
Asian Pacific Environmental Network | Communities for a Better Environment 1

BEFORE THE  
LAST DROP

LESSONS FROM THE PHILLIPS 66 
LOS ANGELES REFINERY CLOSURE
Ann Alexander



Lessons from the Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Closure2

ABOUT THE AUTHOR 
Ann Alexander, Principal of Devonshire Strate-
gies, is a policy consultant with over 30 years of 
legal and policy advocacy leadership experience. 
Previously, she was a Senior Attorney with the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Environmen-
tal Counsel to the Attorney General of Illinois, 
and a Clinical Professor with the Rutgers Environ-
mental Law Clinic. 

ABOUT THE PUBLISHERS
Asian Pacific Environmental Network (APEN) 
organizes Asian immigrant and refugee commu-
nities across California to fight for clean air and a 
better future. Since 1993, APEN has built a mem-
bership base of Laotian refugees in Richmond, 
Chinese immigrants in Oakland, and an emerg-
ing base of Asian American members in the 
South Bay of Los Angeles. Together, we’ve fought 
and won campaigns to make our communities 
healthier, just places where people can thrive.

Communities for a Better Environment (CBE) 
builds people power in California’s communities 
of color and low-income communities to achieve 
environmental health and justice by prevent-
ing and reducing pollution and building green, 
healthy, and sustainable communities. CBE is 
one of the preeminent environmental justice or-
ganizations in the nation with member-bases in 
Richmond, East Oakland, Southeast Los Angeles, 
and Wilmington, CA.

Front and back cover images  
by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Many people helped make this report possible 
by graciously taking the time to have extended 
conversations with us and share materials about 
the story behind the Phillips 66 closure, and all 
the complex law and policy issues that attend 
such closures. For their time and extensive work 
that this report builds on, we would like to thank 
especially Bizuayehu Ayele, David Campbell, 
Bessie Daschbach, Alvin Dong, Alex Doukas, , 
Oscar Espino-Padron, Ed Flores, Ross Hammond, 
Arthur Heath and his staff, Gary Holloway, Dave 
Jones, Greg Karras, Matt Krough, Roger Lin, 
Jeanette Liu, Royce Long, Edber Macedo, Paasha 
Mahdavi, Peter Morgan, Saied Naaseh, Albert 
Ramirez, Keith Robertson, Norman Rogers, 
Robert Schuwerk, Daniel Sherwood, Pearl Shing, 
Sunny Soltani, Jennifer Tobkin, Dan Wagner, 
Jessica Watkins, Veronica Wilson, Fangli Yin, and 
Russ Zerbo.

We appreciate the contributions of APEN and 
CBE staff members Gissela Chavez, Connie Cho, 
Marie Choi, Bahram Fazeli, Isa Flores-Jones, Julia 
May, Alicia Rivera, and Seng So. 

SOURCING
Publicly available sources for this report are cited 
in the endnotes, as are interviews with persons 
who agreed to be named. Where the source of 
a statement or information is not identified in 
the endnotes, the identity of the individual(s) 
who were sources for it is being withheld to 
protect their privacy and professional interests, 
or otherwise by agreement. These non-disclosed 
interviewees include government officials, union 
leaders and members, and private developers. 



Asian Pacific Environmental Network | Communities for a Better Environment 3

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABOUT THE AUTHOR ........................................................................... 2

ABOUT THE PUBLISHERS..................................................................... 2

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS......................................................................... 2

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.......................................................................... 6
ES Introduction.........................................................................................................6

ES PART 1: FACTS ON THE GROUND....................................................... 8
ES 1.1 The Refinery...................................................................................................8
ES 1.2  The Communities...........................................................................................9
ES 1.3 The Closure.....................................................................................................9
ES 1.4 Site Remediation and Redevelopment............................................................11

ES PART 2: GOVERNING LAW................................................................. 13
ES 2.1 History and General Principles........................................................................13
ES 2.2 Law Governing Operation and Wind-Down......................................................14
ES 2.3 Law Governing Decommissioning and Site Remediation.................................15
ES 2.4 Law Governing Redevelopment......................................................................17

ES PART 3: KEY ISSUES......................................................................... 19
ES 3.1 Process Safety Risks in the Runup to Closure..................................................19
ES 3.2 Uncertainty Around Decommissioning and Remediation................................20
ES 3.3 Inadequate Community Input in Redevelopment Decisions............................23
ES 3.4 Lack of Coordination Structures.....................................................................23
ES 3.5 Lack of a Transition Safety Net........................................................................24
ES 3.6 Information Deficit.........................................................................................24



Lessons from the Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Closure4

ES PART 4: RECOMMENDATIONS........................................................... 25
ES 4.1 Recommendations Concerning Process Safety Risks  
in the Runup to Closure.............................................................................................26
ES 4.2 Recommendations Concerning Uncertainty  
Around Decommissioning and Remediation..............................................................27
ES 4.3  Recommendations Concerning Community Input  
in Redevelopment Decisions.....................................................................................29
ES 4.4 Recommendations Concerning Lack of Coordination Structures.....................30
ES 4.5 Recommendations Concerning Lack of a Transition Safety Net.......................31
ES 4.6  Recommendations Concerning the Information Deficit..................................31

INTRODUCTION................................................................................... 32

PART 1: FACTS ON THE GROUND........................................................... 35
1.1 The Refinery........................................................................................................35
1.2 The Communities................................................................................................37
1.3 The Closure.........................................................................................................42
1.4 Site Remediation and Redevelopment.................................................................46

PART 2: GOVERNING LAW..................................................................... 56
2.1 History and General Principles............................................................................56
2.2 Law Governing Operation and Wind-Down..........................................................58
2.3 Law Governing Decommissioning and Site Remediation......................................63
2.4 Law Governing Redevelopment...........................................................................72

PART 3: KEY ISSUES............................................................................. 79
3.1 Process Safety Risks in the Runup to Closure.......................................................80
3.2 Uncertainty Around Decommissioning and Remediation.....................................84
3.3 Inadequate Community Input in Redevelopment Decisions.................................91
3.4 Lack of Coordination Structures..........................................................................93
3.5 Lack of a Transition Safety Net............................................................................96
3.6 Information Deficit..............................................................................................98



Asian Pacific Environmental Network | Communities for a Better Environment 5

PART 4: RECOMMENDATIONS................................................................ 99
4.1 Recommendations Concerning Process Safety Risks in the Runup to Closure......100
4.2 Recommendations Concerning Uncertainty Around  
Decommissioning and Remediation..........................................................................102
4.3 Recommendations Concerning Community Input  
in Redevelopment Decisions.....................................................................................107
4.4 Recommendations Concerning Lack of Coordination Structures..........................111
4.5 Recommendations Concerning Lack of a Transition Safety Net............................112
4.6 Recommendations Concerning the Information Deficit.......................................113

CONCLUSION...................................................................................... 115

TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS................................................................ 117

ENDNOTES......................................................................................... 119



Lessons from the Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Closure6

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES INTRODUCTION
Until very recently, oil refineries have seemed like a permanent part of California’s industrial 
landscape. But now, that perceived permanence is starting to crumble. In the past five years, 
two major refineries in the Bay Area have ceased petroleum refining: the Phillips 66 Los Ange-
les Refinery (Phillips 66 Refinery) announced plans to close in the fourth quarter of 2025, and 
the Valero Benicia refinery announced an April 2026 closure plan amid hints that its Wilming-
ton refinery could be next. 

APEN staff members knock doors in Wilmington 
and Carson. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.
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The closures are largely driven by market and 
economic pressures — including California, 
nationwide, and worldwide declining demand 
for petroleum-based transportation fuel — that 
can be expected to continue. It is thus reason-
able to anticipate that more refinery closures 
may happen in the near to medium term and 
that a large number of California refineries 
will eventually close, to the extent the state 
achieves its vehicle electrification goals and 
demand for fossil transportation fuel declines 
accordingly. 

It is clear that we need to take steps now to 
learn about and prepare for more potential 
closures. This report will use analysis of the Phillips 66 Refinery closure as a springboard for 
thinking through the larger question of what refinery communities should expect when a 
closure occurs and what they can do to prepare for it. The report is divided into four parts, as 
follows:

	6 Facts on the ground. This section will provide factual background concerning the planned 
Phillips 66 Refinery closure — including the Refinery’s history, impacts over time on the 
community, site contamination, and emerging plans for site cleanup and redevelopment.

	6 Governing law. This section will describe the regulatory system that will govern the wind-
down, closure, and redevelopment process — the law applicable to current operations, 
worker safety, decommissioning and site remediation, and redevelopment planning.  

	6 Key issues. This section will catalog the key issues that have either arisen already with re-
spect to the Phillips 66 Refinery closure or may reasonably be anticipated to arise either in 
that situation or in future refinery closures, based on analysis of governing law and other 
experiences with closures. 

	6 Recommendations. This section will present recommendations to potentially mitigate 
some of the identified issues and concerns. 

IT IS REASONABLE 
TO ANTICIPATE THAT 
MORE REFINERY 
CLOSURES MAY 
HAPPEN IN THE NEAR 
TO MEDIUM TERM.
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Wilmington residents speak out at an August 2025 
toxic tour. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN, CBE.

ES PART 1: FACTS ON THE 
GROUND
ES 1.1 THE REFINERY
The Phillips 66 Refinery sits on two separate sites: one situated in the Wilmington neighbor-
hood of the City of Los Angeles, near the Port of Los Angeles (Port), and the other situated a 
few miles away in the City of Carson. The Carson portion of the Refinery, built in 1923 and ex-
panded in the 1980s, does the initial-stage crude oil processing, while the Wilmington portion 
of the Refinery, in operation since 1919, receives via pipeline the intermediate products pro-
duced at Carson and turns them into finished products. The Refinery has changed hands over 
time amid multiple shifts in corporate ownership and has been the subject of several notable 
recent environmental enforcement actions — most notably a federal grand jury indictment in 
2024 for illegal dumping of hundreds of thousands of gallons of untreated industrial wastewa-
ter in the Los Angeles County sewer system.
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ES 1.2 THE COMMUNITIES
Wilmington and Carson differ somewhat in their geography, population demographics, and 
government, but share significant similarities as refinery communities. Demographically, 
the populations of both Wilmington and Carson are economically, socially, and structurally 
disadvantaged, populated primarily by people of color, including a large migrant community 
in Wilmington. Both score very high on CalEnviroScreen, a tool for assessing pollution vul-
nerability, and are overwhelmingly characterized as disadvantaged communities as defined 
by state law (SB 535). The two communities are heavily industrialized, with economies that 
substantially revolve around refineries and the nearby Port. 

The pollution load from the Phillips 66 Refinery is heavy in both Wilmington and Carson. Re-
fineries generally are among the top sources in the state of air toxics emissions and contribute 
about 32 percent of total volatile organic compounds (VOCs) found in Wilmington, Carson, and 
West Long Beach. The refinery pollution is cumulative with the heavy industrial- and transporta-
tion-related pollution that pervades the area, which collectively has been a large contributor to 
health issues in these communities. Both Wilmington and Carson area residents suffer from high 
asthma rates, and Wilmington residents’ cancer rate is 1.5 times higher than in the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or Air District) as a whole, with 87 percent of that 
excess cancer risk from stationary sources attributed to the Phillips 66 Refinery.

The Refinery is, overall, a deeply felt presence in both communities. In Wilmington, there 
is a residential community sited immediately adjacent to the Refinery, separated by only a 
12-foot-high fence; and there are homes in Carson a little more than a mile away. Many receive 
substantial economic support from the local refineries. Despite a sometimes mixed under-
standing among residents of how the Refinery affects their health and quality of life, and what 
can be done to push back, local environmental justice organizations and residents have had 
significant success in moving regulatory authorities to address the Refinery’s impact on resi-
dents’ health and quality of life. 

ES 1.3 THE CLOSURE
On October 16, 2024, Phillips 66 announced its plan to close the Refinery in the fourth quar-
ter of 2025. Current planning documents suggest an intention to remove the tanks at the 
Wilmington site in connection with the closure and redevelopment, but it is unclear as of yet 
whether the tanks at either the Carson site or at the company’s associated Port terminal will 
remain in operation post-closure. 
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Phillips 66 states that the closure will result 
in the direct loss of 900 jobs at the Refin-
ery — 600 employees and an additional 
300 contractors. These jobs are the type of 
blue-collar manufacturing jobs that used to 
be a cornerstone of the U.S. economy but are 
now increasingly rare: well-paid union jobs 
with good benefits and no college degree 
generally required. In addition to the directly 
employed Refinery workers, there is indirect 
employment associated with the Refinery, 
such as chemical suppliers, shipping, and 
trucking; as well as induced employment at businesses that depend heavily on its presence 
— for instance, shops and restaurants frequented by refinery workers. In the past, employees 
of closed or downsized refineries have tended to take jobs elsewhere in the refinery industry, 
given the paucity of comparable jobs in other industries. But the number of these jobs is limit-
ed, particularly now that more refineries in the state are closing.

An immediate consequence of the closure announcement, coupled with workers’ deep ap-
prehension concerning the availability of replacement jobs, has been the steep and rapid loss 
of qualified workers at the Refinery, as workers facing job loss seek out other opportunities. 
The result has been severe strain on Refinery operations — and an associated heightened risk 
of preventable accidents. As of this writing, the remaining workers have been pushed into 
working lengthy shifts over long stretches of days. One Refinery insider reported that in March 
of 2025, employees were working 18-hour shifts. These hours were eventually scaled back to 
12-hour days, worked 13 days on and one day off, which is expected to remain their schedule 
for the duration of the Refinery’s operation through its fourth-quarter 2025 closure.

The Refinery closure will also result in a potentially significant diminution of the local tax 
base. However, data for use in estimating the magnitude of that impact is sparse. 

REFINERIES ARE 
AMONG THE TOP 
SOURCES IN THE 
STATE OF AIR TOXICS 
EMISSIONS.
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ES 1.4 SITE REMEDIATION AND 
REDEVELOPMENT
ES 1.4.1 Site Contamination and Remediation

Refinery operations in general can create extraordinary levels of contamination, and the 
Phillips 66 Wilmington and Carson sites are no exception. The Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (LA Water Board or Board), which has primary authority for all aspects 
of site remediation except hazardous waste unit remediation, issued a pollution abatement 
order to Phillips 66 in 1994 (1994 Abatement Order) concerning the Wilmington and Carson 
facilities, which the company is still in the process of complying with; as well as a subsequent 
2021 order requiring an investigation of PFAS (per- and polyfluoroalkyl “forever chemicals”) 
contamination. The 1994 Abatement Order identifies multiple types of severe contamination 
at the Refinery, including large underground pools of hydrocarbon liquids, buried hazardous 
wastes, and extensive groundwater contamination, including highly toxic and carcinogenic 
BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene) chemicals — some of which contamina-
tion has an ambiguous relationship with nearby drinking water. The groundwater and soil 
contamination poses possible added risk from the rising water table associated with climate 
change scenarios.

The LA Water Board has been overseeing investigation and remediation activities at the Re-
finery sites since issuance of the 1994 Abatement Order. These activities include removal of 
the underground pools of hydrocarbons, extraction of VOC vapors from soil and groundwater, 
ongoing groundwater sampling and monitoring, and inspection and testing of existing equip-
ment such as tanks and pipelines to prevent further pollution. The Board has indicated that 
the ongoing remediation will take many years. 

The Board intends to step up investigation and remediation activities in connection with the 
closure and decommissioning of the Refinery, since it is not possible to conduct significant 
remediation activities at a facility still in operation, and decommissioning — i.e., removal, 
cleaning, and safe disposal of the refinery infrastructure — will enable deeper investigation of 
site contamination. In conjunction with closure and decommissioning, the Board will require 
development of risk assessments and remedial action plans for both sites, associated with 
public comment periods. The expectation is that the decommissioning, remediation, and 
redevelopment timelines will likely overlap to a degree. 
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The cost of the decommissioning and remediation, and the source of funds to pay for it, are 
indeterminate at this point. Phillips 66 Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) filings 
since the closure announcement estimate $205 million “associated with the expected cessa-
tion of operations” at the Refinery, but on its face that reference appears to cover only decom-
missioning and asbestos removal, and not the long-term cost of soil and groundwater remedi-
ation being overseen by the LA Water Board.

ES 1.4.2 Site Redevelopment

Two development companies, Catellus Development Corporation and Deca Companies, have 
been hired to evaluate redevelopment possibilities at the Refinery sites. The companies have 
jointly proposed an ambitious project at the Wilmington site, which would include both a 
commercial and community amenity component in the northern portion of the site, and an 
industrial component (including fulfillment centers) on the remainder. The stated intention is 
to initially idle the Refinery rather than immediately decommissioning it, with the intention 
of waiting until approval of a redevelopment plan before decommissioning is complete. The 
companies indicated that substantial zoning changes and amendments to associated plan-
ning documents would be needed. The City of Los Angeles specified that California Environ-
mental Quality Act (CEQA) review, including a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR), will be 
required — a process likely to take roughly two to three years. The companies anticipate that 
the proposed project would be completed sometime between 2037 and 2053.

No such proposal has been filed for redevelopment of the Carson site. However, the City of 
Carson has taken proactive steps to assert additional control over prospective redevelop-
ment, amending its General Plan to require a new Specific Plan in connection with redevel-
opment of a closed refinery site (the same approach that Carson took in connection with the 
closed Shell Carson refinery) and imposing a 10-month moratorium on development applica-
tions. This step effectively assures that CEQA will apply to any redevelopment.

The proposal for the Wilmington site does not address how environmental conditions at the 
site will impact redevelopment, but that impact is potentially significant. While the proposal 
suggests that decommissioning, remediation, and redevelopment will occur serially, those 
processes are likely to overlap heavily, leading to the potential for delays. The proposal also 
does not mention the impact of deed restrictions and the authority of the LA Water Board to 
determine whether the proposed uses are allowable from a health standpoint. The economic 
feasibility of the proposed project may also turn on whether Phillips 66 funds and carries out 
the costly remediation. 
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ES PART 2: GOVERNING  
LAW
ES 2.1 HISTORY AND GENERAL PRINCIPLES
The Phillips 66 Refinery, like its contemporaries, began its industrial life in an era that was 
largely free from significant regulation. In the intervening time, starting around the 1970s, a 
myriad of federal and state laws were enacted governing heavy industry operations, address-
ing both environmental impacts and labor issues. The pattern of these laws has been one of 
increasing delegation. The federal laws — the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Clean Air Act (CAA), 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the Occupational Safety and Health Act 

Shots with action at Wilmington Refinery, Wilmington, Calif., 1937.  
SC Digital Library. “Dick” Whittington Photography Collection.
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(OSHA), and many others — are structured as “cooperative federalism.” This means that the 
federal law sets a floor of standards, but states may deviate upward from those standards and 
are encouraged to take over implementation in delegated regulatory programs. California 
now operates delegated programs for all of these federal statutes. 

ES 2.2 LAW GOVERNING OPERATION AND WIND-
DOWN
The laws governing refinery operation and the wind-down process fall into generally two cat-
egories: regulation of environmental and health impacts, and regulation of industrial process 
safety. 

The federal statutes governing air and water emissions — the CAA and CWA, respectively — are 
administered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), but imple-
mented by California through delegated programs. These programs, in turn, are administered 
through regional bodies. Air emissions are regulated statewide by the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) but regionally by the local air quality management districts (Air Districts), which 
require, among other things, that major facilities such as the Phillips 66 Refinery obtain CAA 
Title V permits rolling all of their requirements into one document. Water discharges are reg-
ulated at the state level by the California State Water Resources Control Board, which in turn 
works in tandem with regional water quality control boards, including the LA Water Board. 

Hazardous substances and hazardous waste are governed federally largely by RCRA, function-
ing as a delegated state program and supplemented by California state law. Day-to-day man-
agement of hazardous materials and hazardous waste has been further delegated by the state 
to local agencies via the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) system, which consolidates 
six major state programs under the CUPAs’ management. CUPAs have been established for 
both the City and County of Los Angeles.

Industrial process safety at refineries is governed by two separate but very similar regula-
tory programs, one under the authority of the California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (CalOSHA) and the other under the authority of the California Environmental 
Protection Agency (CalEPA) as part of the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) 
program. The aspect of these twin programs most relevant to the wind-down of refinery 
operations is the set of provisions governing management of organizational change (MOOC). 
The MOOC provisions, triggered by events such as reduced staffing levels or changing shift 
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duration, could reasonably be 
interpreted to apply to plans to 
shut down a refinery. While these 
provisions trigger an internal 
assessment, however, there is 
no requirement that the assess-
ment be delivered to regulators 
or otherwise made public. Both 
the CalOSHA and CalARP process 
safety regulations may be weak-
ened somewhat as a result of an 
ongoing rulemaking aimed at 
implementing a recent settlement 
of a lawsuit challenging them.

ES 2.3 LAW GOVERNING DECOMMISSIONING 
AND SITE REMEDIATION
ES 2.3.1 Decommissioning Regulation

The decommissioning process — the cleaning, removal, and safe disposal of infrastructure 
— involves essentially two sets of rules: state-level regulation, including most notably the air 
quality rules promulgated by SCAQMD associated with decommissioning operations, and the 
local government codes (City and County of Los Angeles) governing the demolition process. 

At the state level, SCAQMD has promulgated extensive regulation of the pollution generated 
by the heavy equipment and soil moving associated with demolition and site grading. Appli-
cable SCAQMD requirements include, e.g., equipment permits, fugitive and toxic dust rules, 
and an asbestos remediation rule. At the local level, the CUPAs have a measure of authority 
over hazardous materials and storage tank removal, and both the City and County of Los 
Angeles codes require permits for demolition and site grading. The city and county also have 
a measure of authority concerning the removal of pipelines that are no longer in use. CEQA 
applicability may not necessarily be triggered by the decommissioning activities in isolation, 
although their impact would be considered in any CEQA review of site redevelopment to the 
extent the decommissioning had not been completed at that stage. 

THE LAWS GOVERNING 
REFINERY OPERATION AND 
THE WIND-DOWN PROCESS 
FALL INTO GENERALLY TWO 
CATEGORIES: REGULATION OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND HEALTH 
IMPACTS, AND REGULATION OF 
INDUSTRIAL PROCESS SAFETY.
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ES 2.3.2 Site Remediation Regulation

Site remediation — the process of 
removing contamination from the 
soil and groundwater and closing 
hazardous waste facilities — is in 
principle governed by both the 
regional Water Boards and by the 
Department of Toxic Substanc-
es Control (DTSC), but is largely 
managed by the Water Boards. 
Although the Water Boards and 
DTSC have overlapping statutory 
authority, the agencies have ad-
dressed that overlap at the direc-
tion of the California legislature. 
Thus, at the Phillips 66 Refinery, 
while DTSC or its CUPA delegees 
would bring any new action need-
ed to address problems at any 
RCRA-governed waste manage-
ment unit (WMU) at the Refinery, 
and DTSC is managing legacy WMU 
closures, the LA Water Board is responsible for the remainder of the remediation process.

The regional Water Boards have authority to determine the appropriate remediation level, 
guided by state policy. While the starting point for that determination is a goal of returning 
water quality to background levels of contamination, this goal is in practice theoretical, as at 
most contaminated sites it cannot be met as a practical matter. The real issue is almost always 
about balancing a set of considerations to determine an appropriate remediation level, a 
question on which the Water Boards are given broad discretionary latitude. The remediation 
level determination focuses on economic and technical feasibility, and can involve a decision 
to establish a “containment zone” in which a less stringent standard will apply. Generally 
speaking, Water Board determinations concerning water quality protection do not take into 
account future use of the site, although the Water Board has authority to impose deed restric-
tions to restrict such future use and future use may be relevant to determining soil remedia-
tion requirements. 

Students watch as the Phillips 66 refinery 
smokes, flares above the schoolyard. 
Photo by Ashley Hernandez, CBE
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The LA Water Board has indicated that it will initiate a remediation planning process in re-
sponse to the Phillips 66 Refinery closure. Specifically, the Board has stated that it will be 
requiring a full delineation of impacts, a risk assessment, a feasibility study, and a remedial 
action plan (RAP). The RAP — as well as any containment zone delineation decision — will 
trigger a public comment period and may be addressed at a public meeting as well as at the 
Board’s discretion. 

ES 2.3.3  Purchaser Liability Protection

In 2004, in order to encourage redevelopment of urban brownfield sites, the legislature 
passed the California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA), which provides that in any 
incorporated city, a bona fide purchaser of a contaminated site who had nothing to do with 
creating contamination can enter into a voluntary agreement to conduct the cleanup in ex-
change for immunity from further cleanup liability. It is possible that a developer purchasing 
the site from Phillips 66 may choose to take advantage of CLRRA — although the statute sun-
sets January 1, 2027, so would need to be reauthorized to apply to a purchase that happens 
after that date. 

ES 2.4 LAW GOVERNING REDEVELOPMENT
The possibilities for site redevelopment are defined and bounded by the applicable zoning 
codes — those of the City of Los Angeles and the City of Carson — whose parameters are gov-
erned by state law.

ES 2.4.1 Structure of Zoning Regulations

Zoning codes are required by state law to conform to the local General Plan. State law also de-
fines the required elements of the Plan, which now include an environmental justice element. 
State law further authorizes local governments to prepare a Specific Plan, which supplants 
the General Plan for a particular area and adds in an array of standards and requirements 
applicable to development. Local governments can use other types of documents to supple-
ment the General Plan (e.g., “Community Plans” and “neighborhood plans”), but these lack 
the force or detail of a Specific Plan.

ES 2.4.2 Amending Zoning Documents

State law defines the process for amending zoning codes, which involves an initial determina-
tion by the local planning commission accompanied by public hearings, before the proposed 
change is referred to the city council. Requirements for amendment of the General Plan — and 
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by derivation a Specific Plan — are similar, although they may include a few additional ele-
ments (e.g., mayoral review, supermajority requirements in some cases). 

ES 2.4.3 “Interim Urgency” Zoning

Notwithstanding the usual protracted amendment process, state law also allows for “interim 
urgency” zoning ordinances. These allow a local government to effectively place a 10-month 
moratorium on any development that could potentially conflict with a contemplated General 
or Specific Plan. 

ES 2.4.4 Nonconformity

Zoning codes, including those of Los Angeles and Carson, generally allow for continuation of 
“nonconforming uses” — meaning uses that were once conforming, but no longer are follow-
ing a change to the zoning map. These continued nonconforming uses are tightly circum-
scribed, including prohibitions on expansion of the use.

ES 2.4.5 CEQA and Zoning

Most decisions amending zoning and planning documents — including and especially the 
types of General Plan and zoning code amendments and adoption of Specific Plans that will 
probably govern the future use of the Phillips 66 Refinery sites — require review under CEQA, 
and will likely require a full EIR as part of that process. The EIR process is protracted, involv-
ing initial scoping, coordination with any “responsible agencies” with discretionary authority 
over the project, public comment on a draft EIR, and a required response to the comments 
by the lead agency. It is impossible to reliably predict in advance the duration of the CEQA 
process associated with a zoning or Plan change, but two years to completion would be an 
optimistic guess, and three years or longer may be more realistic.

