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The following individuals submitted comments on agenda item:

Agenda # Relate To Position Name Comments

9.            Favor Abby A Wanamaker In the home, as in life, everyone must clean up the mess they create! It is a 
very simple concept: you clean up after yourself!

Abigail D Henkin Hello Supervisors, I am asking you to vote yes on Matter 9 –  Supporting the 
Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025. 
In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion. 
The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
We’ve paid enough.
By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund, 
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding 
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing 
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels.
Communities across the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters 
Pay, including San Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose 
and San Diego. LA County should join them.

The big polluters who profited from driving the climate crisis must pay their 
fair share, not continue to foist the entire burden onto Californians. It is time to 
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

Aditi  Pradhan

Alejandra  Ruiz
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9.            Favor Alexander  McCue Dear Supervisors,

I am writing to ask you to vote YES on Matter 9 before the Board of 
Supervisors on December 9, 2025: Supporting the Polluters Pay Climate 
Superfund Act of 2025.

In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion. 

The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
They have also known about climate impacts of their actions since the 1970s, 
but have refused to act. Instead, they have raked in record profits while our 
communities pay the price. We’ve paid enough.

By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund, 
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding 
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing 
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels.
Communities across the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters 
Pay, including San Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose 
and San Diego. LA County should join them. 

The big polluters who profited from driving the climate crisis must pay their 
fair share, not continue to foist the entire burden onto Californians. It is time to 
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

Thank you,
Alex McCue

Alison M Shanks 
Ankeny

Amy  Pittman

Anders K Waalen

Andrea  Kinloch

Andrea  Vega
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The following individuals submitted comments on agenda item:

Agenda # Relate To Position Name Comments

9.            Favor Andrew M Steinitz I have a lifelong subscription service, that I pay every single month, to 
breathe. Because of LA's corporate polluters, I pay $60/month for inhalers. 
This is a massive financial burden, that the CDC acknowledges is caused 
largely by poorly regulated polluters like Chevron. 

Andy J Hattala I urge the L.A. County Board of Supervisors to support the motion endorsing 
the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025. This legislation is essential 
to ensuring that the fossil fuel companies most responsible for driving the 
climate crisis finally contribute their fair share toward the escalating costs of 
climate damages that Californians are already struggling to withstand.
The cost of climate disasters is skyrocketing. The California Natural 
Resources Agency’s Fourth Climate Assessment conservatively estimates 
that our state will face at least $113 billion in annual climate-related costs by 
2050. This year alone, climate-driven wildfires in Los Angeles County are 
estimated to have caused $250 billion in damages, destroyed 15,000 
structures, and forced tens of thousands of residents to evacuate. These 
events are no longer exceptions — they are becoming our new reality.
Climate change is also causing serious and rising health impacts. Risks of 
heart disease, asthma, allergens, vector-borne diseases, heat stroke, and 
smoke exposure are all intensified by the climate emergency. These harms 
disproportionately affect communities of color, children, pregnant persons, 
older adults, and people with chronic medical conditions — the very 
populations least equipped to withstand additional burdens.
It is clear that the climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. For decades, fossil fuel 
companies have profited immensely while denying and misleading the public 
about their role in creating the climate emergency. Meanwhile, California 
families face increasingly devastating droughts, floods, extreme heat, and 
fires that destroy homes and livelihoods.
At the same time, the federal government is threatening to withhold disaster 
recovery funds, leaving states and local communities without the resources 
they need to rebuild and prepare for the next major climate disaster. Families 
should not be forced to assume the costs of climate devastation while the 
corporations responsible continue reaping record profits.
Californians are already overwhelmed by the rising cost of living. Climate-
driven price increases — from spiking utility bills as private companies pass 
along climate-damage costs, to soaring home insurance premiums as 
insurers withdraw coverage from climate-threatened regions, to higher food 
prices as climate change disrupts agriculture — are pushing many 
households to the brink. We cannot continue bearing the full burden of 
climate damages alone.
The Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act offers a fair, effective solution. By 
requiring the fossil fuel industry to fund critical climate response and 
resilience efforts, this bill will provide the resources needed to protect 
communities, stabilize costs, and invest in a livable future. Revenue from the 
Climate Superfund can support essential projects such as:
• Upgrading school air-conditioning systems so children can learn safely 

As of: 12/9/2025 3:00:15 PM
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during extreme heat
• Providing air filters to households in wildfire-prone areas and mitigating toxic 
smoke exposure
• Helping coastal communities manage sea-level rise
• Supplying California’s firefighters and first responders with the resources 
they need to meet escalating climate threats
• Funding recovery for homeowners and small businesses after climate 
disasters
• Investing in clean-energy jobs and green infrastructure to accelerate a just 
transition away from fossil fuels
• Protecting workers from extreme climate conditions and safeguarding jobs 
endangered by climate damages
The Climate Superfund will not only strengthen our ability to respond to 
climate catastrophes; it will also build long-term resilience and help lower 
costs for California families by ensuring that polluters, not the public, pay for 
critical climate solutions.
For all these reasons, I strongly support the Board’s motion and urge its 
adoption. This is a necessary, fiscally responsible, and morally clear 
legislative step toward safeguarding our communities and securing a 
healthier, safer, and more sustainable future for Los Angeles and Angelenos.

Ann  Dorsey I urge you to pass a resolution supporting the passage of the California 
Polluter Pays Climate Superfund Act (AB 1243/SB 684). Doing so will show 
local support for the bills and is a way for Los Angeles to help influence target 
legislators to pass the bill up in Sacramento. 

There are numerous reasons to support the passage of these bills including:

*Californians are facing an affordability crisis while also facing the ever-
increasing and devastating impacts of the climate crisis. In the face of a $12 
billion dollar state budget deficit, cuts to essential programs and services, 
cuts to FEMA funding, and stripping of environmental protections, 
Californians need action now more than ever.
*This legislation will increase investments in California’s economy, whether it’s 
creating good paying, middle class jobs, or supporting small businesses 
recover, it aims to make California more resilient in the face of climate change 
by helping to address affordability issues that working families face.
*Every $1 invested in climate resilience and preparedness saves $13 
(economic savings and cleanup and damage costs).
*Having a new source of revenue will protect and provide relief to the general 
fund and local county budgets. By protecting the General Fund, the Climate 
Superfund Act helps preserve funding for healthcare, schools, housing 
impacts - and it’s imperative that the companies most responsible for this 
warming pay up. 
*This bill is not retroactive, but rather based on the well-established legal 
precedent of paying for past harms. It is a recompense fee to provide 
compensation for past emissions. This legislation is modeled in part on CA’s 
Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Act on the basis that if a product 
caused harm there is liability to remedy that harm even if the product is or 
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was legal and could be seen to provide a benefit.
*Contrary to industry claims, the Superfund fee will not increase gasoline 
prices and will not disrupt refinery operations or employment. The fee would 
be a small portion of the industry’s trillion dollar profits and they have the 
option of paying them over a 20-year period.
*This is not controversial - according to a recent poll from Fossil Free Media 
and Data for Progress, 3/4 of Californian voters support a climate superfund 
bill and support making polluters pay for their role in causing climate 
disasters. Over 100 elected officials from 25 counties across the state have 
signed a letter supporting this legislation. 

Please take action to get mush needed help for our communities by using 
your influence to get the California Polluter Pays Climate Superfund Act (AB 
1243/SB 684) passed which will hold the companies responsable for climate 
change impacts accountable and pay for the damages they have caused. 

Anna L Brody     The cost of climate disasters are escalating. The California Natural 
Resources Agency's Fourth Climate Assessment conservatively estimates 
that California will face at least $113 billion in annual climate change costs by 
2050. This year’s climate-driven wildfires in LA are estimated to have cost 
$250 billion, destroyed 15,000 structures and resulted in tens of thousands of 
people evacuated. Even for those who had fire insurance, the coverage is 
insufficient to make them whole.

Health costs associated with climate change are also rising. Risks of heart 
disease, asthma, allergens, vector-borne disease, heat stroke, and smoke 
exposure are all intensified by the climate emergency. These impacts are 
magnified in communities of color, children, pregnant persons, older adults, 
and those with chronic medical conditions.

The climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. Fossil fuel companies have profited 
from and lied about causing the climate crisis while Californian families face 
climate-driven drought, floods, and fires burning down their homes. The 
federal government is threatening to withhold disaster recovery funds. The 
state needs resources to invest in recovery and resilience, and to prepare for 
the next big climate disaster.

    Families shouldn’t have to shoulder the cost of rebuilding their lives while 
the corporations responsible for our climate crisis rake in record profits.

The Climate Superfund will help generate the resources our state needs to 
respond to climate catastrophes, build climate resilient neighborhoods, 
prepare for future climate harms, and usher in a thriving and fair transition 
away from fossil fuels.

Also, the Climate Superfund bill will help lower costs by making the polluters 
pay for critical climate solutions, including transitioning to clean energy, 
disaster resilience, sustainable infrastructure, and support for workers and 
communities suffering climate harms.

As of: 12/9/2025 3:00:15 PM
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Awoenam  Mauna-
Woanya

Climate change is also driving up prices and contributing to the affordability 
crisis. For example, insurers are refusing to offer policies to families living in 
climate threatened regions or increasing home insurance premiums.
Similarly, utility bills are going up as private utility companies pass costs of 
climate damages onto consumers. Food prices are also expected to increase 
as climate change threatens agricultural systems.

beth a halper

Brent  Beath

Brian  Chen

cami  kinahan

Catalina  McFarland I strongly urge the LA County Board of Supervisors to vote yes on Matter 9 - 
Supporting the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025. 

With our communities still reeling from the destruction of the Eaton Canyon 
and Pacific Palisades wildfires, it is clear who is to blame for their outsized 
role in generating these climate disasters--the country's largest fossil fuel 
companies. For decades, they have known empirically that their emissions 
cause irreparable harm to our planet, yet they have continued to pollute 
because our communities matter less to them than their bottom line. 

The Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act will hold the largest emitters 
financially accountable for their contributions to the climate crisis, generating 
crucial funds for climate resilience and disaster recovery projects across LA 
and the state of California, particularly in low-income and communities of 
color that experience the worst effects of the climate crisis. In LA, this is 
absolutely critical when communities are suffering from the adverse impacts 
of abandoned oil wells, wildfires, air pollution, and so many other climate-
related issues. Taxpayers should not be footing the bill while the perpetrators 
of these harms continue to make a profit at the expense of our communities. 

As a student and young person, I urge you to do the right thing and support 
the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act. 

Cathy  OKrent

Chris  Schmidt

Cipra  Nemeth

Craig  Barry Please do not let the consumers suffer for cost of cleaning up our 
environment. We need to transition off all fossil fuels now to make a better 
planet for our grandchildren. Thanks

Dan  Silver

Dana  Wakefield The cost of climate disasters are escalating. Health costs associated with 
climate change are also rising. The climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. The 
fossil fuel companies have profited from and lied about causing the climate 
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crisis while California families are shouldering the costs. Make Fossil Fuel 
companies and private utilities pay a fair share!

Daniel  Tamm The Climate Superfund Act is a straightforward climate justice bill. Requiring 
the biggest fossil fuel polluters pay their fair share for the costs of climate 
change damages and ensuring that those costs don’t fall on hardworking 
Californians is a moral imperative for the government that works for the 
citizens of Los Angeles County. This legislation is about accountability, and 
unleashes billions of dollars (not from taxes, or the state treasury)to help 
communities like ours recover after climate disasters, prepare for future 
disasters, and invest in the transition away from polluting fossil fuels. I urge 
an "aye"vote for the Climate Superfund Act of 2025.

Darleen R Guien

Dave  Shukla Dear Supervisors,

I am writing to you to ask that you please vote YES on Matter #9 of your 
12/09/2025 agenda, resolution in support of the CA Climate Superfund Act of 
2025.

I worked this year as the first AmeriCorps fellow ever for the Union of 
Concerned Scientists on this important bill.

I was spurred to act after I saw the costs of climate change come home: on 
the night of 1/07/2025, the first night of LA Fires, I was exiting the Long Beach 
City Council Chambers around 9pm when I noticed ash falling from those 
very fires.  

I watched over the next couple of days as everything in LA County was 
affected: the air, the soil, the ground on which children in our neighborhood 
played, the seabed where the rains washed everything out to shore a few 
weeks later.  The total economic cost of the fires has been estimated at $250 
billion.  But the when and the how and the why of it are so much more 
devastating.

Fossil Fuel companies, primarily the major oil producers, are overwhelmingly 
responsible.  For the severity, intensity, and destructiveness of the LA Fires.  
For preventing common-sense legislation and effective action for decades.  
For the costs that they have knowingly and willingly deceived Californians 
about for decades.

The Superfund concept is a tried and true model for dealing with the costly 
effects of harmful product.  The current bill (SB 684 Menjivar, AB1243 Addis) 
would extend the Superfund model only to those major fossil-fuel producers 
that have knowingly and willingly deceived Californians and Los Angeles 
County residents about the harms of their products.  It is within the current 
capacity of Cal-EPA to calculate attribution and responsibility for these harms, 
which the bill would empower them to do.  The bill would create a fee, not a 
tax, that could not be reappropriated or redirected for other budgetary uses.  

