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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, AND SEAN DUFFY, IN HIS OFFICIAL 
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PETITION FOR REVIEW 
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Senior Assistant Attorneys General 
MYUNG J. PARK 
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Mitchell.Rishe@doj.ca.gov 
Attorneys for State of California 
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PETITION FOR REVIEW 

 Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. Section 60119(a)(1), Federal Rule of Appellate 

Procedure 15, and Ninth Circuit Rule 15-1, the State of California, by and through 

Attorney General Rob Bonta and Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM), a unit 

of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, petitions this Court 

for review of orders issued by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration (PHMSA), an agency within the United States Department of 

Transportation. 

 This Petition challenges three unlawful orders by PHMSA.  

 First, on December 17, 2025, PHMSA issued an order (the “Federalization 

Order”) purporting to assume exclusive federal jurisdiction over the Las Flores 

Pipelines—a pair of onshore pipelines designated CA-324 and CA-325 that, in 

sequence, originate at Las Flores Canyon in Santa Barbara County, California, and 

terminate at the Pentland Station terminal, in Kern County, California. The 

assertion of federal jurisdiction is erroneous, and, if allowed to stand, would 

displace OSFM from its role in regulating pipeline safety for the Las Flores 

Pipelines. PHMSA’s December 17, 2025, Federalization Order is attached to this 

Petition as Exhibit 1.  

 Second, on December 22, 2025, PHMSA issued an order approving a 

Restart Plan (the “Restart Approval Order”) for the Las Flores Pipelines, allowing 
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them to return to service without completion of OSFM’s requirements imposed 

pursuant to the consent decree—to which PHMSA and OSFM are signatories—

after the catastrophic 2015 oil spill on these lines near Refugio State Beach, in 

Santa Barbara County, California. See United States, et al. v. Plains All American 

Pipeline, L.P., et al., Case No. 2:20-cv-02415, ECF Nos. 6, 6-1, and 33 (C.D. Cal. 

2020). The Restart Approval Order, if permitted to become effective, would allow 

the Las Flores Pipelines to operate (a) despite the failure to finish required repairs 

and remediation on the pipelines to address the lack of corrosion protection, which 

PHMSA determined to be the root cause of the Refugio Oil Spill, and (b) without 

complying with OSFM’s alternative conditions, outlined in the OSFM State 

Waivers.0F

1 Pursuant to 49 USC § 60118(d), PHMSA did not object to granting of 

these waivers by OSFM for the CA-324 and CA-325 pipelines. A copy of 

PHMSA’s Restart Approval Order is attached to this Petition as Exhibit 2. 

 Third, on December 23, 2025, PHMSA issued an order granting an 

“Emergency Special Permit” (the “Emergency Special Permit”) to the Las Flores 

Pipelines’ owner, Sable Offshore Corp., pursuant to 49 U.S.C. Section 

 
1 A State Waiver is an order that allows a state to impose additional safety 

requirements on a pipeline facility where continued operation would violate State 
or federal pipeline safety laws. Every State Waiver must be submitted to PHMSA 
for review; if PHMSA does not object to the terms of the order, it will issue. The 
State Waivers issued to Sable are available on CAL FIRE’s web page Pathways for 
Restarting CA-324 and CA-325, https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/pipeline-
safety-and-cupa/pathways-for-restarting-pipelines. 



4 

60118(c)(2)(A), waiving compliance with federal pipeline safety regulations. The 

Emergency Special Permit bypassed federal procedures for approval of a special 

permit and lacks any legal or factual basis. PHMSA’s Emergency Special Permit is 

attached to this Petition as Exhibit 3. 

 Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. Section 60119(a), orders issued by PHMSA under the 

Pipeline Safety Act (“PSA”) may be challenged by filing a Petition for Review 

directly in the federal court of appeals where the petitioner resides, and the petition 

must be filed within 89 days of the issuance of PHMSA’s order. Accordingly, 

Petitioner has timely and properly sought review of PHMSA’s orders directly in 

this Court. 

 Judicial review of PHMSA orders is conducted under the standards of Section 

706 of the Administrative Procedure Act. 49 U.S.C. § 60119(a)(3). As the basis for 

this Petition for Review, Petitioner alleges that PHMSA’s actions and orders were 

“arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with 

law” and/or “without observance of procedure required by law.” 5 U.S.C. § 

706(2)(A) & (D). 

 Petitioner prays for an order setting aside PHMSA’s orders dated December 

17, 22, and 23, 2025. 
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Respectfully submitted this 23rd day of January, 2026. 

  
     ROB BONTA 

Attorney General of California 
 
/s/ Michael S. Dorsi 
MICHAEL S. DORSI 
Deputy Attorney General 
455 Golden Gate Ave, Suite 11000 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 510-3802 
Email: Michael.Dorsi@doj.ca.gov 
Attorneys for State of California 

 
   
 

 

 

 

 

STATEMENT OF RELATED CASES 

The following related case is pending:  Environmental Defense Center, et al. v. 