ES 2.4.6 Los Angeles and Carson Implementation of Planning and 
Zoning

The City of Carson has taken targeted steps under its zoning and planning authority to take 
control of the redevelopment of the Phillips 66 Carson site. In late 2024, the city council initi-
ated the process of considering a General Plan amendment that would mandate the prepa-
ration of a Specific Plan in conjunction with “any redevelopment of a Refinery Site for a new 
use following cessation of refinery operations,” supporting the proposed amendment with 
an interim urgency moratorium. Los Angeles did not respond in a similar way to the closure 
announcement, although the Wilmington site development proposal includes voluntary de-
velopment of a Specific Plan.
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ES PART 3: KEY ISSUES
The unfolding story of the closure and anticipated redevelopment of the Phillips 66 Refinery 
offers a window into the set of unique issues and problems that will attend the slowdown and 
eventual end to petroleum refining in California and elsewhere. Understanding these issues 
can lay the groundwork for addressing them, both specifically with respect to the Phillips 66 
closure but more generally in preparation for anticipated future closures.

ES 3.1 PROCESS SAFETY RISKS IN THE RUNUP 
TO CLOSURE
The severe staffing shortages at the Phillips 66 Refinery that followed the closure announce-
ment were as predictable as they are dangerous. Similar employee flight occurred in connec-
tion with the closure of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery in 2023, yet the company’s nego-

Tour of Wilmington neighborhoods near the Phillips 66 
refinery. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.
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tiated contract with labor at the Los Angeles Refinery following the closure announcement 
did not provide sufficient incentives for employees to remain at the Refinery. The chronic 
understaffing of refineries headed for closure has serious safety implications for workers and 
the surrounding community, as refineries run complex and volatile processes that are prone 
to dangerous accidents when mistakes are made. The connection between understaffing and 
resultant worker fatigue and the likelihood of accidents is well documented, as well as sup-
ported by anecdotal reports.

The MOOC provisions of the CalARP and CalOSHA regulations, although they can reasonably 
be interpreted as applicable to a refinery closure, are insufficient to adequately address the 
attendant risks, for multiple reasons:

	6 Lack of regulatory clarity. The applicability of MOOC requirements to refinery closure is not 
clearly spelled out.

	6 Limited requirements. The MOOC provisions essentially require only internal paperwork.

	6 Insufficient requirement specificity. The specific issues and problems that attend a refin-
ery closure are not addressed.

	6 Limited oversight. There is no regular interface between operators and regulators to en-
sure that the MOOC requirements are being properly implemented.

	6 Limited enforcement. Enforcement of the state process safety regulations has been largely 
limited to monetary fines, and those fines tend to be small.

ES 3.2 UNCERTAINTY AROUND 
DECOMMISSIONING AND REMEDIATION
The decommissioning and remediation of refineries is extraordinarily under-regulated as 
compared with other sectors of the energy industry, with almost no standardized processes 
and requirements around cleanups and how to pay for them. This regulatory vacuum creates 
multiple types of uncertainty around refinery cleanups.

ES 3.2.1 Uncertainty Around Remediation Levels

The Water Board’s ad hoc system in place for determining the appropriate level of remedi-
ation for a refinery site following closure may function adequately in many situations, but 
creates a problematic information deficit for communities and agencies who need to contend 
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with planning around large-scale 
refinery cleanups and ensuring suf-
ficient funds to cover them. Com-
pounding the problem is the general 
lack of study of the cost of refinery 
decommissioning and remediation, 
in contrast to the fairly extensive 
study of the cost of oil well plugging 
and abandonment. There are also 
few points of comparison available 
from other refinery closures — the 
ongoing cleanup of the Philadelphia 
Energy Solutions (PES) refinery in 
Philadelphia is likely a poor model for appropriate approaches given significant concerns with 
its adequacy to protect the surrounding community. 

ES 3.2.2 Uncertain ARO Costs

Although the SEC in principle requires public disclosure of asset retirement obligation (ARO) 
costs for publicly traded companies as part of their liability disclosure, loopholes in account-
ing standards allow companies to decline to estimate ARO costs until closure is actually an-
nounced. Even when ARO is finally disclosed in the SEC filings, the basis for the numbers pro-
vided is generally unclear, and appears at least facially to include only decommissioning costs 
(equipment removal and disposal) as opposed to soil and groundwater remediation costs. 

ES 3.2.3 Uncertainty Around Cleanup Financing

Although most types of energy infrastructure (including power plants and renewable energy 
facilities) require that their owners provide financial assurance for decommissioning, refiner-
ies are the exception, with no requirement that they either maintain a bond or set aside fund-
ing for cleanup. This regulatory gap creates substantial risk that funds will be inadequate to 
complete the refinery cleanups if the owner becomes unable to — a concern that played out 
in the PES refinery cleanup, where a Chapter 11 bankruptcy filing shortly after the refinery was 
idled ultimately concluded with the owner’s dissolution. While agencies in principle have the 
option to pursue cleanup cost reimbursement from both current and past operators, doing so 
is costly and comes with no guarantee of success.

...REFINERIES ARE THE 
EXCEPTION, WITH NO 
REQUIREMENT THAT THEY 
EITHER MAINTAIN A BOND 
OR SET ASIDE FUNDS FOR 
CLEANUP.
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ES 3.2.4 Uncertainty Around Decommissioning Labor

One important aspect of protecting safety around decommissioning and remediation is 
ensuring that the workers who execute it are fully qualified to perform it thoroughly and 
with minimal risk to themselves and the surrounding community. In the case of the Phillips 
66 Refinery, it appears that the workers most qualified to execute the process are members 
of the International Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU), who are deeply experienced 
in hazardous cleanups and receive extensive training and supervision. There is currently no 
requirement in place, however, that ILWU workers be hired for the job; and there is a risk they 
may not be given the union versus non-union wage differential. 

ES 3.2.5 Uncertainty Around Continued Storage Tank Operations

Phillips 66 has as of yet made no formal announcement of its intention with respect to either 
closure or continued operation of its storage tanks; and the fate of storage tanks is often left 
unclear when decisions are made to close. Post-closure operation of tanks can create environ-
mental risks that agencies and communities need full information to prepare for. In one case, 
at the Marathon Martinez refinery, the continued operation of the storage tanks following 
refinery closure led to a serious problem with flaring at the tanks, resulting in a hefty fine from 
the local Air District. 

Phillips 66 refinery and surrounding neighborhood. Photo by Anastasia Yulo.
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ES 3.3 INADEQUATE COMMUNITY INPUT IN 
REDEVELOPMENT DECISIONS
Communities have some inherent leverage over redevelopment by virtue of local planning 
and zoning authority — although to the extent a proposed development project were compat-
ible with existing zoning, local authorities may have limited discretionary authority to reject 
it. However, even when rezoning is required, a primary obstacle to community influence over 
the project is timing. Typically, developers will present their application as a fully fleshed out 
proposal, which constrains the scope of the attendant CEQA process. While CEQA requires 
consideration of project alternatives, the developer’s initial filing can generally define the 
scope of alternatives through its definition of the project’s purpose. The City of Carson has 
taken important steps toward interrupting this type of bureaucratic momentum with its pro-
posed requirement to develop a Specific Plan for closed refinery sites — although even that 
structure potentially puts significant power in the hands of the developer to initially define 
the contents of the Plan, as appears to be happening with the Wilmington site.

ES 3.4 LACK OF COORDINATION STRUCTURES
Review of the legal authorities and requirements surrounding the closure and redevelopment 
of the Phillips 66 Refinery makes clear that there are a lot of cooks in the kitchen. Multiple reg-
ulatory agencies at every jurisdictional level — federal, state, and local — are either potentially 
or already involved in the process. In many cases, agency authority is in principle overlapping; 
and in many others, agencies’ actions influence and impact other agencies’ actions. There are 
also the community stakeholders, whose range of interests is not necessarily represented by 
any governmental entity; as well as labor associated with both refinery operation and wind-
down and site remediation.

Given this array of stakeholders, there is a risk that lack of structured coordination could 
result in paralysis or enable chaos. Currently, however, there are no collaborative structures in 
place that are adequate to meet the formidable coordination challenge posed by the Refinery 
closure. An early coordination resolution from the City of Los Angeles failed to include any of 
the agencies with actual authority over the closure and redevelopment. There have been ef-
forts to structure collaboration around redevelopment of former oil well sites, none of which 
provide a turnkey model, but which could potentially be adapted and expanded to address 
refinery closures. 
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ES 3.5 LACK OF A TRANSITION SAFETY NET
Any time a major industry closes down in a community that has come to depend on that 
industry, there will be economic and social repercussions. These transitions invariably impact 
both workers and communities, inextricably and in tandem, as they struggle together to find 
new direction in the absence of the industry they were dependent upon. In this and other 
similar industrial transition contexts, it has been repeatedly made clear that the workers and 
communities need an economic safety net to bring them through the transition — supporting 
a training and readjustment for the workers and economic diversification for the community.

At this juncture, it is difficult to predict how the transition will play out in Wilmington and Car-
son, or in Benicia and other communities that may face refinery closures in the future; but we 
know enough to understand that some significant disruption will occur. 900 refinery workers 
will be displaced, together with uncounted indirect and induced employment impacts; and 
tax revenues will be diminished. While there are potential paths forward for workers and the 
community — the workers may be able to retrain for jobs in related sectors, and the communi-
ty can in principle diversify its economy — both need a safety net during the transition period, 
as well as guidance and assistance with the transition. While both the City and County of Los 
Angeles passed resolutions in the fall of 2024 seeking to coordinate assistance for displaced 
workers, the types of assistance contemplated do not include the significant funding needed 
to directly support workers and communities in transition.

ES 3.6 INFORMATION DEFICIT
If information is power, then power to address the Phillips 66 Refinery closure — and refinery 
closures more generally — is in deficit. While there have emerged occasional broadly framed 
analyses of the issue of refinery closures generally, and two case studies of other refinery 
closures, there has been no in-depth technical analysis to date concerning the local impact of 
refinery closures either on the macro level (statewide or nationally) or specifically concerning 
Los Angeles-area refineries. 

Study is particularly needed concerning the magnitude and impact of both direct and indi-
rect/induced employment loss, quantification of tax base impacts, anticipated cleanup costs 
and timeline, and potential new industries appropriate to former refinery communities. The 
report (Report and Recommendations) and associated technical analyses conducted with 
respect to Contra Costa County refineries, funded by the California Workforce Development 
Board’s High Road Training Partnerships (HRTP) Program (collectively, Partnership Studies), 
provide an example of some of the needed analyses. 
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ES PART 4: 
RECOMMENDATIONS
The closure of refineries creates novel and major challenges for communities and workers. 
But these challenges are not insurmountable. The issues raised by the Phillips 66 closure, as 
cataloged in this report, also highlight multiple opportunities at the state and local govern-
ment levels to meet the challenges head-on with policy solutions.

Maria Serafín, a Wilmington resident, speaks out for a full cleanup of 
the refinery, August 2025. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN, CBE.
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ES 4.1 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
PROCESS SAFETY RISKS IN THE RUNUP TO 
CLOSURE
Recommendation No. 1: Enact industrial process safety require-
ments specifically addressing refinery closure.

Additional industrial process safety provisions for refinery closure should be created to 
achieve the following:

	6 Clearly apply to closure and long-term idling (as opposed to more generally applying to 
permanent organizational changes).

	6 Require planning that takes into account and manages employee departures in the runup 
to closure.

	6 Prioritize employee retention as a risk management strategy.

	6 Develop procedures to address understaffing to the extent it cannot be avoided.

	6 Require both long-term planning for a hypothetical closure for all refineries and a more 
detailed and situation-specific response to an announced closure. 

	6 Define specific and rigorous risk assessment techniques for use in analysis of closure risks, 
including Hierarchy of Hazard Controls Analysis (HCA).

	6 Require timely reports made directly to enforcement officials of actions taken with respect 
to closure preparation, as opposed to mere internal retention of information.

	6 Define and facilitate rigorous enforcement for non-compliance, including enhanced penal-
ties and injunctive relief.

Recommendation No. 2: Develop best practices for employee reten-
tion in the runup to closure.

Either state or local government should, in close collaboration with labor representatives, 
develop a set of standardized best practices for retaining refinery employees during the runup 
to closure. These best practices should include, at minimum, extended severance periods 
accompanied by job training, job placement assistance, and related transition assistance.
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ES 4.2 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
UNCERTAINTY AROUND DECOMMISSIONING AND 
REMEDIATION
Recommendation No. 3: 
Mandate disclosure of full 
ARO cost for all refineries.

In the absence of a clear SEC require-
ment for refineries to disclose their 
AROs prior to a closure announce-
ment, state government should 
create a requirement that they do so. 
The mandate should include disclo-
sure of both decommissioning and 
remediation costs, full disclosure 
of the basis for the ARO calculation 
(which should include any default 
cost and timeline estimates devel-
oped by the Water Board pursuant to 
Recommendation No. 4), a requirement for an open and collaborative multi-agency process 
around development of the disclosure, and a near-term deadline for it to be completed. 

Recommendation No. 4: Develop default technology standards for 
refinery site remediation.

State agencies, including the Water Board in cooperation with DTSC and the CUPAs, should 
develop a default set of decommissioning and remediation technology standards associated 
with various types of contamination, together with default timelines for their implementation.

Recommendation No. 5: Require all refineries to develop a decom-
missioning and site remediation plan.

All refineries, whether they have announced closure plans or not, should be required to de-
velop a publicly available plan for decommissioning and site remediation, approved by the 
relevant regional Water Board.

ALL REFINERIES, WHETHER 
THEY HAVE ANNOUNCED 
CLOSURE PLANS OR NOT, 
SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO 
DEVELOP A PUBLICLY-
AVAILABLE PLAN FOR 
DECOMMISSIONING AND 
SITE REMEDIATION.
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Recommendation No. 6: Implement stronger financial mechanisms 
to provide for cleanup costs.

Refineries should be required to provide funds or third-party guarantees to cover ARO costs. 
There are two optimal and non-mutually exclusive means of implementing this recommenda-
tion:

	6 State level: require creation of an independently managed fund. The fund would need to 
be kept separate from the refinery owner’s day-to-day operating funds. 

	6 Local level: impose a new or increased tax on refineries. The tax may take the form of an 
increase to an existing tax, e.g., a utility user tax or business license tax; or may introduce 
a new basis for taxation (including via an existing tax structure), such as a per-barrel tax on 
petroleum processing.

Recommendation No. 7: Encourage use of unionized labor for de-
commissioning and remediation. 

Governments should encourage use of union labor in site decommissioning and remediation 
operations, by establishing state and local standards for worker training, and, where public 
funds are in play, requiring that the funds be tied to an agreement to employ union labor. 

Recommendation No. 8: Define requirements for continued storage 
tank operation.

The California Energy Commission (CEC) should require that notice of intention to close a 
refinery, provided a year in advance pursuant to SBX 1-2, include a clear statement as to 
whether any storage tanks associated with the refinery (including any on an associated wharf) 
will continue in use after the closure, and whether any vapor recovery from those tanks fuels 
refinery processes. To the extent continued use of the tanks is contemplated, the regional Air 
District should require as needed a plan to control emissions.
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ES 4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
COMMUNITY INPUT IN REDEVELOPMENT 
DECISIONS
Recommendation No. 9: Implement zoning changes in advance of 
refinery closure.

Local governments hosting refineries should proactively re-zone the refinery property to re-
flect the desired redevelopment use before any closure is ever announced, leaving the refin-
ery an indefinite non-conforming use until it closes. The process communities should follow 
would include the following elements:

	6 Seek extensive public input on community goals and desires for redevelopment of the 
refinery site.

	6 Based on the input received and assistance from appropriate design professionals, devel-
op a community vision for site redevelopment.

	6 Determine the General Plan and/or zoning code changes that would be needed to permit 
implementation of the 
community vision. 

	6 Propose the needed 
changes in appropriate 
order, as needed through 
General Plan amendments 
and/or development of a 
Specific Plan, followed by 
zoning changes that allow 
the refinery to continue to 
operate as a nonconform-
ing use. 

	6 Conduct the required 
CEQA review concerning 
the proposal.

An oil pumpjack bobs in a Wilmington neighbor-
hood; in the background, neighbors play baseball. 
Photo by Gissela Chavez, CBE.
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Recommendation No. 10: Require a Specific Plan in connection with 
any proposed site redevelopment (alternative approach).

To the extent a government is faced with a refinery closure before it has had a chance to 
implement Recommendation No. 9, it should employ the strategy used by the City of Carson: 
require preparation of a Specific Plan in connection with proposed redevelopment of a refin-
ery site, buying time to consider that requirement as necessary through an interim urgency 
ordinance that places a temporary moratorium on all redevelopment applications. Ideally, the 
local government would itself propose the Specific Plan, based on community input.

Recommendation No. 11: Require a community benefit agreement 
in connection with refinery site redevelopment.

Communities addressing refinery site redevelopment should encourage use of legally enforce-
able community benefit agreements (CBAs) negotiated between the developer and the com-
munity, memorializing both monetary benefits and community protections. CBAs should be 
mandated by ordinance for public-private partnership projects, and can also be encouraged 
in other ways. It is important that any CBA requirement be crafted to ensure broad community 
involvement, and that any agreement represents maximum community consensus.

ES 4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING LACK 
OF COORDINATION STRUCTURES
Recommendation No. 12: Launch a task force to coordinate among 
government agencies and stakeholders.

The state and/or local governments should support creation of a task force around refinery 
closure and redevelopment that brings to the table the multiple interested agency, commu-
nity, and labor stakeholders. A state mandate would ensure the presence of the relevant state 
agencies, although a local mandate could likely be put in place more quickly.
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ES 4.5 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING LACK 
OF A TRANSITION SAFETY NET
Recommendation No. 13: Adopt, at minimum, the worker and com-
munity safety net provisions in the HRTP Report and Recommenda-
tions

The HRTP Report and Recommendations contains extensive recommendations for creation of 
a worker and community safety net, incorporated here as recommendations. These include 
creating financial support for worker transition, addressing refinery workers’ need to share 
their training and employment records with prospective employers, outreach and incentive 
programs to encourage hire of impacted refinery workers, and local community recovery and 
transition funds. In addition, local government should consider establishing rapid response 
centers to meet urgent worker needs. 

ES 4.6 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING THE 
INFORMATION DEFICIT
Recommendation No. 14: Fund and conduct studies filling informa-
tion gaps concerning the local impact of refinery closures.

Analysis similar in scope to the Partnership Studies should be prepared for the Los Angeles 
area and other counties in the state hosting refineries. Data and analysis is particularly need-
ed concerning tax base impacts of refinery closure, direct and indirect/induced employment 
impacts of closure, local re-employment opportunities, and community economic diversifica-
tion opportunities.
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INTRODUCTION
Until very recently, oil refineries have seemed like a permanent part of California’s industrial 
landscape. The first one in the nation was built in 1850,1 and most California refineries have 
been in existence and supporting our dependence on petroleum products since the early 20th 
Century.2 

Now, that perceived permanence is starting to crumble. In only the past decade, refineries 
in California and across the country3 have one after another ceased processing petroleum or 
shut down altogether. This report revolves specifically around the announced closure of the 
Phillips 66 Los Angeles refinery (Phillips 66 Refinery) by the end of 2025.4 But that announce-
ment came in the context of multiple recent announcements by other refineries of plans to 
get out of the business. There were the 2020 announcements by two large Bay Area refiner-
ies, Phillips 66 Rodeo and Marathon Martinez, to cease processing petroleum and pivot to 
renewable diesel production.5 The Phillips 66 Los Angeles announcement in October 2024 
of a fourth quarter 2025 closure was followed only months later by the April 2025 closure 
announcement by the Valero Benicia refinery — which contained hints that the company’s 
Wilmington refinery could be next.6 

Seng, an APEN organizer, speaks at an APEN 
toxic tour. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.
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The forces driving these closures are mixed, but essentially all market-based rather than 
regulatory. Although many have been quick to mention the closure and California’s legislation 
aimed at controlling gas prices7 in the same breath,8 most of the recent closures and pivots 
predated that legislation; and Phillips 66 spokespeople were clear that the legislation was not 
the reason for the closure, pointing instead to vaguely worded economic factors.9 What we 
know is that in our current “mid-transition” period10 in the shift away from fossil energy, de-
mand for gasoline is declining in California,11 the United States,12 and worldwide13 as multiple 
states and nations pursue greenhouse gas reduction goals; and that there are varied market 
and logistical pressures potentially facing refineries statewide14 and around the world.15 

It is reasonable in this context to anticipate that more refinery closures may potentially hap-
pen in the near to medium term. In the longer term, we can anticipate that a large number of 
California refineries will eventually close to the extent the state achieves its vehicle electrifica-
tion goals and demand for fossil transportation fuel declines accordingly.16 

The reaction to the recent closures and the prospect of more down the road has been mixed. 
The Newsom administration is openly apprehensive, and has ordered the California Energy 
Commission (CEC) to do what it can to maintain transportation fuel supply.17 Refinery work-
ers, threatened with the loss of well-paying union jobs, are likewise apprehensive.18 Mean-
while, many people living in refinery communities — those who have been living for decades 
with the deadly air pollution and frequent accidents associated with refineries19 — are hopeful 
that redevelopment that is non-destructive of their health will rise up in their place. And local 
governments in those communities, even while supportive of that goal, worry whether the 
redevelopment will replace the tax revenue they stand to lose from refinery closures. 

But what is now clear to everyone, regardless of varying perspectives on the closures, is that 
we need to better prepare for them. It is understandable that the closure of the Phillips 66 
Refinery, and more recently the Valero Benicia refinery, has caught their host communities 
by surprise.20 But the next time a closure happens, we should expect it; and we now have the 
ability to draw lessons from the Phillips 66 Refinery closure and other past closures in prepar-
ing for it. 

The need to prepare for a refinery closure is especially vital given that refineries are uniquely 
under-regulated among energy infrastructure. This is in large part due to their age.21 Some 
have existed longer than their local communities, and most pre-date the regulatory ecosys-
tem that has guided more modern infrastructure development — including land use and 
permitting requirements, the operational regulatory structure that governs utilities, and the 
pervasive closure and decommissioning requirements that govern most modern energy infra-
structure development.22 
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Despite the urgency of the need to understand and prepare for refinery closures, study of 
the matter has been somewhat limited.23 The pivot of the two Bay Area refineries to biofuel 
production did prompt a state-funded regional study focused on Contra Costa County.24 The 
disastrous closure of the Philadelphia Energy Solutions (PES) refinery also inspired a small-
er-scale lessons-learned study.25 Overall, however, there is not yet a robust body of research 
and recommendations to guide communities, labor, and other stakeholders reliably through 
these transitions. 

Certainly, some refinery communities are starting to more aggressively prepare for the pros-
pect of closure. The City of Richmond, California, which hosts the Chevron refinery, has bat-
tled the headwinds of complacent dependence on the company to push for enhanced tax 
revenues from it, which are now potentially available to fund the city’s transition to a more 
diversified economy.26 But much more can be done and needs to be done. 

This report will use close analysis of the Phillips 66 Refinery closure as a springboard for think-
ing through the larger question of what refinery communities should expect when a closure 
occurs, and what they can do to prepare for it. The report is divided into four parts, as follows:

	6 Facts on the ground. This section will provide factual background concerning the planned 
Phillips 66 Refinery closure — including the Refinery’s history, impacts over time on the com-
munity, site contamination, and emerging plans for site cleanup and redevelopment.

	6 Governing law. This section will describe the regulatory system governing the wind-down, 
closure, and redevelopment process — the law applicable to current operations, worker 
safety, site decommissioning and remediation,27 and redevelopment planning.  

	6 Key issues. This section will catalog the key issues that have either arisen already with 
respect to the Phillips 66 Refinery closure, or may reasonably be anticipated to arise either 
in that situation or in future refinery closures based on analysis of governing law and other 
experiences with closures. 

	6 Recommendations. This section will present recommendations to potentially mitigate 
some of the identified issues and concerns. 

The report will focus primarily on California, starting with the Wilmington neighborhood and 
City of Carson communities where the closing Phillips 66 Refinery is located, and moving out-
ward to statewide analysis in the discussion of issues and recommendations to address them. 
The analysis and recommendations in this report can be applied in a more general way to 
refinery closures that can be anticipated to occur elsewhere in the United States as we move 
inevitably away from fossil fuels toward a clean energy future. 
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PART 1: FACTS ON THE 
GROUND
This Part will lay out the facts relevant to understanding the Phillips 66 Refinery closure and 
what will follow. It will address, in turn, history and facts about the Refinery, the communities 
that host it, the closure and its impact on labor and the communities, contamination at the 
Refinery sites and ongoing efforts to remediate it, and plans around site redevelopment. 

1.1 THE REFINERY
The Phillips 66 Refinery sits on two separate sites: one situated in the Wilmington neighbor-
hood of the City of Los Angeles, near the Port of Los Angeles (Port) and about 15 miles south-
east of LA International Airport, and the other situated a few miles away in the City of Carson. 

Children play at a Wilmington Waterfront park. 
Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.
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The Carson portion of the Refinery, 
built in 1923 and expanded in the 
1980s, does the initial-stage crude 
oil processing, while the Wilmington 
portion of the Refinery, in operation 
since 1919, receives via pipeline the 
intermediate products produced at 
Carson and turns them into finished 
products.28 The Wilmington and Car-
son portions of the Refinery operate 
at a combined capacity of 139,000 
barrels per day.29 

The Refinery today mainly produces 
ARB-grade gasoline and diesel and 
aviation fuel and byproducts such 
as petroleum coke (petcoke), pro-
pane, and butane. It also produces 
substantial elemental sulfur, generally used in agriculture, pharmaceuticals, and chemical 
manufacture30; as well as food-grade carbon dioxide.31 

The history of the two Refinery sites includes both multiple ownership changes and more 
than one fire — both of these being endemic to the California petroleum refining industry.32 A 
few years after Standard Oil became the first major oil company to open a refinery in South-
ern California — the El Segundo refinery (now owned by its corporate descendent Chevron) 
that commenced operation in 1911— Union Oil built the Wilmington refinery on the site of a 
landfill project, taking advantage of its location near the Port.33 The Wilmington operation was 
connected by pipeline originally to the company’s drilling operations in Brea, but after those 
operations were devastated by a 1926 explosion and fire, the smaller Carson refinery was 
built. The Refinery was acquired over time by Tosco in 1997, and by Phillips Petroleum Co. 
in 2001. Phillips merged with Conoco shortly after that to become ConocoPhillips, but Cono-
coPhillips subsequently decided to spin off its refineries into Phillips 66 — citing falling profits 
from refining operations.34 

A FEDERAL GRAND JURY 
RETURNED AN INDICTMENT 
AGAINST PHILLIPS 66 
FOR ILLEGALLY DUMPING 
HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS 
OF GALLONS OF INDUSTRIAL 
WASTEWATER... INTO THE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
SEWER SYSTEM.
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The Phillips 66 Refinery has been the subject of several notable recent environmental enforce-
ment actions. In November 2024, a federal grand jury returned an indictment against the com-
pany for illegally dumping hundreds of thousands of gallons of industrial wastewater, contain-
ing a concentration of oil and grease more than 300 times the allowable concentration limit, 
from the Carson facility into the Los Angeles County sewer system.35 Prior to that, in 2020, the 
legal advocacy organization Earthjustice brought suit on behalf of East Yard Communities 
for Environmental Justice, an environmental justice organization based in the community 
of Commerce, alleging that the company had failed to fix leaks of carcinogenic benzene and 
other toxic volatile organic compounds (VOCs) at the two facilities. The lawsuit was settled in 
2021.36 In 2019, the Refinery paid a penalty for violating the regulations governing California 
gasoline formulation.37 The Refinery was also the subject of an U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) investigation concerning the 2019 fires at the Carson facility.38

1.2 THE COMMUNITIES
Wilmington and Carson, host to the two parts of the Phillips 66 Refinery, differ some in their 
geography, population, and government but share important similarities as refinery host 
communities. Carson is one of the more recently formed cities in Los Angeles, incorporated in 
1968, while Wilmington is one of the oldest communities in the area, showing up as a town-
ship in the 1870 census,39 but is not incorporated separately. It is a neighborhood of the City of 
Los Angeles, despite a degree of geographic and cultural isolation from the city.40 Both com-
munities are demographically vulnerable and deeply affected by the heavy industry in their 
midst, dominated by the refineries and the nearby Port. 