As of: 12/9/2025 3:00:15 PM
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Crucially, this fee would not raise gas prices in aggregate.  According to 
analysis of the bill by Dr. Clair Brown, Economics Professor at UC Berkeley, 
holding only the largest and most egregious polluters responsible for 
knowingly deceiving Californians about the harms of these products since the 
1970s would not raise prices on the industry as a whole, but create a 
competitive advantage for those companies that have not engaged in witting 
deception about the immediate health or long-term climate effects of their 
products.

If enacted, the Superfund would generate over $100 billion / year in revenue 
to the state, including 10s of billions of dollars to Los Angeles County to 
support workers from ongoing climate threats, rebuilding from climate-change 
fueled damages, and completing the transition already begun to clean energy 
and off fossil fuels.

Making polluters pay has sound logic, and in this bill would help right several 
historical wrongs with fossil fuels in LA County going back decades.

Please vote Yes on Matter 9.

Thanking you, 
Dave Shukla

David  Rosenstein I suffered major costs and damage as a result of the Palisades Fire. Major 
polluters like the big oil companies have known for decades that their 
business models were imposting massive costs on the public through air 
pollution and climate change.  The recent fires increased in intensity, scope, 
and damage as a result of climate change.  They need to be held responsible 
and pay the costs not just taxpayers and through our insurance premiums.  
This can be done without driving up the cost of living / gasoline and in a way 
that is fair to unions and oil workers. 

Deborah  Robbins The climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. Fossil fuel companies have profited 
from and lied about causing the climate crisis while Californian families face 
climate-driven drought, floods, and fires burning down their homes. It is past 
time that they help to offset the tremendous financial burden on government 
and local citizens responding to the horrific effects of climate change.

Deirdre  Roney Support the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund, because oil and gas companies 
need to help pay for the damage their product causes such as wildfires and 
flood. It's wrong for this to fall solely on taxpayers' shoulders. 

Dominick  Falzone I am registered to vote in Supervisor Holly Mitchell's district.

Climate change causes wildfires, which put thousands of lives, and 
thousands of homes at risk. 

Climate change causes health issues which impact everyone in the 
community.

As of: 12/9/2025 3:00:15 PM
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Dominick  Falzone I am registered to vote in Supervisor Holly Mitchell's district.

Climate change causes wildfires, which put thousands of lives, and 
thousands of homes at risk. 

Climate change causes health issues which impact everyone in the 
community.

Douglas J Bender The costs and effects of climate change are increasingly apparent.  Let's get 
these bills passed!

Elise  Kalfayan Please support!

Elizabeth  Pulsinelli

Elizabeth A Rosen

Elizabeth H Dennehy

Emily  Brandt

Emma  Silber Dear LA County Board of Supervisors,

On behalf of Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles, I am writing 
to ask the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors to vote yes on Agenda 
Item 9 in support of the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act. The Climate 
Superfund Act would make the world’s biggest corporate polluters pay their 
fair share for the climate damages they have caused in California. This year’s 
devastating LA Fires alone are estimated to have cost $250 billion. California 
taxpayers shouldn’t be paying to clean up the mess these polluters made. 
Over a dozen municipalities including San Francisco, Los Angeles City, 
Oxnard, and San Diego have passed resolutions in support of the Polluters 
Pay Climate Superfund Act. It’s time for Los Angeles County to join that 
growing list and demand that corporate polluters pay for the escalating costs 
of climate change in California so that the burden doesn’t fall on average 
Californians.

Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles champions environmental 
justice and nuclear abolition by uniting the credible voices of health 
professionals and impacted communities to protect public health and foster a 
regenerative economy. Our members live and practice throughout LA County, 
addressing the health disparities and impacts from the climate crisis in their 
work. Fossil fuel pollution – from burning oil and gas - is often the root cause 
of these worsening health outcomes. Big oil and gas companies have known 
for decades that their emissions are deadly, but they lied to the public to keep 
their huge profits flowing. Now, patients and communities are paying the price 
with their health.

Patients and their families are already facing massive increases in health 
care costs. Patients, families, and taxpayers dollars should not bear the full 
costs of health damages caused by oil and gas pollution. The consequences 
of the climate crisis and climate disasters such as wildfire smoke, extreme 
heat, and flooding events are all linked to health harms and costs to 
communities. It’s time big oil and gas companies pay their fair share for the 
damage they’ve caused. The Climate Superfund Act would make the biggest 
oil companies pay a small fraction of their profits into a “Climate Superfund” 
that could provide critical funding for community resilience to protect health 
and save lives. The Climate Superfund could help correct health inequities by 
directing funds to resilience, health protection, and community recovery — not 
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corporate profits – for the hardest hit communities. I urge the Board to 
demonstrate their support for the Climate Superfund Act.

Sincerely,
Emma Silber
Climate Justice Program Coordinator, Physicians for Social Responsibility - 
Los Angeles

Emmanuel  Alcantar At the beginning of this year, whole neighborhoods across LA County were 
destroyed because of devastating fires, causing an estimated $250 billion in 
damages and forcing thousands of Californians to flee their homes. Families 
are now picking up the tab for a crisis they didn’t create.

A Climate Superfund is how we change that. It would require the biggest 
fossil fuel polluters to pay for the harms they caused, and use those dollars to 
rebuild communities, lower costs for families, protect workers on the 
frontlines, strengthen our defenses against future disasters, and help 
California break free from fossil fuels.

The corporations that profited from driving the climate crisis should finally pay 
their fair share. Please vote yes on Matter 9 and Make Polluters Pay.

Glenn  Claycomb

Hannah  Grigereit

helen M eigenberg

Holly  Fishbein

Iris  Falk

James W Lamm

Jane  Affonso Dear Supervisors,

I urge you to vote YES on Matter 9 before the Board of Supervisors on 
December 9, 2025: Supporting the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 
2025.

Polluters should pay for the harm they have caused from their greenhouse 
gas emissions and their deliberate misinformation while they profitted from 
and continue to profit from this pollution.  Especially given the $250 billion 
cost of the fires in January of this year, they should share in the burden.
By establishing a Climate Superfund we are setting an example to the world 
that polluters must pay when it comes to climate disasters in California.  Los 
Angeles County should join other counties like San Francisco and other cities 
like Los Angeles, San Francisco, San Jose, and San Diego in holding these 
polluters accountable.  It's time to make Polluters Pay.  Please vote yes on 
Matter 9.  
Thank you!

Janet  Upjohn
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Janet  Upjohn

Jenifer  Eslami

Jennifer  Levin California cannot call itself a climate leader if it doesn't pass the Polluters Pay 
Superfund.  New York and Vermont both have a similar fund.  Oil and gas 
companies should participate in the disasters their product causes.  This 
should not rest solely on the shoulders of the tax payers.  

Jennifer  Quine The BOS is considering supporting the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund, 
which says that oil and gas companies need to help pay for the damage their 
product causes like wildfires and flood.  This can’t just fall on the taxpayers 
shoulders. 

Jesse  Sanford

Jessica G Sanchez Hello Supervisors, I am asking you to vote yes on Matter 9 –  Supporting the 
Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025. 
In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion. 
The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
We’ve paid enough.
By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund, 
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding 
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing 
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels.
Communities across the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters 
Pay, including San Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose 
and San Diego. LA County should join them.

The big polluters who profited from driving the climate crisis must pay their 
fair share, not continue to foist the entire burden onto Californians. It is time to 
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

johanna  mcelfresh

Jonah  Henry My name is Jonah Henry and I live in Jefferson Park in Los Angeles (SD 2). I 
am a volunteer with Sunrise Movement Los Angeles, a youth-led Climate 
Justice advocacy organization. I am grateful to Supervisor Hahn for 
introducing this motion and I strongly urge the other Supervisors to support it. 
The Climate Superfund Act is the only piece of legislation that can equitably 
create the public funding that we need to accelerate the renewable energy 
transition and protect our most vulnerable communities from wildfires, 
extreme heat, drought, sea level rise, and other climate hazards. The bill has 
gained widespread support throughout the state, but it is facing strong 
headwinds in Sacramento as a result of intense lobbying from the oil and gas 
industry. A public declaration of support from a County with the economic and 
demographic size of Los Angeles could potentially be very influential in 
helping the bill to pass when it appears before the Assembly and Senate 
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Judiciary Committees in January.

Julia  Meltzer Hello Supervisors, I am asking you to vote yes on Matter 9 –  Supporting the 
Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025. 

In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion. 
The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
We’ve paid enough.

By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund, 
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding 
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing 
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels. Communities across 
the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters Pay, including San 
Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose and San Diego. LA 
County should join them.

The big polluters who profited from driving the climate crisis must pay their 
fair share, not continue to foist the entire burden onto Californians. It is time to 
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

Julia  Trainor

Katherine R Varley The fossil fuel companies raked in tens of billions of dollars in profits in 2025 
with ExxonMobile in second place worldwide with $72.2B and Chevron in 
seventh place worldwide with $33.4B. It is a moral imperative to make these 
polluters pay for the damage they are causing with their dangerous CO2 
emitting products. Attribution science has been able to directly connect the 
buildup of CO2 in our atmosphere with the warming of the planet, and the 
subsequent increase in extreme climate disasters such as the horrific and 
deadly fires in the Palisades and Altadena this year. The corporate polluters 
are responsible and they must help shoulder the burden facing the county of 
Los Angeles of ever more costly and devastating climate impacts. Thank you. 

Kathryn  Kroger

Kathy  Schaeffer The fossil fuel industry wants to make sure that they can continue to sell their 
products, even as greenhouse gases compromise the health of people and 
the environment. Additionally, state and local governments, as well as 
taxpayers shouldn't have to shoulder the costs of climate-related disasters 
caused primarily by the fossil fuel companies. Please vote yes on this 
important motion.

Kim A Neistadt Please support - It is the fair and just decision for the People of California. 
Thank you.

Laura R Fleming Hello Supervisors, I am asking you to vote yes on Matter 9 – Supporting the
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Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025.

The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill.The 
burden shouldn't be falling on California's residents.
By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund,
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels.
Communities across the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters
Pay, including San Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose
and San Diego. LA County should join them.
It is time to
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

Leah  Yananton

Lesley  Lawrencwe

Linda  Nelson For too long, polluters have profited at the expense of our health, climate and 
cost of living.  We taxpayers should not have to suffer in order for 
coroporations and stockholders to profit.  

Lisa  Kors

Lucy  Stutz

Lynne Elena  Lyman

Marcia L Nation

Margaret M Cherene

Marilyn  Eng

Marilyn J Green Thank you for considering support for the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund. I 
strongly urge you to move forward with this effort.

The costs of climate-driven disasters—wildfires, floods, extreme heat—are 
escalating rapidly, and they should not fall solely on taxpayers. Oil and gas 
companies have profited from products that significantly contribute to these 
harms, and it is both fair and responsible to require them to help pay for the 
damage.

Supporting the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund is a critical step toward 
accountability, fiscal prudence, and climate resilience for our communities.

Thank you for your leadership on this issue.

Marissa  Levin

Marita  McCarthy
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Maxwell  Lyons My name is Maxwell Lyons, I’m 24 years old, and one of the millions of young 
people in LA who are terrified for our futures because of climate destruction. I 
am writing to ask you to vote YES on Matter 9 before the Board of 
Supervisors on December 9, 2025: Supporting the Polluters Pay Climate 
Superfund Act of 2025.

In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion.

The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
We’ve paid enough.

By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund, 
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding 
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing 
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels.

Communities across the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters 
Pay, including San Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose 
and San Diego. LA County should join them.

The big polluters who profited from driving the climate crisis must pay their 
fair share, not continue to foist the entire burden onto Californians. It is time to 
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

Thank you,

Maxwell

Meagan  Vo Hello Supervisors, I am asking you to vote yes on Matter 9 –  Supporting the 
Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025. 
In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion. 
The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
We’ve paid enough.
By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund, 
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding 
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing 
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels.
Communities across the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters 
Pay, including San Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose 
and San Diego. LA County should join them.
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The big polluters who profited from driving the climate crisis must pay their 
fair share, not continue to foist the entire burden onto Californians. It is time to 
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

Megan  McNamara

Michele L Prichard Dear Supervisors,

I am writing to ask you to vote YES on Matter 9 before the Board of 
Supervisors on December 9, 2025: Supporting the Polluters Pay Climate 
Superfund Act of 2025.
In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion. 
The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
We’ve paid enough.
By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused. Using this fund, 
the state can lower costs for Californians while investing in rebuilding 
communities, supporting workers exposed to climate threats, growing 
resilience to climate harms, and getting off fossil fuels.
Communities across the state have passed resolutions supporting Polluters 
Pay, including San Francisco City and County, Los Angeles City, San Jose 
and San Diego. LA County should join them. 

The big polluters who profited from driving the climate crisis must pay their 
fair share, not continue to foist the entire burden onto Californians. It is time to 
Make Polluters Pay, please vote yes on Matter 9.

Thank you,

Nancy  Goldberg

Nancy  Kaleel

Nina  Eliasoph Labor is in favor of saving money by making pollutes pay for the ever-rising 
insurance that we ordinary folks have to pay, because polluters are trashing 
all of Creation.

