 25B does not require that the permittee be in compliance with
non-County permits and regulations.”]; Staff Presentation at 14.) The County does not have the
authority to authorize restart of the Facilities and is therefore precluded from duplicating the
responsibilities of other agencies for the purposes of evaluating the Transfers. OSFM has ultimate
authority over restart operations and nothing in the FDPs or Chapter 25B require or permit the
County to independently confirm compliance with these laws or otherwise infringe on OSFM’s
authority to implement them. (Gov. Code § 51010 [“the State Fire Marshal shall exercise exclusive
safety regulatory and enforcement authority over intrastate hazardous liquid pipelines”].) The
County’s authority pursuant to County Code Chapter 25B is extremely limited in scope and the
County is preempted from undertaking the review that the CBD Appellants insist is required.
There is no basis under the FDPs or the County Code to revoke or modify the permits, nor is such
revocation or modification authorized by Chapter 25B, which concerns only permit transfer.

B. Appropriate Financial Assurances Have Been Provided

Appellants are equally wrong with respect to their arguments regarding Sable’s financial
condition. Under Chapter 25B, the County’s review of financial assurances is limited to assessing
the financial guarantees required by County permits or by County ordinance. (County Code §§
25B-9(a)(2) (Owner change); 25B-9(e)(1) (Guarantor change); 25B-10(a)(2) (Operator change);
see also Board Letter, p. 4; Staff Presentation at 7-10.) As confirmed by the Planning Commission
in the Findings, Applicants have fully complied with those requirements. All previously required
bonds and endowments under the FDPs have been satisfied, and nothing additional is required.
(Findings, pp. 2, 4, 6-7, 9-10.) As explained in the Findings, the additional financial requirements
alleged to be required by Appellants are not triggered until the permanent shut down of the
Facilities, which has not yet occurred. (Findings, pp. 2, 6-7, 9-10; Board Letter, p. 5; Staff
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Presentation at 8.) Thus, this finding has been satisfied, the appropriate financial assurances have
been provided, and there is no basis for Appellants’ arguments to the contrary.

Appellants’ arguments that some greater or different assurances are required—discussed
in further detail below—were carefully considered by the Planning Commission and squarely
rejected. (Findings, pp. 6-7.) Appellants’ claims are both wrong as a matter of fact and, in most
cases, beyond the scope of the County’s jurisdiction, given state and federal preemption. The
Board should uphold the Planning Commission’s findings as they are consistent with County Code
requirements and the plain language of the FDPs.

1. Financial Disclosures and COFRs

The CBD Appellants claim that the Planning Commission “failed to consider” a range of
other financial-related documentation indicating that the Applicants’ “cash flow may be
insufficient” to address future costs. (CBD Appeal, p. 5 [emphasis added].) The EDC Appellants
similarly attempt to significantly expand the Planning Commission’s obligations under County
Code Chapter 25B by claiming that the County is responsible for ensuring that the Applicants are
financially capable of operating the Facilities. (EDC Appeal, Attachment, p. 9.) As the Board
Letter and Staff Presentation confirm, Appellants’ arguments are wrong on the law and on the
facts. (Board Letter, pp. 3-7; Staff Presentation at 7-10.) On the law, none of these arguments are
relevant to the review required by County Code Chapter 25B or the findings actually made by the
Planning Commission, which does not rely upon any of the irrelevant sources cited by the
Appellants. (Findings, pp. 2, 4, 5-6, 9, 14-15.) And on the facts, Appellants rely on out-of-context
documents to create a false narrative of financial instability that has no basis in reality. As the
Planning Commission properly found, Applicants have fully met the requirements of County Code
Chapter 25B with respect to financial requirements.