1.2.1 Community Demographics

The populations of both Wilmington and Carson communities are economically, socially, and 
structurally disadvantaged. Both communities are primarily populated by people of color. The 
Wilmington neighborhood (population roughly 54,00041) is approximately 90 percent Hispan-
ic,42 with a heavy portion of those representing a migrant community; and Carson (population 
91,13943) is 39 percent Hispanic, 27 percent Asian, and 23 percent Black.44 As shown in figure 
1, the Wilmington and Carson are both largely disadvantaged communities as defined by SB 
535.45 
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FIGURE 1: SB 535 TRACTS (SHOWN IN RED)

And as shown in figure 2, CalEnviroScreen, a tool for assessing pollution vulnerability that 
takes into account environmental, health, and socioeconomic data to produce scores by cen-
sus tract, shows the tracts near both the Wilmington and Carson refineries with consistently 
high scores, in many cases in the 90th percentile or greater as compared with the rest of the 
state. One Wilmington census tract scores 99, and two near the Carson site score 98.46

FIGURE 2: CALENVIROSCREEN TRACTS

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Results
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1.2.2 Community Economics

Wilmington and Carson are both located at the crossroads of heavy industry. An estimated 
40 percent of all U.S. imports move through the nearby Port, a total of more than 10 million 
containers — a large number of which are trucked up the adjacent Interstate 110.47 Conse-
quently, both are heavily industrial, with economies that substantially revolve around the 
refineries and the Port. In both communities, despite the presence of some non-manufactur-
ing industry,48 heavy industry predominates, with the refineries looming large —physically 
and metaphorically. In Wilmington, upwards of 18 percent of the total land area is taken up by 
oil refineries, which is more than 3.5 times more than is dedicated to public green spaces, ac-
cording to analysis by Grist.49 The industrial domination has also left a legacy of undeveloped 
industrial brownfields, particularly in Carson.50

In keeping with the relentlessly familiar pattern of environmental injustice, the community 
demographics described above are closely associated with the industrialization of Wilmington 
and Carson, which rapidly expanded over the course of the 20th century. The industrialization 
resulted in white flight, with white residents selling their homes and moving to the neighbor-
ing cities of Palos Verdes Estates and Rancho Palos Verdes.51 Poverty and economic distress in 
the refinery communities were also driven by extensive redlining that drove down residents’ 
property values and limited housing options.52  

1.2.3 Refinery Pollution in the Communities

The pollution from the Phillips 66 Refinery is heavy, toxic, and historically underestimated. 
The U.S. EPA Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) reports total on- and off-site toxic chemical re-
leases from the Carson facility at 71,826 pounds,53 and from the Wilmington facility at 260,364 
pounds.54 Refineries, including and especially the Phillips 66 Refinery, are a particularly large 
source of air toxics. The Center for Public Integrity reports that seven California refineries were 
among the top 10 industrial sources statewide for both greenhouse gas and toxic air emis-
sions55; and advocates have stated that refineries contribute about 32 percent of total VOCs in 
Wilmington, Carson, and West Long Beach.56 

The VOC numbers associated with the Phillips 66 Refinery appear to have been chronically 
undercounted over time. A 2017 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD or Air 
District) report, based on optical sensing analysis, concluded that VOC emissions from the 
Wilmington and Carson facilities, together with two other nearby refineries, were 2.7 to al-
most 12 times higher over a 2 ½-month period than had been assumed, with benzene emis-
sions undercounted by factors ranging from 3.2 to 202.57 Periodic fires and accidents at the 
refineries add further to the pollution burden.58
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The refinery-generated pollution in the Wilmington and Carson communities is also cumula-
tive with the heavy industrial- and transportation-related pollution that pervades the area. 
Residents are simultaneously affected by heavy industrial emissions from the multiple other 
refineries in the immediate area, emissions from the Port, and the pollution associated with 
the heavily trucked interstates 110 and 710. The local area has some of the dirtiest air in the 
state.59 

Pollution from the Phillips 66 Refinery, in particular the Wilmington portion60 — exacerbated 
by the region’s cumulative pollution levels — is a large contributor to health problems in the 
surrounding communities. Both communities suffer from high asthma rates.61 Wilmington 
residents’ cancer rate is more than 1.5 times higher than in the Air District as a whole,62 and 
ProPublica analysis of data from the EPA estimated that the Los Angeles Refinery is responsi-
ble for 87 percent of the excess cancer risk from stationary sources.63 

1.2.4 Community Relationship with the Refinery

The Phillips 66 Refinery is a deeply felt presence for its neighbors. It is readily visible from the 
highway and generally brightly lit up “like Disneyland at night,” according to one commu-
nity advocate.64 The same advocate, who has long fought for protection for local residents 
from the Refinery’s health impacts, described the Refinery as a landmark, a “poster child” 
for refinery impacts on the local community, and “a number one stop for [community-led] 
toxic tours.”65 Perhaps the best representation of the Wilmington facility’s dual role as public 
landmark and public health threat is the giant grinning pumpkin (known to locals as “Smilin’ 
Jack”) that has been painted on Tank #306 every Halloween for the past 73 years — a tradition 
that arose when workmen were painting the tank the year after the January 1951 gasoline 
tank explosion that injured 16 employees and created a blaze visible for miles.66 

Both Carson and Wilmington have residential communities situated in close quarters with 
the Refinery. The Carson Refinery site is a little over a mile from a residential neighborhood, 
and the Wilmington site is separated from the neighboring residential community by only a 
12-foot-high fence. That arrangement arose in the early years of Wilmington’s history when its 
founder, Phineas Banning,67 sought to ensure that oil industry workers could live as close as 
possible to their workplaces.68 The refinery-adjacent community grew rapidly, but eventually 
found itself sandwiched between the Refinery and the north-south freeways that sprang up 
mid-century. 
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Wilmington and Carson have developed the type of fraught relationship with the Refinery that 
is common in refinery communities. They are home to residents whose economic livelihood 
has depended on the facility, directly or indirectly; to community organizations — including 
churches, schools, recreational facilities, and the local Boys and Girls Clubs — who are sub-
sidized by it; and to community members who suffer the health and safety harm associated 
with proximity to refining operations, as well as severe quality of life impacts.69

Since harmful pollution is often invisible and public education inconsistent, residents have 
sometimes had a mixed understanding of how the Refinery affects their health and quality of 
life and what can be done to push back. Some have noted that the heavily immigrant pop-
ulation in the communities suffers from a fear of retribution against complainants.70 But on 
the whole, many residents are acutely aware of the higher rate of cancer, respiratory illness, 
and death in their community, and have long worked to address it.71 Local activists have had 
significant success in moving regulatory authorities to take action to mitigate the Refinery’s 
harmful impacts.72 

Phillips 66 refinery. Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.
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1.3 THE CLOSURE
On October 16, 2024, Phillips 66 announced its plan to close the Refinery in the fourth quarter 
of 2025.73 The announcement, provided consistently with the new CEC requirement that refin-
eries provide notice of closure plans a year in advance,74 provided little information about the 
reason for the closure or the company’s plans for the site, other than naming the companies 
who will manage the redevelopment and offering assurances that the company will “take the 
necessary steps to meet our commercial and customer demands.”75

The company has been ambiguous about the planned scope of the closure and the meaning 
of its vague assurances in the closure announcement that it will continue to assist the state 
with its transportation fuel needs. An August 2025 redevelopment proposal indicates an in-
tention to remove all tanks from the Wilmington site, but it appears the company may intend 
to keep its tanks at the Port in place. No public statement has been made regarding the tanks 
on the Carson site. When the Marathon Martinez refinery closed, its tanks at the nearby wharf 
remained in operation (resulting in a fine for significant flaring, as described in Section 3.2.5), 
and tank capacity could in principle be kept in operation at the Los Angeles Refinery as a 
means of ensuring sufficient inventory as required by recent legislation.76

The closure is anticipated to significantly affect both the local communities and the Refinery 
workers in multiple respects.77

1.3.1 Impact on Employment

While the closure announcement came as a relief to the communities hit hardest by the 
Refinery’s pollution,78 it was a blow to the 900 workers — approximately 600 employees and 
300 contractors — who operate the Refinery.79 Few comparable jobs are available to these 
workers. Refinery industry jobs are the type of blue-collar manufacturing jobs that used to be 
a cornerstone of the U.S. economy but are now increasingly rare: well-paid union jobs with 
good benefits and no college degree generally required.80 The wages and benefits associated 
with these jobs have been negotiated over decades in the industry,81 in which workers have 
a long history of being willing to strike for better working conditions.82 According to the U.S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, oil refinery workers in Los Angeles County (including management 
positions) make over $197,000 per year on average, as compared to $92,160 for all private 
sector jobs in California.83 
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In addition to the directly employed Re-
finery workers, there is indirect employ-
ment associated with the Refinery such as 
chemical suppliers, shipping, and trucking; 
as well as an indeterminate amount of in-
duced employment at businesses that de-
pend on its presence such as, for instance, 
shops and restaurants frequented by refin-
ery workers. Generally speaking, refineries 
have been shown to be one of the largest 
“employment multipliers” — meaning 
creator of indirect employment — out of all 
industries.84 The Economic Policy Institute 
estimates85 the employment multiplier for 
the petroleum refining industry to be 14.5, meaning one direct job in an oil refinery creates at 
least 14.5 jobs in the remainder of the economy.86 No data has been collected as to refinery-re-
lated indirect or induced employment in Los Angeles County and the anticipated consequenc-
es of the Phillips 66 refinery closure on them. 

In the past, employees of closed or downsized refineries have tended to take jobs elsewhere 
in the refinery industry, given the paucity of comparable jobs in other industries. But the 
number of these jobs is limited, particularly now that more refineries in the state are closing.87 
A close study of the aftermath of the Marathon Martinez pivot to bioenergy refining, which 
was associated with substantial downsizing, found that in a survey conducted a little over a 
year later, roughly three-quarters of the laid-off employees had found new jobs — but with 
a substantial cut in pay.88 Phillips 66 Refinery workers have identified utility industry jobs 
(electrical power, wastewater treatment, etc.) as roughly comparable possibilities that could 
utilize a skill set held by some of them, although these are some of the same types of jobs that 
the former Marathon Martinez workers took at a cut in pay.89 In any event, these readily trans-
ferrable skills are generally more the province of maintenance workers — whose experience 
with piping, valves, and the like is useful outside the refinery context — than of refinery oper-
ators, who are highly capable at managing dangerous operations but whose skills are not well 
understood in other industries.

There may potentially be some additional new employment associated with the site cleanup 
and redevelopment. However, there is no guarantee that union labor will be hired to complete 
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the Refinery decommission-
ing, as discussed in Section 
3.2.4; and any construction 
jobs associated with redevel-
opment will likely emerge only 
many years down the road. 

In the aftermath of the closure 
announcement, both the City 
and County of Los Angeles 
passed measures aimed at as-
sisting the displaced workers. 
Los Angeles County Supervi-
sors Janice Hahn and Holly 
Mitchell, recognizing the “abrupt transition” the workers were facing, drew up a motion90 
directing the county’s Department of Economic Opportunity to report back with a written 
action plan to assist affected workers with job training and placement. The motion passed 
December 3, 2024,91 but to date no action plan has been made public. City Councilmember 
Tim McOsker proposed a motion, passed October 22, 2024, requiring the city’s Economic and 
Workforce Development Department to “prepare a transition plan to assist workers” affected 
by the closure, including “opportunities to reskill and upskill workers for new economy jobs.” 
The Department reported back in June 2025 concerning its progress and plans for providing 
additional transition assistance.92

1.3.2 Impact on Refinery Operations

An immediate consequence of the closure announcement, coupled with workers’ deep ap-
prehension concerning the availability of replacement jobs, has been the steep and rapid loss 
of qualified workers at the Refinery. Workers who have received job offers since the closure 
announcement are, quite naturally, eagerly accepting them, knowing that their current posi-
tions are about to end. 

The result has been severe strain on Refinery operations. The remaining workers are being 
pushed into working lengthy shifts days on end, over long stretches of days. One Refinery in-
sider reports that in March of 2025, employees were working 18-hour shifts. These hours were 
eventually scaled back to 12-hour days, worked 13 days on and one day off, which is expected 
to remain their schedule for the duration of the Refinery’s operation through its fourth-quar-
ter 2025 closure. 

APEN’s Carson town-hall, August 2025. 
Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.
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While those exhausting hours are somewhat typical of shifts during a refinery turnaround, 
when there is need to get a refinery back online as soon as possible, they are not at all typical 
of long-term regular operations. As discussed in Section 3.1, there is significant evidence that 
these extended hours can lead to operator fatigue, which in turn risks significant accidents 
with the sensitive and volatile equipment associated with refinery operation. The Refinery in-
sider described the situation as of April 2025 as “still a crisis,” with people “still jumping ship.” 
Refinery workers report that even management doesn’t know exactly how much overtime 
people are working because the company’s administrative personnel are leaving as well. One 
of them noted that few employees took advantage of a job fair offered them early on by the 
city with 20 agencies present, because they were too overworked to take the time off needed 
to attend it.93 

The root of the problem, according to multiple Refinery workers, is that Phillips 66 manage-
ment was unwilling to offer the level of incentives needed to persuade employees to stay until 
the Refinery is closed. The amended contract terms offered following the closure announce-
ment — a time when employees had limited bargaining power — provided no assurance 
against pre-closure layoffs, offered severance only to salaried but not hourly workers, and 
structured the payments as an end-of-quarter bonus. As a result, the Refinery started losing 
first the employees it could least afford to lose, including the most senior and experienced 
people, who in many cases opted for retirement, and the hourly workers essential to day-to-
day operation. According to some, the end-of-quarter payment system only made matters 
worse, as it incentivized workers to stay only through the end of the quarter before taking 
other jobs. There was concern as well that the company’s initial approach to worker retention 
was coercive rather than incentive-based, involving the withholding of employee work re-
cords, according to interviewed workers.

1.3.3 Impact on Tax Revenue

The closure of the Los Angeles Refinery will reduce tax revenue in Wilmington and Carson, but 
the extent of the anticipated diminishment of the tax base is unclear. The data on this issue 
is sparse in general,94 with the recent study conducted in Contra Costa County concerning 
refinery closures there containing some of the little data that exists regarding closure tax base 
impacts in California.95 

In the absence of a Los Angeles-area equivalent of the Contra Costa County study, there are 
only bits and pieces of information publicly available from which to estimate potential tax 
base impacts. We know that the Phillips 66 Refinery is subject to property taxes in both Los 
Angeles and Carson96; that the City of Los Angeles imposes in addition a tax on wholesale 
sales and the fire department special tax97; and that Carson passed a ballot measure in 2017 
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imposing an Oil Industry Business Tax on the refineries,98 which is projected to bring in $6.5 
million dollars in 2024-25.99 The City of Los Angeles also charges a utility user tax (UUT)100 — a 
type of tax that has been a major source of revenue from the refineries in Richmond and Beni-
cia but is likely a smaller proportional source in Los Angeles.

More generally, a World Resources Institute white paper states that lack of quality data on re-
finery tax revenue “hinders our understanding of their contribution to the local economy, but 
available evidence suggests it is significant.” The paper cites analysis showing that the closure 
of seven refineries across the U.S. between 2019 and 2022 cost the host communities a collec-
tive $21 million in local property tax revenue annually.101

1.4 SITE REMEDIATION AND REDEVELOPMENT
In its closure announcement, Phillips 66 indicated an intention to redevelop both the Carson 
and Wilmington refinery sites, naming the two development companies — Catellus Develop-
ment Corporation102 and Deca Companies103 — it had brought on board to aid with that pro-
cess. This decision is not surprising, given the apparent high value of the land on which the 
Refinery sits. Although heavy industrialization in Carson and Wilmington has had significant 
negative impacts on community residents’ quality of life, the flip side of that equation is that 
the land is unusually valuable for industrial and warehouse purposes given its proximity to 
the Port. There is parallel speculation that diminishing industrial activity through closure of 
the Refinery — particularly in Wilmington, where the surrounding area is residential — may 
open valuable commercial and retail opportunities as well, given the overall high cost of Los 
Angeles-area real estate.104

As discussed in the next section, since the two Refinery sites are heavily contaminated, rede-
velopment would likely occur somewhat in tandem with site remediation. 

1.4.1 Site Contamination and Remediation

1.4.1.1 Contamination at the Refinery

Refinery operations in general can create extraordinary levels of contamination, of a type that 
poses significant risk to human health and the environment. Most refineries across the country, 
including in California, have been in operation for decades105 — in some cases over a centu-
ry — with a large share of those operating years occurring before the U.S. began putting even 
rudimentary environmental restrictions on hazardous materials management and disposal 
in place in the 1970s through such statutes as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 
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1976 (RCRA)106 and the Clean Water Act of 
1972 (CWA).107 The hazardous substances 
that are formed in crude oil processing, 
and historically often released to the 
environment, include toxic metals and 
compounds (like arsenic, cadmium, chro-
mium, and mercury), toxic hydrocarbons 
(like the “BTEX” chemicals — benzene, 
ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene), poly-
nuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
and PFAS108 (per- and polyfluoroalkyl 
“forever chemicals”), the last being a 
byproduct of firefighting and firefighting 
training over time at refineries.109 At many 
refinery sites, following years of spills, 
there is functionally a lake of petroleum 
hydrocarbons under the surface that needs to be pumped out.110 

The Phillips 66 Wilmington and Carson sites are, unfortunately, no exception. The Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LA Water Board), which has primary authority for most 
aspects of site remediation,111 issued a pollution abatement order to Phillips 66 in 1994 (1994 
Abatement Order) requiring remedial action at both the Wilmington and Carson facilities, 
which the company is still in the process of complying with.112 The Order painted a fairly grim 
picture of conditions at the two sites, including the following observations:

	6 Large pools of hydrocarbons. The Order referenced a history of “uncontrolled release of 
hydrocarbons including refined product” during the course of operations over the years, 
and made findings of “free-phase petroleum hydrocarbon pools” — essentially, lakes of 
hydrocarbons sitting underground on the surface of the aquifer — at both Refinery sites. At 
Carson, the LA Water Board estimated the largest pool at 6 million square feet in area and 
up to 13 feet thick.113

	6 Buried hazardous wastes. The Order observed that “[t]he dumping and burying of wastes 
on-site was a common refinery industry practice from 1940 until 1977,” and that the Refinery 
operators had “disposed of wastes on site by burying the waste materials in at least six sep-
arate areas of the site.” The wastes in question were a “variety of refinery waste materials,” 
including tank bottom sludge containing lead and sludge from acid treating operations.114
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	6 Extensive groundwater contamination. The Order cites earlier environmental investigation 
reports that had identified extensive toxic contamination of aquifers underlying the site, 
including BTEX chemicals and halogenated hydrocarbons.115 The connection between the 
groundwater contamination at the sites and risk to drinking water is ambiguous. The LA 
Water Board has stated with respect to Wilmington that groundwater beneath the Refinery 
is “not a source of drinking water for the area,” as potable water is provided by the City.116 
However, the monitoring at the site includes the Silverado Aquifer, which is a major source 
of drinking water in the Carson area; and a 2005 Board document ordering a technical 
report on contamination at the Wilmington site referenced concern that levels of car-
cinogenic tertiary butyl alcohol (TBA) detected at the Aquifer were an order of magnitude 
higher than the health-based notification level.117 

Additionally, the LA Water Board ordered Phillips 66118 in 2021 to conduct an investigation 
to determine the extent of PFAS contamination at the two Refinery sites.119 PFAS, generally 
associated with firefighting, as noted above, are known as “forever chemicals” due to their 
extreme persistence in the environment.120 The investigation of both sites found levels of PFAS 
contamination at well above EPA’s established drinking water Maximum Contaminant Levels 
(MCLs) for PFAS.121 The Board ordered additional PFAS sampling at the Wilmington site in an 
April 2025 order.122

Both the Wilmington and Carson sites also contain former hazardous waste management 
units (WMUs) that are now closed, with post-closure management overseen by the Depart-
ment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Closure was completed and approved for a storm-
water holding basin in 1996 at the Wilmington site,123 and for a process water pond at the 
Carson site the same year.124 These sites — which represent a small fraction of the total land 
area at the Refinery — are subject to deed restrictions that prohibit certain sensitive uses (res-
idences, hospitals, schools, day cares, agriculture), require non-interference with the closure 
cap and ongoing groundwater monitoring, and further require an approved soil management 
plan for any soil disturbance activities.125 

Given the low elevation of both Wilmington and Carson — both are generally under 40 feet 
above sea level126 — and the cities’ proximity to the ocean and connected waterbodies, there 
is an added potential risk that sea level rise associated with climate change could exacer-
bate the impact of the site contamination and make remediation more difficult in the years 
to come, as a result of flooding and/or a rise in the water table. Researchers around the Bay 
Area have been studying the possibility that sea level rise will push groundwater up in coastal 
communities, causing contaminants in soil to enter buildings through sewer lines and other 
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pathways.127 At University of California, Berkeley, scientists working on the Toxic Tides re-
search project developed an interactive tool showing the location of industrial sites affected 
by this risk, and released a finding in 2021 that around 400 California sites across the state are 
at risk of inundation based on a set of sea level rise scenarios studied. The tool indicates that 
the Wilmington site would be affected under more severe climate scenarios, with the risk for 
Carson remaining uncertain.128 

1.4.1.2 Current and Planned Remediation Activities

The LA Water Board has been overseeing investigation and remediation activities at the Refin-
ery sites since issuance of the 1994 Abatement Order. These activities include, generally, the 
following129:

	6 Extraction of “free product” oil and contaminated groundwater. Phillips 66 has been pump-
ing out the large amount of hydrocarbons referenced in the Abatement Order as sitting on 
top of the aquifers at the site, known as “free product,” as well as associated contaminated 
groundwater (which contains, e.g., the carcinogens dissolved-phase benzene and TBA130). 
At the Carson site, that process has been ongoing since 1986 based on earlier orders. The 
Board confirmed that more free product and contaminated groundwater exists that will 
need to be removed.

	6 Vapor extraction. Work has been done to address the hazardous VOC vapors in soil and 
groundwater that are associated with petroleum contamination. At the Wilmington site, 

Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.
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there are 64 fluid recovery vapor extraction wells and 10 soil vapor extraction wells. 

	6 Source elimination. The Board has been directing a program of aboveground storage tank 
inspections and underground piping management (leak inspection and testing, replace-
ment, and abandonment). 

	6 Sampling and monitoring. There are extensive sampling and monitoring activities ongoing 
at both sites. This work includes, among other things, quarterly groundwater monitoring 
of the Gage, Silverado, and Lyn-
wood Aquifers. 

Notwithstanding these many de-
cades of ongoing investigation and 
remediation activity, the LA Water 
Board has made clear that the 
remediation is not near to being 
completed. A Board spokesperson 
observed last year after the Phillips 
66 closure announcement that the 
remediation could “take years,” with 
the soil and soil vapor contamination 
likely taking longer to clean up than 
the groundwater.131 The Board also, 
however, treats the closure and de-
commissioning of the Refinery (i.e., 
removal, cleaning, and safe disposal 
of infrastructure) as an opportunity 
to step up and enhance investiga-
tion and remediation activities. Only 
limited remediation is possible at a 
facility still in operation, and removal of refinery infrastructure will allow more complete access 
to contaminated areas.132 In the months following the closure announcement, the Board issued 
an order concerning the Wilmington site requiring Phillips 66 to prepare a Master Work Plan by 
September 30, 2025, that is to include a comprehensive interim remedial action plan (RAP) for 
all site remediation, plus a “tentative schedule for activities after the cessation of refinery opera-
tions,” including decommissioning and redevelopment.133 The Board has indicated an intention 
to subsequently order a full risk assessment, feasibility study, and RAP.134

It is also clear, given the anticipated long timeframe for remediation, that the decommis-
sioning, remediation, and redevelopment timelines will likely coincide. This will create lo-
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gistical issues that the Board, Phillips 66, developers, and planning agencies will need to 
work through. The Board has stated that while remediation systems may be moved to ac-
commodate construction activities, it does not foresee interruptions to those activities. On 
some parts of the site, as noted above, deed restrictions prohibit soil excavation without an 
approved soil management plan. No formal process is in place for coordination among the 
stakeholders involved in the likely overlapping site remediation and redevelopment. Although 
both the Los Angeles City Planning Department and the LA Water Board have indicated that 
they anticipate coordinating with one another, the timing and process for that coordination 
has not been spelled out. 

Public comment opportunities in the remediation process have thus far been minimal. The 
only past opportunity reflected in the LA Water Board’s public records is a 2018 fact sheet 
and notice of opportunity to comment on the “dissolved phase management plan” at the 
Wilmington site, a stepped-up effort to remove TBA and benzene to keep them from moving 
into deeper groundwater aquifers.135 The Board has indicated that it anticipates providing an 
opportunity for public comment in connection with the future RAP.

Both the cost of the cleanup and the source of funds to pay for it are uncertain at this point. 
Phillips 66 has provided financial assurance for the ongoing WMU closure activities only — not 
the larger cleanup being directed by the Water Board — pursuant to state law requirements: 
$2.2 million for Carson136 and $3.4 million for Wilmington.137 In its Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) Form 10-Q filing for the third quarter of 2024, Phillips 66 provided for the 
first time138 an estimate of $205 million “associated with the expected cessation of operations 
at the Los Angeles Refinery in the fourth quarter of 2025.”139 However, this figure appears to 
cover only “spending for asbestos abatement and decommissioning of assets at the Los Ange-
les Refinery”140 — which at least facially suggests that the $205 million figure is not calculated 
to cover the soil and groundwater remediation being conducted by the LA Water Board at the 
site. It is not possible to definitively determine the basis for the $205 million figure from the 
company’s SEC filings, however, as the underlying calculation is not provided. 

1.4.2 Site Redevelopment

As noted above, Phillips 66 has hired Catellus and Deca to evaluate redevelopment possi-
bilities. The companies had initial meetings with the City of Los Angeles and City of Carson 
planning authorities as well as with local residents (it is unclear which ones or how they were 
identified), and subsequently filed a redevelopment plan proposal for the Wilmington site, 
but not the Carson site. As discussed in Section 2.4.6, Carson has placed a temporary morato-
rium on such filings. 
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1.4.2.1 Redevelopment Plans

In August 2025, the development companies (identified as “Catellus-Deca LLC”) filed an appli-
cation for approval of their “Five Points Union Project” on the Wilmington site.141 The proposal 
is large and ambitious in scale, covering the entire site, with an estimated buildout timeline 
ranging from 2037 to 2053. The City of Los Angeles City Planning Department has indicated in 
its Project Description142 that the proposed project would trigger full California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) review. The following can be gleaned from the filing regarding the project 
proposal:

	6 Initial idling. Phillips 66’s plan is to initially idle the Refinery rather than immediately de-
commissioning it, by cleaning out the infrastructure and filling it with inert gas. All permits 
would be maintained during the idling period as well. The intention is to wait for approval 
of development plans before proceeding with demolition and letting go of the permits, so 
as to leave options open (which could, at least in theory, include restarting the Refinery). 