Nora  Doyle

Pat J Saperstein The climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. Fossil fuel companies have profited 
from and lied about causing the climate crisis while Californian families face 
climate-driven drought, floods, and fires burning down their homes.
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Patrice  M Curedale I can't believe we even have to vote on it. Of Course Polluters Should Pay!

Polly  Estabrook Oil companies have know for a long time that their product will cause the 
global average temperature of the Earth to rise and they have understood the 
consequences of this temperature rise.  
CA and Los Angeles County has already paid heavily to minimize the impact 
of Climate Change in our state and county:  support for fire department, fire 
control, fire damage, landslide damage, cooling centers, ...   The oil 
companies have received many years of massive profits - they need to 
contribute to the expenses of the collateral damage caused by their product.
This is the MOST IMPORTANT FINANCIAL BILL of this decade for CA and 
for LA County.  PLEASE SUPPORT.   THank you.

Puneet S Gupta

Rebecca Jean  Emigh Climate change is disastrous! Polluters should pay the costs! 

Renee  Levine-Blonder

Rodney P Boone I am writing in support of the motion in favor of supporting the Polluters Pay 
Climate Superfund Act. It is almost the anniversary of the terrible Eaton and 
Palisades fires that were greatly exacerbated by climate change primarily 
caused by the combustion of fossil fuels. It is time that that the fossil fuel 
companies pay for the damage that they have caused. The citizens, cities, 
counties and our state government can't foot the bill for this.  We must insist 
that the companies that made the highest profits pay their fair share in the 
repair and remediation of our environment. Thank you. 

Roma  Eisenstark In the first weeks of 2025, flames engulfed whole neighborhoods across LA 
County, forcing tens of thousands to evacuate and leaving heart-wrenching 
destruction behind them. This climate disaster alone is estimated to have cost 
$250 billion. 
The world's biggest fossil fuel polluters are overwhelmingly responsible for 
climate devastation, but right now California taxpayers are footing the bill. 
We’ve paid enough.
By establishing a Climate Superfund, California can make the biggest fossil 
fuel polluters pay for the climate damages they’ve caused.

Roseanne  Costantino Look out the window and the HEAT we are experiencing in December - and in 
the 10 day forecast, more heat - it's lovely but it's WRONG and we are 
hurtling toward trillions in damages and an altered world, unfit for human life. 
This is no exaggeration- we in Los Angeles MUST make the fossil fuel 
industry pay for the damage they have done! There will be more fires, floods, 
drought and upheaval and our CHILDREN and their children will pay for it - 
MAKE THE POLLUTERS PAY! 

Sally K Richman LA Times headline from three days ago:  "Newsom, seeking federal funds for 
L.A. wildfire recovery, is denied meeting with key Trump officials."  After the 
1994 Northridge earthquake, the Clinton administration and Congress helped 
us recover, allocating billions for rebuilding.  This time, our twin disasters of 
the Palisades and Eaton fires - made worse by the climate crisis - are getting 
no response.  We need to Make Polluters Pay for the damage they have done 
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to our climate which is causing huge wildfires and turning our communities 
into ghost towns. Please support the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 
2025.  If not now, when? 

Samantha M Follows The climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. Fossil fuel companies have profited 
from and lied about causing the climate crisis while Californian families face 
climate-driven drought, floods, and fires burning down their homes. The 
Climate Superfund will help generate the resources our state needs to 
respond to climate catastrophes, build climate resilient neighborhoods, 
prepare for future climate harms, and usher in a thriving and fair transition 
away from fossil fuels.

Scott  Harber Our kids' future is being destroyed by the fossil fuel billionaires - I demand 
that we make them pay! We enthusiastically support the Polluters Pay 
Climate Superfund Act. Thank you.

Sonia  Desaidamle As a resident who had to breathe in the heavy toxic smoke during the weeks 
long wildfires in Los Angeles, I want fossil fuel companies to pay for all of the 
damages not just to property but to community members’ health. 

Stephen J Linesch

Steve  Engelmann My name is Steve Engelmann. I am a Palisades resident and also a teacher 
of environmental science at Palisades Charter High School. My home 
survived the fire (by two houses), but my classroom was destroyed. Climate 
change did not start the fire, but it massively amplified the impact. It is 
challenging teaching environmental science. The science is very real and 
undeniable. My students have no responsibility for the climate crisis, but they 
will inherit the consequences. It is time for the adults to stop behaving like 
children and take responsibility for their actions. The Polluters Pay Climate 
Superfund Act of 2025 is one step in the right direction. Hope is something 
that only happens after action. Supervisor Horvath, for the kids and the future, 
your job is to vote yes.

Susan  Mullins

Susan A Thau

Suzanne G Galyean

Sylvia  Hornidge

Tessa  Baizer

Tracy A Stone The cost of climate disasters are escalating. The California Natural 
Resources Agency's Fourth Climate Assessment conservatively estimates 
that California will face at least $113 billion in annual climate change costs by 
2050. This year’s climate-driven wildfires in LA are estimated to have cost 
$250 billion, destroyed 15,000 structures and resulted in tens of thousands of 
people evacuated. Even for those who had fire insurance, the coverage is 
insufficient to make them whole. Health costs associated with climate change 
are also rising. Risks of heart disease, asthma, allergens, vector-borne 
disease, heat stroke, and smoke exposure are all intensified by the climate 
emergency. These impacts are magnified in communities of color, children, 
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pregnant persons, older adults, and those with chronic medical conditions. 
The climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. Fossil fuel companies have profited 
from and lied about causing the climate crisis while Californian families face 
climate-driven drought, floods, and fires burning down their homes

Tricia  Odonnell

Victoria  Skalland The climate crisis is a fossil fuel crisis. Fossil fuel companies have profited 
from and lied about causing the climate crisis while Californian families face 
climate-driven drought, floods, and fires burning down their homes. Moreover, 
climate change is also driving up prices and contributing to the affordability 
crisis. For example, insurers are refusing to offer policies to families living in 
climate threatened regions or increasing home insurance premiums.

Vivian  Deutsch

Vladimir  Carrasco

Oppose Alejandra  Gallardo On behalf of the 150,000 hard-working members of the LA/OC Building and 
Construction Trades Council, I write in STRONG OPPOSITION to Agenda 
Item #9 on December 9, 2025, Agenda- a resolution to support the Polluter’s 
Pay Act.

Celeste  Wilson

Ernesto  Medrano December 8, 2025
Honorable Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
RE: Agenda Item 9, 12.9.25-OPPOSE
Dear Board of Supervisors,
On behalf of the 150,000 hard-working members of the LA/OC Building and 
Construction Trades
Council, I write in STRONG OPPOSITION to Agenda Item #9 on December 9, 
2025, Agenda- a
resolution to support the Polluter’s Pay Act.
Los Angeles is suffering from a massive affordability crisis-this is affecting our 
members and every
family's ability to make ends meet. The cost of living is far exceeding wages 
across the county and
families are being forced to make hard choices every single day. As such, the 
Board of Supervisors
should make every effort not to enact or support policies that will further 
increase the cost of living
for hard-working Angelenos.
The Resolution before the Board, if passed, would support two companion 
bills in Sacramento that
did not receive the votes to advance last session that are designed to wipe 
out the oil and gas industry
in Los Angeles County and across the state. Recognizing the lack of 
sympathy for the oil and gas
industry, I hope this Board will consider the affordability crisis before voting to 
support these two
bills.
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It is well established that when a California refinery closes, the cost of fuel 
rises for every Californian,
even for the few who do not rely on a combustible engine to get to work or 
school. As gas prices go
up, so does the cost of every consumer good that relies on transportation to 
get to market-milk, eggs,
cheese- all of the staples in every home’s refrigerator.
Additionally, if successful, these two bills would lead to the loss of tens of 
thousands of local jobs in
the industry in Los Angeles County. In Southern California alone, there are 
more than 30,000 direct
jobs and over 150,000 other jobs indirectly supported by this industry. The 
loss of this industry would
be catastrophic to the families who support their households with these well-
paid jobs, including the
tens of thousands of blue-collar Building Trades members who proudly work 
to maintain and operate
California’s refineries.
Please stand with the members of the LA/OC Building and Construction 
Trades Council and oppose
Item 9 on Tuesday's agenda. Supporting these two bills, which, if successful, 
will irrevocably and
materially raise the cost of living for every family in Los Angeles County.
Sincerely,

Ernesto Medrano
Executive Secretary

Henry  Rogers Motion 25-6478, and the underlying “Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act,” 
take an approach that is more symbolic than practical and risks serious 
unintended consequences for LA County communities. By imposing 
retroactive, litigation-heavy cost recovery on a narrow set of companies for 
“damages caused by planet-warming greenhouse gas emissions,” the 
proposal creates long-term legal uncertainty without clear metrics for 
causation, baselines, or local benefit. Experience from other states pursuing 
similar climate superfund concepts shows that these frameworks invite years 
of court challenges before a single dollar reaches neighborhoods. In the 
meantime, higher energy and fuel costs are likely to be passed through to 
residents, small businesses, ports, and goods movement, disproportionately 
affecting working families and the very frontline communities this motion 
seeks to help. LA County has more direct, accountable tools—targeted 
budget investments, existing climate programs, and collaborative public-
private initiatives—to advance resilience and emissions reduction without 
jeopardizing economic stability or regional competitiveness.

Robert C Lapsley

Sarah  Taylor Please see attached letter.
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December 8, 2025 

Honorable Members of the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors  
 
RE: Agenda Item 9, 12.9.25-OPPOSE 
 
Dear Board of Supervisors, 
 
On behalf of the 150,000 hard-working members of the LA/OC Building and Construction Trades 
Council, I write in STRONG OPPOSITION to Agenda Item #9 on December 9, 2025, Agenda- a 
resolution to support the Polluter’s Pay Act. 
 
Los Angeles is suffering from a massive affordability crisis-this is affecting our members and every 
family's ability to make ends meet.  The cost of living is far exceeding wages across the county and 
families are being forced to make hard choices every single day.  As such, the Board of Supervisors 
should make every effort not to enact or support policies that will further increase the cost of living 
for hard-working Angelenos. 
 
The Resolution before the Board, if passed, would support two companion bills in Sacramento that 
did not receive the votes to advance last session that are designed to wipe out the oil and gas industry 
in Los Angeles County and across the state.  Recognizing the lack of sympathy for the oil and gas 
industry, I hope this Board will consider the affordability crisis before voting to support these two 
bills. 
 
It is well established that when a California refinery closes, the cost of fuel rises for every Californian, 
even for the few who do not rely on a combustible engine to get to work or school.  As gas prices go 
up, so does the cost of every consumer good that relies on transportation to get to market-milk, eggs, 
cheese- all of the staples in every home’s refrigerator.   
 
Additionally, if successful, these two bills would lead to the loss of tens of thousands of local jobs in 
the industry in Los Angeles County.  In Southern California alone, there are more than 30,000 direct 
jobs and over 150,000 other jobs indirectly supported by this industry.  The loss of this industry would 
be catastrophic to the families who support their households with these well-paid jobs, including the 
tens of thousands of blue-collar Building Trades members who proudly work to maintain and operate 
California’s refineries.   
 
Please stand with the members of the LA/OC Building and Construction Trades Council and oppose 
Item 9 on Tuesday's agenda.  Supporting these two bills, which, if successful, will irrevocably and 
materially raise the cost of living for every family in Los Angeles County.   
 
Sincerely,  

 
Ernesto Medrano 
Executive Secretary          EM: ag/OPEIU#537/afl-cio 
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should make every effort not to enact or support policies that will further increase the cost of living 
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up, so does the cost of every consumer good that relies on transportation to get to market-milk, eggs, 
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Additionally, if successful, these two bills would lead to the loss of tens of thousands of local jobs in 
the industry in Los Angeles County.  In Southern California alone, there are more than 30,000 direct 
jobs and over 150,000 other jobs indirectly supported by this industry.  The loss of this industry would 
be catastrophic to the families who support their households with these well-paid jobs, including the 
tens of thousands of blue-collar Building Trades members who proudly work to maintain and operate 
California’s refineries.   
 
Please stand with the members of the LA/OC Building and Construction Trades Council and oppose 
Item 9 on Tuesday's agenda.  Supporting these two bills, which, if successful, will irrevocably and 
materially raise the cost of living for every family in Los Angeles County.   
 
Sincerely,  

 
Ernesto Medrano 
Executive Secretary          EM: ag/OPEIU#537/afl-cio 



The Long Beach Business Organization since 1891 
Catalyst for business growth, Convener of leaders and influencers, and a Champion for a stronger community 

 

1 World Trade Center, Suite 101. Long Beach, CA 90831 -101 
Phone (562) 436-1251 • Fax (562) 436-7099 • info@lbchamber.com 

lbchamber.com   lbchamber   thelbchamber   longbeachchamber 

December 9, 2025 

 

Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Subject: Agenda Item 9 (25-6478): Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 - OPPOSE 

Dear Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors: 

On behalf of the Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce (the Chamber), representing nearly 900 
businesses, I am writing to express our strong opposition to Agenda Item 9 (25-6478) the Polluters Pay 
Climate Superfund Act of 2025 on the December 9, 2025, agenda. This item urges support for AB 1243 
(Addis) and SB 684 (Menjivar), which together would create a statewide program compelling major fossil 
fuel companies to pay for alleged climate damages associated with greenhouse gas emissions between 
1990 and 2024. The Chamber is on record opposing these bills at the State level.  

