STATE OF CALIFORNIA — CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

455 MARKET STREET, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2421 :
VOICE (415) 904-5200 ~
FAX {415) 804-5400

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Sent by Electronic Mail

September 27, 2024

Sieve Rusch

VP Environmental & Regulatory Affairs
Sable Offshore Corp.
srusch@sableoffshore.com

Violation File No.: V-9-24-0152 (Sable Offshore Corporation)

Location: At various locations along the existing L.as Flores Pipelines CA-
324 and CA-325 (previously known as Lines 901 and 903),
which are part of the pipeline system originally constructed by
Plains All American in 1988, spanning from the Gaviota coast
to the Los Padres National Forest within Santa Barbara County,
on 16 different properties.

Violation description: Unperrﬁitted development in the Coastal Zone, including, but
not necessarily limited to, excavation with heavy equipment and
other activities associated with the Line 324 and 325.

Dear Mr. Rusch:

As you have recently discussed with Cassidy Teufel and Wesley Horn of our staff, it has
come to our attention that unpermitted activities are currently taking place in the Coastal
Zone, including excavation and other activities at various locations along the existing Lines
324/325 (formerly known as Lines 901/903) now owned by Sable Offshore Corp. (“Sable”)

1 Pilease note that the description herein of the violation at issue is not necessarily a complete list of all
unpermitted development on the subject property that is in violation of the Coastal Act and the Santa Barbara
County LCP. Accordingly, you should not treat the Commission's silence regarding (or failure to address)
other unpermitted development on the subject property as indicative of Commission acceptance of, or
acquiescence in, any such development. Please further note that the term “viclation” as used throughout this
letter refers to alleged violations of the Coastal Act/County LCP.




Steve Rusch
Sable Offshore Corp.
Page 2

associated with a proposed restart of the Santa Ynez Unit. These activities constitute
violations of the Coastal Act? and Santa Barbara County’s Local Coastal Program (“LCP").

As you may know, the California Coastal Act was enacted by the State Legislature in 1976
to provide long-term protection of California’s 1,250-mile coastline through implementation
of a comprehensive planning and regulatory program designed to manage conservation
and development of coastal resources. The California Coastal Commission
(*Commission”) is the state agency created by, and charged with administering, the
Coastal Act of 1976. In making its permit and land use planning decisions, the
Commission carries out Coastal Act policies, which, amongst other goals, seek to protect
and restore sensitive habitats; protect natural landforms; protect scenic landscapes and
views of the sea; protect the marine environment and its inhabitants; protect against loss of
life and property from coastal hazards; and provide maximum public access fo the sea.
The Commission plans and regulates development and natural resource use in the coastal
zone in keeping with the requirements of the Coastal Act.

Violations

It has been confirmed that Sable is currently performing various unpermitted construction
activities in the Coastal Zone associated with upgrades to Lines 324/325 in connection

with Sable’s proposed restart of that pipeline.® As part of that proposed restart, Sable is
currently undertaking work including a pipeline upgrade project to address pipeline
corrosion in locations within the Coastal Zone and to install new safety valves in portions of
the pipeline in the Coastal Zone. These activities constitute development and are not
exempt from coastal development permit (“CDP”) requirements.

Pursuant to Section 30106 of the Coastal Act and Section 35-58 the Santa Barbara County
Local Coastal Program ("LCP"):

“Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of
any solid material or structure, discharge or disposal of any dredged material or
of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging,
mining, or extraction of any materials; change in the density or intensity of use of
land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map
Act...change in the infensity of use of water, or of access thereto; construction,
reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure. ..
(emphasis added)

2 The Coastal Act is codified in the California Public Resources Code, sections 30000 to 30900. Unless
otherwise indicated, references to section numbers in this letter are to that code, and thus, o the Coastal
Act.

* The California Office of the State Fire Marshall has not reviewed or approved the proposed restart of
the pipeline, which includes a review of a proposed State Waiver and a final Restart Plan, among
other required materials. The Commission’s investigation of this matter is continuing, and it reserves
its right to review the proposed restart and other associated activities or other matters concerning the
pipeline.
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Under this definition, the unpermitted development activities, as described above,
constitute “development” under the Coastal Act and the County’s LCP. Coastal Act Section
30600(a), and Section 35-58 of the Santa Barbara County LCP, require Sable to obtain
authorization under the Coastal Act and/or the LCP prior to performing or undertaking any
development activity in the Coastal Zone, in addition to obtaining any other permit required
by law. Any non-exempt development activity conducted in the Coastal Zone without such
authorization constitutes a violation of the Coastal Act/LCP. Thus, the unpermitted
development activities described above constitute Coastal Act and LCP violations.