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Ninth Circuit Court of 

Appeals Case No. 25-8059. 
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U.S. Department                                          
of Transportation   
  
Pipeline and Hazardous  
Materials Safety  
Administration 
 
December 17, 2025 
 
Via Electronic Mail to: cflores@sableoffshore.com 
 
J. Caldwell Flores 
President and Chief Operating Officer 
Sable Offshore Corp. 
845 Texas Ave. Ste 2920 
Houston, TX 77002 
 
Re:  Determination of Interstate Classification 
 
Dear Mr. Flores: 
 
This responds to your letter of November 26, 2025 regarding the Las Flores Pipeline owned and 
operated by Sable Offshore Corp. (Sable). Your letter notifies the Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) that Sable has determined the pipeline to be an 
interstate pipeline facility under the Pipeline Safety Act (PSA) and requests PHMSA transition 
regulatory oversight from the California Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM) to PHMSA.  
 
As noted in your letter, portions of the Las Flores Pipeline (previously known as Lines 901 and 
903) have been considered intrastate since 2016 and subject to regulatory oversight by OSFM 
pursuant to its certification with PHMSA under 49 U.S.C. § 60105(a). Prior to 2016, Lines 901 
and 903 were considered interstate and regulated by PHMSA. The classification change in 2016 
corresponded to the pipelines’ previous owner cancelling tariffs with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC). In 2024, Sable acquired Lines 901 and 903 and other assets 
comprising the Las Flores Pipeline, including offshore pipelines transporting crude oil from the 
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and an onshore processing facility at Las Flores Canyon. Sable 
operates the Las Flores Pipeline assets as a single pipeline system transporting crude oil from the 
OCS to the Pentland Station terminal in Kern County, California.  
 
Upon receipt of your letter, PHMSA initiated a review of the Las Flores Pipeline. This review 
included an on-site inspection on December 9 through December 11, 2025. OSFM 
representatives accompanied PHMSA on the inspection. PHMSA also reviewed Sable’s written 
procedures and records and conducted field observations of the Las Flores facility, the pump 
stations at Gaviota and Sisquoc, the control room in Santa Maria, and the offshore Harmony 
platform. In addition, PHMSA reviewed the 2025 program inspections conducted by OSFM. For 

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Washington, D.C. 20590  
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the following reasons, PHMSA agrees with your determination that the Las Flores Pipeline is an 
interstate pipeline.  
 
The PSA authorizes PHMSA to prescribe and enforce minimum safety standards for pipeline 
transportation and for pipeline facilities.1 The PSA vests with PHMSA exclusive regulatory 
authority over interstate pipelines and preempts States from adopting or continuing in force 
safety standards for interstate pipelines.2 With respect to intrastate pipelines, the PSA provides a 
State authority may regulate the intrastate pipelines within its borders upon submission to 
PHMSA of an annual certification.3 Both the PSA and the Federal pipeline safety regulations 
define interstate and intrastate pipelines.4 An interstate pipeline is a pipeline or part of a pipeline 
used to transport hazardous liquids in interstate or foreign commerce; an intrastate pipeline is a 
hazardous liquid pipeline that is not an interstate pipeline. 
 
Determining whether a hazardous liquid pipeline is an interstate or intrastate pipeline requires a 
factual inquiry.5 To assist in that determination, PHMSA adopted Appendix A to 49 CFR Part 
195 providing a statement of agency policy and interpretation on the delineation between Federal 
and State jurisdiction.6 In short, “if there is a tariff or concurrence filed with FERC governing the 
transportation of hazardous liquids over a pipeline facility . . . then [PHMSA] will, as a general 
rule, consider the facility to be an interstate pipeline facility within the meaning of the [PSA].” 
The absence of a FERC tariff generally means a pipeline is intrastate; however, in certain 
situations, PHMSA will consider a pipeline to be interstate despite the lack of a filing with 
FERC. Several examples of this are listed in Appendix A. As it relates to the Las Flores Pipeline, 
one example provides that a pipeline originating on the OCS will be considered an interstate 
pipeline even if the pipeline does not have a tariff with FERC.7 
 
PHMSA’s evaluation of the Las Flores Pipeline confirms that it transports crude oil from the 
OCS to an onshore processing facility at Las Flores Canyon and continues the transportation of 
crude oil from Las Flores Canyon to Pentland, California. Consistent with Appendix A, the Las 