As a threshold matter, Appellants’ arguments focus entirely on matters well outside the
County’s jurisdiction and committed instead to state and federal agencies as a matter of law. Thus,
for example, the EDC Appellants argue that the Applicants must obtain final Certificates of
Financial Responsibility (“COFR”) from OSPR before the County can approve a transfer, because
the County must “ensure that Sable is financially capable of remediating a worst-case spill.” (EDC
Appeal, Attachment, pp. 12, 15.) On the law, this argument completely misstates the requirements
of County Code Chapter 25B. OSPR, not the County, is charged with the authority to determine
whether owners and operators of oil and gas production facilities have the financial capacity to
account for spills. (Gov. Code § 8670.37.53.) OSPR issues COFRs to facilities, vessels, and
pipelines after they have submitted an application and proof that they have the financial resources
to cover the costs of response for their “worst-case scenario” spill.  (Gov. Code §
8670.37.53(c)(1).) Asthe Board Letter and Staff Presentation confirm, the only requirement under
Chapter 25B is that Sable produce an OSPR-issued COFR for the SYU, which it has done: the
“County cannot require financial documents where not already required.” (Board Letter, p. 4;
Staff Presentation at 7.)

And on the facts, Appellants are simply wrong that Applicants have not received COFRs

for Facilities actually flowing oil. The Board Letter and Staff Presentation confirm that OSPR
issued a COFR for the SYU—the only COFR required by Chapter 25B—in October 2024, and
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that, while not required under Chapter 25B, the Applicants demonstrated compliance with OSPR’s
financial requirements by producing COFRs for the Pipeline. (Board Letter, p. 4; Staff
Presentation at 7.) Both of the OSPR-approved COFRs demonstrate Sable’s financial
responsibility sufficient to address any potential spill that could occur, and these COFRs are for
the maximum permitted under OSPR’s regulatory scheme. (Certificates of Financial
Responsibility (Oct. 3, 2024) (“COFRs”), attached as Ex. 8; see also Board Letter, p. 4 [“the
approval of a Certificate of Financial Responsibility is dependent on demonstrated financial
responsibility, and not the statue of an associated oil spill contingency plan.”]; Staff Presentation
at 7.) Contrary to Appellants’ claims, these COFRs were not for a pipeline holding no oil, but
rather for a pipeline flowing 0il.> The Planning Commission properly rejected Appellants’
arguments regarding the adequacy of the COFRs, as OSPR fully occupies the field of oil spill
prevention and response, including determining the financial capability of an operator to address
emergencies. (Gov. Code §§ 8670.4, 8670.5, 8670.7, 8670.37.53(b)-(c).)

2. Insurance Certificates Were Provided Voluntarily

Not only did Applicants produce their COFRs, in an effort to promote transparency and
foster a good working relationship with the County, the Applicants provided additional evidence
of the substantial insurance coverage for the Facilities, including liability coverage in excess of
$400 million (which includes sudden and accidental pollution coverage), offshore property
damage coverage of $1.23 billion, and onshore property damage coverage of $1.3 billion.
(Findings, pp. 9-10; Commission Hearing Staff Report, pp. 24-25; Board Letter, pp. 5-6; Staff
Presentation at 9.) The Applicants have worked with the County in good faith to provide
supplemental documents and information to aid in County staff’s review of the Transfers, even
when these materials were not required to demonstrate consistency with the requirements of
County Code Chapter 25B. (See Board Letter, p. 6 [“Outside of the 25B Permit Amendment
process and for information-only, Sable provided the County with copies of their Certificate of
Property Insurance and their Certificate of Liability Insurance for the SYU offshore operations™];
Staff Presentation at 9.)

The CBD Appellants argue that the insurance certificates that the Applicants voluntarily
provided to the County are inadequate and that the Planning Commission erred in relying upon
them. (CBD Appeal, p. 5.) CBD Appellants mischaracterize the Findings, as there is no mention
of the insurance policies that the Applicants voluntarily provided. (Findings, pp. 2, 4, 6-7, 9-10.)
As such, the CBD Appellants’ claim that the insurance certificates voluntarily proffered are
insufficient to support the Planning Commission’s Findings is incorrect.

8 Each of the COFRs issued by OSPR state that the listed owner/operator “meets the financial
responsibility requirements set forth in Government Code Sections 8670.37.53 as it applies to the
operation” of the listed facility. (COFRs (Ex. 8) [emphasis added].)
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Moreover, though it is not part of the Chapter 25B proceeding, Appellants’ broad criticisms
of Sable’s financials are simply not based in reality: as of November 13, 2024, Sable had $363MM
in unrestricted cash and a market cap exceeding $2 billion.’

