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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

I. PETITION FOR REVIEW 

Pursuant to Water Code section 13320 and California Code of Regulations, title 23, 

section 2050 et seq., Halliburton Energy Services, Inc. (“Halliburton”) petitions the State Water 

Resources Control Board (“State Board”) for review of Investigative Order No. R4-2026-0003, 

issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (“Regional Board”) on August 

21, 2026 (“Order”). The Order requires Halliburton and Patagonia Works, formerly known as 

Lost Arrow Corporation (“Patagonia”), to submit historical information and prepare a work plan 

for investigation of soil, soil vapor, and groundwater at Patagonia’s property in Ventura, 

California. A copy of the Order, including its transmittal letter and figures, is attached as Exhibit 

A.  

The Regional Board’s basis for naming Halliburton is N.L. Baroid/NL Industries, Inc.’s 

(“Baroid”) historical operations at portions of the property and a subsequent corporate succession 

involving Dresser Industries and Halliburton. The Order describes chemical storage, reported 

spills, soil sampling, and regulatory correspondence concerning Baroid in 1985. It also describes 

other industrial operations unrelated to Baroid, including petroleum releases, substantial 

subsequent remediation, and chlorinated solvent contamination at neighboring properties. The 

Regional Board acknowledges that the contamination may involve a regional plume with multiple 

sources. Order, pp. 1–6 (Findings 2–4).  

It is not that the Regional Board lacks authority to investigate suspected discharges. The 

issue is that the Order does not connect the evidence concerning Baroid to the breadth of the 

investigation the Order imposes on Halliburton. The Order identifies historical Baroid activities at 

discrete portions of the Site but requires Halliburton to design and undertake a much larger 

investigation of VOCs and other contaminants throughout the Site and vicinity, including new 

monitoring probes and wells, without explaining why the evidence concerning Baroid supports 

those broader obligations. Order, pp. 8–9 (Requirements 4, 6).  

This distinction matters because the Order itself identifies multiple historical operators 

and potential sources, including petroleum operations and contamination at neighboring 

properties, and expressly recognizes that there may be a regional chlorinated solvent plume from 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

multiple offsite sources. Order, pp.1–6 (Findings 2–4). This is contrary to Water Code section 

13267, which requires the burden imposed on Halliburton to bear a reasonable relationship to the 

need for the investigative reports, and it requires the Regional Board to identify the evidence 

supporting the reports it requires from Halliburton. The appropriate remedy is to rescind the 

Order as applied to Halliburton, or at a minimum, to require a focused first phase that evaluates 

the Baroid-specific evidence and reasonably available records before developing any plan for 

field investigation.  

Halliburton also requests a hearing and an immediate stay of the Order as applied to 

Halliburton. If the immediate compliance obligations are stayed or otherwise addressed through a 

written Regional Board extension or modification, Halliburton requests that the petition then be 

held in abeyance to permit the parties to attempt to resolve the matter without further State Board 

proceedings.  

II. THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF PETITIONER 

The name and address of Petitioner is: 

Halliburton Energy Services, Inc. 
3000 North Sam Houston Parkway East 
Houston, Texas 77032 
Telephone: 337-256-7670 
Email: Andrea.Bourque@halliburton.com 

Petitioner should be contacted through its legal counsel: 

Allyn L. Stern  
Beveridge & Diamond, PC 
600 University Street, Suite 1601 
Seattle, WA 98101-3109 
Telephone: (206) 620-3065 

Email: AStern@bdlaw.com

III. THE REGIONAL BOARD ACTION TO BE REVIEWED 

Halliburton requests a review of the Order in its entirety as applied to Halliburton, 

including its designation as a suspected discharger in Finding 5 and the obligations imposed by 

Requirements 1 through 9. 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

4
HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

The Order concerns property identified as the Patagonia Works “Main Campus,” 

comprising 210, 230, and 280 West Main Street; 43 and 59 South Olive Street; and 235 and 259 

West Santa Clara Street, Ventura, California 93001 (“Site”). The Regional Board identifies the 

matter as Site Cleanup Program No. 1666 and GeoTracker Global ID No. T10000024141. Order, 

p. 1 (Letter); pp. 9–10 (Requirement 8).  