	6 Scope of decommissioning. The Project Description indicates an intention to remove all ex-
isting infrastructure on site, including the storage tanks. However, as noted above, Phillips 
66 may intend to keep the company’s nearby terminal at the Port, and the storage tanks 
located there, in place. No information is available concerning the company’s plans with 
regard to the tanks located on the Carson site.

Snapshot of proposed “Town Center” portion of redevelopment. 
Eyestone Environmental for LLC Catellus-Deca, LLC, submitted 
to the City of Los Angeles, 2025.
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	6 Nature of development proposal. The proposal would cover the entire site, splitting it 
into two regions. In the Anaheim Street corridor to the north, which is currently occupied 
largely by office buildings and the like, there would be a “town center” that would include 
commercial uses such as retail and food, as well as community amenities such as a play-
ground, athletic fields, community meeting space, and a sports center. The remainder of 
the property would be industrial, filled with fulfillment center warehouses and accessory 
buildings. 

	6 Timing. The development companies state that the timeline would be flexible, and hence 
are seeking a 25-year development agreement with the city (essentially freezing their 
approvals)143 that would allow buildout to extend through 2053 — although they also state 
that it could be completed as early as 2037. The proposal specifies a plan to first demolish 
and remove existing infrastructure, then to conduct soil and groundwater remediation un-
der the direction of the LA Water Board, and then to commence grading and construction. 

Any development of this nature would require significant zoning changes, as both the Wilm-
ington and the Carson sites are currently zoned in parts as heavy industrial (M3144 at Wilming-
ton and MH145 in Carson). Any needed zoning change in turn must be consistent with the cities’ 
General Plans and any applicable Specific Plans, such that these also may require amend-
ment.146 Such changes and amendments, as indicated in the Project Description, trigger CEQA 
review.147 In the case of the proposed Five Points Union Project at the Wilmington site, the 
developers propose zoning changes to accommodate the shift from industrial to commer-
cial use, as well as amendments to the existing Community Plan and development of a new 
Specific Plan — which, as explained in Section 2.4.1, is an enhanced addition to a General Plan 
that contains more detailed standards. 

The Project Description makes very little reference to how environmental conditions at the 
site will impact redevelopment, with only a few passing mentions of the fact that remediation 
needs to occur prior to construction.148 There are a number of ways, however, in which envi-
ronmental conditions are likely to impact both the timing and substance of redevelopment at 
either the Wilmington or Carson site. First, the serial timing of decommissioning, remediation, 
and redevelopment defined in the Project Description does not take into account the fact 
that these phases are likely to overlap significantly, as discussed in Section 1.4.1.2. The full 
extent of required remediation is likely to emerge as the decommissioning and investigation 
move forward, potentially requiring significant time to address; and the ongoing remediation 
may be inconsistent with some proposed aspects of the redevelopment, requiring that they 
be delayed or altered. Second, as described in Section 1.4.1.1, some parts of the Refinery site 
(including a part of the Wilmington site that appears to be roughly adjacent to the proposed 
commercial development area) contain deed restrictions associated with former WMUs that 
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prohibit residential development. Third, the Water Board will need to determine whether the 
site can be remediated sufficiently to allow the uses being proposed. Key to this determina-
tion will be whether vapor intrusion — the escape of VOCs that are contaminating the soil and 
groundwater — can be sufficiently eliminated.149 To the extent the VOCs are present, there is a 
risk that they would waft up into any buildings on the site, causing health impacts. And fourth, 
the economic feasibility of the entire plan may depend on whether Phillips 66 funds and 
carries out the costly remediation. Initial indications are that Phillips 66 intends to hold onto 
liability for environmental remediation at the sites, even if they are eventually sold to redevel-
opers. But the viability of the project may depend on the company following through.

There is no way to know at this stage whether the Five Points Union Project currently on the 
table for Wilmington will become a reality. Generally speaking, though, the character and 
economy of the Wilmington and Carson communities will continue to be a factor in redevel-
opment proposals. The Wilmington site is proximate to residential development, making it 
more likely to support commercial development than the Carson site, which is surrounded by 
other heavy industry, including the Marathon refinery essentially across the street. Both sites 
are proximate to the Port, making it more likely that development related to goods movement 
— such as the fulfillment centers that are part of Five Points Union Project — will be a part of 
any proposal. It is unlikely, given the level of site contamination, that residential housing will 
be in the mix. 

1.4.2.2 Redevelopment Process and Timing

In principle, Phillips 66 or a purchaser is entitled to develop the Refinery property as of right 
— that is, with no authority on the part of local authorities to discretionarily reject their plans 
— for a use allowed under current zoning and other applicable law. A key question is whether 
and how the governing cities will use their zoning authority to guide and cabin redevelop-
ment choices. 

Thus far, the City of Los Angeles has not taken an active approach to guiding the redevel-
opment, providing no indication of an intention to proactively use its zoning authority to 
constrain development options at the Wilmington site. Its consideration of the Five Points 
Union Project proposal will be essentially reactive — although it has discretionary authority 
to reject the proposal given the need for zoning and planning changes associated with it. The 
City of Carson, however, has taken highly proactive steps aimed at maintaining community 
control over redevelopment. Late last year, the Carson City Council approved an amendment 
to its General Plan (with which zoning is required to be consistent) requiring that any appli-
cation for approval of plans to redevelop a refinery site be accompanied by a Specific Plan 
— essentially, as the name implies, a particularized addendum to the General Plan.150 This is 
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essentially the same approach151 
that the city took to the redevelop-
ment of the Carson Shell refinery, 
which was decommissioned and 
converted to a distribution termi-
nal in 1992. As a practical matter, 
this step means that the Carson 
City Council will have the option 
of making a discretionary decision 
regarding the type of development 
the city wants to see at the Carson 
site; and that the city will be able to 
conduct full environmental review 
of alternative approaches to de-
velopment under CEQA regardless 
of whether the developer seeks a 
zoning change from the current MH 
zoning.152 The Carson City Council 
passed a 10-month moratorium on 
redevelopment applications for the 
Refinery site to support implemen-
tation of this approach.153

The timing of redevelopment will be impacted substantially by the CEQA process. The City 
of Los Angeles stated in the Project Description that the project would require a full Environ-
mental Impact Report (EIR); and the City of Carson, by requiring a Specific Plan for the site, 
has functionally ensured the same. EIRs, as discussed in Section 2.4.5, involve an exhaustive 
process of analysis and formal comment that generally speaking takes 24 to 36 months (po-
tentially longer if a lawsuit is filed challenging the final EIR). Additional delays could in princi-
ple occur as a result of the remediation process — for example, if construction activities could 
not be immediately accommodated to remediation activities, or if the remediation process 
has not at that point successfully alleviated the risk of vapor intrusion into new buildings. 

During the intervening time before a project moves forward, Phillips 66 could in theory seek 
to conduct demolition activities that require only construction permits, and may not require 
CEQA review.154 However, as discussed above, it appears that the developers’ intention at the 
Wilmington site is to leave the refinery equipment in place and idled until its redevelopment 
plans are approved. 

THUS FAR, THE CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES HAS 
NOT TAKEN AN ACTIVE 
APPROACH TO GUIDING THE 
REDEVELOPMENT, PROVIDING 
NO INDICATION OF AN 
INTENTION TO PROACTIVELY 
USE ITS ZONING 
AUTHORITY TO CONSTRAIN 
DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS AT 
THE WILMINGTON SITE.
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PART 2: GOVERNING LAW
The process of winding down refinery operations, decommissioning and remediation, and 
redeveloping the site is subject to a complex web of interlocking federal, state, and local laws. 
This Part will, after laying out relevant overarching legal principles, address the laws applica-
ble to these phases of activity, from the present time through commencement of redevelop-
ment. 

2.1 HISTORY AND GENERAL PRINCIPLES
The Phillips 66 Refinery, like its contemporaries, began its industrial life in an era that was 
largely free from significant regulation. At the time it commenced operation, there were es-
sentially no federal or state laws limiting its air and water emissions or hazardous waste han-
dling. The original Refinery construction did not require obtaining the basic land use permit 
that local governments in modern times require for even trivial construction projects — and 
the Refinery operates sans any such land use permit to this day.155 

Toxic tour, August 2025. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN, CBE.
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Starting around the 1970s, a myriad of federal and state laws were enacted governing heavy 
industry operations, addressing both environmental impacts and labor issues. Implemen-
tation of these laws involves, by design, extensive delegation of jurisdictional authority. The 
federal laws – the Clean Water Act (CWA),156 the Clean Air Act (CAA),157 the Resource Conserva-
tion and Recovery Act (RCRA),158 the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)159 and many 
others — are structured as “cooperative federalism.” This means that the federal law sets a 
floor of standards, but states may deviate upward from those standards; and are encouraged 
to take over implementation in delegated regulatory programs. 

All of these laws remain subject to general principles ordering the overlapping authority and 
jurisdiction of federal, state, and local government. State and local laws are subject to the 
U.S. Constitution Supremacy Clause, which gives federal law preemptive precedence over 
conflicting state and local authority.160 Under the California Constitution, local governments 
have broad plenary power to govern their local affairs, but there are periodic legal skirmishes 
about what exactly those local affairs are defined to encompass, and where cities’ power ends 
and state sovereignty begins.161 

As a practical matter, this system of tiered and delegated authority has resulted in feder-
al agencies having very limited direct involvement in the governance of refineries, beyond 
setting minimum environmental and labor standards. California has long had delegated 
authority under the major federal environmental and occupational statutes, and has passed 
its own comparable set of laws. The state has, in turn, delegated significant authority to local 
governments over some aspects of implementation and enforcement in these areas, with the 
result that regulation of refinery operations, wind-down, and site remediation is through an 
overlapping mix of federal, state, and local laws. The site redevelopment process, by contrast, 
is largely governed by local zoning and land use law — although cities must adhere to state 
law governing the zoning process, and comply with the requirements of CEQA when imple-
menting them. 

For the most part, these rules governing jurisdictional hierarchy have not caused tension in 
the sphere of refinery regulation, because the delegation from higher to lower jurisdictional 
authority has been instituted intentionally by law, as a means of relieving the burden on 
the higher authority and bringing implementation and enforcement authority closer to the 
community being governed. However, efforts at legal reform around refinery closure and 
redevelopment may need to take into account these principles of jurisdictional preemption, 
which may potentially limit the power of local government in some cases to directly address 
perceived legal gaps.
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2.2 LAW GOVERNING OPERATION AND  
WIND-DOWN
The laws governing refinery operation and the wind-down process fall into generally two 
categories: regulation of environmental and health impacts, and regulation of industrial pro-
cess safety. These laws, while generally relevant only until the refinery ceases operation, are 
important to issues that have arisen in the wind-down process; and help define some of the 
regulatory relationships that will persist post-closure.  

2.2.1 Environment and Health Regulation

2.2.1.1 Regulation of Air and Water Emissions

The federal statutes governing air and water emissions — the CAA and CWA, respectively — are 
administered by the U.S. EPA but implemented by California through delegated programs. 
These programs, in turn, are administered through regional bodies. 

2.2.1.1.1 Air

The CAA is administered in California by the Air Resources Board (ARB), which functions in 
collaboration with 35 local air quality management districts (Air Districts). ARB sets statewide 
air standards,162 but the Air Districts have substantial independent authority to development 
and administer their own local programs163 — including regulations that specifically govern 
refineries. The Air District that regulates the Los Angeles-area refineries is  SCAQMD, which has 
developed an extensive set of refinery-specific standards governing flaring,164 process turn-
arounds,165 fenceline air monitoring,166 and coking operations.167 

The Phillips 66 Refinery, like all major emissions sources, is required by law to obtain a CAA Title 
V permit, which is a federal permit that rolls together all of the source’s federal and state air 
emissions requirements into one place, and must be renewed every five years. The Wilmington 
and Carson sites each have a Title V permit.168 The decommissioning process — which ends the 
current sources of operational emissions but adds new emission sources from the demolition 
(including emissions from asbestos removal169) and equipment associated with it — needs to 
either be covered by the facility’s Title V permit, which would need to be modified to reflect the 
changes170; or else would require new permits to construct and operating permits for the decom-
missioning emissions if the Title V permit has been terminated following closure.171 A February 
2025 Public Records Act (PRA) request to SCAQMD revealed no permit application yet submitted 
by Phillips 66 specifically associated with the planned closure and decommissioning. 
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2.2.1.2.2 Water

Similar to the pattern with the CAA, 
California operates a CWA delegat-
ed program, which is managed by a 
state-level authority — the Water Re-
sources Control Board — that in turn 
works in tandem with regional control 
boards, including the LA Water Board 
that has been managing the cleanup at 
the Phillips 66 Refinery.172 California has 
supplemented the requirements of the 
CWA through its own water resources 
statute, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969.173

Thus, most of the day-to-day management of water pollution control — including both per-
mitting and enforcement — falls to the regional Water Boards. The LA Water Board issues 
the required permits to the Phillips 66 Refinery, including its National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System and stormwater discharge permits. Additionally, it has authority to issue 
cease-and-desist orders addressing ongoing or threatened pollution, and cleanup orders like 
the 1994 Abatement Order. However, under cooperative federalism principles, U.S. EPA still 
maintains the ability to exercise enforcement authority — which it used in obtaining the crimi-
nal indictment against the Carson refinery for illegal dumping in the County’s sewer system. 

2.2.1.3 Regulation of Hazardous Substances/Hazardous Waste

The three primary federal statutes addressing hazardous substances and hazardous waste are 
RCRA; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, 
sometimes referred to as the Superfund law),174; and the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA),175 passed as part of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1986. RCRA governs management of hazardous waste, creating a “cradle to grave” 
management system of regulating hazardous waste from its creation through waste site closure 
and post-closure monitoring. CERCLA governs compensation of the government or third parties 
who incur cleanup costs for pollution associated with a category of actors deemed responsible 
parties — a circumstance that has not arisen at the Phillips 66 Refinery, as no third-party claims 
of that nature have been made. EPCRA requires reporting of releases of hazardous chemicals, as 
well as development of chemical release emergency preparedness programs.

REGULATION OF REFINERY 
OPERATIONS, WIND-DOWN, 
AND SITE REMEDIATION 
OCCURS THROUGH AN 
OVERLAPPING MIX OF 
STATE AND LOCAL LAWS.
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Both RCRA and EPCRA are functionally managed at the state level. RCRA has been supple-
mented by the California Hazardous Waste Control Act.176 As noted above, the DTSC operates 
a delegated program under RCRA for managing hazardous materials handling and disposal 
that has been governing post-closure activities at the Wilmington and Carson site WMUs. 
EPCRA has likewise largely been either delegated or duplicated by state requirements — with 
its reporting requirements substantially similar to the state’s Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan program,177 and the emergency planning function carried out by the State Emergency 
Response Commission.178

Most day-to-day aspects of running these regulatory programs have been further delegated 
to local government agencies via the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) system. This 
system, established by the SB 1082 amendments to the Health and Safety Code in 1993,179 
enabled the consolidation and coordination among six state programs having to do with 
hazardous materials and waste: the Hazardous Materials Business Plans, Hazardous Waste 
Generators (HWG), California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP), Aboveground Storage 
Tanks (AST), Underground Storage Tanks (UST), and two sections of the California Fire Code — 
Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Hazardous Materials Inventory programs.180

Under SB 1082, local government agencies can apply to become a CUPA and receive delegat-
ed authority under the relevant environmental statutes. In the Los Angeles area, CUPAs have 
been separately certified for the City and the County of Los Angeles, both run by their respec-
tive fire departments. The City of Los Angeles CUPA covers most of the constituent programs 
except for the HWG program, which it contracts out to the LA County CUPA. The Wilmington 
refinery is under the jurisdiction of the City of LA CUPA (except as contractually covered by the 
county CUPA’s HWG program); and the Carson refinery is under the jurisdiction of the county 
CUPA. The CUPAs in some cases manage local government requirements pertaining to their 
jurisdiction: e.g., the city CUPA administers the city’s operating permit requirement for re-
fineries,181 and the county CUPA administers the county’s hazardous waste generator permit 
requirement182 and regulations governing hazardous materials release emergency response.183 

2.2.2 Process Safety Regulation

Industrial process safety at California refineries is governed by two separate but very similar184 
regulatory systems governing process safety: one under the authority of the California Occu-
pational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA),185 and the other under the authority 
of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) as part of the CalARP program 
managed by the CUPAs.186 These regulations cover a wide range of aspects of industrial safety, 
such as process hazard analysis, training, operating procedures, contractor selection, human 
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factors analysis, safety culture, and the like.187 The CalOSHA and CalARP regulations heavily 
overlap in their language, often tracking word for word. 

Among the process safety requirements in these regulations, and potentially the most perti-
nent to the wind-down of refinery operations, are the provisions concerning management of 
change (MOC) and management of organizational change (MOOC). Both sets of requirements, 
as the names imply, have to do with ensuring that a facility prepares for and manages the 
potential risks associated with major changes. 

Of the two, the definition of MOOC comes closest to encompassing the circumstances of a 
refinery closure. MOC pertains to changes in process (including changed “process chemicals, 
technology, procedures, process equipment and facilities”)188; whereas MOOC pertains to 
changes in personnel or organizational issues.189 Specifically, events triggering MOOC require-
ments include “reducing staffing levels, reducing classification levels of employees, changing 
shift duration, or increasing employee responsibilities at or above 15%,” where those chang-
es are for a duration exceeding 90 calendar days.190 While this definition does not expressly 
reference permanent closure, it would be reasonable to interpret it as including both closure 
and the runup to it. As directly experienced by the Phillips 66 employees already, the runup to 
closure involves reduced staffing levels, changes in shift duration, and increasing employee 
responsibilities. The closure itself, of course, constitutes by definition a radical reduction in 
staffing levels. 

Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.
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When MOOC is triggered, the facility operator is required to conduct an assessment in writing, 
which is to include “a description of the change being proposed; the makeup of the team re-
sponsible for assessing the proposed change; the factors evaluated by the team; the rationale 
for the team’s decision to im-
plement or not implement the 
change; and the team’s findings 
and recommendations.”191 This as-
sessment, however, is not required 
to be submitted to any governing 
body — it is simply required to be 
prepared and maintained. The 
CalARP regulations require only 
that the owner or operator “pro-
vide documents or information 
developed or collected pursuant 
to this Article to the [C]UPA upon 
request.”192 Employers and man-
agers are also required to conduct 
a triennial compliance audit, but 
the audit is likewise only required 
to be maintained, not delivered 
to regulators.193 The only direct 
contact with regulators is associat-
ed with the triennial inspection requirement, which requires only documentation of the general 
management of change procedures, not any specific triggering of MOOC requirements.194

The CalOSHA and CalARP process safety regulations may be further weakened as a result of 
a settlement recently entered into resolving a challenge to them filed by the Western States 
Petroleum Association (WSPA). The 2019 challenge addressed aspects of the regulations that 
call for robust participation by labor in process safety decision-making, asserting that these 
provisions are preempted by federal labor law.195 In September 2024, the California Attorney 
General’s office entered into a settlement with WSPA in which the respective agencies agreed 
to re-propose the rules in form that greatly reduces the role of labor in process safety196 — to 
the significant dismay of organized labor, who were not informed of the settlement until it 
was a fait accompli. Among other things, the settlement proposes to gut the requirement in 
both rules that the employer develop a written plan for labor participation in all elements of 
process safety — including MOOC — and replace it with a requirement that the employer or 
operator only provide advance notice and “consider[] input.”197 

THE CALOSHA AND 
CALARP PROCESS SAFETY 
REGULATIONS MAY BE 
FURTHER WEAKENED AS A 
RESULT OF A SETTLEMENT 
RECENTLY ENTERED INTO 
RESOLVING A CHALLENGE TO 
THEM FILED BY THE WESTERN 
STATES PETROLEUM 
ASSOCIATION (WSPA).
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CalEPA (but not yet CalOSHA) has commenced the rulemaking agreed to in the settlement.198 
The terms of the settlement require that the two agencies “propose … and support” the 
language changes drawn up in the settlement. However, it remains to be seen how this 
agreed-upon support will mesh with the provisions of the California Administrative Procedure 
Act requiring that agencies promulgating rules consider public comments199 — many of which 
have presented strong opposition to the changes.

2.3 LAW GOVERNING DECOMMISSIONING AND 
SITE REMEDIATION
Unlike the case with most other types of energy infrastructure facilities,200 there are no de-
commissioning rules specifically governing refineries. The decommissioning and remediation 
process is governed by generally applicable laws concerning demolition and site contamina-
tion. The closure announcement itself does not legally trigger any of these laws, even though 
the fact of the closure will bring them more into play since (as discussed in Section 1.4.1.2) 
closure and decommissioning makes remediation more feasible as a practical matter, as it is 
functionally impossible to decontaminate a facility that is still in operation. This section sep-
arately addresses the laws governing decommissioning and those governing contamination 
remediation. 

It bears note that CEQA may not apply directly201 to the decommissioning and site remediation 
process (as opposed to the redevelopment process, where it would more likely apply202). The 
Water Boards generally claim the CEQA exemption applicable to enforcement actions when 
issuing an abatement order — as did the LA Water Board when issuing the 1994 Abatement 
Order.203 While CEQA did apply to the decommissioning of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery 
in San Luis Obispo County,204 the reason was that the refinery is located in the state’s coast-
al zone, and hence needed a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) pursuant to the California 
Coastal Act.205 Since CEQA applies to any discretionary government action, and grant of a CDP 
is discretionary, the CDP requirement triggered CEQA review.206 Neither the Carson nor Wilm-
ington site is within the coastal zone, hence no CDP is required. As explained below, the local 
permits required for the demolition process appear to be non-discretionary, so they would 
not likely trigger CEQA either. 

All that being the case, however, the remediation would very likely be reviewed as part of the 
CEQA process for any redevelopment, to the extent the remediation has not been completed 
at the time a development application is submitted (which is the likely scenario). In such case, 
the LA Water Board would likely function as a “responsible agency”207 tasked with providing 
input to the CEQA process, with a local development authority likely serving as lead agency. 
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2.3.1 Decommissioning Regulation

The decommissioning process involves essentially two sets of rules: state-level regulation, 
including most notably the air quality rules promulgated by SCAQMD associated with decom-
missioning operations, and the local government codes (City and County of Los Angeles) gov-
erning the demolition process. These rules become applicable if and when Phillips 66 breaks 
ground on the decommissioning and demolition, but not while the Refinery is merely idled.  

2.3.1.1 State-Level Regulation

As discussed in Section 2.2.1.1.1, closure and decommissioning of the Refinery may or may 
not require a modification to the facility’s Title V permit. However, it is clear that the decom-
missioning process will trigger applicability of SCAQMD permitting and other air emissions 
regulatory requirements to address the considerable air pollution generated by the heavy 
equipment and soil moving associated with demolition and site grading. Applicable SCAQMD 
requirements include at least the following:

	6 Portable equipment permit. Any portable equipment used in the cleaning, demolition, or 
grading process that is either over 50 horsepower or that emits particulate matter requires 
either a SCAQMD permit to operate or an ARB Portable Equipment Registration Program 
registration.208 

	6 Fugitive dust rule. SCAQMD Rule 403 sets forth measures required to be taken to control 
fugitive dust in operations that tend to generate it, including “earth-moving activities, con-
struction/demolition activities, disturbed surface area, or heavy- and light-duty vehicular 
movement.”209

	6 Toxic fugitive dust rule. SCAQMD Rule 1466 defines measures applicable specifically to 
activities — including “excavating, grading, … mechanized land clearing, … transferring, 
and removing” of soil — to prevent fugitive dust emissions where the dust contains toxic 
air contaminants (as will likely be the case at both the Wilmington and Carson sites210).211

	6 Asbestos remediation rule. SCAQMD Rule 1403 requires measures to limit asbestos emis-
sions associated with building demolition activities.212

In addition, as discussed in Sections 1.4.1.1 and 1.4.1.2, Phillips 66 will need to coordinate 
with the LA Water Board and DTSC to ensure that demolition and grading activities do not 
interfere with the ongoing remediation. As noted, the deed restrictions associated with the 
WMU sites set out specific coordination requirements, including an approved soil manage-
ment plan for any soil disturbance activities.213
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2.3.1.2 Local-Level Regulation

Both the City and County of Los Angeles Building Department codes (the latter adopted by 
Carson214) include detailed permitting requirements and regulations governing demolition ac-
tivities – which generally mirror the Departments’ requirements associated with construction, 
as the impacts tend to be similar. The city and the county codes require permits for both dem-
olition and site grading;215 and include provisions governing asbestos removal and dust con-
trol.216 The city code additionally requires that the applicant incorporate best management 
practices for stormwater and ero-
sion control;217 and provide advance 
notice to abutting property owners 
where the buildings involved are 
more than 45 years old.218 

The county CUPA has separate au-
thority over removal of hazardous 
materials maintained and stored at 
the site under the HWG program, to 
the extent those materials are not 
already addressed by DTSC’s legacy 
jurisdiction over the WMUs. The two 
Los Angeles CUPAs would also have 
jurisdiction over the decommission-
ing and removal of aboveground 
and underground tanks, as part of 
the AST and UST Programs. 

In addition to their authority over 
Phillips 66’s affirmative steps to 
complete the decommissioning, local government authorities also have a measure of au-
thority to act on their own to address public health and environmental risks associated with 
hazardous substance releases were Phillips 66 to fail to do so, and to recover costs. Mirroring 
federal and state-level RCRA and CERCLA authority, under the city code, the city Environmen-
tal Manager (an agglomeration of various department heads, and likely in practice the CUPA) 
may order a corrective action for non-compliance with hazardous waste or substance control 

Twin flares burn above the Phillips 66 
refinery site, Wilmington. Photo by CBE.
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laws, and may take action itself and recover costs if the order is not complied with.219 There 
are scenarios in which this authority could allow infrastructure removal, to the extent the 
infrastructure was contributing to the risk being addressed. The city Building Department has 
separate authority to remove buildings determined to constitute a public nuisance should the 
owner fail to comply with an order to do so.220 

Relatedly, both the City of Carson and Los Angeles County have enacted ordinances governing 
pipeline franchises (granting permission to operate a pipeline in public spaces) that govern 
the pipeline owner’s obligation upon expiration of the franchise.221 Among other rules, these 
ordinances apply to the pipelines existing at or running between the two refinery sites, and 
either jurisdiction could in principle trigger the post-expiration obligations simply by choosing 
not to renew. The regulations allow the pipeline owner to choose to apply for either abandon-
ment of the pipeline “in place,” subject to prescribed conditions, or to remove it.222 The coun-
ty’s regulations appear to allow the franchisee to make the choice between abandonment 
and removal,223 but Carson’s regulations give the city explicit authority to determine whether 
either abandonment or removal “may be effected without detriment to the public interest.”224 
Both Carson and the county have authority to remove the pipelines themselves if post-termi-
nation permits (whether for abandonment in place or removal) are not complied with.225 

As noted above, CEQA applicability is likely not triggered by the demolition and grading 
permits required under the city and county codes, because those permits are non-discretion-
ary.226 Thus, in principle, Phillips 66 could potentially proceed with demolition activities in 
advance of completing the CEQA review that will likely be required in connection with rede-
velopment. However, if the company intends to complete demolition only after its redevel-
opment plans are approved, as it appears may be the case, it would need to include analysis 
of the demolition impacts in its EIR. CEQA would more plausibly apply to a decision by a local 
government to pursue a corrective action or conduct building demolition, which is made dis-
cretionarily. 