3. Additional Assurances for Decommissioning

Finally, Appellants urge that Applicants must post a bond now for decommissioning and
restoration, but the condition requiring such a bond clearly states that the requirement will be
triggered “immediately following permanent shut down of the facilities.” (POPCO FDP,
Condition Q-2.) The Facilities have not been permanently shut down. County staff addressed this
issue directly in the Commission Hearing Staff Report by stating that “FDP Permit Condition Q-2
requires the permittee to be responsible for the proper abandonment of the facility and that a
performance bond or other security device be in place immediately following permanent shutdown
of the facility.” (Commission Hearing Staff Report, p. 26.) And County staff confirms this in the
Board Letter noting that “[d]ecommissioning bonds were not required to be posted as part of the
original project approvals, and no decommissioning bonds have been required to date.” (Board
Letter, p. 5; Staff Presentation at 8.)

The EDC Appellants argue that County staff is “mistaken” about the meaning of this
condition. (EDC Appeal, Attachment, p. 16.) However, the Planning Commission’s
understanding is consistent not only with the language of the FDPs but with their history:
Appellants can point to no instance with any other transfer of these permits in which the Planning
Commission invoked this language, or required any prior owner/operator to post decommissioning
bonds. It would be arbitrary and inequitable to suddenly interpret the language contrary to the way
it has been interpreted since 1988.

Appellants’ arguments also ignore that the County Code already obligates Sable to be
financially responsible for proper abandonment of the Facilities at the time of abandonment.
(County Code § 25B-4(i)(1).) Further, various state and federal agencies regulate the Facilities
and require that Sable cover the costs associated with decommissioning and restoration. (Gov.
Code §§ 8670.37.51;43 USC § 1331; 30 CFR § 550.101.) Should remediation be required, federal
law requires Sable to cover the costs associated with restoration and clean-up activities. (42 USC
§ 9607.) Additionally, under Chapter 25B, not only is the current operator and owner liable, the
County has the authority to hold the immediately preceding owner or operator responsible for the
cost of abandonment should the current owner or operator be unable to fully cover the costs.
(County Code § 25B-4(i).)

Thus, the County has assurance that decommissioning costs will be covered by Sable, not
the public. Requiring Sable to post another bond, as Appellants suggest, would be inconsistent
with the FDP, inconsistent with the County’s practice for the Facilities since their inception,
duplicative, and unnecessarily burdensome. There is no basis for such a requirement.

? Sable Offshore Corp., For 8-K (Nov. 14, 2024), attached as Ex. 9.
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C. Prior Owner/Operator is in Compliance with Existing Requirements

As explained above, the Planning Commission correctly found that Applicants are in
compliance with all FDPs. Specifically, the Planning Commission found that the prior owners
were in compliance with all of the requirements under the FDPs and that no notices of violation
had been issued. (Findings, pp. 3, 8.) Nonetheless, the EDC Appellants claim that Applicants are
out of compliance. But the EDC Applicants misstate the relevant legal standard. As explained
above, the County’s review and findings with respect to compliance with existing requirements is
appropriately limited to determining whether the existing owners are in compliance with
requirements of the permit or any other County-issued requirements. (County Code § 25B-9(a)(5),
25B-10(a)(5); Board Letter, pp. 11-12 [“Chapter 25B does not require that the permittee be in
compliance with non-County permits and regulations.”]; Staff Presentation at 14.) The EDC
Appellants claim that the Applicants are out of compliance with the FDPs because additional
cathodic protection is purportedly required. (EDC Appeal, Attachment, pp. 18-19.) But that
requirement is found nowhere in the Pipeline’s FDP. The EDC Applicants cite Condition A-7, but
that Condition makes no mention of cathodic protections or any specific equipment. (/d., pp. 17-
18.) The requirement claimed by the EDC Appellants simply does not exist.

Indeed, this Board found as much less than two years ago, when hearing the substantively
identical appeal related to the transfer of the Pipeline between Plains Pipeline L.P. to PPC as owner
and EMPCo as operator. (2023 Board Approval (Ex. 1).) At that time, the Board found that the
Pipeline was in compliance with all existing requirements, including Condition A-7. (Id., p. 3.)
There have been no material changes to the Pipeline since the Board made that finding, and thus
no lawful basis to revisit it.