Requirements 1 through 3 direct Halliburton to submit existing environmental assessment 

reports, descriptions of current and historical operations, and information concerning chemical 

and waste handling practices. Requirement 4 directs them to submit an investigation work plan. 

Each submission is due October 20, 2026. Requirement 6 requires further investigation following 

implementation of the approved work plan if contamination has not been completely delineated. 

Order, pp. 8–9 (Requirements 1–6). 

IV. DATE OF THE REGULATORY ACTION 

The Order is dated August 21, 2026, and was signed by Assistant Executive Officer Russ 

Colby. Order, p. 12. 

The petition must be received by the State Board no later than 5:00 p.m. on Monday, 

September 21, 2026. California Code of Regulations. title 23, section 2050, subdivision (b). 

Halliburton submits this petition within that period. 

V. STATEMENTS OF REASONS WHY THE REGIONAL BOARD’S ACTION WAS 

INAPPROPRIATE AND IMPROPER 

The Order relies on an unsupported conclusion that some limited evidence of historical 

Baroid activities at one parcel, based on reports that have not even been provided to Halliburton, 

require Halliburton to conduct a broad, open-ended investigation of the entire multi-parcel Site 

and vicinity. Water Code section 13267 does not require the Regional Board to prove ultimate 

cleanup liability before ordering an investigation, but it does require the Regional Board to 

explain why the investigation reports demanded from Halliburton are needed and why the burden 

of conducting this broad investigation bears a reasonable relationship to the expected benefit. The 

Order does not make that showing as to Halliburton. The Regional Board’s own findings included 

in the Order identify multiple historical operations, substantial prior remediation, neighboring 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

contamination, and a possible regional chlorinated solvent plume from multiple off-site sources. 

Yet the Order does not define or limit Halliburton’s obligations.  As detailed below, the Regional 

Board’s Order violates Water Code section 13267, is unsupported by the record, is arbitrary, 

capricious, and in violation of law and policy. 

A. Background 

1. The Order addresses a multi-source Site with decades of operations and 

prior remediation unrelated to Halliburton.  

Patagonia currently owns the Site, which has supported a wide range of present and 

historical uses, including retail and office functions, plastics and construction activities, 

petroleum fueling and distribution, and Baroid’s operations. Order, pp. 1–4 (Findings 1–4). The 

Main-Olive portion of the Site, at 210 West Main Street and 43 South Olive Street, formerly 

supported petroleum operations involving numerous underground and aboveground storage tanks 

and documented hydrocarbon contamination associated with those operations. The Order also 

identifies detection of PCE, tank removals, soil excavation, and soil and groundwater 

remediation, all of which are not specifically related to Baroid and resulted in a remedial action 

completion certification in 2013 for the petroleum at 210 West Main Street. Id. at pp. 2, 4–5 

(Findings 3, 4(c)).  

2. The evidence relating to Baroid is limited, location-specific, and not 

clearly differentiated from other operators.  

The evidence specific to Baroid concerns discrete historical activities and locations. 

Finding 4(a) recounts a 1992 Phase II Site Assessment Report that attributed halogenated solvent 

contamination to historical runoff and leakage during operations involving Baroid, Looman 

Distributing, and others. Finding 4(b) identifies a reported spill near the loading dock at 59 South 

Olive Street, historical chemical storage north of 259 West Santa Clara Street, an excess storage 

yard, 1985 soil sampling, and removal of a 550-gallon underground tank. The same finding 

merely recounts a consultant’s belief that Baroid and other hydrocarbon distributors contributed 

organic contaminants to the Lost Arrow property. Order, pp. 2–4 (Finding 4(b)). 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

Despite this broader site activity, the Order names only Patagonia and Baroid as suspected 

dischargers, even though its own findings identify other historical operators and potential sources 

within and adjacent to the Site. This history speaks directly to whether Halliburton should be 

required to investigate contamination throughout the entire Site based on evidence concerning 

Baroid’s more limited historical activities. 

3. The Regional Board’s own groundwater findings point to multiple 

potential sources rather than a single Baroid source.  

The Order’s groundwater analysis describes concentration and groundwater-flow data that 

suggests that portions of the neighboring Texaco property may be affected by upgradient or cross-

gradient sources. Order, pp. 5–6 (Findings 4(d)–(e)). It further posits that fluctuating 

concentrations of PCE and TCE at nearby properties “indicat[e] that there may be a regional 

chlorinated solvents plume from multiple off-site sources.” Id. at p. 6 (Finding 4(f)). 