Costs Will Be Passed on to Consumers  
This bill threatens to impose substantial financial burdens on fossil fuel companies - costs that will 
inevitably be passed on to California consumers. The Pacific Research Institute suggests that such fees 
would function similarly to a carbon tax, potentially resulting in higher energy prices and exacerbating 
California's affordability challenges.1 In a state already grappling with an affordability crisis, these added 
costs would disproportionately harm working families and low-income communities, deepening existing 
inequities. 

For Long Beach residents, many of those who commute long distances for work and rely heavily on 
personal vehicles, energy cost increases translate directly into reduced household stability. Long Beach 
has some of the highest rents and utility cost burdens in Los Angeles County. Energy price spikes will hit 
working families here the fastest and hardest.  

Businesses along corridors such as Broadway, Anaheim, Atlantic, and Willow already operate on razor-
thin margins, and higher transportation and delivery costs will further weaken their ability to sustain jobs 
and remain competitive. Any policy that increases energy prices will be felt first and most intensely by 
working families and small businesses in Long Beach. 

Assigning Past Emissions is Highly Problematic 
Determining which companies are responsible for specific historical emissions is extraordinarily complex, 
if not impossible. The California Chamber of Commerce has emphasized the difficulty in attributing past 

 
1 Winegarden, Wayne., November, 2016., Exposing the True Costs from the War on Fossil Fuels., Impact a 
Pacific Research Institute Publication 
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emissions to individual firms, especially given the global nature of fossil fuel use.2 Establishing a direct 
causal link between past operations and current climate-related damages is fraught with uncertainty and 
legal ambiguity.  

This creates a real and immediate fiscal risk for Los Angeles County. County funds that should be 
supporting homelessness services, public health, behavioral health interventions, and public safety could 
instead be diverted toward protracted legal challenges. Angelinos would now bear both the legal and 
economic impacts from all sides. 

A Threat to Good Paying Jobs and Economic Stability 
This legislation risks triggering a significant contraction of investment in the oil and gas sector -
jeopardizing thousands of well-paying, often unionized, jobs. Reduced investment and operational 
downsizing would not only harm those directly employed in the industry but also deliver economic 
shockwaves to communities across Long Beach that depend on these jobs for stability and growth. Over 
the past decade, California has experienced a notable departure of oil and gas companies, driven largely 
by the state's stringent environmental regulations and aggressive climate policies.  

Many refinery workers, Teamsters, ILWU members, and tradespeople who service Southern California’s 
energy infrastructure live in or near Long Beach. These are among the last remaining middle-class, blue-
collar jobs that provide economic mobility for working families. If companies continue divesting from 
California, our region will experience this job loss first. 

The Port of Long Beach also relies heavily on fuel price stability to remain competitive. Higher costs for 
drayage operators, logistics companies, and port trucking would undermine our gateway’s ability to 
attract cargo and retain global shipping partners. Any erosion of Port competitiveness threatens tens of 
thousands of county jobs. 

Companies Are Already Leaving California 
Over the past decade, California has witnessed a steady exodus of oil and gas companies, driven largely 
by an increasingly inhospitable regulatory environment: 

 Chevron: In August 2024, Chevron announced plans to relocate its corporate headquarters from 
San Ramon, California, to Houston, Texas3. This move, expected to unfold over five years, was 
attributed to California's increasingly stringent regulations on oil production and refinery 
operations. Chevron's leadership cited the state's regulatory environment as a primary factor in 
their decision to relocate.4 

 
2 Kendrick, Jonathan., March 2025., SB 684 (Menjivar) polluters pay climate superfund act of 2025. Oppose – 
as introduced on 2/21/25., Cal Chamber 
3 Pope, Nick., August 2024., Chevron Leaving California Behind After Years Of ‘Adversarial’ Dem Policies., 
Daily Caller 
4 Powell, Emma., August 2024., Chevron becomes the latest big company to quit California., The Times 
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 Phillips 66: In October 2024, Phillips 66 declared its intention to shut down its Los Angeles 
refinery by late 2025, which supplies about 8% of California’s gasoline. The company cited 
"long-term uncertainty" and market dynamics as reasons for the closure, following the enactment 
of new state regulations on oil refiners.5 

 Valero: Thursday, April 24, 2025, Valero announced that it will be ceasing operations at its 
170,000-barrel-per-day San Francisco-area oil refinery next year amid worries about California’s 
declining fuel supplies and high gasoline prices. Valero CEO Lan Riggs cited the challenging 
regulatory and enforcement environment in California for the decision to cease operations.6 

Industry Divestment and Long-Term Risks  

 Shell and ExxonMobil: Through their joint venture, Aera Energy, Shell and ExxonMobil sold 
approximately 23,000 oil wells in California to the German investment firm IKAV in 2022.7 This 

significant divestiture marked a substantial reduction in their California operations.4 

 California Resources Corporation (CRC): In 2020, CRC filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy. 
Analyses indicate a growing trend of larger operators divesting wells nearing the end of their 
productive life to smaller companies, increasing the risk of orphaned wells and associated 
environmental liabilities for the state.8  

When these operators exit, they leave behind aging infrastructure and increase the risk of orphaned wells. 
These economic, beautification, and health burdens fall disproportionately on communities like West 
Long Beach and Wilmington. These neighborhoods already live with the consequences of legacy energy 
infrastructure.  

Regulatory Environment and Industry Impact 
California’s stringent environmental mandates, including the Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Cap-and-
Trade program, have increased operational costs and undermined industry competitiveness.9 These 
measures, while aimed at reducing emissions, have contributed to operational challenges and financial 
pressures for companies in the sector. Unique gasoline formulation requirements have also restricted 

market flexibility, worsening price volatility and supply constraints.9  

 
5 Venteicher, Wes., October 2024., Phillips 66 to close California refinery days after Newsom signed oil law., 
Politico 
6 Jao, Nicole., April 2025., Valero to shut Benicia refinery due to tough regulatory environment, high costs., 
Reuters 
7 Hollohan, Jennifer., 2022., Why Big Oil Companies Are Suddenly Leaving California., Tell Me Best 
8 Ferrar, Kyle., May 2023., Assessment of Oli and Gas Well Ownership Transfers in California., Fractracker 
Alliance 
9 Rapier, Robert., October 2024., Why Oil Companies Are Leaving California., Forbes 



The Long Beach Business Organization since 1891 
Catalyst for business growth, Convener of leaders and influencers, and a Champion for a stronger community 

 

1 World Trade Center, Suite 101. Long Beach, CA 90831 -101 
Phone (562) 436-1251 • Fax (562) 436-7099 • info@lbchamber.com 

lbchamber.com   lbchamber   thelbchamber   longbeachchamber 

The Oil and Gas Industry Is a Cornerstone of California’s Economy 
According to a new report from the LAEDC Institute for Applied Economics, the oil and gas industry is 
not just relevant - it is foundational to our state's economy.10 The sector supports 536,770 jobs, directly 
employs 148,140 Californians, and contributes an astonishing $338 billion annually to California’s 
economy. It delivers $23 billion in annual wages and benefits to industry workers and $53.4 billion in 
total wages to workers supported by the broader sector.  

These are not abstract figures. They represent real families, real livelihoods, and real economic stability 
across Los Angeles County and especially in communities like Long Beach, where the goods movement 
and logistics industries depend on a reliable and affordable energy supply. Yet, this cornerstone of our 
economy is increasingly threatened by policy and regulatory measures that impact both the supply and 
demand sides of oil and gas, putting thousands of livelihoods at risk. 

Forcing oil and gas companies to contribute to the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Program, while 
maybe well-intentioned in concept, will ultimately do four things: worsen California’s affordability crisis, 
trigger a mass exodus of good-paying jobs, cripple the state’s economy and jeopardize our standing as the 
world’s fourth-largest economy, and leave low-income communities with orphaned wells that pose serious 
environmental and public health risks. 

For these reasons and others, the Chamber strongly opposes the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 
2025. We are also concerned that such a consequential policy decision, one that will have a significant 
impact and economic implications for Los Angeles County, appears on the consent calendar. As a matter 
of transparency and public trust, items of this magnitude should be given full discussion. We respectfully 
urge the Board to pull this item from the consent calendar to allow for appropriate public review and 
stakeholder engagement.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jeremy Harris 
President & CEO 
Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce 

 
10 Reheis-Boyd, Catherine., March 2025., 338 Billion Reasons Why: New Report Shows Massive Economic 
Impact of Oil & Gas Industry in California., WSPA 



 
 
LA County Board of Supervisors 
500 W Temple St #383 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Dear LA County Board of Supervisors, 
 
On behalf of Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles, I am writing to ask the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors to vote yes on Agenda Item 9 in support of the Polluters 
Pay Climate Superfund Act. The Climate Superfund Act would make the world’s biggest 
corporate polluters pay their fair share for the climate damages they have caused in California. 
This year’s devastating LA Fires alone are estimated to have cost $250 billion. California 
taxpayers shouldn’t be paying to clean up the mess these polluters made. Over a dozen 
municipalities including San Francisco, Los Angeles City, Oxnard, and San Diego have passed 
resolutions in support of the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act. It’s time for Los Angeles 
County to join that growing list and demand that corporate polluters pay for the escalating costs 
of climate change in California so that the burden doesn’t fall on average Californians. 
 
Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles champions environmental justice and nuclear 
abolition by uniting the credible voices of health professionals and impacted communities to 
protect public health and foster a regenerative economy. Our members live and practice 
throughout LA County, addressing the health disparities and impacts from the climate crisis in 
their work. Fossil fuel pollution – from burning oil and gas -  is often the root cause of these 
worsening health outcomes. Big oil and gas companies have known for decades that their 
emissions are deadly, but they lied to the public to keep their huge profits flowing. Now, patients 
and communities are paying the price with their health. 
 
Patients and their families are already facing massive increases in health care costs. Patients, 
families, and taxpayers dollars should not bear the full costs of health damages caused by oil 
and gas pollution. The consequences of the climate crisis and climate disasters such as wildfire 
smoke, extreme heat, and flooding events are all linked to health harms and costs to 
communities. It’s time big oil and gas companies pay their fair share for the damage they’ve 
caused. The Climate Superfund Act would make the biggest oil companies pay a small fraction 
of their profits into a “Climate Superfund” that could provide critical funding for community 
resilience to protect health and save lives. The Climate Superfund could help correct health 
inequities by directing funds to resilience, health protection, and community recovery — not 
corporate profits – for the hardest hit communities. I urge the Board to demonstrate their support 
for the Climate Superfund Act.  
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Silber 
Climate Justice Program Coordinator, Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles 

 



 

 

 

December 9, 2025 

TO: Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Wilmington Chamber of Commerce, South Bay Association of Chambers of 
Commerce (SBACC), Harbor Association of Industry and Commerce (HAIC), and Redondo 
Beach Chamber of Commerce 

RE: Motion 25-6478 – Opposition to Support for SB 684 and AB 1243 (Polluters Pay Climate 
Superfund Act of 2025) 

Madam Chair and Board Supervisors, 

We respectfully submit this letter in opposition to Motion 25-6478, which would direct the 
County's Legislative ARairs and Intergovernmental Relations Branch to actively support 
Senate Bill 684 and Assembly Bill 1243. While we share the Board's commitment to 
environmental stewardship and community resilience, we have significant concerns about 
the unintended consequences and implementation challenges these bills present for our 
region's economic vitality and working families. 

The South Bay and Long Beach harbors are among California's most critical economic 
engines, supporting thousands of jobs across transportation, logistics, maritime services, 
and related industries. The "Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act" would impose retroactive 
liability assessments on major energy companies, which will inevitably increase 
operational costs. These costs do not remain with corporations—they are passed directly 
to consumers, ports, trucking companies, and small businesses that depend on aRordable 
fuel and energy. 

For working families in our communities already facing inflation and rising cost of living, 
any measure that increases transportation and energy costs deserves careful scrutiny and 
robust economic impact analysis that the current bills lack. 

SB 684 and AB 1243 seek to assess "damages caused by planet-warming greenhouse gas 
emissions" retroactively. This approach raises fundamental questions: 

• Where is the baseline? How do we isolate climate damages caused by specific 
companies from natural climate variability, decades-old emissions, and global 
factors? 



• What precedent does this set? Retroactive liability legislation creates legal 
uncertainty for all industries and may trigger lengthy litigation, delaying actual 
climate investments. 

• Who truly pays the costs? Economic analysis consistently shows that broad 
energy cost increases are regressive—they harm lower-income households most 
severely. 

The motion notes that New York's Superfund is valued at $75 billion over 25 years, yet 
glosses over the fact that New York's legislation has faced significant legal challenges and 
implementation delays precisely because of these definitional and causation issues. 

The motion directs funds be "reinvested into California communities," but provides no 
mechanism for local governments or aRected chambers to shape allocation priorities. 
Port-adjacent communities deserve a seat at the table in designing climate resilience 
strategies that actually reflect local economic realities, not just state-level environmental 
priorities. 