Furthermore, any inquiry regarding the cathodic protections installed at the pipeline are
beyond the scope of the County’s inquiry. As recognized in the 1988 Celeron Settlement, the
County has “no authority over the design, construction and operation” of the pipeline, as that
authority is vested in state agencies. (Celeron Settlement (Ex. 3), Sec. 2.2 [emphasis added].) This
is because OSFM is vested with the exclusive authority to prescribe pipeline safety measures,
including cathodic protections, and oversee implementation of such measures. (Gov. Code §
51013.1.) As aresult, the County is preempted from imposing safety-related requirements on the
Pipeline, including the installation of specific equipment.

In any event, the EDC Appellants are again wrong on the facts. Cathodic protections have
been maintained and monitored on the Pipeline in accordance with PHMSA pipeline safety
regulations, as overseen by OSFM. The EDC Appellant’s opinion regarding the efficacy and
appropriateness of the cathodic protections maintained pursuant to oversight from various state
agencies is not a basis for determining noncompliance with the County’s FDP conditions. Indeed,
in the intervening months since the Planning Commission’s decision, the OSFM, approved by
PHMSA, confirmed that Sable’s plans to restore and repair the Pipeline properly address cathodic
protection and have properly included additional protections that will address the limitations of
cathodic protection. (See OSFM Letters of Decision on State Waiver Requests (Dec. 17, 2024),
attached as Ex. 10; PHMSA Letters Regarding State Waivers (Feb. 11, 2025), attached as Ex. 11.)
Under these additional protections, referred to as State Waivers, Sable is “required to comply with
approximately 68 conditions related to pipeline operations, testing, inspections, analysis, and
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integrity management, and recordkeeping and reporting to address corrosion under insulation.”
(Board Letter, pp. 8-9.)

The Planning Commission correctly found that the prior owner/operator was in compliance
with existing requirements. Consistent with this Board’s prior 2023 determination related to the
Pipeline, this Board should again hold the same.

D. Compliance Plans Have Been Updated As Required

As explained above, the County’s review of the compliance plans is limited to whether the
Applicants have updated any existing, approved plans “with current emergency contact
information pertaining to the new operator.” (County Code § 25B-10(a)(6)-(8) [emphasis added].)
The Planning Commission correctly found that “all relevant compliance plans have been updated
with the current emergency contact information” for the Applicants as required by the County
Code. (Findings, pp. 4-5,8,11.) With respect to the SYU, Sable submitted all major Compliance
Plans (e.g., Fire Protection Plan, Emergency Response Plan, etc.) which were reviewed by County
staff, by the Santa Barbara County Systems Safety & Reliability Review Committee (“SSRRC”),
and by the County Fire Department and/or P&D Energy Division’s consultant, where appropriate.
(Commission Hearing Staff Report (Ex. 2), pp. 16-17.) Sable also submitted Transition Plans and
Emergency Response Plans. (Findings, p. 5.) As for POPCO, POPCO and Sable have submitted
all major Compliance Plans, which are integrated between the two entities, Sable has submitted a
comprehensive Transition Plan, and County staff confirmed the POPCO Facility Emergency
Response Plan Drill was integrated into the response drill conducted for the SYU facility. (/d. p.
8.) Related to the Pipeline,' PPC and Sable submitted all major Compliance Plans, which like
those related to the SYU, were reviewed by SSRRC, the County Fire Department, and P&D Energy
Division’s consultant where appropriate. (I/d., p. 12.) Further, Sable and PPC submitted a
comprehensive Transition Plan for the Pipeline and Sable an updated Integrated Contingency Plan.
(Commission Hearing Staff Report (Ex. 2), pp. 36-37.)

The Appellants misstate the County’s obligations, claiming it is somehow responsible to
evaluate the status or content of these various plans. (CBD Appeal, p. 6; EDC Appeal, Attachment,
pp. 19-20.) But, in fact, the Planning Commission properly made the finding required by the
County Code, which is limited to determining whether the Applicants have the relevant emergency
contact information. (County Code § 25B-10(A)(6).) The County is not responsible for verifying
the efficacy of these contingency plans or evaluating the Applicants’ ability to implement them,;
that authority is vested in OSPR. (Gov. Code §§ 8670.28, 8670.29.) The Appellants further
incorrectly assert that the oil spill contingency plans have not yet been approved by various state
and federal agencies. This is untrue.!! Regardless, the status of a plan’s approval by another

19" As reflected in the Pipeline FDP’s Conditions of Approval and the Celeron Settlement, the
County’s jurisdiction here is very limited, given the law’s express vesting of regulation of safety
and operational matters in state and federal agencies.