These findings should temper the scope of Halliburton’s investigation. Where the 

Regional Board identifies multiple potential sources of contamination, Halliburton’s investigation 

should be tailored to determine whether and how Baroid’s specific operations contributed to Site 

conditions. Halliburton should not be obligated to investigate and delineate contamination 

throughout the entire Site and nearby vicinity. 

4. Despite uncertainty as to the sources, the Order requires information 

gathering and a broad investigation on the same initial schedule. 

The Order requires historical reports, operational information, and chemical handling 

information by October 20, 2026. The work plan for the site investigation is due the same day. It 

must address VOCs and other contaminants in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater, including 

installation of an adequate number of probes and wells at the Site and vicinity. Order, p. 8 

(Requirements 1–4). Requirement 6 extends the obligation beyond the initial work plan. 

Following implementation, additional investigations must continue until the vertical and lateral 

extent of contamination originating from the Site is adequately defined on and off the Site. Id. at 

p. 9 (Requirement 6). 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

This is all required without allowing sufficient time for Halliburton to evaluate the 

information demanded by the Regional Board, nor has the Regional Board provided any of the 

reports or data cited in the Order to Halliburton. In fact, this Order is the first time the Regional 

Board has contacted Halliburton about this Site. Although the Regional Board estimates report 

costs of $5,000 to $30,000 and investigation costs of $10,000 to $300,000, depending on the 

number and depth of sampling locations and the methods employed, Id. at, p. 7 (Finding 8), the 

Regional Board has no idea how much this investigation will cost since it has neither received 

any information from Halliburton, nor has Halliburton provided any scope for the investigation. 

B. Section 13267 requires the Regional Board to tie the investigation to the 

evidence and the burden imposed. 

Water Code section 13267 gives the Regional Board broad investigatory authority but not 

unlimited discretion. The Regional Board must identify the evidence supporting the reports 

demanded. Sweeney v. Cal. Reg’l Water Quality Control Bd., 61 Cal.App.5th 1093, 1114 (2021) 

(requiring the Regional Board to “identify the evidence that supports requiring that person to 

provide the reports”). The burden, including costs, must bear a reasonable relationship to the need 

for the reports and their anticipated benefits. Water Code section  13267, subdivision (b)(1).  

The State Board has applied these limits by modifying monitoring requirements despite 

finding that monitoring was warranted. In re Pacific Lumber Co. & Scotia Pacific Co. LLC, 

October 18, 2001, Cal. State Water Res. Control Bd., Order WQ 2001-14 (eliminating suspended-

sediment monitoring where “there was little evidence presented on additional benefits of 

monitoring suspended sediment” and concluding that additional monitoring stations were “not 

necessary”). The State Board has also remanded monitoring requirements whose scope lacked an 

adequate explanation. In re Petitions of Napa Sanitation Dist., Bay Area Clean Water Agencies, 

& San Francisco BayKeeper, Dec. 5, 2001, Cal. State Water Res. Control Bd., Order No. WQ 

2001-16 (directing findings “clarifying the scope of the year-round monitoring requirement and 

the rationale for it”). 

State Board Resolution No. 92-49 reinforces the limitations on the Regional Board. In 

deciding whether to require an investigation, the Regional Board must consider not only historical 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

operations and chemical use, but also the Site’s relationship to other potential sources and 

relevant hydrogeologic information, and it must make a reasonable effort to identify the entities 

associated with the discharge. State Water Resources Control Bd., Resolution No. 92-49, Policies 

and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code 

Section 13304, section I, subdivisions (A)–(C), as amended Apr. 21, 1994 and Oct. 2, 1996 

(“Resolution 92-49”). The required investigation must follow from those findings.  

C. The Order does not justify requiring Halliburton to investigate 

contamination throughout the Site and vicinity. 

The Order’s evidence concerning Baroid identifies particular historical operating and 

storage areas. Requirements 4 and 6 nevertheless extend Halliburton’s obligations to VOCs and 

other contaminants throughout the Site and vicinity and require continued investigation until 

contamination originating from the Site is delineated. Order, pp. 3–4 (Finding 4(b)); pp. 8–9 

(Requirements 4, 6). The Order does not explain why the evidence concerning Baroid warrants 

that broader obligation, particularly given its account of other industrial operations and a possible 

regional chlorinated solvent plume. Id. at pp. 4–6 (Findings 4(c)–(f)). 

