Nlcholas Pak | Spring 2026 Adwsor Dr. Dohyung Kim

Los Angeles Reflnery Coi'rldor

CalPolyPomona

College of
Environmental Design

S
-:- - —

— e e—

* Many refinery-adjacent areas are working-class
communities of color.
* This study compares environmental conditions by
refinery distance.
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Refinery Proximity Analysis

id  Petroleum refineries generate
h major industrial pollution.

« Nearby communities face
higher environmental

burdens.
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» Refinery proximity influenced environmental burden
patterns.
* Nearby communities experienced higher pollution
exposure.
* Environmental burdens were not equally distributed.

* Findings support environmental justice concerns.
CONCLUSION
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS

» Strengthen environmental monitoring near refineries.
* Expand community health protections.
» Use GIS screening tools for planning decisions.
* Prioritize vulnerable communities in policy responses.

» Petroleum refineries generate major industrial pollution.
* Nearby communities face higher environmental burdens.

* ArcGIS Pro was used to map refinery proximity zones.
» Buffer rings were created at 0-1, 1-2, and 2-3 miles.
» Census tracts were spatially joined to refinery buffers.
» CalEnviroScreen 4.0 variables were joined to tract data.
« SPSS ANOVA tested differences between distance
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Key Findings

* Ring 1 recorded the highest Diesel PM exposure.
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& RECOMMENDATIONS

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

1. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE MONITORING REFINERY BUFFER ZONES & COMMUNITIES

* Prioritize refinery-adjacent communities for
) continued environmental monitoring.
* Expand air quality and health tracking
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programs in vulnerable neighborhoods. B < 340,000
— — — \‘\‘ $40,000 - $60,000
2. LAND USE & ZONING REFORM D\ $60,000 - $80,000
* Reevaluate industrial-residential buffer \\ SEORG0 = FIHA000
standards near petroleum facilities. : I >$100,000
* Encourage stronger separation between : Buffer Zones
1

heavy industry and sensitive land uses.
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3. COMMUNITY HEALTH INVESTMENT S
* |Increase funding for asthma prevention,
public health outreach, and environmental
education.

* Support vulnerable populations through
targeted health programs.
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* Focus resources on historically burdened
communities.

Findings suggest that communities closest to refinery operations experience greater

social and environmental vulnerability, reinforcing the importance of
equity-focused planning policies.
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4. EQUITY-BASED PLANNING
* Use demographic and pollution data to & Communities closer to the refinery
guide future planning decisions. generally have lower incomes and
3 : higher poverty rates.
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