! The Integrated Contingency Plan was submitted on April 9, 2024, to OSPR and is considered
valid and effective as of submittal pending final approval or denial by OSPR. Over the ensuing
months, OSPR has requested, and Sable has provided, various additional information regarding
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agency or the contents of that plan are irrelevant to the Commission’s finding that the contact
information has been updated. (County Code § 25B-10(A)(6); See Board Letter, p. 9 [“Chapter
25B does not require that the updated compliance plans be approved by the Office of Spill
Prevention and Response, or by other non-County regulators.”].) The Planning Commission
properly rejected Appellants’ argument and correctly determined that this finding had been
satisfied. (Findings, pp. 4-5, 8, 11.)

E. Applicants Have Demonstrated Capabilities to Operate the Facilities

Appellants’ claims regarding Applicants’ operator capabilities suffer similar defects. The
County’s inquiry into operator capability is to determine whether the operator “has the skills,
training, and resources necessary to operate the permitted facility in compliance with the permit
and all applicable county codes.” (County Code § 25B-10.) The Planning Commission properly
found that this finding had been satisfied. (Findings, pp, 6,9, 12-13.) The Planning Commission
made its findings based on this clear evidence of the Applicants’ long-standing experience and
background, including the fact that the Applicants’ executive team has more than 30 years of
relevant experience, has successfully operated numerous platforms and production plants, and has
had zero major incidents at facilities they’ve controlled over nearly 15 years. (Findings, pp. 6, 9,
12-13.) The same well-trained, experienced, and knowledgeable team will continue to fill the roles
they have been successfully filling since the County last approved the Pipeline’s transfer.

The Appellants ignore the Sable team’s long history of safe and successful operation of oil
production facilities and assert—without evidence—that the Applicants are “unlikely” to be able
to safely operate the Facilities. (EDC Appeal, Attachment, p. 20-24.)'> The EDC Appellants’
belief that Sable does not retain the appropriate credentials or track record is irrelevant, in no way
a basis for evaluating conformity with County Code requirements, and, most importantly,
contradicted by substantial record evidence confirming the extensive experience of Sable’s team.
(See Staff Presentation at 13, confirming “Operator has sufficient technical skills, training, and
safety records as previously demonstrated.”) The Planning Commission properly rejected the
Appellants’ baseless arguments on this issue and the Board should do the same.

the Plan. On February 19, 2025, OSPR confirmed that it has identified no deficiencies in the
Integrated Contingency Plan.

12 Because they cannot refute the clear evidence of Sable’s history of safely operating similar oil
and gas facilities, EDC Appellants attempt to paint Sable as a bad actor. EDC cites to an editorial
published by a hedge-fund-associated website and cherry picks SEC filings to claim that Sable is
untrustworthy. (EDC Appeal, Attachment, pp. 20-21.) None of this purported evidence relates at
all to Sable’s ability to safely operate the Facilities. EDC Appellants go on to refer to letters of
incompleteness issued by the County when reviewing the applications for the Transfers as further
evidence of “a lack of necessary diligence” on Sable’s part. (/d., p. 24.) Again, EDC Appellants
focus on information completely unrelated to safety and mischaracterize normal administrative
activities as evidence of bad faith. The Staff Presentation confirms that there is no evidence of
“systemically unsafe operations related to major incidents” in anything presented by Appellants or
otherwise. (Staff Presentation at 14.) The Planning Commission correctly rejected these
arguments and instead focused on Sable’s qualifications and track record.
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F. Approval of the Transfers Conformed to County Code Requirements