Those other potential sources are relevant to the investigation’s design. See Resolution 92-

49 at section I, subdivision (A)(2)–(3) (identifying “[s]ite characteristics and location in relation 

to other potential sources of a discharge” and “[h]ydrologic and hydrogeologic information, such 

as differences in upgradient and downgradient water quality,” as relevant evidence). 

The initial information requests present a similar problem. Requirements 1 through 3 seek 

environmental reports and descriptions of current and historical operations and chemical handling 

throughout the Site, including activities of the current owner and other operators. Order, pp. 1–2 

(Findings 1–3); p. 8 (Requirements 1–3). Those requests should identify the information 

reasonably sought from Halliburton concerning Baroid’s operations and distinguish it from 

information concerning other entities. The continuing obligation under Requirement 6 should 

likewise be reconsidered as the investigation identifies the sources and extent of contamination. 

The existence of several properties within the defined Site does not explain why Halliburton must 

investigate all contamination originating within those boundaries. 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

D. A phased investigation is appropriate to identify information gaps before 

broader work is required. 

Resolution 92-49 provides for investigation in a “progressive sequence,” ordinarily 

beginning with a preliminary site assessment to “confirm the discharge and the identity of the 

dischargers.” It then contemplates soil and water investigation sufficient to determine the source, 

nature, and extent of the discharge. Resolution 92-49, section II, subdivision (A)(1)(a)–(b). The 

policy also identifies as a cost-effective initial assessment technique the use of historical 

photographs and records to “focus investigative activities on locations and wastes or materials 

handled at the site.” Id. at section III, subdivision (D)(1)(a). The policy permits adjustments for 

site conditions and does not require the same sequence in every case. Id. at section II, subdivision 

(A)(1) (“the sequence shall be adjusted to accommodate site-specific circumstances, if 

necessary”). 

A focused initial phase is appropriate. The Regional Board relies on historical reports and 

correspondence to connect Baroid to the Site. Those materials must be provided to Halliburton 

and should be evaluated with reasonably available operational and corporate records and any 

other relevant information to identify the work needed to evaluate the suspected Baroid releases 

and distinguish that work from a broader source investigation. 

Here, the historical submissions and the investigation work plan are due on the same date. 

Order, p. 8 (Requirements 1–4). That schedule requires Halliburton to design the field 

investigation before the Regional Board evaluates the information it has requested. A revised 

order should first provide for review of the reports cited in the Order, reasonably available Baroid 

records, and existing Site and neighboring groundwater data. 

Halliburton requests that available information be used to define its obligations. The 

Regional Board can preserve any necessary protective measures and require further investigation 

where the evidence supports it. It should thoroughly explain any determination that concurrent 

field work is necessary before historical and source information can be evaluated. 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

VI. MANNER IN WHICH HALLIBURTON IS AGGRIEVED 

The Order names Halliburton as a suspected discharger and requires it to produce sitewide 

information, design a multi-media investigation, and undertake additional work until 

contamination originating from the Site is delineated.  These obligations require expenditures and 

technical commitments before the Regional Board has adequately defined the work reasonably 

associated with the suspected Baroid releases. The Order also provides for enforcement 

consequences if the required submissions are not made. Order, pp. 8–9 (Requirements 1–7). 

Halliburton is aggrieved by the imposition of these obligations in their present form. Its 

objections concern both the basis for requiring the work from Halliburton and the scope, 

sequence, and burden of that work. 

VII. STATE BOARD ACTION REQUESTED 

As discussed above, Halliburton respectfully requests that the State Board rescind the 

Order as applied to Halliburton. Alternatively, Halliburton requests that the Order be modified to 

require a phased approach: First, the Regional Board provides to Halliburton all information it 

relies on in the Order and Halliburton produces reasonably available information concerning 

Baroid’s historical operations. Subsequently, the Regional Board evaluates that information 

together with existing Site and neighboring property data to tailor any investigatory requirements. 

Halliburton further requests a hearing and an immediate stay of the Order as applied to 

Halliburton. After the stay request is resolved, Halliburton requests that the petition be held in 

abeyance so the parties may attempt to resolve whether the Order should be withdrawn or how it 

should be modified.  