In addition, the upgrade project does not qualify as CDP-exempt repair and maintenance
work. Activities that “result in addition to, or enlargement or expansion of, the object” of the
activities require a CDP under the Coastal Act and the LCP. (Public Resources Code §
30610(d); Coastal Zoning Ordinance § 35-169.2; Appendix C, Section 1.) At a minimum,
because the project involves the installation of safety valves, this is an addition to the
pipeline that does not qualify as “repair and maintenance.” Even if the project could be
considered repair and maintenance (which it cannot), Section 30610(d) of the Coastal Act
and the Appendix C, Section Iil of the LCP nonetheless require a CDP for categories of
repair and maintenance activities that are designated as presenting a “risk of substantial
adverse environmental impact.” These include the following:

(3) Any repair or maintenance to facilities or structures or work located in an
environmentally sensitive habitat area, any sand area, within 50 feet of the edge of
a coastal bluff or environmentally sensitive habitat area, or within 20 feet of coastal
waters or streams that include: . . .

(B) The presence, whether temporary or permanent, of mechanized equipment or
construction materials.

Title 14, California Code of Regulations § 13252(a)(3); Coastal Zoning Ordinance § 35-
169.2; Appendix C, Section lll(a)(3).)

Furthermore, although Sable appears to have taken the position that the upgrade. prOJect
"~ involves work for which’ the Coastal Act reqmrement fora CD preempted;this
is.incorrect- Although the California Office of the State Fire Marshall has authority over
certain aspects of pipeline safety under the federal Pipeline Safety Act (49 U.S.C § 60101
et seq.), any resulting preemption is limited in scope. Other state agencies, as well as
local governments, may review and impose requirements related to other issues. Thus, the
Commission and the County have jurisdiction to review and impose requirements relating
to consistency with the Coastal Act and the LCP that do not pertain directly to pipeline
safety. For example, a CDP review for construction impacts to environmentally sensitive
habitat areas, cultural resources, water quality, or public access (to name a few) are not
preempted. Finally, the 1988 settlement between the County and Celeron Pipeline
Company does not affect the preemption analysis because the settlement cannot
contractually limit the County’s duties under the law or the applicability of the law. Thus, a
CDP is required for the upgrade project.
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Resolution

To begin resolution of the Coastal Act/LCP violations, please cease Immediately any
unpermitted activities/development in the Coastal Zone associated with Lines 324/325.4 At
this time, we have no information that any development activities are currently taking place
related to the three offshore platforms and offshore pipelines owned by Sable. However, if
any such activities are taking place, please cease those as well. These are all activities
that require a CDP and/or federal consistency review from the Commission.

Piease note that in certain cases when unpermitted development takes place, but
Commission staff believe that some version of the work could have been found to be
consistent with the applicable standard of review and authorized accordingly, staff
recommends that the party undertaking the development submit a CDP application to the
regulating authority (in this case, Santa Barbara County), seeking after-the-fact (“ATF”)
authorization for the previously undertaken unpermitted development within the County’s
LCP jurisdiction. In other cases, when staff has determined that the unpermitted
development is not something for which staff would recommend approval due its
inconsistency with the Coastal Act/certified LCP, staff advises the alleged violator to seek
resolution through removal, mitigation, restoration, and/or payment of penalties, etc., and
not to seek a CDP to authorize such development.

In this case, we are uncertain at this time whether Santa Barbara Counfy would be able to
approve a CDP application from Sable that was seeking ATF authorization for the
unpermitted construction activities that have already taken place, as well as authorization
going forward for continued construction or other development activities related to the
pipeline, such as the installation of safety valves. More information regarding the project
would be necessary to come to any such conclusion at this time; however, since such an
application might be found approvable by the County, we recommend that you submit a
CDP application to the County as soon as possible. Please note that should the County
grant approval of such a CDP application, those portions of the project that are located
within the Coastal Commission’s appeals jurisdiction would be appealable to the
Commission and those portions of the project, if any, that are located within the
Commission’s original jurisdiction would require a CDP from the Commission.

To help us evaluate the project, it would be helpful if you could submit to us a complete
description of all development activities currently taking place, as well as those aclivities
that are being contemplated (e.g., installation of safety valves; any work to the platforms or
offshore pipeline) prior to the anticipated restart of the pipeline, including scope of the
project; exact locations of where the development activities are taking place/will take place;
project schedule, etc.