Applicants’ assertions that the Planning Commission approval process was somehow
unfair likewise lacks merit. The County followed appropriate procedures to ensure that the
Planning Commission undertook an open, fair, and transparent review process prior to approving
the Transfers. The County Code requires that an application for a change of owner, operator, or
guarantor require a public hearing with at least 10 days’ prior notice. (County Code § 25B-
8(b)(3).) The Planning Commission held a hearing to consider the Transfers on Wednesday,
October 30, 2024. Notice of that hearing was issued on October 15, 2024, more than two weeks
before the hearing. (Email from J. Ybarra re: Notice of Planning Commission Hearing - SYU,
POPCO Gas Plant, and Las Flores Pipelines Change of Owner/Operator/Guarantor (Oct. 15,
2024), attached as Ex. 12.) County staff presented the Planning Commission with documentation
to substantiate the necessary findings, including the FDPs with proposed amendments noted, the
SYU Certificate of Insurance, the Applicants’ financial statements as presented to the Securities
and Exchange Commission, and the COFR for the SYU. (Board Letter, pp. 15-16.) At that
hearing, the Planning Commission heard more than three hours of public testimony, reviewed each
of the required findings, and ultimately determined that the Applicants had complied with all
requirements. Upon making the Findings, and as required by County Code Section 25B-10(b), the
Planning Commission approved the Transfers.

Appellants were given full opportunity to be heard. Prior to the hearing, both CBD
Appellants and EDC Appellants presented lengthy letters to the Planning Commission outlining
their positions, and representatives from both testified at the hearing. Appellants also met with
members of the Planning Commission individually in advance of the hearing.'?

Without any basis, the CBD Appellants argue that the process preceding the Planning
Commission’s approval of the Transfers lacked transparency and that County staff “unfairly
influenced” the Commission with “misrepresentations.” (CBD Appeal, p. 7.) This is simply
wrong. The Planning Commission hearing involved presentations by County staff and the
Applicants, followed by extensive questioning, hours of public comment, and Commission
deliberation, resulting in a transcript totaling over 80 pages. (Transcript (Ex. 4).) After the
Planning Commission conducted a careful review of all materials and thoughtfully questioned the
Applicants at the hearing, they then published extensive written findings, supported by record
evidence, outlining the decision to approve the Transfers. (Transcript (Ex. 4), pp. 60-74.)

Again without citing to any County Code provisions or other guidance from the County,
the CBD Appellants further contend that key documents were missing from the record. (CBD
Appeal, p. 7.) Again, this is not true. To the contrary, Applicants submitted, and County staff
provided, more than the required evidence in support of the Transfers, including supplemental
information related to financial assurances and Sable’s operating capabilities. The Planning

13 At the October 30, 2024, Planning Commission hearing, both Commissioners Parke and Bridley
disclosed ex parte communications with the EDC Appellants and their attorneys in the week
leading up to the hearing. (Transcript (Ex. 4), p. 3.)
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Commission acted appropriately in reviewing the Transfers and confirming that all required
findings could and should be made.

G. The Transfers Are Not A Project Under CEQA

Finally, Appellants’ argument that approval of the Transfers violated CEQA are patently
wrong, and should be rejected by the County just as it rejected the same argument when the
Pipeline was transferred to ExxonMobil in 2023. The Transfers are purely administrative in
nature; they do not authorize any changes to the physical environment and cannot in way be
conceived of as a “project,” (Findings, p. 1), and the CBD Appellants’ claim that the Transfers
may “impact” the environment misrepresents the nature of the Chapter 25B review process and
the scope of CEQA. (CBD Appeal, pp. 7-8; see also Board Letter, p. 12; Staff Presentation at 15.)

Section 15378(b)(5) exempts “organizational or administrative activities of governments
that will not result in direct or indirect physical changes to the environment.” (Cal. Code Reg. 14
§ 15378.) By definition, the Planning Commission’s approval of the Transfers is not a “project,”
as the action is purely administrative and will not result in amy physical changes to the
environment.'* In issuing the Transfers, the Planning Commission merely confirmed that the
Applicants are responsible to comply with the conditions and limitations contained in the FDPs
and the County Code; it did not authorize any “project” or any physical work impacting the
environment whatsoever.

Appellants’ contrary arguments are not only inconsistent with the County Code and CEQA,
but they are also inconsistent with this Board’s own history. The County has considered all
previously processed Chapter 25B Permit Amendments as not constituting a “project” under
CEQA, including the 2023 proceeding less than 18 months ago. (See 2023 Board Approval (Ex.
1).) The Planning Commission correctly followed this precedent, and this Board should as well.