2.3.2 Site Remediation Regulation

Site remediation — the process of removing contamination from the soil and groundwater 
and closing hazardous waste facilities — is already underway at both the Wilmington and Car-
son sites, as discussed in Section 1.4.1.2. This section will address both the division of author-
ity between the Water Board and DTSC (and its CUPA delegees) in the ongoing remediation, 
and the standards that will guide that remediation and procedures for implementing it. 
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2.3.2.1 Division of Authority

The regional Water Boards and DTSC have, in principle, partially overlapping and duplicative 
authority for site remediation. The Water Boards have extraordinarily broad authority to issue 
cleanup and abatement orders — such as the 1994 Abatement Order — in response to any 
waste disposal that has “caused ... or threatens to cause or permit” the discharge of waste 
that “is, or probably will be” discharged into the waters of the state (surface and ground227), or 
“creates, or threatens to create, a con-
dition of pollution or nuisance.”228 As a 
practical matter, virtually any discharge 
of chemical waste material matches 
these parameters. DTSC, in turn, has 
more specific authority — now mostly 
delegated to the CUPAs — to manage 
the operation and closure of WMUs and 
issue RCRA corrective action orders to 
address discharges of hazardous waste 
from WMUs.229 Both DTSC and the Water 
Boards have broad investigative au-
thority — DTSC at any facility subject to 
RCRA permits230 and the Water Boards 
over both water quality control and 
waste discharge231 — and authority to perform and seek cost recovery for spills from petro-
leum storage tanks.232

The California legislature addressed this jurisdictional overlap in 1993 via SB 1082. That leg-
islation did not itself attempt the complex process of untangling the two agencies’ enmeshed 
authority, but rather ordered CalEPA to complete that task, following public hearings, by des-
ignating one agency or the other to have lead authority in various site cleanup scenarios.233 
The result of that process was laid out in the agencies’ SB 1082 Framework document,234 sub-
sequently codified into regulation. In relevant part, with respect to hazardous substance-relat-
ed corrective actions, the Framework document recognized DTSC authority to issue corrective 
action orders related to WMUs, although requiring it to consult with the Water Boards when it 
did so; but gave the Water Boards authority to oversee corrective actions that were then ongo-
ing specifically at refineries. 

The SB 1082 division of authority has thus far not had immediate impact on the site remedia-
tion taking place at the Phillips 66 Refinery, which has been proceeding for decades under the 
LA Water Board’s abatement order authority. DTSC has legacy authority over the post-closure 

“SITE REMEDIATION” 
REFERS TO THE 
PROCESS OF REMOVING 
CONTAMINATION FROM THE 
SOIL AND GROUNDWATER 
AND CLOSING HAZARDOUS 
WASTE FACILITIES.
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management of the two WMUs at the Refinery, overseeing compliance and financial assur-
ance.235 In theory, it leaves open the possibility that DTSC or its CUPA delegees could initiate 
and manage a new corrective action at the site to the extent any waste management facilities 
remain open there, although that scenario is unlikely as a practical matter given the Water 
Board’s current comprehensive management of the cleanup. 

2.3.2.2 Determination of Remediation Levels

Following issuance of an abatement order, the formal process for completion of a remediation 
generally involves development of a RAP. No RAP has yet been proposed or approved (al-
though an interim RAP has been ordered to be prepared at the Wilmington site236), so the final 
level of remediation that the Board will require remains to be determined. 

The criteria by which Water Boards decide the remediation level that will be required are set 
forth multiple places, including a 1968 policy resolution,237 a 1992 Water Board Site Cleanup 
Program resolution (SCP Resolution),238 and in statute239 and regulation.240 These mandates 
vary in their level of complexity, with some setting out more general principles and others — 
particularly the SCP Resolution — laying out with greater specificity the types of remediation 
measures to be considered in developing a RAP. 

All of the criteria, however, boil down to the general principle that for purposes of protecting 
water quality, the Water Boards will select the highest level of remediation that it determines 
to be both feasible and situationally appropriate. It is in these feasibility and appropriateness 
considerations that the complications and ambiguity lie. The applicable authorities require 
that the starting point for determining a remediation level be the 1968 policy resolution, 
which restates the CWA requirement that the waters of the state “shall be so regulated as to 
achieve the highest water quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State” 
— which in the simplest terms means that the Water Boards use as a starting point a goal of 
returning the site to background levels of contamination.241 This starting point is functionally 
theoretical, however, as it cannot be met as a practical matter at most contaminated sites. 
The technology simply does not exist to extract all contamination from heavily polluted 
groundwater. The real issue is almost always about balancing a set of considerations to deter-
mine an appropriate remediation level, a question on which the Water Boards are given broad 
discretionary latitude.

The SCP Resolution focuses on economic and technical feasibility in a determination of the 
appropriate extent of deviation from background conditions — in particular, whether to 
allow establishment of a “containment zone” in which a less stringent remediation standard 
will apply. In that context, the SCP Resolution provides specific definitions of economic and 
technical feasibility that are fairly broad in their framing — although making clear that eco-
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nomic feasibility is a general and not a discharger-specific determination, and does not refer 
to the discharger’s ability to finance the cleanup (although financial ability can be taken into 
account in establishing a cleanup schedule).242 The SCP Resolution lays out additional criteria 
to be considered in establishing a containment zone that are similar to the statutory criteria, 
including, inter alia, “[t]he present and probably future uses of ground water and surface wa-
ter in the area,” and “[p]otential adverse effects on approved local development plans.”

Although the references in the SCP Resolution to future uses of water and approved local 
development plans suggest the possibility that the Water Board could take into account 
future uses of the site in determining remediation levels, in practice future use is generally 
only considered with respect to soil remediation (as opposed to water quality protection); and 
it is unclear the extent to which every regional Water Board does so, as opposed to focusing 
strictly on feasibility. Regardless, however, Water Boards have the authority to establish land 
use restrictions prohibiting sensitive uses if contamination that cannot feasibly be mitigated 
would pose a health threat.243

2.3.2.3 Procedures Governing Remediation and Public Input

The multiple sources referenced above — resolutions, statutes, and regulations — also lay out 
step-by-step the procedures the Board will follow in determining remediation levels and time-
lines, as well as conducting any further investigation. These procedures include mandatory 
and permissive public comment opportunities. 

Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.
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2.3.2.3.1 Remedial Action Plan Development

The Water Boards generally require that a RAP be developed defining how a cleanup will be 
conducted to address an abatement order, based on the process defined in the SCP Resolu-
tion.244 The Resolution governs the types of evidence the Boards can consider in its determi-
nations regarding remediation levels and methods, the level of investigation the owner or 
discharger can be asked to conduct, and “procedures to ensure that dischargers shall have 
the opportunity to select cost-effective methods for detecting discharges or threatened dis-
charges and methods for cleaning up or abating” them — specifying detail concerning appro-
priate investigation and sampling techniques as well as remediation technologies.245 The SCP 
Resolution requires, consistent with the usual requirements for RAPs,246 that the remediation 
proposal lay out alternatives and select a preferred alternative.247

The LA Water Board has indicated that for the Phillips 66 Refinery, it will require the following 
steps, pursuant to its governing requirements and procedures:

1.	 A full delineation of soil and soil gas impacts.

2.	 A risk assessment.

3.	 A feasibility study and RAP.

4.	 A public comment period on the proposed RAP.

5.	 Board review, comments, and eventual approval of the RAP.

6.	 Ongoing remediation and monitoring pursuant to the RAP. 

The LA Water Board has indicated that these steps will be put fully in motion following remov-
al of Refinery equipment from the sites in the decommissioning process. However, as noted, 
the Board has already ordered that Phillips 66 prepare an interim RAP for the Wilmington 
site.248 And while the intention is to conduct a “full delineation” of soil and gas impacts follow-
ing decommissioning and regrading, the extensive investigatory work since the issuance of 
the 1994 Abatement Order will inform that delineation. 

2.3.2.3.2 Public Participation

The Water Board is required to provide for public notice and participation “when approving a 
cleanup proposal” for a site for which it has issued an abatement order.249 This requirement 
would clearly be triggered upon approval of a final RAP, but the Water Board appears at least 
once to have interpreted it more broadly at the Phillips 66 Refinery, applying it in 2018 to 
provide for public participation concerning a discrete phase of the ongoing site remediation — 
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the “Dissolved Phase Management 
Plan” for removal of the TBA and 
benzene from groundwater.250 Com-
ment opportunities must include 
the following:

1.	 Notice. A notification and fact 
sheet “in English and any other 
languages commonly spoken in 
the area, as appropriate,” sent 
to any “affected or potential 
affected property owner, resi-
dent, or occupant in the area of 
the site.”

2.	 Access. “[T]imely access to writ-
ten material” about the cleanup, 
to the maximum extent possi-
ble, available on the internet.

3.	 Comment. A 30-day comment 
period on the cleanup proposal.

4.	 Public meeting. A public meeting “in the area of the site” during the public comment 
period if one is requested, “the level of expressed public interest warrants” it, or the Board 
determines that “existing site contamination poses a significant health threat.”251

Additionally, notwithstanding any other public participation requirements, the Water Boards 
are required in the SCP Resolution to provide for public participation prior to the designation 
of a containment zone. The Resolution provides that notice of intention to designate a con-
tainment zone is to be provided to “all known interested persons,” which includes residents of 
properties “adjacent” to the proposed zone; and that the application for the zone, the pro-
posed management plan, and “any other available materials” should be made available for 
review and comment.252 

The governing statute also defines public outreach measures that may permissively be used 
by the Water Boards “to disseminate information and assist the [Board] in gathering com-
munity input regarding a site.” These measures include an annual fact sheet, the posting of 
reports and other documents on the internet, formation and facilitation of an advisory group, 
additional public meetings and workshops, comment period extensions, and preparation of a 
public participation plan.253

THE TECHNOLOGY SIMPLY 
DOES NOT EXIST TO EXTRACT 
ALL CONTAMINATION 
FROM HEAVILY POLLUTED 
GROUNDWATER. THE REAL 
ISSUE IS ALMOST ALWAYS 
ABOUT BALANCING A SET 
OF CONSIDERATIONS TO 
DETERMINE AN APPROPRIATE 
REMEDIATION LEVEL...
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2.3.3 Purchaser Liability Protection

In 2004, in order to encourage redevelopment of urban brownfield sites, the legislature 
passed the California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA), which provides that in any 
incorporated city, a bona fide purchaser of a contaminated site who had nothing to do with 
creating contamination can enter into a voluntary agreement to conduct the cleanup in 
exchange for immunity from further liability.254 The bona fide purchaser must conduct a due 
diligence inquiry, and agree to meet remediation standards established by the relevant Water 
Board. It is possible that a developer purchasing the Refinery site from Phillips 66 may choose 
to take advantage of CLRRA — although the statute sunsets January 1, 2027, so would need to 
be reauthorized to apply to a purchase that happens after that date.255 

2.4 LAW GOVERNING REDEVELOPMENT
The possibilities for site redevelopment are defined and bounded by the applicable zoning 
codes — those of the City of Los Angeles and the City of Carson — whose parameters are in 
turn governed by state law. As discussed in Section 1.4.2.1, any redevelopment of the Phillips 
66 Refinery site that is not a heavy industrial use will require a zoning code amendment. As 
also discussed there, the City of Carson is requiring the preparation of a Specific Plan for the 
Refinery site, and developers are voluntarily proposing a Specific Plan in connection with 
redevelopment of the Wilmington site. The most likely scenario is that a developer would 
submit its application for the redevelopment together with an application for the zoning code 
amendment or Specific Plan.256 

2.4.1 Structure of Zoning Requirements

By both state and local law, local zoning codes are required to conform to the applicable Gen-
eral Plan.257 State law defines the elements a General Plan must contain — including, e.g., a 
land use element, a conservation element, a transportation element, a noise element, a safety 
element, and a military readiness element.258 SB 1000 in 2016 added to that list a requirement 
that plans contain an “environmental justice element” identifying disadvantaged communi-
ties (as defined by SB 535)259 and setting out objectives to reduce their health risk, promote 
civil engagement in the public decision-making process, and prioritize improvements to meet 
the communities’ needs.260

State law further authorizes preparation of a Specific Plan, consistent with261 but supplanting 
the General for a particular area. Unlike the General Plan, a Specific Plan is required to provide 
considerable detail about its standards and implementation, including plans for transporta-
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tion, energy, and other infrastructure; standards applicable to development, including natural 
resources conservation; and implementation measures such as public works projects and 
financing measures needed to actualize the Specific Plan objectives.262 Specific plans have 
been described as a hybrid between a General Plan and zoning, providing a level of specificity 
that straddles the two. A Specific Plan is required to be adopted in the same manner as the 
General Plan, since it effectively supplants the General Plan within the covered area.263 

A number of other types of planning documents are used by local governments to supple-
ment the General Plan, but none have the force or required level of detail of a Specific Plan.264 
State law recognizes Community Plans,265 which essentially function as supplements to — but 
not, like a Specific Plan, as replacements for — the General Plan. A Community Plan must con-
tain a land use element, and presents goals and policies that are unique to the area it covers, 
but is not a regulatory document setting forth development standards. There are also “neigh-
borhood plans,” which are like a Community Plan but more loosely defined, and “precise 
plans,” which are similar to a Specific Plan but lack all of its requirement elements.266

Photo credit: Gissela Chavez for CBE, APEN.
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2.4.2 Amending Zoning Documents

The procedural elements required for a municipal zone change are set forth in state law267 and 
reflected in the Los Angeles and Carson municipal codes. In Los Angeles, an amendment — 
which may be proposed by the city council, the Planning Commission, or the property owner/
developer268 — must be referred initially to the Planning Commission for preparation of a 
report concerning conformity with the General Plan and a set of general factors (public neces-
sity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice). The Planning Commission may 
also hold hearings regarding the proposed amendment.269 

State law does not prescribe the procedures for amending the General Plan, except to spec-
ify that the mandatory elements may not be amended more frequently than four times per 
year.270 In the municipal codes, procedures for amending the General Plan are similar to 
zoning amendment procedures, but include some additional procedural elements — e.g., 
mandatory hearings and a 30-day review period for the mayor, whose disapproval of any pro-
posal triggers a council supermajority requirement for approval.271 Although a Specific Plan 
is functionally a standalone piece of the General Plan, these General Plan amendment pro-
cedures do not apply to Specific Plan adoption — a Specific Plan can be adopted through the 
same process as a zoning amendment.272 However, amendments to an established Specific 
Plan require the same process as amendments to the General Plan.273

While amending the zoning code to prohibit ongoing uses can sometimes raise “vested rights” 
concerns — the legal concept that where someone has relied on existing zoning to conduct an 
activity, a local government faces constraints in outlawing that activity via a zone change274 
— rights in the existing zoning code vest only when someone has actually broken ground on 
a project, as opposed to merely planning for it. In order to protect developers against the im-
pact of zoning changes, the law allows them to enter into development agreements with local 
governments in order to safeguard any legal authorization for a proposed project from future 
zoning amendments.275 The proposal for the Five Points Union Project at the Wilmington site 
includes a request for a 25-year development agreement.276

2.4.3 “Interim Urgency” Zoning

Notwithstanding the usual protracted amendment process, state law also allows for “interim 
urgency” zoning ordinances, where deemed necessary to protect public welfare. Among the 
allowable uses for interim urgency ordinances is to create an effective moratorium on uses 
that might be in conflict with any General Plan or Specific Plan that the municipal legislative 
body or planning department is contemplating. The duration of an interim urgency ordinance 
is capped at 10 months and 15 days, with limited allowable extensions.277 
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2.4.4 Nonconformity

Zoning codes, including those of Los Angeles and Carson, generally allow for continuation of 
“nonconforming uses” — meaning uses that were once conforming, but no longer are follow-
ing a change to the zoning map. However, these uses are tightly circumscribed. A facility that 
becomes nonconforming cannot be changed, expanded, or altered except in narrow circum-
stances (minor repairs, conforming to other legal requirements, etc.).278 Municipalities may 
— but need not necessarily — place a time limit on how long nonconforming uses may contin-
ue.279

2.4.5 CEQA and Zoning

Most decisions amending zoning and planning documents — including and especially the 
types of General Plan and zoning code amendments and adoption of Specific Plans that may 
govern the future use of the Phillips 66 Refinery sites — are by definition both heavily discre-
tionary and likely to result in physical environmental impacts.280 It is thus the norm (albeit not 
categorically mandatory) not only that CEQA applies to these types of decisions, but that a full 
EIR will be required281 — hence the determination by the City of Los Angeles that an EIR will be 
prepared in connection with the proposed Five Points Union Project.282 The EIR process can 
serve as a vehicle for both facilitating robust public comments and for coordinating the array 
of agencies who will need to have input into the proposed change. 

The steps in the CEQA process are as follows:

i.	 Initial determination. The lead agency (in this case, the planning department or commis-
sion) makes an initial determination about what level of CEQA review is required — which 
turns on whether the proposed action “may have a significant effect on the environ-
ment.”283 Sometimes, but not always, the determination is informed by an “initial study” 
— although the City of Los Angeles has determined that no initial study will be performed 
in connection with the proposed Five Points Union Project because it has already been 
determined that an EIR is required. In an initial study, the agency may find no evidence 
of a significant impact (a “negative declaration”), evidence that such an impact exists but 
can be fully mitigated by project changes (a “mitigated negative declaration”), or evidence 
that a full EIR is required. 

ii.	 Notice of preparation and scoping. If an EIR is found to be required, the agency will issue a 
“notice of preparation,” which is made publicly available and sent to any other “responsi-
ble agencies” with discretionary authority over the project. At this point, members of the 
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public may comment about what they would like to see included in the EIR, although the 
agency is not required to formally respond to such “scoping” comments. However, the 
CEQA regulations (generally referred to as the “CEQA Guidelines”) encourage agencies to 
conduct a formal scoping process.284

iii.	 Draft EIR. Once a draft EIR is prepared, the lead agency initiates a formal comment period 
with both responsible agencies and the public, which needs to be at least 30 days. Public 
hearings concerning the draft are “encouraged” but not required.285 

iv.	 Response to comments. The lead agency is required to provide a written response to any 
public or responsible agency comments received that raise “significant environmental 
issues” at least 10 days before certifying the EIR as final.

v.	 Final EIR. The lead agency is required to certify the final EIR before approving the project. 
Before it does so, however, it may either provide an additional opportunity for review 
(generally focusing on its responses to comments) or recirculate the draft if it has made 
any major changes to it.286 

vi.	 Notice of Determination. Once the EIR is certified, the agency files a Notice of Determina-
tion of its decision on the proposed project (the zone or plan change). 

This CEQA process, which would occur alongside the required zoning and planning amend-
ment processes, is necessarily protracted. The analysis required for the EIR will be extensive, 
and could easily take a year or more for the planning agencies to prepare. If extensive public 
and/or agency comments are received, the planning agencies will need significant time to 
respond to them, particularly if they are of a technical nature. If public hearings are held at the 
scoping and draft EIR stage — which they reasonably should be, given the deep significance 
of the Refinery sites to the affected communities — the process will necessarily be drawn out 
further. It is impossible to create in advance a reliable prediction for the duration of the CEQA 
process in this scenario, but it would be fair to say that two years to completion would be an 
optimistic guess, and three years or longer may be more realistic. 

2.4.6 Los Angeles and Carson Implementation of Planning and Zoning

Both Wilmington and Carson have recently been amending their zoning codes. Los Angeles 
adopted a revised code in October 2024,287 and the City of Carson is in the middle of its own 
update, with a draft issued in March 2024.288 None of the changes appear to materially affect 
the zoning applicable to the Wilmington and Carson sites. Both cities also recently amended 
their General Plans to ensure compliance with the SB 1000 requirement to include an environ-
mental justice element. Los Angeles made technical amendments to the Plan in 2021,289 and 
Carson in 2023.290 
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As discussed in Section 1.4.2.2, the City of Carson has taken targeted steps under its zoning and 
planning authority to take control of the redevelopment of the Phillips 66 Carson site. In late 
2024, the Carson City Council passed a General Plan amendment mandating the preparation of 
a Specific Plan in conjunction with “any redevelopment of a Refinery Site for a new use follow-
ing cessation of refinery operations.”291 In support of that determination, the Carson City Coun-
cil passed an interim urgency ordinance putting a 10-month moratorium on “consideration of 
applications and approval and issuance of permits” for redevelopment of refinery sites.292 

Los Angeles did not respond in a similar way to the closure announcement, and hence now 
has the proposal for the Five Points Union Project at the Wilmington site pending before it. 
Among other things, the developers are proposing to amend the Community Plan for the 
Wilmington and adjacent harbor area,293 which the city is currently in the process of updating, 
in part to include the SB 1000 environmental justice elements.294 The current proposed re-
vised plan (not including whatever additional changes the developers may propose) does not 
address the Wilmington refineries with any specificity. It sets a goal of “a healthy and livable 

Birdseye View Publishing Co. Los Angeles, 1909. Retrieved from the Library of Congress.
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community where collaborative efforts to reduce the footprint of the petroleum industry with-
in the community plan area are advanced,” 295 but the substantive provisions address the oil 
extraction industry, not refining. 

Los Angeles has some history of using the Specific Plan process to set standards for urban 
redevelopment, albeit generally for larger geographic areas rather than a specific site. Its Spe-
cific Plan for Warner Center,296 a west San Fernando Valley community, created an air quality 
trust fund to mitigate impacts of anticipated new development. The city also implemented a 
Specific Plan for the Cornfield Arroyo Seco area near Chinatown.297
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PART 3: KEY ISSUES
The unfolding story of the closure and anticipated redevelopment of the Phillips 66 Refinery 
offers a window into the set of unique issues and problems that will attend the slowdown and 
eventual end to petroleum refining in California and elsewhere. Understanding these issues 
can lay the groundwork for addressing them, both specifically with respect to the Phillips 66 
closure but more generally in preparation for anticipated future closures. 

This Part will lay out in broader terms the types of issues that will need to be addressed gen-
erally in refinery closure and redevelopment to ensure safety and fairness for communities, 
workers, and other stakeholders. It will reference both issues that have specifically arisen in 
the context of the Phillips 66 closure and issues more generally likely to arise in future clo-
sures based on experience elsewhere and extrapolation from regulatory gaps. While the dis-
ruptive impacts of a refinery closure are to some degree unavoidable — people will be thrown 
out of work, local tax revenues will take potentially a large hit, and costly site cleanups will 
be needed — this section will provide analytical groundwork for finding ways in which those 
impacts could be addressed effectively in the ways explained in Part 4. 

Children play at Ken Malloy Park. 
Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.
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3.1 PROCESS SAFETY RISKS IN THE RUNUP TO 
CLOSURE
3.1.1 Staffing and Maintenance Deficiencies

As discussed in Section 1.3.2, the runup to the anticipated closure of the Phillips 66 Refinery 
at the end of 2025 has caused a significant understaffing problem, with workers at one point 
assigned to shifts as long as 18 hours, and regularly putting in 12-hour shifts over 13 straight 
days. This problem is as predictable as it is dangerous, and is not being adequately addressed 
by either refinery management or enforcement of process safety regulations. 

There is little doubt why the staffing shortage has happened. Notice of the closure came a 
year in advance, pursuant to the state law requirement in SBX 1-2 — a valuable provision in 
that it provides the state and communities much-needed time to address the fallout from 
a closure, but that also engenders the unintended consequence of workers fleeing to other 
opportunities when informed their jobs are ending. Labor representatives state that this type 
of worker flight happened also in association with the closure of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria 
refinery in early 2023, which likewise had to function with a skeleton staff as the closure date 
approached.

If Phillips 66 management saw the handwriting on the wall regarding an impending loss of 
staff, their actions did not reflect it. Their economic interest alone, in the absence of a regula-
tory mandate, was insufficient to drive them to take the measures necessary to retain a robust 
workforce. Management used its leverage to bargain hard for a contract covering the closure 
period that provided few meaningful incentives for employees to remain for the duration of 
the Refinery’s waning days. As discussed in Section 1.3.2, union representatives report that 
the contract provided no assurance against pre-closure layoffs, offered severance only to sal-
aried but not hourly workers, and structured the payments as an end-of-quarter bonus — the 
latter provision, according to some, providing an incentive for workers to hold out only until 
the end of a quarter before taking a job elsewhere. 

These representatives believe that workers could have been induced to stay had they been 
offered incentives that protected their income and career prospects — such as extended 
severance and health care, job training, outplacement assistance, and where possible guar-
anteed transfer to refinery jobs available elsewhere. This belief is supported to a degree by 
experience at other shuttered refineries. When the Shell refinery in Louisiana was headed 
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WHEN ACCIDENTS 
HAPPEN IN THIS HIGH-
RISK ENVIRONMENT, 
THEY CAN BE SEVERE, 
WITH POTENTIAL 
TO KILL OR INJURE 
BOTH WORKERS AND 
COMMUNITY MEMBERS.

for closure, the company offered up to 
78 weeks’ severance, which significantly 
reduced (albeit did not eliminate) pre-clo-
sure attrition.298 

The chronic understaffing of refineries 
headed for closure has serious safety im-
plications for workers and the surround-
ing community. Refineries run complex 
and volatile processes that are prone 
to dangerous accidents when mistakes 
are made. The worst of these accidents 
have been widely reported on — e.g., the 
2012 fire at the Chevron Richmond refin-
ery that sent as many as 15,000 people 
to local hospitals,299 the 2015 explosion 
at the ExxonMobil Torrance refinery that caused chemical ash to rain on the surrounding 
community for hours,300 and the spent catalyst release and fire incidents at the PBF Martinez 
refinery301 — but many more accidents occur on a regular basis.302 Oil refining is an inherently 
hazardous process, involving “the processing of flammable, corrosive, and toxic chemicals in 
huge volumes at high temperatures and pressures.”303 When accidents happen in this high-risk 
environment, they can be severe, with the potential to kill or injure both workers and commu-
nity members.304

It has long been understood that the risk of such accidents is increased by understaffing and 
worker fatigue. A 2006 report from Swiss Re, the world’s second-largest reinsurer, determined 
that the U.S. had sustained financial losses from refinery accidents at a rate about three times 
higher than European Union refineries, and concluded that the difference is due in part to U.S. 
companies “pushing the operating envelope” with respect to, among other things, employ-
ee “alertness.”305 The American Petroleum Institute (API) has a specific standard addressing 
worker fatigue in the refining industry.306 Although it is not always possible to pinpoint the 
cause of particular accidents, references to staffing shortages and worker fatigue show up 
repeatedly in analyses, both formal and informal, of the cause. The spent catalyst incident at 
the PBF Martinez refinery,307 2023 fires at the Marathon Martinez refinery,308 and a fire at the 
Phillips 66 (then Unocal) Rodeo refinery309 have all been attributed in part, and with varying 
degrees of certainty, to issues with worker staffing and/or fatigue. 
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Compounding these end-of-life refinery safety issues is the potential reluctance of refinery 
operators to perform extensive turnaround maintenance on a refinery that is destined to close 
in the near term.310 Workers report that although they technically have the authority to halt 
processes in cases of immediate danger, they feel disincentive pressure to do so when the 
result could be to permanently shut down the refinery ahead of schedule, given the perceived 
unlikelihood that the refinery operator would be willing to complete a turnaround with exten-
sive maintenance when closure is imminent. 