Our ports, trucking corridors, and maritime workforce have borne the brunt of 
environmental regulations for decades. Meaningful climate solutions require partnership 
with industry stakeholders and local business leaders, not unilateral taxation schemes. 

California has multiple proven mechanisms for climate investment without the legal and 
economic risks of retroactive liability: 

• Cap-and-Trade Revenue: Existing mechanisms already generate billions in climate 
funding through market-based approaches. 

• State Budget Allocations: Direct appropriations to climate resilience can be faster, 
more transparent, and legally defensible. 

• Public-Private Partnerships: Collaborative frameworks involving industry, 
government, and nonprofits drive innovation more eRectively than punitive 
measures. 

• Federal Infrastructure Funding: Inflation Reduction Act and Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law resources are flowing to California—these should be leveraged 
first. 

These alternatives achieve climate goals while preserving economic growth and job 
security in our region. 

Rather than supporting bills that impose speculative retroactive liability assessments, we 
respectfully urge the Board to: 



1. Commission an independent economic impact analysis of SB 684 and AB 1243 
specific to the South Bay, Long Beach, and LA County ports. 

2. Engage the business community, labor unions, and working families in designing 
climate resilience investments that do not undermine regional competitiveness. 

3. Pursue alternative climate funding mechanisms that are legally sound, 
economically transparent, and locally responsive. 

4. Support legislation that incentivizes innovation in clean energy and 
transportation rather than penalizing past emissions retroactively. 

We are not opposed to climate action—we are opposed to poorly designed legislation that 
imposes hidden costs on working families and risks our region's economic foundation 
without clear benefit. Our chambers represent thousands of businesses and the 
communities they support. We believe LA County can lead on climate resilience through 
smarter, more collaborative approaches that do not jeopardize the jobs and economic 
stability our region depends upon. 

We welcome the opportunity to work with the Board and state legislators to develop 
climate solutions that are both environmentally responsible and economically sound. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Monica Garcia-Diaz, CEO Kimberly Caceres, Board Chair 
Wilmington Chamber of Commerce SBACC 
  
 
Henry Rogers, Executive Director  

 
Mara Santos, CEO  

HAIC Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce 
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December 9, 2025  
 
Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
 
Re: Agenda Item 9 (25-6478): Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 - OPPOSE 
 
Dear Honorable Los Angeles County Bord of Supervisors,  
 
The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA), a non-pro�it trade association 
representing members that account for the bulk of petroleum and natural gas exploration, 
production, re�ining, transportation, and marketing in California, is opposed to Agenda Item 
9 (25-6478), the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 on the December 9, 2025, 
agenda.  Agenda Item 9 directs the Chief Executive Legislative Affairs and 
Intergovernmental Relations branch to support Senate Bill 684 (Menjivar) and Assembly 
Bill 1243 (Addis), which together are known as the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 
2025 (Act).  The Act would impose strict liability on energy producers for their alleged 
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 to 2024 and require them to pay 
billions in retroactive penalties.  WSPA has also opposed SB 684 and AB 1243 in the state 
legislature. 
 
The Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 is Bad Policy 
The Act targets only fossil fuel companies for �inancial liability for alleged climate damages 
(based on prior lawful activity), while ignoring other segments of the economy that are 
responsible for substantial GHG emissions.  This is especially unreasonable because the 
targeted companies’ actions were lawful during the relevant period and the targeted 
emissions were largely produced by others, yet the Act would impose open-ended �inancial 
liabilities on those companies identi�ied by the California Environmental Protection Agency 
(CalEPA) as responsibility parties.   
 
Further, while under the Act, the exact liability amount across fossil fuel companies 
determined to be responsible parties will be established by CalEPA, liability is expected to 
be billions of dollars.  This liability is likely to result in higher prices for consumers across 
California, at a time when the state is already facing an affordability crisis. 
 
The Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 is Unconstitutional and Preempted 
by Federal Law 
The Act is unconstitutional and preempted by federal law.  Under the U.S. Constitution, 
federal law governs disputes involving interstate greenhouse gas emissions because of the 
overriding federal interest in a uniform rule of decision on this issue and basic interests of 
federalism.  Additionally, the Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes a federal framework for 
regulating greenhouse gas emissions, and court precedent makes clear that the CAA limits  
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state authority to only regulating emissions at their source.  The Act’s attempt to impose 
liability on energy producers for interstate and global emissions clearly exceeds this 
authority. 
 
The Act also violates other constitutional provisions.  For example, the Act requires CalEPA 
to conduct a climate cost study that would quantify all past and future harms to the state 
from January 1, 1990, through December 31, 2045.  CalEPA then must determine and assess 
a cost recovery demand for each responsible party that the agency has identi�ied.  This 
would impose severe retroactive and prospective �inancial penalties on energy producers 
for past lawful actions as well as future actions that have not even occurred yet.  The Act’s 
penalty structures are arbitrary and irrational and violate the Due Process clause.  
Additionally, by imposing liability on largely out-of-state energy producers, these bills 
would unconstitutionally interfere with interstate commerce, creating a fragmented and 
inconsistent regulatory framework, driving up costs and discriminating against other 
states, violating the commerce clause.  The Act’s �inancial penalties are disproportionate 
and punitive, violating the excessive �ines clause.  Finally, the Act would constitute an 
unconstitutional regulatory taking because their retroactive penalties result in substantial 
economic impacts on energy producers and interfere with those producers’ investment-
back expectations.  
 
Fuel Supply in California 
This year, at the direction of Governor Gavin Newsom, the California Energy Commission 
was tasked with stabilizing fuel supply and maintaining in-state re�ining capacity.  In 
addition, the CEC focused on providing suf�icient con�idence to industry to invest in 
maintaining reliable and safe infrastructure operations to meet the demand of California 
drivers.  The Legislature and Governor acted this year via legislation and regulations to 
encourage continued investment in the re�inery and production assets remaining in 
California.  
 
The fact is Californians use 35 million gallons of gasoline a day.  As the state pursues its 
ambitious goals it is risking losing re�ining capacity before fuel demand falls. Two years ago, 
in-state re�ining capacity could largely meet demand, however now that the state is losing 
an additional two re�ineries, it will likely result in a reliance on more imports of �inished 
products like gasoline and jet fuel.  Losing more re�ineries in California would likely be 
extremely painful for consumers and it is misguided policies like those being proposed in 
SB 684 and AB 1243 that are contributing to the nearly impossible business environment in 
the state.  
 
Local, regional, and state governments should all be focused on maintaining an adequate 
supply of gasoline for Californians, but policies like those being considered by the board put 
the ability to provide affordable, reliable fuel at risk.  
 
For the above policy and legal reasons, as well as others, WSPA strongly opposes the 
Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025, as well as the Board’s decision to place  
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Agenda Item 9 on the consent calendar.  We respectfully request that the Board remove this  
item from the consent calendar to allow for public review, comment, and engagement on 
this topic, which is poised to have signi�icant economic impacts on Los Angeles County. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Jodie Muller 
President & CEO 
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         COST DRIVER 
 
April 7, 2025 
 
TO:   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 
 
SUBJECT:  AB 1243 (ADDIS) POLLUTERS PAY CLIMATE SUPERFUND ACT OF 2025. 

OPPOSE/COST DRIVER – AS INTRODUCED ON 2/21/2025 
 
Dear Chair Bryan and the Members of the Committee,  
 
The California Chamber of Commerce (Calchamber) and the organizations listed below STRONGLY 
OPPOSE AB 1243 (Addis) which has been label a COST DRIVER. AB 1243 would impose retroactive 
liability on companies for lawful business activities dating back to 1990 and would introduce significant 
regulatory uncertainty that threatens California’s economic stability and competitiveness. 
 
The significant financial obligations the bill would impose on alleged “responsible parties” would likely 
worsen California’s affordability crisis for the state’s consumers and businesses as costs are passed down. 
The economic, legal, and practical consequences of AB 1243 would harm California’s businesses and 
consumers. 
 
Moreover, AB 1243’s policy goal of funding climate action is already being addressed by California’s Cap-
and-Trade program which, to date, has raised nearly $30 billion in funds for the State to invest while also 
driving significant state-wide greenhouse gas emissions reductions.  Instead of creating new, retroactive 
liability to fund climate action, California should focus on extending California’s ambitious, yet effective, 
Cap-and-Trade program. 
 
AB 1243’s Retroactive Liability Would Create Harmful Uncertainty for Business Planning  
 



AB 1243 would establish a "Climate Superfund," imposing financial liability retroactively on businesses for 
greenhouse gas emissions from decades-old activities that complied with state and federal laws and 
regulations.  
 
By punishing businesses for past activities conducted legally, AB 1243 would discourage investment in, 
and hinder the economic growth of, California. If AB 1243 (or other future bills like it) are enacted into law, 
that means businesses must anticipate that their completely legal activities may someday become the basis 
for substantial liabilities imposed retroactively by the State.  
 
Business cannot confidently make long-term investment plans in such a legal and regulatory environment. 
The uncertainty AB 1243 creates would extend far beyond the specific context of greenhouse gas 
emissions as businesses wonder what activity the State will seek to impose retroactive liability on next.  
 
Particularly damning of AB 1243 is that many of the same entities which the bill would deem “responsible 
parties” have already paid the State billions of dollars for their GHG emissions under California’s Cap-
and-Trade program. Specifically, they have already paid through the purchase of “allowances.”1. The 
message AB 1243 sends to the business community is that even strict adherence to the State’s compliance 
programs is not enough to avoid retroactive penalties down the road. 
 
By forcing companies to pay again for emissions they have already paid for through Cap-and-Trade, AB 
1243 signals a move away from transparent, rules-based environmental regulation businesses can 
integrate into long-term planning toward un-anticipatable, retrospective cost recovery frameworks.  
 
AB 1243 Would Increase Costs on California Consumers and Businesses 
 
AB 1243 would have significant implications for affordability for California consumers and businesses by 
imposing substantial new financial obligations on responsible parties. This bill does not cap the financial 
liability that can be imposed on responsible parties, meaning that their costs of doing business could 
escalate dramatically. 
 
These increased costs are likely to be passed down to consumers in the form of higher prices for gasoline, 
diesel, natural gas, electricity, and consumer goods. This is particularly problematic in a state already 
struggling with an affordability crisis and will exacerbate existing economic burdens for working families and 
small businesses. 
 
The broad financial pressures created by AB 1243 would ripple across California’s economy, creating 
affordability challenges that extend beyond energy costs alone.  Small businesses, which often operate on 
tight profit margins, would face disproportionately severe consequences. Increased costs of energy and 
transportation directly raise expenses in day-to-day operations, such as fuel for delivery trucks, electricity 
for refrigeration, or heating costs for retail spaces. 
 
Additionally, small businesses may see indirect cost increases through higher prices for products and raw 
materials from suppliers who also face elevated energy costs, making it even harder to remain competitive 
or profitable. Consumers would face higher prices for groceries, transportation, housing, and services. For 
vulnerable populations and communities already financially strained, these higher costs could significantly 
diminish economic well-being and financial stability, intensifying disparities rather than addressing 
underlying economic challenges.  
 
AB 1243’s Could Adversely Impact Pension Funds, University Endowments, and Other Economic 
Activity 
  

 
1 Each allowance authorizes the holder to emit one metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent during a 
specified compliance period 



The broad definition of “responsible parties” would impact potentially thousands of stakeholders.2 For 
example, by using ownership interest as a proxy for responsibility, large institutional investors that have 
held a majority stake in any entity engaged in fossil fuel extraction or refining since 1990 may be drawn in. 
Pension funds such as CalPERS or CalSTRS that held a majority equity stake in any entity engaged in 
fossil fuel extraction or refining during the covered period may find themselves with significant financial 
obligations under AB 1243.3 
 
Similarly, university systems may be drawn into the law through their endowment investing activities. 
Lenders may find themselves with significant financial liability simply for having foreclosed on energy 
assets. Going forward, they may find themselves unable to foreclose on existing loans secured with energy 
assets without becoming a “responsible party.” The increased risk lenders would face naturally would 
increase the cost of lending funds for capital improvements necessary for safety or emissions reduction. 
Entities that routinely serve as trustees in receivership may likewise find themselves acquiring “responsible 
party” status.  
 
AB 1243 would additionally introduce significant uncertainty into merger and acquisition (M&A) activity in 
the United States. By imposing retroactive financial obligations for greenhouse gas emissions dating back 
to 1990, the bill would create massive, unpredictable financial liabilities, the full extent of which may not be 
known for many years. 
 
Companies seeking to acquire or merge with businesses that might qualify as "responsible parties" under 
AB 1243 will face difficulty accurately assessing the true extent of their potential financial exposure, 
significantly complicating due diligence and valuation processes. Potential acquirers may hesitate to 
acquire and improve outdated businesses, or withdraw entirely from deals involving energy, manufacturing, 
transportation, or agricultural businesses because these sectors have historically been reliant on fossil 
fuels.  
 
With its potential impacts on pension funds, university endowments, lending, and merger activity, AB 1243 
has the potential to place significant burdens on California and interstate commerce. 
 