VIII. RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Repair and Maintenance Activities. Separate from the transfer of the County permits from
one owner, operator, or guarantor to another, the Applicants have been working to conduct various
repair and maintenance activities on the Pipeline and SYU in compliance with state law, federal
regulations and a Consent Decree.!> While not pertinent to this Board’s review of the Transfers,
Applicants note that there have been a number of commenters who have asserted that Sable’s

14 Indeed, it is well settled that the identity of the end-user is not a physical change in the
environment, and thus irrelevant under CEQA. (See Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town
of Apple Valley, 124 Cal.App.4th 430, 445-446 (2004) [identity of retail store owner irrelevant to
CEQA analysis]; Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside, 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 599-600
(2007) [“CEQA should not be interpreted to allow discrimination between project applicants for
an identical project based upon the financial status of the applicant.”]).

15 See Consent Decree issued in United States of America and the People of the State of California
v. Plains All American Pipeline, L.P. and Plains Pipeline, L.P., Case No. 2:20-cv-02415, (C.D.
Cal. Mar. 13, 2020).
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repair and maintenance activities somehow demonstrate a lack of diligence and/or due care on the
part of Sable, citing notices of violations from certain state agencies. These concerns are wholly
outside the Chapter 25B inquiry, but, in an effort to foster transparency, Applicants provide a
further response to some of these concerns here. To be clear, Sable believes that its repair and
maintenance activities are within the scope of prior permits, authorizations and/or agreements.

In September 2024, Sable began repair and maintenance work on the Pipeline as required
by OSFM, which has exclusive jurisdiction regarding safe Pipeline repair and restart. Such work
involves (i) inspecting for and, where required, repairing Pipeline defects (i.e., “anomalies™) by
accessing, excavating, and exposing the affected Pipeline segment, applying a composite wrap or
replacing the affected Pipeline segment, and backfilling the site, and (ii) installing safety valves
along the Pipeline. Applicants commenced the work based on the understanding that these
activities were required by OSFM and authorized by the County through previously issued permits
and/or agreements.

Notwithstanding Applicants’ understanding that the work was permitted, the Coastal
Commission issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) (File No. V-9-24-0152) on September 27, 2024,
asserting that the work on the Pipeline within the Coastal Zone required additional approvals under
the California Coastal Act. Applicants stopped work at active repair sites in compliance with the
NOV in order to explore Coastal Commission staff’s allegations further with both Commission
staff and the County. Applicants worked cooperatively with Commission staff to address
immediate environmental concerns that were created by stopping work (e.g., risks related to the
structure of the Pipeline, corrosion, flooding, hazards for livestock, and terrorism and vandalism).
In light of these concerns, Applicants complied with the Commission’s November 12, 2024
Executive Director Cease and Desist Order No. ED-24-CD-02 (EDCDO), backfilled the open
repair sites (without completing the repairs), implemented erosion control best management
practices, hydroseeded restored sites with a local native seed mix approved by Commission staff,
installed protective fencing, and monitored each site to ensure effective erosion control measures.

Applicants also engaged in extensive discussions with County staff regarding the Pipeline
work. Sable submitted applications to the County for Zoning Clearances for the work, which
included providing the County with additional information including site plans, grading quantities,
biological and cultural resource surveys, and best management practices, regarding the repair and
maintenance work. On the basis of the information Applicants submitted with the Zoning
Clearance applications, the County had the opportunity to review whether the work already was
authorized by existing County permits, whether additional information was needed, or whether the
County would require a new or amended coastal development permit. The County reviewed the
information Applicants submitted with its Zoning Clearance applications and confirmed in a letter
dated February 12, 2025, that the work already was authorized by the Pipeline’s existing coastal
development permits and final development plan and fully analyzed in the Pipeline’s certified
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. Therefore, and consistent with
past County practice for anomaly repairs on the Pipeline, the County confirmed no new or separate
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Coastal Act authorization is required for Applicants to perform the repair work.'® In light of the
County’s confirmation, Applicants formally responded to the Coastal Commission’s September
27,2024 NOV on February 14, 2025 and confirmed that the repair work had been authorized by
the County under the Pipeline’s existing coastal development permits. Consistent with the
County’s confirmation, Applicants began conducting the required repair work.