VIII. STATEMENT OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

For purposes of this protective filing, Section V constitutes Halliburton’s statement of 

points and authorities. Halliburton reserves the right to file a Supplemental Statement of Points 

and Authorities. Halliburton also reserves its right to supplement its request for a hearing to 

consider testimony, other evidence, and argument. 
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IX. SERVICE ON THE REGIONAL BOARD AND OTHER DISCHARGER 

A copy of this petition, the abeyance request, the stay application, and all supporting 

exhibits is being served on the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board and 

Patagonia, the other entity named in the Order. California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 

2050, subdivision (a)(8). 

The Regional Board’s address is 320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, 

California 90013. The Order identifies Stephanie Burns as the case contact. Patagonia’s address 

in the transmittal letter is 259 West Santa Clara Street, Ventura, California 93001. Order, pp 1-2 

(Letter); pp. 8–9 (Requirement 5).  

X. REQUEST TO HOLD PETITION IN ABEYANCE 

Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 2050.5, subdivision (d), 

Halliburton requests that the petition be held in abeyance after the State Board resolves the stay 

request, or after a written Regional Board modification or extension otherwise addresses the 

immediate compliance obligations. Abeyance would permit Halliburton and Regional Board staff 

to discuss the historical information, the basis for the Order, and an appropriate investigation. 

This request is being provided to the Regional Board and Patagonia with the petition. Halliburton 

does not request abeyance in lieu of substantive relief sought in this petition; rescission remains 

Halliburton’s primary requested relief with modification as the alternative.  

XI. REQUEST FOR STAY 

Halliburton requests the State Board immediately stay the Regional Board’s Order as 

applied to Halliburton pending resolution of this petition or until the Regional Board provides 

written relief from the imminent compliance obligations. Pursuant to the California Code of 

Regulations, title 23, section 2053, subdivision (a), a petitioner must allege facts and produce 

proof of: (1) substantial harm to petitioner or to the public interest if a stay is not granted; (2) a 

lack of substantial harm to other interested persons and to the public interest if a stay is granted; 

and (3) substantial questions of fact or law regarding the disputed action. Petitioner’s burden to 

demonstrate substantial harm must be relevant to the time the petition is under review. In re 

Boeing Co., June 21, 2006, Cal. State Water Res. Control Bd., Order WQ 2006–0007 at 4 (“the 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

issue of whether a stay is appropriate must be judged in the temporal sense—[petitioner] must 

prove that it will suffer substantial harm if a stay is not granted for the period of time pending 

resolution of the petition on the merits.”) While a stay is considered an extraordinary relief, the 

State Board has acknowledged that “substantial cost alone may meet the first prong of a stay 

determination if the requesting party shows that it constitutes substantial harm.” In re Ocean Mist 

Farms & RC Farms, Sept. 19, 2012, Cal. State Water Res. Control Bd., Order WQ 2012-0012 at 

4. 

A. Halliburton will suffer substantial harm without interim relief. 

Requirement 4 requires Halliburton to design a broad investigation of several properties, 

environmental media, and potential sources before the Regional Board has evaluated the 

historical submissions due on the same date. That sequencing forces Halliburton to make 

consequential technical and financial commitments to prepare a plan that includes sampling 

locations, analytes, methods, and new monitoring installations without knowing whether the 

Regional Board will agree that those commitments are tied to the evidence concerning Baroid. If 

the petition is successful, much of the work could require substantial redesign or prove 

unnecessary.  

The Regional Board’s estimates show that the Order contemplates a material investigative 

undertaking. Although the costs could be substantially underestimated as the Regional Board does 

not yet know the scope of the investigation, the Order contemplates investigation costs ranging up 

to $300,000. Order, p.7 (Finding 8). A limited stay would permit the scope questions to be 

resolved before Halliburton incurs expenditures on work that may require material revision while 

preserving the Regional Board’s ability to require appropriately tailored work once the scope 

questions are resolved. 

B. The public will not be substantially harmed if a stay is granted. 

The public will not be substantially harmed by a temporary stay limited to Halliburton. 