Enforcement Remedies

4 Please note that interim measures to stabilize the site may also be necessary to avoid damages to coastal
resources, and any such measures should be coordinated with Commission and County staff to avoid
additional harm and to ensure consistency with Coastal Act/LCP requirements.
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Santa Barbara County has declined to enforce the above-noted Coastal Act/LCP
violations, and thus, pursuant to Section 30810 of the Coastal Act, the Coastal
Commission is pursuing enforcement regarding the Coastal Act/LL.CP violations described
above. '

Please note that the recent Settlement Agreement between Sable and the County does
not preempt the Coastal Act or the LCP, and does not obviate the need for Sable to seek
authorization for development activities in the Coastal Zone.

Whenever possible, Commission enforcement staff prefers to work cooperatively with
alleged violators to resolve Coastal Act violations administratively. We are hopeful that we
can resolve this matter without resorting to formal action. However, should we be unable to
resolve this matter through this process, please be advised that the Coastal Act has a
number of potential remedies to address-violations of the Coastal Act, including the
following:

Section 30809 states that if the Executive Director of the Commission determines that any
person has undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity that may require a
permit from the Coastal Commission without first securing a permit, the Executive Director
may issue an order directing that person to cease and desist. Section 30810 states that
the Coastal Commission may also issue a cease and desist order. A cease and desist
order may be subject to terms and conditions that are necessary to avoid irreparable injury
to the area or to ensure compliance with the Coastal Act. Section 30811 also provides the
Coastal Commission the authority to issue a restoration order to address violations at a
site. A violation of a cease and desist order or restoration order can result in civil fines of
up to $6,000 for each day in which each violation persists.

Additionally, Sections 30803 and 30805 authorize the Commission to initiate litigation to
seek injunctive relief and an award of civil fines in response to any violation of the Coastal
Act. Section 30820(a)(1) provides that any person who undertakes development in
violation of the Coastal Act may be subject to a penalty amount that shall not exceed
$30,000 and shall not be less than $500 per violation. Section 30820(b) states that, in
addition to any other penalties, any person who “knowingly and intentionally” performs or
undertakes any development in violation of the Coastal Act can be subject to a civil penalty
of not less than $1,000 nor more than $15,000 per violation for each day in which each
violation persists.

Finally, as of January 1, 2022, the Commission’s administrative penalty authority was
expanded, allowing the Commission to administratively impose penalties for all violations
of the Coastal Act. Section 30821 and Section 30821.3 collectively authorize the
Commission to impose administrative civil penalties in an amount of up to $11,250 per day
for each violation.

Failure to resolve the violations noted above could resuit in formal action under the Coastal
Act. Said formal action could include a civil lawsuit, the issuance of an Executive Director
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Cease and Desist Order or Commission Cease and Desist and/or Restoration Order,
and/or imposition of monetary penalties, as described above, including imposition of
administrative penalties.

We understand that you will be meeting soon with our staff fo discuss the pipeline
situation. Please contact me by telephone at 415-904-5269 or by email at
jo.ginsberg@coastal.ca.gov within a week of that meeting, or by October 21, 2024,
whichever is earlier, to discuss how you intend to resolve the Coastal Act/LCP violations
associated with the pipeline. Also, you may contact Wesley Horn at
Wesley.Horn@coastal.ca.gov to discuss any permitting or planning issues associated with
the pipeline.

Failure to meet the deadline noted above may result in formal action by the Commission to
resolve this Coastal Act viclation, including initiation of the enforcement remedies
discussed above.

Thank you for your cooperation and prompt attention to this matter. | lock forward to
speaking with you soon.

Sincerely,

Jo Ginsberg,
Enforcement Analyst

cc:  Kate Huckelbridge, CCC, Executive Director
Cassidy Teufel, CCC, Deputy Director
Lisa Haage, CCC, Chief of Enforcement
Sarah Esmaili, CCC, Senior Attorney
Pat Veesart, CCC, Enforcement Supervisor
Aaron McLendon, CCC, Deputy Chief of Enforcement
Alex Helperin, CCC, Assistant Chief Counsel
Joseph Street, CCC, EORFC Program Manager
Jonathan Bishop, CCC, Oil Spill Program Coordinator
Wesley Horn, CCC, Environmental Scientist
Jim Hossier, CA State Fire Marshal, Jim.Hosler@fire.ca.gov
Errin Briggs, Deputy Director, Santa Barbara County Planning & Development,
ebriggs@countyofsb.org