AB 1243 Is Legally and Logistically Flawed 
 
AB 1243 presents significant legal and logistical challenges that undermine its viability. The bill violates the 
structure of the U.S. Constitution and the comprehensive regulatory scheme of the Clean Air Act, which do 
not permit state law to impose liability for emissions beyond its own borders. From a legal standpoint, 
penalizing conduct that was lawful and compliant with existing laws regulations at the time it occurred raises 
constitutional questions including, but not limited to, violations of due process (both as to retroactive 
application and as to extraterritorial reach), ex post facto prohibitions, federal preclusion, and the Takings 
Clause. The bill’s attempt to regulate extraterritorial conduct and the burdens it places on interstate 
commerce also raise dormant commerce clause issues. 

 
2 An entity can become a “responsible party” under AB 1243 by having owned a majority stake in any 
business that was engaged in extraction or refining of fossil fuels during the covered period if Cal/EPA 
determines that the entity is responsible for more than one billion metric tons of covered fossil fuel 
emissions, in aggregate globally. Covered fossil fuel emissions include GHG emissions resulting from the 
extraction, production, refining, sale, or combustion of fossil fuels or petroleum product. Because the 
definition of covered fossil fuel emissions is so expansive, even majority ownership of a small extraction 
or refining business could draw an entity into the definition of a “responsible party.” 
3 In 2015, CalPERS began tracking attributed emissions from the operations of companies in its global 
portfolio, proportional to CalPERS’ ownership stake. Annual combined scope 1 and scope 2 attributed 
emissions estimates have varied between 23 and 30 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent (with a brief 
drop in 2021 reporting during the pandemic). In 2019, CalPERS reported annual scope 1 and scope 2 
emissions of 7.6 million tons of CO2 equivalent in its real estate and infrastructure holdings (which are 
emissions distinct from its global equities portfolio emissions reporting). It is very possible that attributed 
emissions for CalPERS portfolio and its real estate and infrastructure holdings exceed the 1 billion metric 
tons of CO2 equivalent threshold for a responsible party.  



  
AB 1243 additionally poses significant logistical difficulties due to the complexity involved in accurately 
identifying and quantifying historical greenhouse gas emissions dating back to 1990. Many of the entities 
that operated during this period may no longer exist, may have merged, changed ownership, or restructured 
multiple times. Tracking down accurate and verifiable emissions data spanning over three decades is an 
immense administrative challenge and could cost the state millions of dollars - especially considering 
historical inconsistencies in record-keeping and data reporting standards.  
 
Rather than pursuing this flawed and constitutionally dubious approach, the Legislature should prioritize 
the reauthorization of California’s successful Cap-and-Trade program, which has raised nearly $30 billion 
and significantly reduced greenhouse gas emissions statewide.  
 
AB 1243 Represents a Counterproductive Policy 
 
AB 1243 structure presents serious economic, legal, and practical problems that cannot be overlooked. It 
would retroactively impose open-ended financial liabilities on businesses for decades-old, lawful conduct, 
creating severe regulatory uncertainty that threatens investment, job creation, and California’s broader 
economic competitiveness. The bill would raise costs for consumers and small businesses, complicate 
mergers and lending, and would be unconstitutional. 
 
AB 1243 is not just flawed policy; it is a dangerous precedent.  This is particularly true when California 
already has an effective alternative raising significant funds for the State to invest while driving emissions 
reduction – our Cap-and-Trade program. For these reasons, Calchamber and the listed organizations 
OPPOSE AB 1243 as a COST DRIVER and urges its rejection. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jonathan Kendrick 
Policy Advocate 
On behalf of 
 
African American Farmers of California, Will Scott 
American Chemistry Council, Tim Shestek  
American Forest & Paper Association, Julie Landry 
Bay Area Council, Jim Wunderman 
California Chamber of Commerce, Jonathan Kendrick  
California Business Properties Association, Matthew Hargrove  
California Fuels & Convenience Alliance, Alessandra Magnasco 
California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce, Julian Canete 
California Independent Petroleum Association, Sean Wallentine  
California League of Food Producers, Katie Little  
California Manufacturers &Technology Association, Elizabeth Esquivel 
California Retailers Association, Sara Pollo Moo 
California Taxpayers Association, Peter Blocker  
Central Valley Business Federation, Clint Olivier 
Civil Justice Association of California, Kyla Powell  
Coastal Energy Alliance, Richard Atmore 
East Bay Leadership Council, Mark Orcutt 
Greater Coachella Valley Chamber of Commerce, Brandon Marley 
Hispanic 100 Policy Committee, Mario Rodriguez 
Industrial Association of Conta Costa County, Mark Hughes 
Inland Empire Economic Partnership, Paul Granillo 
Lake Elsinore Chamber of Commerce, Kim Joseph 



Latin Business Association – Ruben Guerra 
Multicultural Business Alliance, Roberto Arnold 
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce, Patrick Ellis 
NAIOP of California, Matthew Hargrove  
Nisei Farmers League, Manuel Cunha Jr 
Orange County Business Council, Amanda Walsh 
Port Hueneme Chamber of Commerce, Tracy Sisson Phillips 
Santa Barbara Taxpayers Advocacy Center, Mike Stoker  
Si Se Puede, Doug Kessler 
South County Chamber of Commerce, Jeff Chambers 
Ventura County Coalition of Labor, Agriculture and Business, Louise Lampara 
Western Propane Gas Association, Krysta Wanner  
WSPA, Zachary Leary 
 
 
cc: Legislative Affairs, Office of the Governor 
 Kylie Baranowski, Office of Assemblymember Dawn Addis  
 Consultants, Assembly Natural Resources Committee 
 
  
 
JK:nr  



  

                            

 

 
          
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
March 24, 2025 
 
TO:  Senate Environmental Quality Committee 
 
SUBJECT:  SB 684 (MENJIVAR) POLLUTERS PAY CLIMATE SUPERFUND ACT OF 2025. 

OPPOSE – AS INTRODUCED ON 2/21/25 
 
Dear Chair Blakespear and Members of the Committee: 
 
The California Chamber of Commerce (Calchamber) and the organizations listed below STRONGLY 
OPPOSE SB 684 (Menjivar) because SB 684 would impose retroactive liability on companies for lawful 
business activities dating back to 1990 and would introduce significant regulatory uncertainty that threatens 
California’s economic stability and competitiveness. 
 
 The significant financial obligations the bill would impose on alleged “responsible parties” would likely 
worsen California’s affordability crisis for the state’s consumers and businesses as costs are passed down. 
The economic, legal, and practical consequences of SB 684 would harm California’s businesses and 
consumers. 
 
Moreover, SB 684’s policy goal of funding climate action is already being addressed by California’s Cap-
and-Trade program which, to date, has raised nearly $30 billion in funds for the State to invest while also 
driving significant state-wide greenhouse gas emissions reductions.  Instead of creating new, retroactive 
liability to fund climate action, California should focus on extending California’s ambitious, yet effective, 
Cap-and-Trade program. 
 
SB 684’s Retroactive Liability Would Create Harmful Uncertainty for Business Planning  
 
SB 684 would establish a "Climate Superfund," imposing financial liability retroactively on businesses for 
greenhouse gas emissions from decades-old activities that complied with state and federal laws and 
regulations.  
 
By punishing businesses for past activities conducted legally, SB 684 would discourage investment in, and 
hinder the economic growth of, California. If SB 684 (or other future bills like it) are enacted into law, that 
means businesses must anticipate that their completely legal activities may someday become the basis for 
substantial liabilities imposed retroactively by the State.  
 



Business cannot confidently make long-term investment plans in such a legal and regulatory environment. 
The uncertainty SB 684 creates would extend far beyond the specific context of greenhouse gas emissions 
as businesses wonder what activity the State will seek to impose retroactive liability on next.  
 
Particularly damning of SB 684 is that many of the same entities which the bill would deem “responsible 
parties” have already paid the State billions of dollars for their GHG emissions under California’s Cap-
and-Trade program. Specifically, they have already paid through the purchase of “allowances.” 1. The 
message SB 684 sends to the business community is that even strict adherence to the State’s compliance 
programs is not enough to avoid retroactive penalties down the road. 
 
By forcing companies to pay again for emissions they have already paid for through Cap-and-Trade, SB 
684 signals a move away from transparent, rules-based environmental regulation businesses can integrate 
into long-term planning toward un-anticipatable, retrospective cost recovery frameworks.  
 
SB 684 Would Increase Costs on California Consumers and Businesses 
 
SB 684 would have significant implications for affordability for California consumers and businesses by 
imposing substantial new financial obligations on responsible parties. This bill does not cap the financial 
liability that can be imposed on responsible parties, meaning that their costs of doing business could 
escalate dramatically. 
 
These increased costs are likely to be passed down to consumers in the form of higher prices for gasoline, 
diesel, natural gas, electricity, and consumer goods. This is particularly problematic in a state already 
struggling with an affordability crisis and will exacerbate existing economic burdens for working families and 
small businesses. 
 
The broad financial pressures created by SB 684 would ripple across California’s economy, creating 
affordability challenges that extend beyond energy costs alone.  Small businesses, which often operate on 
tight profit margins, would face disproportionately severe consequences. Increased costs of energy and 
transportation directly raise expenses in day-to-day operations, such as fuel for delivery trucks, electricity 
for refrigeration, or heating costs for retail spaces. 
 
Additionally, small businesses may see indirect cost increases through higher prices for products and raw 
materials from suppliers who also face elevated energy costs, making it even harder to remain competitive 
or profitable. Consumers would face higher prices for groceries, transportation, housing, and services. For 
vulnerable populations and communities already financially strained, these higher costs could significantly 
diminish economic well-being and financial stability, intensifying disparities rather than addressing 
underlying economic challenges.  
 
SB 684’s Could Adversely Impact Pension Funds, University Endowments, and Other Economic 
Activity 
  
The broad definition of “responsible parties” would impact potentially thousands of stakeholders. 2 For 
example, by using ownership interest as a proxy for responsibility, large institutional investors that have 
held a majority stake in any entity engaged in fossil fuel extraction or refining since 1990 may be drawn in. 
Pension funds such as CalPERS or CalSTRS that held a majority equity stake in any entity engaged in 

 
1 Each allowance authorizes the holder to emit one metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent during a 
specified compliance period 
2 An entity can become a “responsible party” under SB 684 by having owned a majority stake in any 
business that was engaged in extraction or refining of fossil fuels during the covered period if Cal/EPA 
determines that the entity is responsible for more than one billion metric tons of covered fossil fuel 
emissions, in aggregate globally. Covered fossil fuel emissions include GHG emissions resulting from the 
extraction, production, refining, sale, or combustion of fossil fuels or petroleum product. Because the 
definition of covered fossil fuel emissions is so expansive, even majority ownership of a small extraction 
or refining business could draw an entity into the definition of a “responsible party.” 



fossil fuel extraction or refining during the covered period may find themselves with significant financial 
obligations under SB 684.3 
 
Similarly, university systems may be drawn into the law through their endowment investing activities. 
Lenders may find themselves with significant financial liability simply for having foreclosed on energy 
assets. Going forward, they may find themselves unable to foreclose on existing loans secured with energy 
assets without becoming a “responsible party.” The increased risk lenders would face naturally would 
increase the cost of lending funds for capital improvements necessary for safety or emissions reduction. 
Entities that routinely serve as trustees in receivership may likewise find themselves acquiring “responsible 
party” status.  
 
SB 684 would additionally introduce significant uncertainty into merger and acquisition (M&A) activity in the 
United States. By imposing retroactive financial obligations for greenhouse gas emissions dating back to 
1990, the bill would create massive, unpredictable financial liabilities, the full extent of which may not be 
known for many years. 
 
Companies seeking to acquire or merge with businesses that might qualify as "responsible parties" under 
SB 684 will face difficulty accurately assessing the true extent of their potential financial exposure, 
significantly complicating due diligence and valuation processes. Potential acquirers may hesitate to 
acquire and improve outdated businesses, or withdraw entirely from deals involving energy, manufacturing, 
transportation, or agricultural businesses because these sectors have historically been reliant on fossil 
fuels.  
 
With its potential impacts on pension funds, university endowments, lending, and merger activity, SB 684 
has the potential to place significant burdens on California and interstate commerce. 
 
SB 684 Is Legally and Logistically Flawed 
 
SB 684 presents significant legal and logistical challenges that undermine its viability. The bill violates the 
First Amendment by imposing strict liability for a broad swatch of speech on matters of political and scientific 
debate from a single targeted industry based only on what the state considers “misinformation or 
disinformation.” The bill also violates the structure of the U.S. Constitution and the comprehensive 
regulatory scheme of the Clean Air Act, which do not permit state law to impose liability for emissions 
beyond its own borders. From a legal standpoint, penalizing conduct that was lawful and compliant with 
existing laws regulations at the time it occurred raises constitutional questions including, but not limited to, 
violations of due process (both as to retroactive application and as to extraterritorial reach), ex post facto 
prohibitions, federal preclusion, and the Takings Clause. The bill’s attempt to regulate extraterritorial 
conduct and the burdens it places on interstate commerce also raise dormant commerce clause issues. 
  
SB 684 additionally poses significant logistical difficulties due to the complexity involved in accurately 
identifying and quantifying historical greenhouse gas emissions dating back to 1990. Many of the entities 
that operated during this period may no longer exist, may have merged, changed ownership, or restructured 
multiple times. Tracking down accurate and verifiable emissions data spanning over three decades is an 
immense administrative challenge and could cost the state millions of dollars - especially considering 
historical inconsistencies in record-keeping and data reporting standards.  
 