Such a stay would leave Patagonia’s obligations under the Order unchanged and would not 

prevent the Regional Board from taking future appropriate action concerning the Site. The Order 

does not identify an imminent or site-specific risk that would be exacerbated by temporarily 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

deferring Halliburton’s work while the scope of its investigative obligations is reviewed. A pause 

to determine the proper scope of Halliburton’s obligations will promote an efficient investigation 

by avoiding duplicative or misdirected work.  

C. The petition presents substantial questions of fact and law. 

The petition presents substantial questions concerning whether the evidence identified in 

the Order supports the scope of Halliburton’s obligations under Requirements 4 and 6 and 

whether requiring the historical submissions and investigation work plan on the same date 

satisfies Water Code section 13267’s reasonable-relationship requirement. Section V explains 

those issues, supported by State Board precedent concerning modification of unnecessary or 

insufficiently explained monitoring requirements. A stay would permit review before Halliburton 

must commit to an investigation whose scope it disputes. 

XII. ISSUES PRESENTED TO THE REGIONAL BOARD 

Halliburton first received notice of this matter through the Order and has not had an 

opportunity to present these objections. Halliburton raises those objections in this petition and 

requests rescission or modification and an immediate stay to provide an opportunity to discuss 

with the Regional Board. 

XIII. CONCLUSION 

The Order raises a question as to Baroid’s historical activities but it does not explain, as it 

must, why that evidence warrants making Halliburton responsible at the outset for investigating 

the entire Site and vicinity or for delineating all contamination originating from the Site. The 

Regional Board itself recognizes in the Order that multiple historical operators, neighboring 

contamination, and a possible regional chlorinated solvent plume from multiple off-site sources  

contributed to the Site contamination. Water Code section 13267 requires the Regional Board to 

tie the investigatory reports demanded from Halliburton to the evidence supporting those 

demands and to the need and benefit of the work. The Order as currently written does not do so.  

Halliburton therefore respectfully requests that the State Board rescind the Order as 

applied to Halliburton or in the alternative, to modify it to require the focused, appropriately 

sequenced investigation supported by the evidence and required under Water Code section 13267 
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and Resolution 92-49. Halliburton further requests a hearing, an immediate stay of the Order as 

applied to Halliburton and abeyance following resolution of the immediate compliance issues 

For the foregoing reasons, Petitioner respectfully requests that the State Board grant the 

relief requested herein. 

Dated:  September 21, 2026

By:

BEVERIDGE & DIAMOND PC

ALLYN L. STERN 

Attorney for Petitioner
HALLIBURTON
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PROOF OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE 

I, Carlotta G. Datanagan, declare that I am employed in the City of San Francisco; I am 

over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the within entitled action; my business address is 

Beveridge & Diamond PC, 333 Bush St #1500, San Francisco, CA 94104. My electronic service 

notification is CDatanagan@bdlaw.com. 

I further declare that on September 21, 2026, I electronically served the following 

documents:  

HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW; REQUEST FOR HEARING; REQUEST 
TO HOLD IN ABEYANCE; AND REQUEST FOR STAY 

on the interested parties in this action as follows: 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Office of Chief Counsel 
Adrianna M. Jerome 
P.O. Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 
Email: 
waterqualitypetitions@waterboards.ca.gov

Susana Arredondo, Executive Officer
Russ Colby, Assistant Executive Officer 
Stephanie Burns, Case Contact 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Email: 
Susana.Arredondo@waterboards.ca.gov
Email: 
Russ.Colby@waterboards.ca.gov
Email: 
Stephanie.Burns@waterboards.ca.gov

The documents were served by the following means:   

Hilary Dessouky, General Counsel
Patagonia Works 
259 W. Santa Clara Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 
Email: hilary.dessouky@patagonia.com

X BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE: On September 21, 2026, I caused the documents to 
be sent to the person(s) at the electronic notification address(es) listed above. Within a 
reasonable time, the transmission was reported as complete and without error. 

X BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE: On September 21, 2026, I caused the documents to 
be sent to the person(s) at the electronic notification address(es) listed above. Within a 
reasonable time, the transmission was reported as complete and without error. 
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HALLIBURTON’S PETITION FOR REVIEW 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true 
and correct. Executed on September 21, 2026, at El Sobrante, California. 

By:
Carlotta G. Datanagan

X BY CERTIFIED MAIL: I caused such envelope(s) with postage thereon fully prepaid 
via Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested to be placed in the United States Mail in El 
Sobrante, California.
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