Despite the County’s confirmation that it had previously authorized Sable’s repair work on
the Pipelines pursuant to the County’s permitting authority under its certified Local Coastal
Program and lawfully issued coastal development permits for the Pipelines, the Coastal
Commission has continued to insist that a new coastal development permit is required.
Accordingly, the Coastal Commission has decided to move forward with additional enforcement
proceedings despite the County’s February 12, 2025 authorization letter, and Applicants have been
forced to file suit against the Coastal Commission to preserve their rights.

In addition to the repair and maintenance work on the Pipeline, Applicants also have
conducted work authorized by the federal Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement
(“BSEE”) and the California State Lands Commission (“SLC”) on the SYU’s offshore pipelines.
Such work included conducting surveys and positioning sand-to-concrete bags to provide
necessary support for SYU pipeline spans along the ocean floor. This work, referred to as “span
remediation,” is an industry-standard maintenance activity under existing regulatory frameworks
that prior operators performed on SYU’s offshore pipelines. Again, the Coastal Commission has
taken issue with this work, which was expressly authorized by BSEE and SLC and is consistent
with prior work performed on SYU’s offshore pipelines that did not require a new coastal
development permit. Notwithstanding this history, the Coastal Commission has moved forward
with enforcement proceedings and has issued a NOV for the offshore work (File No. V-9-25-0013,
dated Feb. 11, 2025) and issued a Notice of Intent to Commence Proceedings for a Commission
Cease and Desist Order, Restoration Order, and Administrative Penalty Order (dated Feb. 18,
2025). The Applicants’ suit filed against the Coastal Commission addresses this offshore work as
well.

Applicants also have received notices from the Central Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (“Water Board”) and Department of Fish and Wildlife (“CDFW”) regarding
potential violations associated with some of the completed repair and maintenance activities on
the Pipeline. Applicants undertook the work with the understanding that no permit was required
from the Water Board or CDFW. The Applicants are coordinating with the Water Board and
CDFW regarding the alleged violations and hope to find a cooperative resolution.

The notices received from these agencies are independent processes that have nothing to
do with the pending Applications and are wholly outside the scope of Chapter 25B.!” In each case,

16 See Letter from E. Briggs County of Santa Barbara re: Zoning Clearance Applications —
247CI-00090, 24ZCI-00091, 24ZCI-00095, and 24ZCI-00096 (Feb. 12, 2025), attached as Ex.
13.

17 Notices of violation or potential violations issued by state agencies such as the Coastal
Commission, Water Board, and CDFW are outside the scope of Chapter 25B, which considers
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the Applicants have worked alongside the County to ensure that all work on the Pipeline complies
with applicable local permitting processes. As the County has confirmed, Sable’s “anomaly repair
work was contemplated, analyzed, and approved” under the Pipeline’s existing permits and
authorizations, such that “no further application to or action by the County is required.” Sable
looks forward to continuing to collaborate with the County and applicable state agencies to ensure
the Pipeline is repaired to like-new condition and Applicants will continue to diligently address all
allegations by the various agencies. Importantly, Applicants are not in violation of any County
permits or approvals.

IX. CONCLUSION

As confirmed in the February, 20, 2025 Board Letter and Staff Presentation, and further
demonstrated in this letter, the Applicants meet all applicable requirements for transfer of the
FDP’s; therefore, the Appeals should be denied and the Planning Commission’s approval of the
Transfers upheld. The Applicants have established consistency with the narrow findings and
County staff has confirmed that all requirements to approve the Transfers have been met.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this additional information and will be available
to answer any questions that arise at the hearing. We respectfully request that the Board determine
that the request is not a project pursuant to CEQA, deny the Appeals, make the required findings,
and grant de novo approval of the Transfers.

Very truly yours,

ca Stebbins Bina
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

Enclosures

only County-issued violations and only considers violations issued prior to the date by which the
“application is deemed complete.” (County Code § 25B-9(a)(5).) But even were it otherwise, as
the 2001 Staff Report regarding the adoption of Section 25B-9(a)(4) explains, findings with respect
to violations are intended only to ensure that any County “safety violations and other facility
deficiencies” are identified “at the time of owner or operator change” such that “[e]ither party may
assume responsibility for required work,” so long as the new owner has “sufficient fitness and
financial support to take on that responsibility,” findings would not prevent a transfer. (Staff
Report for Change of Owner, Operator or Guarantor for Certain Oil and Gas Facilities (Aug. 1,
2001), attached as Ex. 14, p. 20.)
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