 
3 In 2015, CalPERS began tracking attributed emissions from the operations of companies in its global 
portfolio, proportional to CalPERS’ ownership stake. Annual combined scope 1 and scope 2 attributed 
emissions estimates have varied between 23 and 30 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent (with a brief 
drop in 2021 reporting during the pandemic). In 2019, CalPERS reported annual scope 1 and scope 2 
emissions of 7.6 million tons of CO2 equivalent in its real estate and infrastructure holdings (which are 
emissions distinct from its global equities portfolio emissions reporting). It is very possible that attributed 
emissions for CalPERS portfolio and its real estate and infrastructure holdings exceed the 1 billion metric 
tons of CO2 equivalent threshold for a responsible party.  



Rather than pursuing this flawed and constitutionally dubious approach, the Legislature should prioritize 
the reauthorization of California’s successful Cap-and-Trade program, which has raised nearly $30 billion 
and significantly reduced greenhouse gas emissions statewide.  
 
SB 684 Represents a Counterproductive Policy 
 
SB 684’s structure presents serious economic, legal, and practical problems that cannot be overlooked. It 
would retroactively impose open-ended financial liabilities on businesses for decades-old, lawful conduct, 
creating severe regulatory uncertainty that threatens investment, job creation, and California’s broader 
economic competitiveness. The bill would raise costs for consumers and small businesses, complicate 
mergers and lending, and would be unconstitutional. 
 
SB 684 is not just flawed policy; it is a dangerous precedent.  This is particularly true when California already 
has an effective alternative raising significant funds for the State to invest while driving emissions reduction 
– our Cap-and-Trade program. For these reasons, Calchamber and the listed organizations OPPOSE SB 
684 and urges its rejection. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jonathan Kendrick 
Policy Advocate 
On behalf of 
 
American Chemistry Council, Tim Shestek  
American Forest & Paper Association, Julie Landry 
California Cement Manufacturers Environmental Coalition (CCMEC), Frank Sheets  
California Chamber of Commerce, Jonathan Kendrick  
California Business Properties Association, Matthew Hargrove  
California Fuels & Convenience Alliance, Alessandra Magnasco 
California League of Food Producers, Katie Little  
California Independent Petroleum Association, Sean Wallentine  
California Retailers Association, Sara Pollo Moo 
California Sustainable Cement Manufacturing & Environment (CSCME), Steve Coppinger  
California Taxpayers Association, Peter Blocker  
Central Valley Business Federation, Clint Olivier 
Civil Justice Association of California, Kyla Powell  
Coastal Energy Alliance, Richard Atmore 
East Bay Leadership Council, Mark Orcutt 
Greater Coachella Valley Chamber of Commerce, Brandon Marley 
Industrial Association of Conta Costa County, Mark Hughes 
Inland Empire Economic Partnership, Paul Granillo 
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce, Patrick Ellis 
NAIOP of California, Matthew Hargrove  
Orange County Business Council, Amanda Walsh 
Port Hueneme Chamber of Commerce, Tracy Sisson Phillips 
Ventura County Coalition of Labor, Agriculture and Business, Louise Lampara 
WSPA, Zachary Leary 
 
cc: Legislative Affairs, Office of the Governor  
 Clarissa Dominguez, Office of Senator Caroline Menjivar 
 Scott Seekatz, Senate Republican Caucus  
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From: Ann Dorsey <aedorsey@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 7, 2025 10:15 AM
To: ExecutiveOffice <ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>
Subject: Public comment for agenda Item #9

Los Angeles Board of Supervisors,

I urge you to pass a resolution supporting the passage of the California Polluter Pays Climate
Superfund Act (AB 1243/SB 684). Doing so will show local support for the bills and is a way for
Los Angeles to help influence target legislators to pass the bill up in Sacramento. 

There are numerous reasons to support the passage of these bills including:

*Californians are facing an affordability crisis while also facing the ever-increasing and
devastating impacts of the climate crisis. In the face of a $12 billion dollar state budget deficit,
cuts to essential programs and services, cuts to FEMA funding, and stripping of environmental
protections, Californians need action now more than ever.
*This legislation will increase investments in California’s economy, whether it’s creating good
paying, middle class jobs, or supporting small businesses recover, it aims to make California
more resilient in the face of climate change by helping to address affordability issues that
working families face.
*Every $1 invested in climate resilience and preparedness saves $13 (economic savings and
cleanup and damage costs).
*Having a new source of revenue will protect and provide relief to the general fund and local
county budgets. By protecting the General Fund, the Climate Superfund Act helps preserve
funding for healthcare, schools, housing, and other essential public services.
*The fires in January are an example of a statewide trend - bigger, more destructive fires are
arriving earlier due to greenhouse gas driven warming. We need more support for first
responders, protections for our vast amounts of outdoor workers impacted by poor air quality



and proactive measures to protect infrastructure from the worst of the impacts - and it’s
imperative that the companies most responsible for this warming pay up. 
*Our agricultural sector is extremely vulnerable to climate change hazards. Drought and heat
events put stress on our crops, and farmworkers are exposed to the combined threats of
increased vector borne illnesses, extreme heat and smoke from wildfires. While there are
programs in place to mitigate these hazards, the reality is that we need to do more to protect
our farmworker community and increase resilience in the agricultural economy.
*This bill has an emphasis on equity, with 40% of the funds dedicated to benefit
disadvantaged communities that have been hit the hardest by climate change. This allocated
funding could benefit Los Angeles County’s designated disadvantaged communities.
*This bill is not retroactive, but rather based on the well-established legal precedent of paying
for past harms. It is a recompense fee to provide compensation for past emissions. This
legislation is modeled in part on CA’s Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Act on the basis
that if a product caused harm there is liability to remedy that harm even if the product is or
was legal and could be seen to provide a benefit.
*Contrary to industry claims, the Superfund fee will not increase gasoline prices and will not
disrupt refinery operations or employment. The fee would be a small portion of the industry’s
trillion dollar profits and they have the option of paying them over a 20-year period.
*This is not controversial - according to a recent poll from Fossil Free Media and Data for
Progress, 3/4 of Californian voters support a climate superfund bill and support making
polluters pay for their role in causing climate disasters. Over 100 elected officials from 25
counties across the state have signed a letter supporting this legislation.

Please take action to get much needed help for our communities by using your influence to
get the California Polluter Pays Climate Superfund Act (AB 1243/SB 684) passed which will
hold the companies responsable for climate change impacts accountable and pay for the
damages they have caused. 

Thank you,

Ann Dorsey
Northridge, CA 91325



From: Celeste Wilson <cwilson@lbchamber.com>
Sent: Monday, December 8, 2025 3:09 PM
To: clerk@bos.lacounty.gov <clerk@bos.lacounty.gov>
Cc: ExecutiveOffice <ExecutiveOffice@bos.lacounty.gov>; First District
<firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; Holly J. Mitchell <HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov>; Third District
<ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; Supervisor Janice Hahn (Fourth District)
<fourthdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>; Barger, Kathryn <Kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov>; Holden, Nick
<NHolden@bos.lacounty.gov>; Lea, Farin <FLea@bos.lacounty.gov>; Martinez, Erica
<EMartinez@bos.lacounty.gov>; Orenstein, Justin <JOrenstein@bos.lacounty.gov>;
nvartanian@bos.lacounty.gov <nvartanian@bos.lacounty.gov>
Subject: Position Letter Agenda Item 9 (25-6478) | Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce

Good afternoon, 

My name is Celeste Wilson, I am the Government Affairs Manager for the Long Beach Area Chamber of
Commerce (The Chamber), representing the policy interests of nearly 900 regional members. 

Please find attached The Chamber's official position letter for tomorrow morning's Board of Supervisors
meeting agenda item #9 (25-6478). 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

All the best, 

--
Celeste Wilson
Government Affairs Manager
Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce
1 World Trade Center Ste 101
Long Beach, CA 90831
Direct: 562-435-9594
Cell: 530-588-4984
Email: cwilson@lbchamber.com

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Furldefense.com%2Fv3%2F__https%3A%2F%2Fbusiness.lbchamber.com%2Fnews__%3B!!LVq-52eSbsHOEHc!8dj2V-5AfqEsy4iAX3Fo50ZKgZpBj1SToJtEIPhJXbb_Uhp4m36gj1KYuEuDj1t0DmLC1FB7_LwFVh_JYb7ADqg9BhoxNjMMZg%24&data=05%7C02%7CPublicComments%40bos.lacounty.gov%7C4f92777feb6c40ca9dcc08de36b16716%7C7faea7986ad04fc9b068fcbcaed341f6%7C0%7C0%7C639008332752899690%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=X%2B%2FZ5GROJvlYwyYZqQ3F3QXflz%2BDKgmsMsh%2Bfp7sZrk%3D&reserved=0
mailto:cwilson@lbchamber.com
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December 9, 2025 


 


Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 


Subject: Agenda Item 9 (25-6478): Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 - OPPOSE 


Dear Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors: 


On behalf of the Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce (the Chamber), representing nearly 900 
businesses, I am writing to express our strong opposition to Agenda Item 9 (25-6478) the Polluters Pay 
Climate Superfund Act of 2025 on the December 9, 2025, agenda. This item urges support for AB 1243 
(Addis) and SB 684 (Menjivar), which together would create a statewide program compelling major fossil 
fuel companies to pay for alleged climate damages associated with greenhouse gas emissions between 
1990 and 2024. The Chamber is on record opposing these bills at the State level.  


Costs Will Be Passed on to Consumers  
This bill threatens to impose substantial financial burdens on fossil fuel companies - costs that will 
inevitably be passed on to California consumers. The Pacific Research Institute suggests that such fees 
would function similarly to a carbon tax, potentially resulting in higher energy prices and exacerbating 
California's affordability challenges.1 In a state already grappling with an affordability crisis, these added 
costs would disproportionately harm working families and low-income communities, deepening existing 
inequities. 


For Long Beach residents, many of those who commute long distances for work and rely heavily on 
personal vehicles, energy cost increases translate directly into reduced household stability. Long Beach 
has some of the highest rents and utility cost burdens in Los Angeles County. Energy price spikes will hit 
working families here the fastest and hardest.  


Businesses along corridors such as Broadway, Anaheim, Atlantic, and Willow already operate on razor-
thin margins, and higher transportation and delivery costs will further weaken their ability to sustain jobs 
and remain competitive. Any policy that increases energy prices will be felt first and most intensely by 
working families and small businesses in Long Beach. 


Assigning Past Emissions is Highly Problematic 
Determining which companies are responsible for specific historical emissions is extraordinarily complex, 
if not impossible. The California Chamber of Commerce has emphasized the difficulty in attributing past 


 
1 Winegarden, Wayne., November, 2016., Exposing the True Costs from the War on Fossil Fuels., Impact a 
Pacific Research Institute Publication 
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emissions to individual firms, especially given the global nature of fossil fuel use.2 Establishing a direct 
causal link between past operations and current climate-related damages is fraught with uncertainty and 
legal ambiguity.  


This creates a real and immediate fiscal risk for Los Angeles County. County funds that should be 
supporting homelessness services, public health, behavioral health interventions, and public safety could 
instead be diverted toward protracted legal challenges. Angelinos would now bear both the legal and 
economic impacts from all sides. 


A Threat to Good Paying Jobs and Economic Stability 
This legislation risks triggering a significant contraction of investment in the oil and gas sector -
jeopardizing thousands of well-paying, often unionized, jobs. Reduced investment and operational 
downsizing would not only harm those directly employed in the industry but also deliver economic 
shockwaves to communities across Long Beach that depend on these jobs for stability and growth. Over 
the past decade, California has experienced a notable departure of oil and gas companies, driven largely 
by the state's stringent environmental regulations and aggressive climate policies.  


Many refinery workers, Teamsters, ILWU members, and tradespeople who service Southern California’s 
energy infrastructure live in or near Long Beach. These are among the last remaining middle-class, blue-
collar jobs that provide economic mobility for working families. If companies continue divesting from 
California, our region will experience this job loss first. 


The Port of Long Beach also relies heavily on fuel price stability to remain competitive. Higher costs for 
drayage operators, logistics companies, and port trucking would undermine our gateway’s ability to 
attract cargo and retain global shipping partners. Any erosion of Port competitiveness threatens tens of 
thousands of county jobs. 