There is not a strong consensus, however, about what sort of contract terms and incentives 
would be sufficient to ensure worker continuity through the time of closure. As discussed in 
Section 1.3.2, some labor leaders observed that quarterly bonuses incentivized early depar-
tures as soon as initial bonuses were received. However, others have expressed the view that 
withholding bonuses and severance until closure is an unnecessarily punitive approach, and 
favor offering incentives that leave employees with more flexibility.

3.1.2 Limitations of Existing Process Safety Regulations

As discussed in Section 2.2.2, the MOOC provisions in both the CalARP and CalOSHA process 
safety regulations can reasonably be interpreted to address staffing issues in the runup to 
closure. Details are not readily available concerning how, if at all, these MOOC requirements 
may have been implemented or enforced at the Phillips 66 Refinery or elsewhere. However, 
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generally speaking, there are a number of potential issues that limit their force in the context 
of an impending closure. 

First, there is an issue of regulatory clarity. While there is certainly basis to argue that perma-
nent closure of a refinery is an event triggering MOOC requirements, that connection is not 
spelled out in either the CalARP or CalOSHA regulations. Although it remains possible that 
that Phillips 66 has treated the MOOC provisions as applicable, triggering the MOOC assess-
ment requirement, there is currently no available information suggesting that either the 
assessment has been prepared or that CalOSHA or the CUPA has stepped in to require such 
preparation.311 

Second, even to the extent MOOC requirements are interpreted to apply to the runup to per-
manent closure, they require very little beyond paperwork. While there is a requirement to 
prepare an assessment, there are no standards to ensure the rigor of that assessment. For ex-
ample, the regulations require that a Hierarchy of Hazard Controls Analysis (HCA) be applied 
to all existing processes and be part of an MOC review, but there is no requirement to apply it 
to a MOOC assessment,312 an issue noted in a 2014 state report on refinery safety.313

Third, the MOOC requirements, to the extent applicable, are insufficiently specific to refin-
ery closures to effectively address them. Anticipation of closure is categorically like other 
organizational change situations, but carries with it enhanced risks. Whereas in an ordinary 
organizational change situation management knows what the staffing changes will be and 
can plan for them, in the runup to closure the main goal is to prevent unanticipated organiza-
tional changes — i.e., the abrupt departure of essential employees that requires scrambling to 
fill their roles with the dwindling remaining employee population. While a rational operator 
implementing the MOOC requirements would understand the need to develop an aggressive 
plan to retain employees in the runup to closure, that need is not currently spelled out.

Fourth, as is the case for most of the process safety requirements, there is no regular interface 
between operators and regulators to ensure that the requirements are being properly imple-
mented. The MOOC assessment, when prepared, is merely required to be maintained onsite. 
Although there are triennial audit and inspection requirements to ensure compliance with 
the regulations generally, the results of the audit are not sent to regulators - they are merely 
required to be retained for three triennial cycles314; and the triennial inspection requirement 
requires only documentation of the general MOC procedures, not any specific triggering of 
MOOC requirements.315 There is thus no system in place for regulatory authorities — CalOSHA 
and the CUPA — to learn in a timely way whether and when MOOC assessments have or have 
not been done.316 
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And fifth, perhaps related to the problem above, enforcement of process safety requirements 
in general has been somewhat limited. The 2014 refinery safety report identifies significant 
hinderances to robust enforcement, including agency capacity limitations.317 The report 
also noted that penalty amounts tend to be small, a fact supported by the publicly available 
CalOSHA process safety enforcement record against Phillips 66.318 Labor representatives have 
noted a pattern of CalOSHA over-relying on monetary penalties rather than injunctive enforce-
ment.

A few local governments, including Contra Costa County319 and the Cities of Richmond320 and 
Benicia,321 have enacted their own process safety ordinances, which are in some respects 
stronger than the CalARP and CalOSHA regulations.322 However, these local ordinances do 
not include strategies for addressing the safety issues associated with the runup to refinery 
closure, as none specifically address MOOC.

3.2 UNCERTAINTY AROUND DECOMMISSIONING 
AND REMEDIATION
The process of decommissioning and remediation of refineries is extraordinarily under-regu-
lated as compared with other sectors of the energy industry. In the electric generating indus-
try, decommissioning is overseen by public utility commissions, which can control the timing, 
funding, and other aspects of a planned shutdown and decommissioning (which enabled 
the Diablo Canyon nuclear reactor retirement agreement in 2016323). In the nuclear industry, 
plant operators are expressly required to prepare in advance for decommissioning (with that 
term defined in the regulations to include site remediation324) by setting aside money to cover 
anticipated costs, potentially via an external sinking fund or other defined mechanisms.325 Oil 
wells are required to be covered by a bond to cover decommissioning costs,326 and are subject 
to specific closure requirements.327 Renewable energy development is likewise subject to ex-
tensive decommissioning requirements, with states requiring that permit applicants include 
decommissioning plans for solar and wind facilities accompanied by a bond.328 

There are no comparable requirements comprehensively addressing petroleum refineries’ 
end of life. The 100-plus-year-old refining industry predates by many decades the regulatory 
structures that ensured that the later-arriving nuclear and renewable energy industries would 
have decommissioning plans and financing in place, leaving owners and regulators in the 
position of scrambling to chart a course for decommissioning and remediation only when a 
closure decision has been made. 
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THE DECOMMISSIONING 
AND REMEDIATION 
OF REFINERIES IS 
EXTRAORDINARILY 
UNDER-REGULATED 
AS COMPARED WITH 
OTHER SECTORS OF 
THE ENERGY INDUSTRY.

As explained in the sections below, this situ-
ation creates very real risks for the process of 
refinery decommissioning and site remedia-
tion. Decommissioning plans and remediation 
levels are determined on a case-by-case basis, 
making it difficult for agencies and communi-
ties to know what to expect and plan around 
it. The absence of bonding requirements for 
refineries risks inadequate funding for the 
cleanup if the refinery owner lacks the re-
sources to complete it. The SEC, whose job 
it is to ensure disclosure of full information 
regarding publicly traded companies’ finan-
cial health and solvency, does not require full 
disclosure regarding the potentially enormous 
cost of asset retirement until the closure is 
actually announced. There are also insufficient rules to ensure the hiring of competent union 
labor for the decommissioning process, and potential confusion around the scope of closure 
and how best to manage the continuing impacts of infrastructure (e.g., tanks that continue in 
use post-closure) that is not included in the decommissioning. 

3.2.1 Uncertainty Around Remediation Levels

Existing California law provides a generally effective framework for evaluating site contam-
ination and determining a required response. As explained in Section 2.3.2.2, the regional 
Water Board overseeing the cleanup is required by law to require the most stringent remedi-
ation that is economically and technical feasible, to the extent background levels cannot be 
achieved (which they generally cannot be at a heavily contaminated refinery site). Accord-
ingly, for any given site, the site owner or operator will submit a proposed RAP based on their 
hired consultants’ assessment of what is and is not feasible.

This ad hoc system, even if it functions well, results in extensive uncertainty regarding what to 
expect in these very large-scale cleanups, even where understanding what will be involved in 
the cleanup is essential to community planning around the refinery closure. A lack of stan-
dardized information about the type and level of remediation that will be required leaves 
communities functionally in the dark about what to expect and how to plan around it, and 
affords refinery operators latitude to underestimate their asset retirement obligation (ARO) if 
they estimate it at all. More generally, it leaves state regulators with insufficient information to 
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gauge the statewide economic impact of refinery closures. Multiple reports place the ARO of 
oil wells in the state collectively in the billions of dollars,329 based on reasonably well defined 
well closure obligations, but no such collective estimate exists for refinery closures in the 
absence of such definition.330 

Some form of ad hoc decision-making regarding remediation strategies will always be neces-
sary, as sites vary in the specifics of their contamination and geography. And general informa-
tion does exist concerning available remediation technologies and their appropriate uses.331 
However, there are currently no publicly available standardized guidelines defining the de-
fault best technologies and what they generally cost to implement or long-term cleanup cost 
estimates and timelines based on those default technologies. Additionally, while the Water 
Boards have been requiring investigation and remediation activities at California refineries 
for decades, in practice, as at the Phillips 66 Refinery, the activities are generally stepped up 
and fully defined long term following closure — again, resulting in limited information being 
available to communities and the state to support an accurate cleanup cost estimate at the 
point of a closure announcement. At Phillips 66, the Water Board is only now preparing for the 
development of RAPs for the two sites. 

Finally, it bears note that at the PES refinery, community organizations have documented 
significant concerns around the planned closure methodology, which is to cap the soil at the 
heavily contaminated site. Advocates have pointed out that the plan will add extensive im-
pervious surface, and that the refinery site is located in a flood zone, making the cap method 
minimally effective and vulnerable to sea level rise.332 It is thus not a good model for estimat-
ing remediation costs.

3.2.2 Uncertain ARO Costs

Although the refinery cleanup process lacks standardized default methodologies and cost esti-
mates to facilitate estimation of an operator’s ARO, the larger problem is that the current system 
does not require such estimation at all. For all intents and purposes, despite the site charac-
terization and remediation that is ongoing at California refineries, the full cost of site cleanup 
remains a black box to communities, investors, other involved agencies, and lawmakers. 

The problem of inadequate refinery ARO estimation is documented and explained in a 2024 
report by Carbon Tracker, an energy transition think tank.333 The report exposes a loophole 
in accounting rules that allows refinery operators to refuse any disclosure of anticipated ARO 
costs until such time as a closure is announced. When a company prepares its SEC annual and 
quarterly filings, it is required to present a full financial picture of the company’s assets and 
liabilities based on established accounting standards — including the International Financial 
Reporting Standards (IFRS) and Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP). The GAAP 
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define AROs as any legal obliga-
tions related to the “retirement of 
a long-lived asset.”334 Ordinarily, 
such obligations need to be dis-
closed on the liability side of the 
balance sheet. 

The catch — and the loophole for 
refinery operators — is that the 
accounting principles allow an 
assumption that refineries do not 
have finite lives. For accounting 
purposes, a refinery is treated 
as having an indefinite life, with 
no assumption made that it 
will eventually cease operation. 
Despite efforts in the past to beef 
up reporting requirements for 
environmental liabilities,335 the 
IFRS have been interpreted not 
to require an estimate of an ARO 
when there is insufficient infor-
mation available “to reasonably 
estimate ... the settlement date or the range of potential settlement dates” — with “settlement 
date” referring to the anticipated facility closure date, when the retirement obligation effec-
tively comes due. Since operating refineries generally do not have a defined date on which 
they are slated to close until a closure decision is actually made, the ARO liability is left off the 
balance sheet and the SEC filings prior to a closure announcement — generally replaced by a 
statement that the ARO cannot be estimated because no defined settlement date yet exists. 

Thus, even though it is clear from recent events that refineries have finite lives, as they contin-
ue to close all around us, oil companies are shielded from disclosure of their ARO due to the 
legal fiction that they will live in perpetuity. At the point a refinery’s ARO is disclosed following 
announcement of a closure, it is largely too late for regulators, shareholders, and communi-
ties to take ARO information into account and plan around it. As explained in Section 1.4.1.2, 
Phillips 66 provided an ARO estimate that included $205 million in cleanup costs for the Los 
Angeles Refinery for the first time in its SEC Form 10-Q for the fourth quarter of 2024. Valero 

Wilmington, CA. Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.
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similarly included the cost of the ARO 
for the Benicia refinery only after it an-
nounced the refinery’s closure.336

Moreover, even to the extent an ARO 
estimate is belatedly provided contem-
poraneously with the closure announce-
ment, it is not at all clear that these 
estimates include site remediation costs. 
As noted in Section 1.4.1.2, the Phillips 
66 $205 million estimate is framed as 
the cost of asbestos abatement and 
decommissioning of assets at the Los 
Angeles Refinery.337 It is impossible to 
tell whether this figure includes cleanup 
costs beyond removing and disposing of 
the refinery infrastructure, because no 
cost breakdown is provided in the filing. 
But there is reason to believe it does not, 
because the filing does not clearly indi-
cate accounting for significant cleanup 
expenditures extending into future years — when the Water Board has made clear that the 
process and attendant liability will last a very long time, likely overlapping with any future re-
development.338 The Valero SEC filing referencing the Benicia refinery ARO is similarly opaque 
about what if any soil and groundwater remediation costs have been included, referencing 
only “decommissioning” costs.339

As the Carbon Tracker report makes clear, this information gap regarding refinery AROs is 
potentially enormous and consequential. Despite the absence of data concerning estimat-
ed cleanup costs, Carbon Tracker developed a very rough estimate of AROs for six different 
companies that operate refineries, including Phillips 66. The authors estimate a combined 
total of $34 billion dollars in decommissioning costs340 for these companies,341 including $6.3 
billion in total for Phillips 66.342 The report then compares the estimated ARO liability with the 
companies’ total equity, and the results are sobering. For the six companies overall, the ARO 
liability figure represents 45 percent of the companies’ combined total equity. That figure was 
20 percent for Phillips 66, the lowest among the six. 

A CARBON TRACKER 
REPORT... DEVELOPED A 
ROUGH ESTIMATE OF SIX 
DIFFERENT REFINERY 
OPERATORS. THE 
AUTHORS ESTIMATED  
A COMBINED TOTAL OF 
$34 BILLION DOLLARS IN 
DECOMMISSIONING COSTS 
FOR THIS COMPANY.
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3.2.3 Uncertainty Around Cleanup Financing

The early consensus around the Phillips 66 Refinery closure has been that there is little danger 
that site cleanup will not be paid for, because the valuable Port-proximate real estate is sure 
to interest developers and attract buyers.343 It is entirely possible the consensus is correct, but 
it is not a certainty. At this point, the value of the land and its interest to developers may be 
contingent on the cost of the site cleanup and the duration and success of the approval pro-
cess for any project developers may decide to pursue. There is some basis, in turn, to ques-
tion whether Phillips 66 can be counted on to fully fund the cleanup potentially decades into 
the future, given the apparent role of private equity with a “vulture capital” reputation in the 
Refinery’s closure. Phillips 66 reported a $908 million loss on the Refinery in 2004 following 
a $2.5 billion investment in the company by billionaire activist investor Paul Singer, who has 
pushed for a focus on other company assets.344 

Whether or not financing the cleanup will turn out to be an issue for the Phillips 66 Refin-
ery, however, it is clearly a larger issue that needs to be addressed in preparing for refinery 
closures, statewide and nationally. The lack of financial assurance requirements for refinery 
decommissioning345 — in contrast to the bonding and fund-creation requirements and avail-
ability of ratepayer funds in other energy sectors — intrinsically creates the risk that funds 
may not materialize following refinery closure to pay for a costly cleanup. Indeed, concern 
with the high cost of refinery cleanups coupled with potential funding deficiencies drove U.S. 
EPA to develop a draft rule pursuant to CERCLA § 108 establishing financial responsibility 
requirements for refineries, until the effort was scuttled in the waning days of the first Trump 
administration.346

The absence of bonding requirements for refineries risks insufficient funding for the cleanup 
if the refinery owner lacks the resources to complete it. The history of the PES closure, which 
was accompanied by a Chapter 11 bankruptcy filing shortly after the refinery was idled that 
ultimately led to the owner’s liquidation,347 underscores the problem with lack of financial 
assurance mechanisms. While an abatement order cannot be discharged in bankruptcy, in the 
absence of such an order a site owner can potentially avoid cleanup liability through disso-
lution.348 Even in the absence of bankruptcy, while operators and their predecessors remain 
legally liable for cleanup costs under RCRA, CERCLA, and their state-level counterparts, it can 
be extremely difficult as a practical matter for regulators to collect cleanup costs — e.g., where 
the company has created corporate structures that shield deep-pocketed parent corporations 
from liability, or where it simply chooses to respond with costly and complex litigation rather 
than cooperation. 
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3.2.4 Uncertainty Around Decommissioning Labor

The decommissioning of refinery infrastructure is a complex process involving large volumes 
of contaminated and potentially highly hazardous materials. One important aspect of protect-
ing public and worker safety is ensuring that the workers who execute the decommissioning 
are fully qualified to perform it thoroughly and with minimal risk to themselves and the sur-
rounding community. 

The workers who appear most qualified to conduct the Los Angeles Refinery decommissioning 
are members of the International Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU), whose Los Ange-
les-area Local 56 covers ship scalers and painters, and provides skilled hazardous materials ser-
vices in the region.349 Local 56 reports that the union requires strict drug and health testing for 
workers performing hazardous cleanup jobs, and provides extensive in-person training run by 
the Teamsters Union, in contrast to non-union workers, who generally are trained with videos. 

There is currently no requirement in place, however, that ILWU workers be hired for the job, 
and there is a risk they may not be. Union wages are roughly double the rate paid by non-
union shops ($40 versus $20 per hour), who typically bring in the non-union workers from out 
of state. Local 56 officials expressed concern that in the past, when they have been pulled in 
to do quality control of hazardous remediation work performed by non-union contractors, the 
work was deeply substandard.  

3.2.5 Uncertainty Around Continued Storage Tank Operations

As discussed above, it is not entirely clear as of this writing the extent to which Phillips 66 
intends to continue to operate any of its tanks. The possibility of continued tank operation 
raises a potential air pollution concern. In one other refinery closure in the state — of Mar-
athon Martinez, which subsequently converted to bioenergy production — the closure of 
refining operations but continued operation of the tanks created a significant air emissions 
issue. Before the closure, the vapors from the tanks had been re-routed for use as fuel in the 
refining process, but after closure, when the vapors no longer had a beneficial use, they were 
simply flared off. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District fined Marathon $5 million for 
the resulting air quality violations, its second-largest penalty ever assessed.350

As of now, there is no information available concerning any connection between the tanks 
and the remainder of the Phillips 66 Refinery that could in theory give rise to a similar prob-
lem. But it is an issue that could easily recur. ABX 2-1 empowers the CEC to require inventory 
storage to alleviate shortages and price spikes, which could potentially encourage refineries 
ceasing operations to leave their storage tanks in operation in order to facilitate maintenance 
of product supply. 
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Carson residents discuss the refinery closure at an APEN town-hall. Photo by Anastasia Yulo.

3.3 INADEQUATE COMMUNITY INPUT IN 
REDEVELOPMENT DECISIONS
As a baseline matter, an owner of private property has wide latitude to decide how to develop 
it. Community power over development choices is derived from fundamentally two sources: 
the authority to create and amend zoning and planning restrictions, and the CEQA process 
that attends the zoning and planning amendment process and/or the project approval pro-
cess. However, these sources of legal power do not automatically guarantee a strong commu-
nity voice in redevelopment.

In the first instance, not every possible redevelopment scenario at any given California re-
finery site would necessarily involve a zoning change triggering CEQA. At the point a refinery 
shuts down, a site owner is allowed to redevelop the site as of right (i.e., non-discretionarily) 
consistently with the existing zoning — heavy industrial — with little if any community input. 
The zoning codes in some cases allow lighter industrial uses in a heavy industrial zone, just 
not vice versa.351 To the extent no zone change is required in connection with a proposal, the 
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applicability of CEQA will hinge on the existence of a discretionary determination triggered 
by the development application — or on the existence of a Special Plan requirement along 
the lines of the City of Carson’s. It bears note that the amendments to CEQA enacted in June 
2025352 exempt from CEQA any “advanced manufacturing” developments on sites zoned for 
such developments. “Advanced manufacturing” is very broadly defined353 to include at least 
some uses that are consistent with the existing zoning, and hence would not trigger CEQA due 
to a zone change. However, to the extent either a zone change or a Special Plan is required 
in connection with an advanced manufacturing project, it is those actions that would trigger 
CEQA, regardless of the exemption for the project itself. 

To the extent CEQA does apply and/or a zone change is required, a primary obstacle to the 
effectiveness of these legal tools as a vehicle for community control has been timing. If the de-
veloper chooses to amend the zoning in connection with a proposed new use, thus triggering 
CEQA, it will typically present its concept to planning authorities as a fully developed propos-
al, reflecting only the level of community input it has chosen to seek out and incorporate.354 
The ensuing CEQA process, although it technically requires consideration of alternatives to 
the proposed project, will be bounded to a great extent by the developer’s definition of the 
project purpose — which generally has the effect of taking alternatives off the table that do 
not meet that pre-defined purpose. For instance, if the developer proposing a battery man-
ufacturing operation defines its purpose as battery manufacturing, then a community-pro-
posed alternative of a grocery store may be dismissed in development of the CEQA EIR as not 
meeting that purpose.355 

It is evident that the key to enhancing community input into decision-making around site 
redevelopment is to create opportunities for such input before developers can create bu-
reaucratic momentum by filing an application. The City of Carson has taken admirable steps 
in that direction by putting a moratorium on redevelopment applications for the Refinery 
site in support of its Specific Plan requirement for it. This approach will go a long way toward 
ensuring that Carson maintains a say in the bigger picture decision concerning appropriate 
post-closure uses of the site. However, the moratorium is a time-limited tool – 10 months 
plus limited extensions – that the city had to scramble to put in place following the closure 
announcement. And the Specific Plan requirement, although it will require an enhanced level 
of detailed analysis and description of proposed site use in connection with any development 
proposal, still leaves the ball in the developer’s court to propose the substance of the Plan (as 
the developers are proposing to do in the Wilmington project), unless the city takes initiative 
to do so itself in advance of receiving a developer proposal. 
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Wilmington, CA. Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.

3.4 LACK OF COORDINATION STRUCTURES
A simple review of the legal authorities and requirements surrounding the closure and rede-
velopment of the Phillips 66 Refinery makes clear that there are a lot of cooks in the kitchen. 
Multiple regulatory agencies at every jurisdictional level — federal, state, and local — are 
either potentially or already involved in the process. In many cases, agency authority is in 
principle overlapping, and in many others, agencies’ actions influence and impact one anoth-
er. Additionally, there are the community stakeholders, whose range of interests is not neces-
sarily represented by any governmental entity, as well as labor associated with both refinery 
operation and site cleanup. 

This web of interconnected decision-makers and interested stakeholders at play with respect 
to the Phillips 66 Refinery includes, at least, the following:

	6 City councils (with ultimate zoning decision-making).

	6 City planning and community development departments (responsible for zoning and like-
ly CEQA process lead agencies).

	6 City building departments (responsible for decommissioning and construction permit-
ting).
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	6 Los Angeles County (together with the City of Carson, having authority over pipeline re-
moval).

	6 The two CUPAs, City and County of Los Angeles (collectively responsible for storage tank 
removal, hazardous materials removal, and industrial safety/MOOC requirements).

	6 DTSC (responsible for previously closed WMUs and associated financial assurance).

	6 LA Water Board (overseeing the site investigation and cleanup).

	6 CalOSHA (responsible for enforcing the CalOSHA process safety regulations).

	6 SCAQMD (with rules governing air emissions impacts associated with decommissioning).

	6 CEC (with authority over refined products supply, and hence potentially to influence the 
timing and/or scope of closure and accompanying requirements).

	6 U.S. EPA and the U.S. Justice Department (prosecuting the criminal CWA violation charges 
concerning the Carson site, and also with overarching authority over enforcement of coop-
erative federal statutes).

	6 Local community-based organizations (multiple, representing various community inter-
ests).

	6 Labor unions (including both those representing refinery operators and maintenance 
workers and those representing potential site cleanup workers).

	6 City of Los Angeles Economic and Workforce Development Department (coordinating 
workforce transition and involvement in redevelopment).

	6 Development corporations, currently Catellus and Deca.

	6 Phillips 66 (and any future purchaser of the site).

Given this array, there is a risk that lack of structured coordination could result in paralysis or 
enable chaos — with evidence of the latter already emerging.356 Currently, however, there are 
no collaborative structures in place that are adequate to meet the formidable stakeholder co-
ordination challenge posed by the Refinery closure. An early well-intentioned measure passed 
by the Los Angeles City Council attempted to create a preliminary structure for coordination, 
but unfortunately did not include the right players. This motion, passed days after the closure 
announcement, called upon the city’s Office of Petroleum and Natural Gas Administration 
and Safety and the Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation Citywide Brownfields Program to pres-
ent “next steps for remediation and reuse of the site with a timeline and cost estimates and 
personnel needs to assess, clean up, and revitalize potential impacts onsite.”357 Not only did 
this motion fail to include any of the key agencies listed above, but the two it did list have no 
meaningful authority over the closure and redevelopment. The Office of Petroleum and Nat-
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THERE ARE NO 
COLLABORATIVE 
STRUCTURES IN PLACE 
THAT ARE ADEQUATE TO 
MEET THE FORMIDABLE 
STAKEHOLDER 
COORDINATION 
CHALLENGE POSED 
BY THE REFINERY 
CLOSURE.

ural Gas Administration and Safety has little 
or nothing to do with refineries, only oil ex-
traction operations and pipeline franchises358; 
and the Brownfields Program is not a primary 
source of regulatory authority, but rather a 
small-scale assistance program designed to 
facilitate redevelopment of vacant and blight-
ed properties.359 

There are multiple examples within the City 
and County of Los Angeles of efforts to de-
velop stakeholder collaboration around the 
transition away from fossil energy infrastruc-
ture, but all so far have focused on redevel-
opment of closed oil drilling sites. In 2021, 
the city and County of Los Angeles co-con-
vened a Just Transition task force to develop 
a strategy around oil well closure. This group 
— comprising a mix of government and trib-
al officials, environmental and community 
groups, labor, academics, and Indigenous partners360 — generated a report concerning just 
transition strategy, but was not set up as a collaborative body to address specific transition 
projects.361 Redevelopment plans for two specific former drilling sites involved collaborative 
working groups more akin to the type that might be helpful with respect to refinery sites. The 
redevelopment process for the former Sentinel Peak well site in Arlington Heights reportedly 
involved a working group that facilitated collaboration between the Los Angeles City Planning 
Department and the LA Water Board. In the redevelopment planning for the former AllenCo 
drill site, the city’s Health Department has reportedly invited advocacy groups with a focus on 
public health, as well as state agencies and local elected officials, into discussions regarding 
the site’s future.362 

While development of these collaborations represents a positive direction, none of them are a 
turnkey model for the type of formal cooperation, communication, and co-strategizing need-
ed at a shuttered and contaminated refinery site. The Just Transition task force is a high-level 
rather than the process- and detail-oriented approach needed for redevelopment of a large 
and complex site. The two examples of collaboration around well site redevelopment, while 
a step in the right direction, would need to be expanded and formalized to address the more 
formidable task of refinery decommissioning and redevelopment.
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3.5 LACK OF A TRANSITION SAFETY NET
Any time a major industry abruptly closes down in a community that has come to depend on 
that industry, economic and social repercussions are foreseeable. It is a story that has played 
out already in the energy economy when coal mines and coal plants have closed down in 
response to an economic and energy system that no longer supports them. These transitions 
invariably impact both workers and communities, inextricably and in tandem, as they struggle 
together to find new direction in the absence of the industry they were dependent upon. In 
this and other similar industrial transition contexts, which have been heavily studied, it has 
been repeatedly made clear that the workers and communities need an economic safety net 
to bring them through the transition — supporting a training and readjustment for the work-
ers and economic diversification for the community.363

At this juncture, it is difficult to predict how this transition will play out in Wilmington and 
Carson — or in Benicia or other communities that may face refinery closures in the future — be-
cause study of these transitions has thus far been limited (see Section 3.6). But we know enough 
to understand that some significant disruption will occur. 900 refinery workers will be directly 
displaced and thrown into a market that offers mostly lower-paying jobs for people with their 
skill sets.364 Indirect and induced employment will also suffer repercussions. Potentially adding 
to the re-employment difficulties of the Refinery workers is lack of access to their own train-
ing records — refinery operators have sometimes been refusing to provide that information 
on grounds of business confidentiality, although labor has worked out a partial solution with 
respect to the Phillips 66 Refinery.365 In addition to employment impacts from closure, the com-
munity may face additional costs (direct and potentially community health-related) if the Re-
finery site cleanup is not completed or is done improperly. We also know that tax revenues will 
significantly diminish when the Refinery shutters,366 although the magnitude of the impact has 
not been analyzed. The local impact from loss of revenue may potentially be greater for Carson, 
since Wilmington is part of the larger City of Los Angeles tax base. 