 
1 49 U.S.C. § 60101 et seq. 
2 49 U.S.C. § 60104(c). See Olympic Pipe Line Co. v. City of Seattle, 437 F.3d 872, 878 (9th Cir. 2006) (discussing 
how the “PSA differentiates between the regulation of interstate and intrastate hazardous liquid pipelines.”) 
3 49 U.S.C. § 60105(a). OSFM has a certification with PHMSA to regulate intrastate hazardous liquid pipelines in 
California. 
4 49 U.S.C. § 60101(a)(7), (a)(8)(B), (a)(10); 49 CFR § 195.2. See S. Pac. Pipe Lines Inc. v. DOT, 796 F.2d 539 
(D.C. Cir. 1986) (finding PHMSA’s definition of interstate and intrastate pipelines reasonable under the PSA). 
5 Transportation of Liquids by Pipeline, 46 Fed. Reg. 38,357, 38,359 (Jul. 27, 1981) (PHMSA’s predecessor agency 
(hereafter PHMSA) explained that it had “reviewed examples of what it believes are the most frequent and likely 
configurations of liquid pipelines and pipeline facilities and considered various ways of cataloging or classifying 
them as either interstate or intrastate.”); see also Shell Oil Co. v. City of Santa Monica, 830 F.2d 1052, 1064 (9th 
Cir. 1987) (noting that whether the pipeline was interstate or intrastate turned on a disputed issue of fact). 
6 Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline; Regulation of Intrastate Pipelines, 50 Fed. Reg. 15,895, 15,897 
(Apr. 23, 1985). 
7 49 CFR Part 195, App. A. “Example 7. Pipeline Company P operates a pipeline that originates on the Outer 
Continental Shelf. P does not file any tariff for that line with FERC. [PHMSA] will consider the pipeline to be an 
interstate pipeline facility.” 
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Flores Pipeline is an interstate pipeline.8 As portions of the Las Flores Pipeline were previously 
considered to be intrastate and regulated by OSFM, PHMSA is notifying OSFM that the Las 
Flores Pipeline is subject to the regulatory oversight of PHMSA. Please direct further 
correspondence on this matter to Dustin Hubbard, Director, Western Region, Office of Pipeline 
Safety, PHMSA, at (720) 963-3183. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Linda Daugherty 
Acting Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety 
 
 
cc:  James Hosler, Chief, Pipeline Safety Division, OSFM 

Varun Shekhar, Shareholder, Babst Calland Clements & Zomnir, PC 
 
   
 

 
8 PHMSA regulations consider the Las Flores Pipeline to be an “active” pipeline. See Pipeline Safety: Clarification 
of Terms Relating to Pipeline Operational Status, 81 Fed. Reg. 54,512 (Aug. 12, 2016) (“The regulations consider 
pipelines to be either active and fully subject to all relevant parts of the safety regulations or abandoned.”) 

LINDA GAIL 
DAUGHERTY

Digitally signed by LINDA 
GAIL DAUGHERTY 
Date: 2025.12.17 
07:56:55 -05'00'
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U.S. Department                                          
of Transportation   
Pipeline and Hazardous  
Materials Safety  
Administration 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL TO: lyearwood@sableoffshore.com  
 
December 22, 2025 
 
Mr. Lance Yearwood  
Vice President 
Pacific Pipeline Company / Sable Offshore Corp. 
845 Texas Avenue, Suite 2920 
Houston, Texas 77002 
 
RE:  Approval of Sable Offshore Corp.’s Restart Plan for the Las Flores Pipeline System Line 

CA-324 and Line CA-325  
 
Dear Mr. Yearwood: 
 
From December 4 to December 12, 2025, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
(PHMSA) received several documents from Sable Offshore Corp. These documents included: 
 

1. Line CA-324 and Line CA-325 Fill Plan and Startup Procedures 
2. A letter requesting the removal of pressure restrictions for Line CA-324 
3. A letter requesting the removal of pressure restrictions for Line CA-325 
4. The Las Flores Pipeline Linefill Positioning Plan Assignments  
5. The Las Flores Pipeline Linefill Contact List 

 
These documents addressed the Restart Plan for Line CA-324 and Line CA-325 (previously known as 
Plains Line 901 and Line 903, respectively). In addition, PHMSA conducted a field inspection with Sable 
Offshore Corp. to discuss its process and safety procedures for the pipeline restart. 
 
PHMSA has reviewed these documents and hereby approves the submitted Restart Plan. This approval is 
valid from the date of this letter.   
 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (720) 963-3160 or by email at 
dustin.hubbard@dot.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dustin Hubbard 
Director, Western Region 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 

12300 W. Dakota Ave., Suite 340 
Lakewood, CO  80228 

DUSTIN B HUBBARD Digitally signed by DUSTIN B HUBBARD 
Date: 2025.12.22 13:19:33 -07'00'



cc: Trent Fontenot, Sr. Vice President - Operations, tfontenot@sableoffshore.com 
Jim Hosler, Assistant Deputy Director – Pipeline Safety and CUPA, CalFire, 
jim.hosler@fire.ca.gov 
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to Petition for Review 



































CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that on this 23rd day of January, 2026, the foregoing Petition 

for Review and exhibits were served on Respondents by sending a copy via 

certified mail, return receipt requested, to each of the following addresses: 
 

Paul J. Roberti, Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
 
Office of Chief Counsel 
U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
 
Sean Duffy, Secretary of Transportation 
U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
 
Pamela Bondi 
Attorney General of the United States 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Washington, 
D.C. 20530- 0001 
 

Dated: January 23, 2026 
/s/ Michael S. Dorsi 
MICHAEL S. DORSI 