 There are certainly potential paths forward for both workers and the community. The workers, 
to the extent they cannot find employment elsewhere in the refinery industry, in many cases 
have skill sets that are transferrable to utility industries (e.g., a subset of workers may be posi-
tioned to shift to power plants or wastewater treatment facilities). But the transition may require 
training, which in turn requires economic support for the workers (and possibly related support 
such as childcare) while they are pursuing the training. The communities may be positioned to 
develop a more diversified economy through incentives and assistance offered for new types of 
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Carson residents discuss the refinery closure at 
an APEN town-hall. Photo by Anastasia Yulo.

businesses. But those incentives 
require funds that the communi-
ties may not have, and economic 
support during the transition to 
the new economy. 

The situation creates a potential 
vicious cycle. The closure of the 
refineries results in pressing eco-
nomic needs for workers and the 
community, but the diminished 
tax base makes the communi-
ty even less able to meet those 
needs. The cycle is potentially 
exacerbated by the already economically and environmentally marginal status of the commu-
nities. As discussed in Section 1.2.1, Wilmington and Carson are both high scorers in CalEnvi-
roScreen367 and representative of a typical refinery community demographic.368 In the energy 
generating sector, the availability of a ratepayer base offers a potential source of transitional 
revenue — as reflected in the negotiated closure of the Diablo Canyon reactor, which funded 
worker and community transition with ratepayer dollars.369 But no such structures currently 
exist to pull funds from the refining industry to pay transition costs. While there have been 
proposals put forth for an infusion of public money to support worker and community transi-
tion,370 thus far funding for such efforts has been at a very small scale.371

To their credit, both the City and County of Los Angeles passed resolutions calling for steps 
to assist refinery workers with transitioning to new jobs following the refinery closure. As 
discussed in Section 1.3.1, a motion passed by the City of Los Angeles days after the closure 
announcement (the same motion that attempted to address inter-agency coordination) 
requested the city’s Economic and Workforce Development Department to prepare a worker 
transition plan372; and a motion passed by the county Board of Supervisors similarly directed 
the county’s Department of Economic Opportunity to report back within 60 days with a writ-
ten action plan to assist affected workers with job training and placement.373 These steps are 
valid initial actions (although the County’s report appears to have not yet been produced as 
of this writing). However, the types of assistance referenced, while helpful, do not include the 
significant funding needed to directly support workers and communities in transition.
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3.6 INFORMATION DEFICIT
If information is power, then power to address the Phillips 66 Refinery closure — and refinery 
closures more generally — is in deficit. While there have emerged occasional broadly framed 
analyses of the issue of refinery closures generally,374 and two case studies of other refinery 
closures,375 there has been no in-depth technical analysis to date concerning the local impact 
of refinery closures either on the macro level (statewide or nationally) or specifically concern-
ing Los Angeles-area refineries. 

The types of information that are needed to inform an understanding of the Phillips 66 clo-
sure, and closures more generally, include the following:

	6 Direct employment impacts. An inventory of the worker positions and skill levels at the 
refineries, and potential employment opportunities when the workers are displaced.

	6 Indirect and induced employment impacts. Analysis of the jobs that are indirectly support-
ed or induced by the refineries.

	6 Tax base impacts. An inventory of tax revenues generated by the refineries, collectively 
and individually, and the anticipated impact of the loss of those revenues.376

	6 Cleanup costs and timeline. For the reasons discussed in Section 3.2.1, a default estimate 
of the funds and time needed to complete a site cleanup.

	6 Potential new industry. An assessment of regionally appropriate opportunities to bring 
new industry into the former refinery community.

The report (Report and Recommendations)377 and associated technical analyses conducted 
with respect to Contra Costa County refineries, funded by the California Workforce Devel-
opment Board’s High Road Training Partnerships (HRTP) Program (collectively, Partnership 
Studies),378 provide an example of some of these types of analysis. The Partnership Studies 
evaluate the multiple types of impacts that flow from a refinery closure — including to work-
ers and the tax base — and include in-depth research tracking the actual impact on workers at 
the Marathon Martinez refinery, shuttered in 2020 in advance of being re-opened as a bioener-
gy refinery with a greatly reduced workforce.379
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August toxic tour. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN, CBE.

PART 4: RECOMMENDATIONS
The closure of refineries creates novel and major challenges for communities and workers. 
But these challenges are not insurmountable. The issues raised by the Phillips 66 Refinery 
closure, as cataloged in this report, also highlight multiple opportunities at the state and local 
government level to meet the challenges head-on with policy solutions. Even in the absence 
of the types of sweeping statewide changes to management of refineries that have been float-
ed by the CEC, such as a state takeover of refinery operations or imposition of a utility model 
for their operation,380 there are many more focused approaches that can be taken to blunt the 
impacts of closure. 

The fact that the Phillips 66 Refinery closure has already been announced shortens somewhat 
the time available for implementing policy strategies, although there are still a number of 
approaches available. There are even more options available with respect to refineries that are 
currently operating, but whose eventual closure can be anticipated in the years ahead. Planning 
for the closures in advance affords multiple opportunities to create a glide path that avoids the 
issues and pitfalls that can attend a closure announcement, and helps ensure the availability of 
the resources and information needed to plan for and execute an effective transition. 
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This Part will list recommendations for action to address the issues defined in Part 3, and will 
specify with respect to each the level(s) of government with authority to act. 

4.1 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING PROCESS 
SAFETY RISKS IN THE RUNUP TO CLOSURE
Recommendation No. 1: Enact industrial process safety require-
ments specifically addressing refinery closure.

Government level: state or local

As discussed in Section 3.1.2, while MOOC procedures in the CalARP and CalOSHA statutes 
arguably apply to refinery closure, they are a shaky fit that could be tightened up to more di-
rectly address the situation. Specifically, process safety provisions for refinery closure should 
be created to achieve the following:

	6 Apply clearly to closure and long-term idling (as opposed to more generally applying to 
permanent organizational changes).

	6 Require planning that takes into account and manages employee departures in the runup 
to closure.

	6 Prioritize employee retention as a risk management strategy.

	6 Develop procedures to address understaffing to the extent it cannot be avoided.

	6 Require that all refineries develop long-term planning for a hypothetical closure, and 
require development of a more detailed and situation-specific response to an announced 
closure. 

	6 Define specific and rigorous risk assessment techniques for use in analysis of closure risks, 
including HCA.

	6 Require timely reports made directly to enforcement officials of actions taken with respect 
to closure preparation, as opposed to mere internal retention of information.

	6 Define and facilitate rigorous enforcement for non-compliance, including enhanced penal-
ties and injunctive relief.

These changes could in principle be implemented by amendment to the CalARP and CalOSHA 
process safety regulations, although the immediate window for proposing such amendments 
may be limited given that the rulemaking to address the changes agreed to in the WSPA settle-
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ment has already commenced.381 They could also be implemented at the local level, through 
passage by the city or county of an industrial process safety ordinance, as has previously been 
done by Contra Costa County and the Cities of Richmond and Benicia. While ordinarily local 
legislation in a field already addressed by state law raises preemption concerns, the California 
Attorney General supported the legality of the local ordinances with an opinion determining, 
in response to a request from the Contra Costa County Counsel’s office, that the county’s 
proposed industrial safety ordinance raised no preemption concerns because it did not simply 
duplicate the state ordinances, but went beyond them in its requirements.382 The provisions 
suggested in this recommendation would do the same (unless the state were to act first).

Recommendation No. 2: Develop best practices for employee reten-
tion in the runup to closure.

Government level: state or local

As discussed in Section 3.1.1, there is currently no consensus concerning a gold standard for 
ensuring worker retention. To make progress toward developing such a standard, either the 
state or local government should, in close collaboration with labor representatives, develop a 
set of standardized best practices for retaining refinery employees during the runup to clo-
sure. The incentives offered by Phillips 66 — such as the small quarterly bonuses offered to 
a subset of employees — were demonstrably insufficient to retain essential staff. Many labor 
representatives believe, however, that staff could be effectively retained with incentive pack-
ages that include both a long severance period and re-training offered during and after that 
period. The best practices should include, at minimum, the following elements:

	6 Extended severance periods (potentially longer than one year following refinery closure).

	6 Job training appropriate for transferring the skill set of the various categories of employ-
ees facing layoffs.

	6 Extended job placement assistance, including guaranteed transfer to the company’s other 
refinery facilities when possible. 

	6 Provision of other types of assistance (e.g., childcare, moving assistance, housing allow-
ance) that will facilitate training and job searching.
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Photo by Gissela Chavez for CBE.

4.2 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
UNCERTAINTY AROUND DECOMMISSIONING AND 
REMEDIATION
Recommendation No. 3: Mandate disclosure of full ARO cost for all 
refineries.

Government level: state

In the absence of a clear SEC requirement for refineries to disclose their AROs prior to a clo-
sure announcement, state government383 should create a requirement that they do so. To bet-
ter enable regulators to assess the financial position of refineries, and to ensure communities’ 
ability to prepare for closure and assess, the state should mandate disclosure by all refineries 
of the full calculated cost of their ARO, based upon defined factors. The mandate should in-
clude the following:

	6 Comprehensive disclosure of ARO costs to the extent they can be even roughly estimated, 
including both decommissioning costs (removal and safe disposal of refinery infrastruc-
ture, etc.) and remediation costs (soil and groundwater remediation, addressing vapor 
intrusion, etc.). 

	6 Full disclosure of the basis for the ARO calculation, factoring in all reasonable alternative 
remediation technologies and potential contingencies consistent with the SCP Resolution 
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and other applicable requirements, and using all available information concerning likely 
cost and timeline. Where a closure date is not fixed, the estimate should include multiple 
present value discount assumptions based on an array of possible retirement dates. 

	6 A requirement that the disclosure be developed in an open, collaborative process with any 
state and/or regional or local agency involved with the cleanup that allows the agency to 
publicly identify errors and order correction to a draft ARO. 

	6 A near-term deadline for presentation of the disclosure, with a requirement that it be up-
dated annually based upon any new information. 

The mandate could be developed via state legislation, which could define the roles of the vari-
ous relevant agencies (Water Board, DTSC, CUPAs) and set a statewide deadline. An alternative 
approach would be for a relevant state agency to prepare the ARO analysis: either the Water 
Board, pursuant to its broad abatement authority and based on its knowledge of the refinery 
sites and experience with remediation technology; or the CEC pursuant to its SBX 1-2 author-
ity with respect to ensuring a reliable transportation fuel supply, since ARO costs may be a 
significant factor in determining the financial strength of refinery operators and the timing of 
refinery closure.

Recommendation No. 4: Develop default technology standards for 
refinery site remediation.

Government level: state

Although determining appropriate remediation methods and levels is in the end a case-by-
case determination, refineries present many commonalities in the types of pollution found 
onsite. State agencies, including the Water Board in cooperation with DTSC and the CUPAs, 
should develop a default set of decommissioning and remediation technology standards 
associated with various types of contamination, together with default timelines for their 
implementation. Such standards, which should be based on conservative assumptions, would 
protect communities, give stakeholders a sense of what to expect, and assist with the ARO 
assessment addressed in Recommendation No. 3. 

Recommendation No. 5: Require all refineries to develop a decom-
missioning and site remediation plan.

Government level: state or local

All refineries, whether they have announced closure plans or not, should be required to devel-
op a publicly available plan for decommissioning and site remediation. While not all details of 
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site remediation will be known up front, refineries should as necessary make reasonable esti-
mates based upon available information such as existing Water Board orders. In the absence 
of such orders, they should be required to conduct an initial environmental analysis, such as a 
Phase II site assessment384 and any additional investigative work needed to develop the plan. 

Recommendation No. 6: Implement stronger financial mechanisms 
to provide for cleanup costs.

Government level: state or local

The fact that refineries have no obligation to provide financial assurance for decommissioning 
and remediation (except for WMUs) makes them outliers within the energy industry, which rou-
tinely requires bonding, sinking funds, and the like to ensure that cleanup will be paid for in the 
event of financial insolvency.385 That outlier status can be ended by creating a requirement that 
they provide funds upfront to cover ARO costs (as estimated pursuant to Recommendation No. 3). 

There are two optimal and complementary strategies to finance cleanup, one at the state and 
one at the local level:

	6 State level: require creation of an independently managed fund. Refineries can be or-
dered to create and fund an account designated to pay for decommissioning and remedi-
ation, as well as potentially community and labor transition safety net costs. It is essential 
that the fund be segregated from the company’s operating finances and managed by an 
independent trustee or financial institution.386 The fund could be structured as a sinking 
fund in which funds are deposited over time (an approach allowed for nuclear facilities),387 
although the timing of deposits to such a fund would need to take into account the possi-
bly short remaining lifetime of a California refinery. There is a solid argument that a fund 
of this nature could not be discharged in bankruptcy.388

	6 Local level: impose a new or increased tax on refineries. A local government can itself 
collect revenue from a refinery in anticipation of its eventual closure. The tax may take the 
form of an increase to an existing tax, e.g., a UUT or business license tax, or the govern-
ment may introduce a new basis for taxation (including via an existing tax structure), such 
as a per-barrel tax on petroleum processing. The funds can in principle be specifically des-
ignated to pay for transition costs only if the tax is written and passed as a “special tax,” as 
explained below with respect to California taxation law. 

There are two associated caveats for each of these strategies. First, California law imposes 
a public balloting requirement for local taxes. Second, Proposition 218 in 1996389 imposed a 
two-thirds majority requirement to both state legislative and local votes on “special taxes,” 
defined as taxes whose revenue is dedicated to a specific purpose. General taxes, i.e., with no 
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REFINERIES CAN BE 
ORDERED TO CREATE 
AND FUND AN ACCOUNT 
DESIGNATED TO PAY 
FOR DECOMMISSIONING 
AND REMEDIATION, AS 
WELL AS POTENTIALLY 
COMMUNITY AND LABOR 
TRANSITION SAFETY 
NET COSTS.

designated use for the revenue, require only a simple majority, but are still subject to the pub-
lic balloting requirement at the local level.390 Proposition 26 in 2010391 expanded the definition 
of a “tax” to broadly encompass most types of revenue collection. 

There are two key limits to California’s Proposition 218 and 26 requirements concerning taxes, 
however, that would allow both the state and local measures proposed above to be passed 
by a simple majority. First, a local government special tax can lawfully be passed by a simple 
majority when it is proposed by a voter initiative — that is, a ballot measure set in motion by 
gathering signatures on a petition — rath-
er than a city referendum launched by city 
council action alone. A California appellate 
court decision in 2020 held that the Propo-
sition 218 and 26 requirements did not take 
precedence over the voter initiative provi-
sions of the California Constitution, which 
allow for a simple majority vote on initiatives. 
The court confirmed that this principle ap-
plies to votes on special taxes.392 And second, 
an independently managed financial assur-
ance fund should not be considered a tax at 
all, because it generates no revenue for the 
state. The fund is simply a requirement that 
a company take steps to ensure it can meet 
its financial obligations — akin to a require-
ment to maintain insurance. In an analo-
gous situation, a California appellate court 
decision held in 2013 that the County of Los 
Angeles carryout bag charge was not a “tax” 
for purposes of the California Constitution because the funds collected through the charge are 
retained by the store and not remitted to the government.393 

While the financial mechanisms recommended above are not the only ones available to se-
cure funds for cleanup, they are the most reliable in the context of refineries. In principle, a re-
quirement of bonds or letters of credit could serve this purpose. However, these methods are 
difficult to implement as a practical matter because third parties may be reluctant to provide 
assurance for an expense that is both imminent and potentially enormous. In any case, what 
is most important is that financial mechanisms not be first-party — i.e., a “corporate guaran-
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tee” by the refinery owner of ability to pay that is not backed up by an independent third-par-
ty guarantor. Such guarantees offer no protection against a bankruptcy discharge or other 
abrupt changes in financial health, and must be constantly reviewed by regulators in order to 
have any value at all.394

Recommendation No. 7: Encourage use of unionized labor for de-
commissioning and remediation.

Government level: state or local

It is clearly beneficial on multiple levels for refinery site decommissioning and cleanup to be 
conducted by highly trained local union labor rather than less-well-trained non-union labor 
from out of state. There are multiple ways in which government can encourage use of union 
labor, including the following:

	6 The legislature can set standards for site cleanups that include an implicit requirement to 
hire union labor.

	6 Local governments, including CUPAs with authority over tank removal and hazardous 
waste facilities, can set safety-based labor standards for cleanup activities that require the 
rigorous worker training provided by unions such as ILWU Local 56.

	6 Where public funds are supporting the cleanup and redevelopment, in a public-private 
partnership or other arrangement of that nature, the governmental partner can tie receipt 
of the funds to an agreement to use union labor for the decommissioning and remediation 
— either by requiring a project labor agreement or through another type of contractual 
arrangement.395

Recommendation No. 8: Define requirements for continued storage 
tank operation.

Government level: state and regional Air District

Given the emphasis in ABX 2-1 on the need to store inventory of petroleum products, there 
is a real possibility that refineries that close moving forward will want to keep their storage 
tanks in operation. In the first instance, the decision whether the storage tanks will remain or 
be decommissioned should ultimately lie with the community and local government, to be 
decided in the type of zoning and planning processes laid out in Recommendation Nos. 9 and 
10. However, to the extent tanks are to remain in operation, it is important that clear notice be 
provided up front of that intention and a plan be developed to curb emissions to the extent 
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tank vapors have been used to fuel the refinery. The following two measures would achieve 
this end:

	6 The CEC should require that notice of intention to close a refinery, provided a year in ad-
vance pursuant to SBX 1-2, include a clear statement as to whether any storage tanks as-
sociated with the refinery (including any on an associated wharf) will continue in use after 
the closure, and whether any vapor recovery from those tanks fuels refinery processes. 

	6 To the extent the notice 
indicates both that the tanks 
will continue to operate and 
that vapor recovery from 
them fuels refinery process-
es, the regional Air District 
should require that a plan 
be submitted specifying how 
emissions from the tanks 
will be controlled follow-
ing closure of the refinery, 
without resorting to flaring 
or venting (e.g., through capture and reuse, or an incinerator system as was implemented 
at Marathon Martinez to address the flaring).

4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING 
COMMUNITY INPUT IN REDEVELOPMENT 
DECISIONS
Recommendation No. 9: Implement zoning changes in advance of 
refinery closure.

Government level: local

The default pattern that is emerging in refinery closures gives developers significant control 
over the type of land use that will replace the refinery. If they choose a use that requires no 

Wilmington, CA. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.
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Carson neighbors meet at an August town-hall. Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.

rezoning, the local government and community may have limited latitude to influence the re-
development plan. Even if a zoning change is required for the redevelopment, as explained in 
Section 3.3, developers are positioned to create bureaucratic momentum that circumscribes 
the CEQA process and renders it less effective as a tool for community input. 

One solution is for local governments hosting refineries to re-zone the refinery property to 
reflect the desired redevelopment use before any closure is ever announced, leaving the 
refinery as an indefinite non-conforming use until it closes. However, under zoning regula-
tions governing nonconforming uses, the refinery could not be changed, expanded, or altered, 
except for minor repairs and the like. 

The process communities should follow — which can and should be commenced prior to any 
closure announcement — would include the following elements:

	6 Seek an extensive public input process on community goals and desires for redevelop-
ment of the refinery site.

	6 Develop a community vision for site redevelopment based on the input received and assis-
tance from appropriate design professionals.
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	6 Determine the General Plan and/or zoning code changes that would be needed to permit 
implementation of the community vision. 

	6 Propose the needed changes in appropriate order, i.e., as needed through General Plan 
amendments and/or development of a Specific Plan, followed by zoning changes that 
allow the refinery to continue to operate as a nonconforming use. 

	6 Conduct the required CEQA review concerning the proposal.

Recommendation No. 10: Require a Specific Plan in connection with 
any proposed site redevelopment (alternative approach).

Government level: local

To the extent a government is faced with a refinery closure before it has had a chance to im-
plement Recommendation No. 9, it can still retain a measure of control over site reuse deci-
sion-making through the measure used by the City of Carson: require preparation of a Specific 
Plan in connection with proposed redevelopment of a refinery site, buying time to implement 
that requirement as necessary through an interim urgency ordinance that places a tempo-
rary moratorium on all redevelopment applications.396 Ideally, the local government would 
itself propose the Specific Plan, based on community input. However, even simply placing a 
requirement on the developer to do so maintains a measure of local government and commu-
nity influence, and helps ensure the applicability of CEQA. 

The process for implementing this recommendation would include the following elements:

	6 Propose and pass a General Plan and/or zoning code amendment requiring preparation of 
a Specific Plan in connection with any proposed redevelopment of a refinery site, facilitat-
ed as necessary by an interim urgency ordinance.

	6 Prepare a Specific Plan for site reuse that reflects community vision and values.

	6 Conduct a CEQA review concerning the Specific Plan.

	 OR

	6 Require that any development application be accompanied by a proposed Specific Plan 
for the refinery site. 

	6 Conduct CEQA review concerning the Specific Plan and accompanying development pro-
posal. 
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Recommendation No. 11: Require a community benefit agreement 
in connection with refinery site redevelopment.

Government level: local

A community benefit agreement (CBA) is a tool for bringing developers to the table with 
community-based organizations, requiring that they hammer out an enforceable agree-
ment. CBAs, an increasingly popular approach whose use was strongly encouraged by the 
Biden administration on federal renewable energy projects,397 can implement both benefits 
(e.g., monetary or in-kind contributions from the developer to the community) and commu-
nity protections (e.g., operating hours, fenceline monitoring, natural resource protection or 
restoration, visual buffers). CBAs are not to be confused with less effective host agreements 
made directly with local government, or community benefits plans, generally referring to a 
document drawn up unilaterally by a developer.398 Among these types of documents, CBAs 
are the gold standard for community protection — although they too have distinct pitfalls 
that must be avoided in order to ensure that they reflect robust community participation 
and developer accountability.399

Some municipalities — most notably 
Richmond, California,400 and Detroit, Michi-
gan401 — have passed ordinances requiring 
that developers obtain CBAs in connection 
with public-private partnership projects, 
defined as any project receiving financial 
aid, loans or loan guarantees, tax credits, or 
infrastructure construction over a threshold 
amount.402 Local governments, whether 
they are currently facing an announced re-
finery closure or anticipating the possibility 
of such closure, should pass a community 
benefits ordinance similar to those in force in Richmond and Detroit. 

In doing so, local governments should go beyond the requirements included in the Richmond 
and Detroit ordinances and address the following additional issues:

	6 The ordinance should specifically be structured to require broad participation by multiple 
community representatives, to guard against the possibility that a subset of community 
organizations who do not represent the broader community could wield inordinate influ-

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
SHOULD PASS A 
COMMUNITY BENEFITS 
ORDINANCE SIMILAR 
TO THOSE IN FORCE IN 
RICHMOND AND DETROIT.
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ence in the process of developing a CBA, and hence shut the concerns of other sectors of 
the community out of the process. 

	6 The local government should consider providing a credit in connection with any devel-
oper fee exactions to support a CBA process, akin to the credit offered by the Bureau of 
Ocean Energy Management in connection with offshore wind energy leases.403 This cred-
it could encourage use of CBAs even in situations that did not qualify as public-private 
partnerships. The credit would need to be refunded if a CBA process was not completed 
in good faith.

4.4 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING LACK OF 
COORDINATION STRUCTURES
Recommendation No. 12: Launch a task force to coordinate among 
government agencies and stakeholders.

Government level: state or local

The complexity of refinery cleanup and redevelopment, and the large number of government 
agencies and stakeholders involved, suggests the process would clearly benefit from for-
mal and regular coordination via a designated task force. Although coordination in the past 
around oil well site reuse presents an imperfect model as explained in Section 3.4, developing 
a coordination approach among the stakeholders listed in that section should not be difficult 
or complicated. The two alternative means of creating a coordination task force would be by 
either state mandate or local mandate:

	6 A state mandate would ensure that relevant state and regional agencies (e.g., the Water 
Board) were required to attend and participate and could set consistent ground rules for 
the nature of the agencies’ participation and consideration of information from other 
stakeholders.

	6 A local mandate implemented by the city or the county would require attendance of local 
agencies within the jurisdiction, and that state agencies be invited — although their atten-
dance could not be compelled. The local mandate could, however, be accomplished more 
quickly, and could address relevant local circumstances.
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APEN Carson town-hall. Photo by Aanstasia Yulo for APEN.

4.5 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING LACK OF 
A TRANSITION SAFETY NET
Recommendation No. 13: Adopt, at minimum, the worker and com-
munity safety net provisions in the HRTP Report and Recommenda-
tions

Government level: state and local

The HRTP Report and Recommendations404 contains extensive recommendations for creation 
of a worker and community safety net, incorporated here by reference as recommenda-
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tions.405 The financial mechanisms addressed in Recommendation No. 6 can help ensure the 
availability of funds to support these measures. 

Key recommendations include, among others, the following:

	6 Create a financial support for worker transition through such measures as expanded pub-
lic fund availability, a “bridge to retirement” program, and peer-to-peer case management 
programs.406

	6 Address refinery workers’ need to share their training and employment records with a 
third-party certification program and an employer verification requirement.407

	6 Establish outreach and incentive programs to encourage employers to hire impacted refin-
ery workers.408

	6 Establish local community recovery and transition funds.

In addition to these measures, the Asian Pacific Environmental Network, Communities for a 
Better Environment, and labor unions have recommended support for city and county rapid 
response resource centers for displaced workers, providing near-term cash support and peer 
support. 

4.6 RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING THE 
INFORMATION DEFICIT
Recommendation No. 14: Fund and conduct studies filling informa-
tion gaps concerning the local impact of refinery closures.

Government level: state or local

The information gathered in connection with the Partnership Studies paints a valuable picture 
of the facts on the ground needed to understand how a refinery closure impacts workers and 
the community. However, the Studies targeted specifically Contra Costa County only. Similar 
analysis is very much needed for the Los Angeles-area refineries and others outside of Contra 
Costa County. 
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The needed data collection and analysis includes, among others, the following topics: 

	6 Tax base impacts of refinery closure. Study is needed to understand how closure of each 
of the refineries would affect the local tax base, and by derivation the local government’s 
provision of services. Analysis should also assess strategies for replacing the lost revenues.

	6 Indirect and induced employment supported by the refinery. In preparation for a refinery 
closure, it is essential to understand not only how many workers directly employed by the 
refinery would lose their jobs, but how many indirectly supported and induced jobs would 
be lost or endangered. 

	6 Local re-employment opportunities. Workers and communities can prepare in advance for 
a closure by surveying the types of jobs in the local region that would be appropriate for 
the skill sets of refinery workers. 

	6 Local economic diversification opportunities. Communities hosting a refinery should hire 
expert help in assessing the types of industries that could potentially be encouraged to 
locate in the community to build a more diversified economy, and the strategies that could 
help incentivize them to do so. 
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August 2025 toxic tour, Wilmington. 
Photo by Anastasia Yulo for APEN.

CONCLUSION
The prospect of continued abrupt refinery closures has the potential to hit everyone hard. As 
is already evident in the context of the Phillips 66 Refinery closure, workers will lose hard-to-
replace jobs, local governments will take a hit to their tax base, the site cleanups are poten-
tially both costly and underfunded, and communities face a long road of economic restructur-
ing aimed at overcoming their history of dependence on the fossil fuel industry. 

But operation of the state’s refineries has also been deeply detrimental to their neighboring 
communities, causing over a century’s worth of sickness and premature death. The prospect 
of the refineries’ closure, properly prepared for and handled, presents an opportunity for 
these communities to be finally free of the pernicious and deadly impact of the pollution they 
have been living with. The communities, in the absence of the refineries, will have the po-
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tential to renew their economies through responsible redevelopment of the refinery site and 
plans to attract a diversified industrial base. 

The key to minimizing the difficult impacts of refinery closure and maximizing the opportu-
nities that arise from it is timely action. With respect to the Phillips 66 Refinery closure — as 
well as the recently announced Valero Benicia closure — immediate action will be needed on 
any of the recommendations listed above that are achievable on a relatively short timeframe. 
In these communities, while it might be difficult at this late stage to, for instance, impose new 
taxes on the refinery to fund transition or pass MOOC requirements in a process safety ordi-
nance before the refinery closes, leaders are certainly in a position to act as the City of Carson 
did concerning a Specific Plan requirement for redevelopment, or create a closure and rede-
velopment task force, or take any of a number of the other recommended measures. 

Communities that are home to a refinery that has not announced closure plans have the ad-
vantage of time to prepare for such a closure, and would be wise to use it. Those communities 
should immediately begin to focus on envisioning life after a refinery closure and how to best 
facilitate that vision — through planning and zoning changes, taxes to support a community 
transition, and the like. There is no reason to wait to take those steps and a host of reasons 
not to. 

Finally, it is critical that the state turn its focus as soon as possible to helping communities 
prepare for the possibility of closure of a refinery in their midst, and transition away from a 
refinery-dependent economy. The level of study and focus that has been devoted to the other 
potentially costly aspect of our transition away from fossil fuels — the need to plug and aban-
don idle oil wells — should be applied to refinery closures as well. While local communities 
are the ones who should ultimately determine their new post-refinery future, it is essential 
that the state contribute resources, support, and a strong and wise regulatory hand to make 
that future possible. 
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TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
1994 Abatement Order: an order issued by the LA Water Board to the Phillips 66 Refinery in 
1994, which is available at https://drive.google.com/file/d/1x4U-TrqxwaRC9NFZ7yoktMk1yAh-
B0qc1/view

Air District: a regional Air Quality Management District

API: American Petroleum Institute

ARB: Air Resources Board

ARO: asset retirement obligation

AST: Aboveground Storage Tanks

BTEX chemicals: benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene

CAA: Clean Air Act

CalARP: California Accidental Release Prevention (Program)

CalEPA: California Environmental Protection Agency

CalOSHA: California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

CBA: community benefit agreement

CDP: Coastal Development Permit

CEC: California Energy Commission

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

CLRRA: California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act

CUPA: Certified Unified Program Agency

CWA: Clean Water Act

DTSC: Department of Toxic Substances Control

EIR: Environmental Impact Report (under CEQA)

EPCRA: Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act

GAAP: Generally Accepted Accounting Principles

HCA: Hierarchy of Hazard Controls Analysis

HRTP: High Road Training Partnerships

HSC: Health and Safety Code

HWG: Hazardous Waste Generators

IFRS: International Financial Reporting Standards

ILWU: International Longshore and Warehouse Union

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1x4U-TrqxwaRC9NFZ7yoktMk1yAhB0qc1/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1x4U-TrqxwaRC9NFZ7yoktMk1yAhB0qc1/view
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ISO: Industrial Safety Ordinance

LA Water Board: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

MCL: Maximum Contaminant Level

MOC: Management of Change (in Industrial Safety Ordinances)

MOOC: Management of Organizational Change (in Industrial Safety Ordinances)

OSHA: Occupational Safety and Health Act

PAHs: polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons

Partnership Studies: a set of studies concerning refinery transition in Contra Costa County, 
as described in note 380

PES: Philadelphia Energy Solutions     

PFAS: per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (also known as “forever chemicals”)

Phillips 66 Refinery: the Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery, situated on two separate sites, one 
in Wilmington and one in Carson

Port: the Port of Los Angeles

PRA: Public Records Act

RAP: remedial action plan

RCRA: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Report and Recommendations: Report and Recommendations of the Contra Costa Refin-
ery Transition Partnership. Available at https://www.bluegreenalliance.org/wp-content/up-
loads/2025/01/Contra-Costa-Refinery-Transition-Report-and-Recommendations-2025.pdf

SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District

SCP Resolution: Water Board Site Cleanup Program resolution. Available at https://www.
waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/site_cleanup_program/resolution_92_49.html

SEC: Securities and Exchange Commission

TBA: tertiary butyl alcohol

TRI: Toxics Release Inventory

U.S. EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

UST: Underground Storage Tanks

UUT: utility user tax        

VOCs: volatile organic compounds

WMU: waste management unit

WSPA: Western States Petroleum Association (oil industry lobbying group)

https://www.bluegreenalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Contra-Costa-Refinery-Transition-Report-and-Recommendations-2025.pdf
https://www.bluegreenalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Contra-Costa-Refinery-Transition-Report-and-Recommendations-2025.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/site_cleanup_program/resolution_92_49.html
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/site_cleanup_program/resolution_92_49.html
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a redevelopment or environmental remediation strategy. Require submittal and approval of a specific plan prior to, or concurrently with, 
approval of development plans and for any redevelopment of the site of an existing oil or petroleum refinery or associated use for a new 
use following cessation of refinery operations. 

	 Such areas that would benefit from a specific plan include the Shell Site, the and South Bay Pavilion, the site of the Marathon/Tesoro oil 
refinery, and the site of the Phillips 66 oil refinery, if redeveloped.

151	 See Public Review Draft, Carson Revitalization Project Specific Plan. City of Carson, February 2014. Available at https://ci.carson.ca.us/
content/files/pdfs/planning/Shell_CRP/Shell_CRP_Specific_Plan_DRAFT_0214.pdf. Nothing has yet been constructed pursuant to the 
Specific Plan, according to City of Carson staff. Note that the Shell refinery site, the subject of the specific plan, is distinct from and 
roughly 5 miles away from the former Shell tank farm site, on which the Carousel housing development was constructed and subse-
quently affected by heavy contamination. See J. Gottlieb, “Toxic soil lurks beneath Carson neighborhood.” Los Angeles Times, April 27, 
2010. Available at https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-2010-apr-27-la-me-carousel-shell-20100427-story.html. 

152	 Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq. See Section 3.3.
153	 Interim Urgency Ordinance No. 24-2416U, “An interim urgency ordinance of the City of Carson, California, extending a temporary mora-

torium on consideration of applications and approval and issuance of permits and entitlements for commercial or industrial redevelop-
ment and subsequent use of current oil refinery sites within the City of Carson following cessation of refinery operations, and declaring 
the urgency thereof.” Enacted by Carson City Council December 3, 2024. Available at https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.
aspx?id=428429&repo=r-0a9aaa3e. 

154	 See Section 2.3.1.2.
155	 This appears to be the case notwithstanding the requirement in the Carson zoning code that activities within the MH zone obtain a 

conditional use permit. Carson Code § 9141.1.
156	 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.
157	 42 U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.
158	 42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq.
159	 29 U.S.C. §§ 651-678.
160	 U.S. Constitution Article VI, Clause 2. Supremacy Clause doctrine is complex and multilayered, and an in-depth exploration is beyond 

the scope of this report. 

https://www.ocregister.com/2024/10/18/cleanup-of-phillips-66-refineries-could-take-years-la-water-board-says/
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Feerppublicdocs%2F2832349479%2FPhillips%2066%20(Carson)%20-%20FRR%2011-5-24.pdf
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https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Feerppublicdocs%2F8790196061%2FPhillips%2066%20(Wilmington)%20FRR%205-24-22.pdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Feerppublicdocs%2F8790196061%2FPhillips%2066%20(Wilmington)%20FRR%205-24-22.pdf
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1534701/000153470124000166/psx-20240930.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1534701/000153470124000166/psx-20240930.htm
https://www.sec.gov/ix?doc=/Archives/edgar/data/0001534701/000153470125000074/psx-20241231.htm
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/04028fe3-a8be-4926-8f07-22bc51da0cc4/Five_Points_Union_Project_Description.pdf
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/04028fe3-a8be-4926-8f07-22bc51da0cc4/Five_Points_Union_Project_Description.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/vaporintrusion/what-vapor-intrusion
https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=429645&repo=r-0a9aaa3e
https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=429645&repo=r-0a9aaa3e
https://ci.carson.ca.us/content/files/pdfs/planning/Shell_CRP/Shell_CRP_Specific_Plan_DRAFT_0214.pdf
https://ci.carson.ca.us/content/files/pdfs/planning/Shell_CRP/Shell_CRP_Specific_Plan_DRAFT_0214.pdf
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-2010-apr-27-la-me-carousel-shell-20100427-story.html
https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=428429&repo=r-0a9aaa3e
https://portal.laserfiche.com/Portal/DocView.aspx?id=428429&repo=r-0a9aaa3e
https://www.google.com/search?sca_esv=6990abc5dd915474&rlz=1C5CHFA_enUS1119US1120&cs=0&q=29+U.S.C.+%C2%A7%C2%A7+651-678&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiq7MKF06aNAxUMKUQIHZY7BngQ4eYNegQIHRAD&mstk=AUtExfBW_Klhxo-FSpEcYFweqIDPfxzFnkZzuoWT_wkdVTtto6JnSt88l2vLbJMc3nwWlsGaHFGMjvAs0zBDjfSTcKxO__H44xWcDLDDCOdykNWDnOf86X8QT05oZwcycZJw79uA-M8n3A_xTLcycmIxldzotDhXYTUcsdrUD6kmtCeKXaXk63Hu4VE5WLbsK9-UVi5-&csui=3
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161	 Under California Constitution Article XI Section 7, local governments have power “to make and enforce within its limits all local, police, 
sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws.” Under Article XI Section 5, a charter city (which both 
Los Angeles and Carson are) “may make and enforce all ordinances and regulations in respect to municipal affairs” (the home rule 
doctrine). For examples of jurisdictional skirmishes, see Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. County of Monterey (2023), 15 Cal.5th 135 (striking down 
county ordinance banning certain oil drilling activities on the ground that they were governed by state law); Marquez v. City of Long Beach 
(2019), 32 Cal. App. 5th 552 (home rule doctrine did not exempt city from complying with statewide minimum wage laws). 

162	 California Health and Safety Code (HSC) § 39500 et seq.
163	 HSC § 40000 et seq.
164	 SCAQMD Rule 1118. Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1118.pdf. 
165	 SCAQMD Rule 1123. Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1123.pdf?sfvrsn=4. 
166	 SCAQMD Rule 1180. Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/r1180.pdf?sfvrsn=27. 
167	 SCAQMD Rule 1114. Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1114.pdf?sfvrsn=4. 
168	 See SCAQMD Title V Permit Status, https://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/title-v/title-v-permit-status. 
169	 SCAQMD Rule 1403 contains notification and procedural requirements for asbestos removal. https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/de-

fault-source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-1403.pdf. 
170	 SCAQMD Rule 3002(a)(1) provides, “A person shall not construct, modify, relocate, or operate a Title V facility, or equipment located at a 

Title V facility, without first obtaining a Title V permit or permit revision that allows such construction, modification, relocation or opera-
tion.” Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xxx/rule-3002-requirements.pdf?sfvrsn=4. 

171	 There appears to be some situational ambiguity as to when it is appropriate to modify as opposed to terminate a Title V permit upon 
closure and decommissioning, although it is clear that some type of air emissions permit associated with decommissioning activi-
ties is required. Following the PES refinery closure, the City of Philadelphia required a renewal and modification of the facility’s Title 
V permit because “the facility must continue to operate some equipment during the demolition and clean-up process, including 
emergency engines, tanks, and wastewater treatment processes.” Modification and Renewal of Title V/State Operating Permits, City 
of Philadelphia Department of Public Health Air Management Services, October 7, 2022, p.2. Available at https://www.phila.gov/me-
dia/20221017094829/PES_CommentResponse.pdf; see also “Q&A regarding Hilco Redevelopment Partners’ request for modifications 
of Title V (air) permits.” Hilco Redevelopment Partners (undated). Available at https://www.thebellwetherdistrict.com/wp-content/
uploads/2023/09/HRP_Philly_TitleV_Modification_QA_Simplified_1.18.22.pdf (Redevelopment company fact sheet explaining reason 
for its Title V modification application). In the runup to the closure of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery in San Luis Obispo County, the 
county’s air quality specialist determined that, under the rules of the local Air District, “any operations that are not covered by P66’s cur-
rent Title V permit will require APCD permits,” including “a decommissioning permit and a remediation permit,” but noted that activities 
that are part of regular operation, such as pipeline purging and tank cleaning, “can be covered under their existing permits.” The spe-
cialist noted that the county as “waiting to hear from EPA on the status of the facility’s Title V permit, which if it is cancelled will change 
the permitting landscape considerably.” “Final scoping report, Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery demolition and remediation project.” San 
Luis Obispo County Planning and Building Dept. [CEQA lead agency], July 2023. Available at https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/287405-2/
attachment/Zft0YNM9JhQlw0LnnqEZ177uicOrVOFpInEDGDGen9pHGjQ2N_NEwFHHuo9b5dt5Nf5SzRYNtBEaCj5h0 (see .pdf 174).

172	 Water Code § 174 et seq.
173	 The full Act is available from the State Water Board at https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/laws_regulations/docs/portercologne.pdf. 
174	 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et. seq. 
175	 42 U.S.C. § 11001 et seq.
176	 HSC § 25100 et seq.
177	 HSC § 25500 et seq. See “Hazardous materials business plan,” webpage of California CUPA Forum, https://calcupa.org/programs/busi-

ness-program.html. 
178	 HSC § 25500 et seq. See “Local Emergency Planning Committee,” California Office of Emergency Services, https://www.caloes.ca.gov/

office-of-the-director/operations/response-operations/fire-rescue/hazardous-materials/local-emergency-planning-committee/. 
179	 The WMU post-closure process being handled directly by DTSC rather than the CUPAs appears to be a legacy arrangement, with the 

closure having been initiated before the formation of the CUPAs.
180	 For an overview of the CUPA system, see California CUPA Forum, https://calcupa.org/about/mission.html. 
181	 LA Code § 57.105.6.28.
182	 Los Angeles County Code (County Code) § 12.52.020.
183	 County Code § 12.56.030.
184	 See “Improving public and worker safety at oil refineries.” Interagency Working Group on Refinery Safety, February 2014 (IWGRS 2014), 

at 20 (noting that the requirements of the two programs are very similar “because the same industrial processes affecting workers may 
also affect public health and the environment,” and that the primary difference between them is the CalOSHA regulations’ focus on on-site 
releases versus the CalARP focus on potential for offsite releases requiring emergency response). Available at https://www.calepa.ca.gov/
wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Publications-Reports-2013yr-RefineryRpt.pdf. Following issuance of the IWGRS report, an Interagency Re-
finery Task Force (IRTF) was convened to bring together ten state agencies, U.S. EPA, and local agencies to continue to address refinery 
safety issues. See the IRTF website at https://calepa.ca.gov/refinery/. 

185	 8 CCR § 5189.1. These regulations apply specifically to refineries, pursuant to Labor Code § 7856. 
186	 19 CCR § 5110.1 et seq. These regulations comprise the Program 4 Prevention Program, applicable to refineries. Similar but less strin-

gent process safety regimes apply to other industries covered by other programs. 
187	 As discussed in Section 3.1.2, several local jurisdictions — including Contra Costa County and the Cities of Richmond and Benicia — 

have enacted local process safety ordinances. 
188	 This language is functionally identical in the CalARP regulations, 19 CCR § 5110.9(a), and the CalOSHA regulations, 8 CCR § 5189.1(n)(1), 

save for differing Oxford comma choices. 
189	 8 CCR § 5189.1(t)(2); 19 CCR § 5110.9 (j).

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1118.pdf
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https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/r1180.pdf?sfvrsn=27
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https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/laws_regulations/docs/portercologne.pdf
https://calcupa.org/programs/business-program.html
https://calcupa.org/programs/business-program.html
https://www.caloes.ca.gov/office-of-the-director/operations/response-operations/fire-rescue/hazardous-materials/local-emergency-planning-committee/
https://www.caloes.ca.gov/office-of-the-director/operations/response-operations/fire-rescue/hazardous-materials/local-emergency-planning-committee/
https://calcupa.org/about/mission.html
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190	 Id.
191	 19 CCR § 5110.9 (k). The wording of the cognate CalOSHA provision, 8 CCR § 5189.1(t)(3), differs slightly but not meaningfully.
192	 19 CCR 5110.20.
193	 8 CCR § 5189.1(u)(5); 19 CCR § 5110.11. Under the CalARP regulations, there is additionally a triennial inspection that includes a 

mandatory Risk Management Report (RMP); that report is only required to include the general MOC procedures, not any specific MOOC 
assessment that may be triggered by specific events such as a closure. 19 CCR § 5070.8(f).

194	 19 CCR § 5070.8(f).
195	 WSPA v. California Occupational Health and Safety Standards Bd., Case No. 2:19-cv-01270, “Complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief,” 

July 7, 2019. Available at https://drive.google.com/file/d/1SQ-SgTAmBFekF4iggxCL9oJ3PtKkDhyy/view?usp=sharing. 
196	 Settlement Agreement between WSPA et al. and California Occupational Safety and Health Board et al., executed September 10, 2024. 

Available at https://drive.google.com/file/d/1cj9twzIAguVKuVlqqvkBbbvSj_Cf7U3O/view?usp=drive_link. 
197	 The proposed changes are to 8 CCR § 5189.1(q)(1) and 19 CCR § 5110.13(a)(1). 
198	 The rulemaking docket is on CalEPA’s website at https://calepa.ca.gov/rulemaking/. 
199	 Government Code § 11346 et seq. Section 13346.9(a)(3) requires that the agency provide, together with the final rule, “A summary of 

each objection or recommendation made regarding the specific adoption, amendment, or repeal proposed, together with an explana-
tion of how the proposed action has been changed to accommodate each objection or recommendation, or the reasons for making no 
change.”

200	 See Section 3.2.
201	 Although the site remediation may not itself directly trigger CEQA, site contamination and remediation issues will likely feature promi-

nently in any CEQA analysis of redevelopment.
202	 See Section 2.4.5.
203	 1994 Abatement Order, n. 112 at 6 (“This enforcement action is being taken for the protection of the environment and, as such, is 

exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act … in accordance with Section 15321, Chapter 3, Title 14, Cali-
fornia Code of Regulations.”) On occasion, in other settings, Water Boards have indicated that CEQA requirements would be triggered 
by a “specific cleanup proposal.” See, e.g., San Francisco Regional Water Board Order No. R2-2014-0004 issued to the Valero Benicia 
refinery at 9. Available at https://documents.geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/regulators/deliverable_documents/6798222422/R2-2014-
0004%20-%20Valero.pdf. In practice, however, CEQA triggered by a Water Board cleanup, with the Water Board as CEQA lead agency, 
is exceedingly rare. One example of where this occurred was with respect to the PG&E Hinkley Compressor Station. See Draft Class II 
Surface Impoundments 6R And 7R PG&E Hinkley Compressor Station, Hinkley, CA Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Available 
at https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/board_info/agenda/2013/jan/pge_ceqa110912.pdf.

204	 The record of the CEQA process associated with the decommissioning of the Santa Maria refinery is available on the State’s CEQANet 
site at https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2023050020. 

205	 Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30000 et seq.
206	 Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21080.
207	 14 CCR § 15381.
208	 “Portable Equipment Registration Program,” SCAQMD, https://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/equipment-registration/perp. 
209	 SCAQMD Rule 403. Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-403.pdf. 
210	 See Section 1.4.1.1.
211	 SCAQMD Rule 1466. Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-1466.pdf?sfvrsn=25. 
212	 SCAQMD Rule 1403. Available at https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiv/rule-1403.pdf. 
213	 See Section 1.4.1.1.
214	 The City of Carson has adopted the county building code by reference. Carson Code § 8100.
215	 LA Code § 91.105.1.2, County Code § 106.1 (demolition permit requirement); LA Code § 91.106.1.2, County Code § J103.1 (grading per-

mit required).
216	 Asbestos removal: LA Code § 57.324.4, County Asbestos Abatement and Removal Specifications. Available at https://riskmanage-

ment.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/Asbestos-Removal-Specifications-LAC-Standards-2018.pdf. Dust control: LA Code § 
91.108.13, County Code § 2203.3.1.

217	 LA Code § 91.106.4.1.
218	 LA Code § 91.106.4.5.1.
219	 LA Code § 54.02. 
220	 LA Code § 91.8903.
221	 Carson Code § 6852, County Code § 16.52.300.
222	 Carson Code § 6852 subsection A; County Code § 16.52.300 subsection A.
223	 County Code § 16.52.300 subsection C.
224	 Carson Code § 6852 subsection B.
225	 Carson Code § 6853 subsection B; County Code § 16.52.310 subsection B.
226	 County Code § 106.5.1 (Building Department “shall” issue permits when legal requirements have been complied with and fees paid); 

City Code § 91.106.3.2.3 (Department shall “place an official stamp of approval” on plans and specifications upon determination that 
they comply with legal specifications). 

227	 Water Code § 13050(e).
228	 Water Code § 13304.
229	 HSC § 25200.1 DTSC additionally has authority under RCRA to bring an action in court to address any “imminent and substantial endan-

germent” caused by improper handling of waste. 42 U.S.C. § 6973.
230	 EPA’s 1986 guidance to state RCRA program managers re investigation and corrective action remains in effect. “RCRA facility assessment 

guidance.” U.S. EPA, October 1986. Available at https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-01/documents/rfaguid.pdf. 
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231	 Water Code § 13267.
232	 HSC § 25270.9.
233	 HSC § 25204.6.
234	 “California environmental framework for the implementation of Health and Safety Code Section 25204.6(b) (Senate Bill (SB) 1082).” 

Available at https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/land_disposal/sb1082frame.html. 
235	 DTSC’s EnviroStor database reveals no RCRA corrective action orders issued by DTSC. See n. 123 and 124.
236	 See n. 117.
237	 “Resolution No. 68-16, statement of policy with respect to maintaining high quality of waters in California.” State Water Resources 

Control Board, October 28, 1968. Available at https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/1968/
rs68_016.pdf. 

238	 “Resolution No. 92-49, policies and procedures for investigation and cleanup and abatement of discharges under Water Code Section 
13304.” State Water Resources Control Board, June 18, 1992 (amended April 21, 1994 and October 2, 1996). Available at https://www.
waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/site_cleanup_program/resolution_92_49.html. 

239	 HSC § 25356.1. 
240	 23 CCR § 2907.
241	 The SCP Resolution, n. 239, states that HSC § 13304 (authorizing abatement orders) “authorizes Regional Water Boards to require 

complete cleanup of all waste discharged and restoration of affected water to background conditions.” It also requires remediation to 
“[c]onform to the provisions of Resolution No. 68-16” and to ensure “attainment of either background water quality, or the best water 
quality which is reasonable if background levels of water quality cannot be restored.”

242	 The SCP Resolution lays out the feasibility definitions as follows, in Section H.1:

	 a. Technological feasibility is determined by assessing available technologies, which have been shown to be effective under similar 
hydrogeologic conditions in reducing the concentration of the constituents of concern. Bench-scale or pilot-scale studies may be neces-
sary to make this feasibility assessment;

	 b. Economic feasibility is an objective balancing of the incremental benefit of attaining further reductions in the concentrations of con-
stituents of concern as compared with the incremental cost of achieving those reductions. The evaluation of economic feasibility will 
include consideration of current, planned, or future land use, social, and economic impacts to the surrounding community including 
property owners other than the discharger. Economic feasibility, in this Policy, does not refer to the discharger’s ability to finance clean-
up. Availability of financial resources should be considered in the establishment of reasonable compliance schedules.

243	 The SCP Resolution, n. 239, requires at Appendix Section (l)(4) that an application for use of a containment zone include either land use 
or engineering controls necessary to address health and environmental risks. 

244	 The only express statutory use of the term “remedial action plan” pertains to hazardous materials release sites on DTSC’s “Cortese List” 
(HSC § 25356.1(b)) — which does not include either the Wilmington or Carson site (https://dtsc.ca.gov/dtscs-cortese-list/). Water Code § 
13307(a).

245	 SCP Resolution, n. 239, Section III.
246	 HSC § 25356.1(e).
247	 SCP Resolution, n. 239, Section II.A.1.c.
248	 April 2025 order, n. 117.
249	 Water Code § 13307.5(a).
250	 2018 Comment Opportunity, n. 116.
251	 Water Code § 13307.5(a).
252	 SCP Resolution, n. 239, Section H.8.
253	 Water Code § 13307.6(a).
254	 HSC § 25395.60 et seq.
255	 HSC § 25395.109.
256	 Los Angeles passed an ordinance in 2015 known as “Clean Up Green Up” (CUGU), defining certain requirements associated with oil 

refineries in parts of Wilmington. LA Code § 12.24. CUGU is of no relevance to redevelopment of the Wilmington site, however, as it does 
not extend to cover that site (and, in any event, only pertains to construction of new refineries and expansion of existing ones).

257	 Government Code § 65860; LA Code § 556.
258	 Government Code § 65302.
259	 See n. 45.
260	 Government Code § 65302(h).
261	 Government Code §§ 65302.3, 65454.
262	 Government Code § 65451.
263	 See generally “What is a Specific Plan?” Planopedia. Available at https://www.planetizen.com/definition/specific-plan#:~:text=Commu-

nity%20Plans%20and%20Specific%20Plans,separate%20from%20the%20General%20Plan. 
264	 The City of San Rafael has posted a description of the different types of planning documents, explaining their similarities and differenc-
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