Companies Are Already Leaving California 
Over the past decade, California has witnessed a steady exodus of oil and gas companies, driven largely 
by an increasingly inhospitable regulatory environment: 


 Chevron: In August 2024, Chevron announced plans to relocate its corporate headquarters from 
San Ramon, California, to Houston, Texas3. This move, expected to unfold over five years, was 
attributed to California's increasingly stringent regulations on oil production and refinery 
operations. Chevron's leadership cited the state's regulatory environment as a primary factor in 
their decision to relocate.4 


 
2 Kendrick, Jonathan., March 2025., SB 684 (Menjivar) polluters pay climate superfund act of 2025. Oppose – 
as introduced on 2/21/25., Cal Chamber 
3 Pope, Nick., August 2024., Chevron Leaving California Behind After Years Of ‘Adversarial’ Dem Policies., 
Daily Caller 
4 Powell, Emma., August 2024., Chevron becomes the latest big company to quit California., The Times 
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 Phillips 66: In October 2024, Phillips 66 declared its intention to shut down its Los Angeles 
refinery by late 2025, which supplies about 8% of California’s gasoline. The company cited 
"long-term uncertainty" and market dynamics as reasons for the closure, following the enactment 
of new state regulations on oil refiners.5 


 Valero: Thursday, April 24, 2025, Valero announced that it will be ceasing operations at its 
170,000-barrel-per-day San Francisco-area oil refinery next year amid worries about California’s 
declining fuel supplies and high gasoline prices. Valero CEO Lan Riggs cited the challenging 
regulatory and enforcement environment in California for the decision to cease operations.6 


Industry Divestment and Long-Term Risks  


 Shell and ExxonMobil: Through their joint venture, Aera Energy, Shell and ExxonMobil sold 
approximately 23,000 oil wells in California to the German investment firm IKAV in 2022.7 This 


significant divestiture marked a substantial reduction in their California operations.4 


 California Resources Corporation (CRC): In 2020, CRC filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy. 
Analyses indicate a growing trend of larger operators divesting wells nearing the end of their 
productive life to smaller companies, increasing the risk of orphaned wells and associated 
environmental liabilities for the state.8  


When these operators exit, they leave behind aging infrastructure and increase the risk of orphaned wells. 
These economic, beautification, and health burdens fall disproportionately on communities like West 
Long Beach and Wilmington. These neighborhoods already live with the consequences of legacy energy 
infrastructure.  


Regulatory Environment and Industry Impact 
California’s stringent environmental mandates, including the Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Cap-and-
Trade program, have increased operational costs and undermined industry competitiveness.9 These 
measures, while aimed at reducing emissions, have contributed to operational challenges and financial 
pressures for companies in the sector. Unique gasoline formulation requirements have also restricted 


market flexibility, worsening price volatility and supply constraints.9  


 
5 Venteicher, Wes., October 2024., Phillips 66 to close California refinery days after Newsom signed oil law., 
Politico 
6 Jao, Nicole., April 2025., Valero to shut Benicia refinery due to tough regulatory environment, high costs., 
Reuters 
7 Hollohan, Jennifer., 2022., Why Big Oil Companies Are Suddenly Leaving California., Tell Me Best 
8 Ferrar, Kyle., May 2023., Assessment of Oli and Gas Well Ownership Transfers in California., Fractracker 
Alliance 
9 Rapier, Robert., October 2024., Why Oil Companies Are Leaving California., Forbes 
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The Oil and Gas Industry Is a Cornerstone of California’s Economy 
According to a new report from the LAEDC Institute for Applied Economics, the oil and gas industry is 
not just relevant - it is foundational to our state's economy.10 The sector supports 536,770 jobs, directly 
employs 148,140 Californians, and contributes an astonishing $338 billion annually to California’s 
economy. It delivers $23 billion in annual wages and benefits to industry workers and $53.4 billion in 
total wages to workers supported by the broader sector.  


These are not abstract figures. They represent real families, real livelihoods, and real economic stability 
across Los Angeles County and especially in communities like Long Beach, where the goods movement 
and logistics industries depend on a reliable and affordable energy supply. Yet, this cornerstone of our 
economy is increasingly threatened by policy and regulatory measures that impact both the supply and 
demand sides of oil and gas, putting thousands of livelihoods at risk. 


Forcing oil and gas companies to contribute to the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Program, while 
maybe well-intentioned in concept, will ultimately do four things: worsen California’s affordability crisis, 
trigger a mass exodus of good-paying jobs, cripple the state’s economy and jeopardize our standing as the 
world’s fourth-largest economy, and leave low-income communities with orphaned wells that pose serious 
environmental and public health risks. 


For these reasons and others, the Chamber strongly opposes the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 
2025. We are also concerned that such a consequential policy decision, one that will have a significant 
impact and economic implications for Los Angeles County, appears on the consent calendar. As a matter 
of transparency and public trust, items of this magnitude should be given full discussion. We respectfully 
urge the Board to pull this item from the consent calendar to allow for appropriate public review and 
stakeholder engagement.  


 


Sincerely, 


 


Jeremy Harris 
President & CEO 
Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce 


 
10 Reheis-Boyd, Catherine., March 2025., 338 Billion Reasons Why: New Report Shows Massive Economic 
Impact of Oil & Gas Industry in California., WSPA 







The Long Beach Business Organization since 1891 
Catalyst for business growth, Convener of leaders and influencers, and a Champion for a stronger community 

 

1 World Trade Center, Suite 101. Long Beach, CA 90831 -101 
Phone (562) 436-1251 • Fax (562) 436-7099 • info@lbchamber.com 

lbchamber.com   lbchamber   thelbchamber   longbeachchamber 

December 9, 2025 

 

Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Subject: Agenda Item 9 (25-6478): Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 - OPPOSE 

Dear Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors: 

On behalf of the Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce (the Chamber), representing nearly 900 
businesses, I am writing to express our strong opposition to Agenda Item 9 (25-6478) the Polluters Pay 
Climate Superfund Act of 2025 on the December 9, 2025, agenda. This item urges support for AB 1243 
(Addis) and SB 684 (Menjivar), which together would create a statewide program compelling major fossil 
fuel companies to pay for alleged climate damages associated with greenhouse gas emissions between 
1990 and 2024. The Chamber is on record opposing these bills at the State level.  

Costs Will Be Passed on to Consumers  
This bill threatens to impose substantial financial burdens on fossil fuel companies - costs that will 
inevitably be passed on to California consumers. The Pacific Research Institute suggests that such fees 
would function similarly to a carbon tax, potentially resulting in higher energy prices and exacerbating 
California's affordability challenges.1 In a state already grappling with an affordability crisis, these added 
costs would disproportionately harm working families and low-income communities, deepening existing 
inequities. 

For Long Beach residents, many of those who commute long distances for work and rely heavily on 
personal vehicles, energy cost increases translate directly into reduced household stability. Long Beach 
has some of the highest rents and utility cost burdens in Los Angeles County. Energy price spikes will hit 
working families here the fastest and hardest.  

Businesses along corridors such as Broadway, Anaheim, Atlantic, and Willow already operate on razor-
thin margins, and higher transportation and delivery costs will further weaken their ability to sustain jobs 
and remain competitive. Any policy that increases energy prices will be felt first and most intensely by 
working families and small businesses in Long Beach. 

Assigning Past Emissions is Highly Problematic 
Determining which companies are responsible for specific historical emissions is extraordinarily complex, 
if not impossible. The California Chamber of Commerce has emphasized the difficulty in attributing past 

 
1 Winegarden, Wayne., November, 2016., Exposing the True Costs from the War on Fossil Fuels., Impact a 
Pacific Research Institute Publication 
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emissions to individual firms, especially given the global nature of fossil fuel use.2 Establishing a direct 
causal link between past operations and current climate-related damages is fraught with uncertainty and 
legal ambiguity.  

This creates a real and immediate fiscal risk for Los Angeles County. County funds that should be 
supporting homelessness services, public health, behavioral health interventions, and public safety could 
instead be diverted toward protracted legal challenges. Angelinos would now bear both the legal and 
economic impacts from all sides. 

A Threat to Good Paying Jobs and Economic Stability 
This legislation risks triggering a significant contraction of investment in the oil and gas sector -
jeopardizing thousands of well-paying, often unionized, jobs. Reduced investment and operational 
downsizing would not only harm those directly employed in the industry but also deliver economic 
shockwaves to communities across Long Beach that depend on these jobs for stability and growth. Over 
the past decade, California has experienced a notable departure of oil and gas companies, driven largely 
by the state's stringent environmental regulations and aggressive climate policies.  

Many refinery workers, Teamsters, ILWU members, and tradespeople who service Southern California’s 
energy infrastructure live in or near Long Beach. These are among the last remaining middle-class, blue-
collar jobs that provide economic mobility for working families. If companies continue divesting from 
California, our region will experience this job loss first. 

The Port of Long Beach also relies heavily on fuel price stability to remain competitive. Higher costs for 
drayage operators, logistics companies, and port trucking would undermine our gateway’s ability to 
attract cargo and retain global shipping partners. Any erosion of Port competitiveness threatens tens of 
thousands of county jobs. 

Companies Are Already Leaving California 
Over the past decade, California has witnessed a steady exodus of oil and gas companies, driven largely 
by an increasingly inhospitable regulatory environment: 

 Chevron: In August 2024, Chevron announced plans to relocate its corporate headquarters from 
San Ramon, California, to Houston, Texas3. This move, expected to unfold over five years, was 
attributed to California's increasingly stringent regulations on oil production and refinery 
operations. Chevron's leadership cited the state's regulatory environment as a primary factor in 
their decision to relocate.4 

 
2 Kendrick, Jonathan., March 2025., SB 684 (Menjivar) polluters pay climate superfund act of 2025. Oppose – 
as introduced on 2/21/25., Cal Chamber 
3 Pope, Nick., August 2024., Chevron Leaving California Behind After Years Of ‘Adversarial’ Dem Policies., 
Daily Caller 
4 Powell, Emma., August 2024., Chevron becomes the latest big company to quit California., The Times 
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 Phillips 66: In October 2024, Phillips 66 declared its intention to shut down its Los Angeles 
refinery by late 2025, which supplies about 8% of California’s gasoline. The company cited 
"long-term uncertainty" and market dynamics as reasons for the closure, following the enactment 
of new state regulations on oil refiners.5 

 Valero: Thursday, April 24, 2025, Valero announced that it will be ceasing operations at its 
170,000-barrel-per-day San Francisco-area oil refinery next year amid worries about California’s 
declining fuel supplies and high gasoline prices. Valero CEO Lan Riggs cited the challenging 
regulatory and enforcement environment in California for the decision to cease operations.6 

Industry Divestment and Long-Term Risks  

 Shell and ExxonMobil: Through their joint venture, Aera Energy, Shell and ExxonMobil sold 
approximately 23,000 oil wells in California to the German investment firm IKAV in 2022.7 This 

significant divestiture marked a substantial reduction in their California operations.4 

 California Resources Corporation (CRC): In 2020, CRC filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy. 
Analyses indicate a growing trend of larger operators divesting wells nearing the end of their 
productive life to smaller companies, increasing the risk of orphaned wells and associated 
environmental liabilities for the state.8  

When these operators exit, they leave behind aging infrastructure and increase the risk of orphaned wells. 
These economic, beautification, and health burdens fall disproportionately on communities like West 
Long Beach and Wilmington. These neighborhoods already live with the consequences of legacy energy 
infrastructure.  

Regulatory Environment and Industry Impact 
California’s stringent environmental mandates, including the Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Cap-and-
Trade program, have increased operational costs and undermined industry competitiveness.9 These 
measures, while aimed at reducing emissions, have contributed to operational challenges and financial 
pressures for companies in the sector. Unique gasoline formulation requirements have also restricted 

market flexibility, worsening price volatility and supply constraints.9  

 
5 Venteicher, Wes., October 2024., Phillips 66 to close California refinery days after Newsom signed oil law., 
Politico 
6 Jao, Nicole., April 2025., Valero to shut Benicia refinery due to tough regulatory environment, high costs., 
Reuters 
7 Hollohan, Jennifer., 2022., Why Big Oil Companies Are Suddenly Leaving California., Tell Me Best 
8 Ferrar, Kyle., May 2023., Assessment of Oli and Gas Well Ownership Transfers in California., Fractracker 
Alliance 
9 Rapier, Robert., October 2024., Why Oil Companies Are Leaving California., Forbes 
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The Oil and Gas Industry Is a Cornerstone of California’s Economy 
According to a new report from the LAEDC Institute for Applied Economics, the oil and gas industry is 
not just relevant - it is foundational to our state's economy.10 The sector supports 536,770 jobs, directly 
employs 148,140 Californians, and contributes an astonishing $338 billion annually to California’s 
economy. It delivers $23 billion in annual wages and benefits to industry workers and $53.4 billion in 
total wages to workers supported by the broader sector.  

These are not abstract figures. They represent real families, real livelihoods, and real economic stability 
across Los Angeles County and especially in communities like Long Beach, where the goods movement 
and logistics industries depend on a reliable and affordable energy supply. Yet, this cornerstone of our 
economy is increasingly threatened by policy and regulatory measures that impact both the supply and 
demand sides of oil and gas, putting thousands of livelihoods at risk. 

Forcing oil and gas companies to contribute to the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Program, while 
maybe well-intentioned in concept, will ultimately do four things: worsen California’s affordability crisis, 
trigger a mass exodus of good-paying jobs, cripple the state’s economy and jeopardize our standing as the 
world’s fourth-largest economy, and leave low-income communities with orphaned wells that pose serious 
environmental and public health risks. 

For these reasons and others, the Chamber strongly opposes the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 
2025. We are also concerned that such a consequential policy decision, one that will have a significant 
impact and economic implications for Los Angeles County, appears on the consent calendar. As a matter 
of transparency and public trust, items of this magnitude should be given full discussion. We respectfully 
urge the Board to pull this item from the consent calendar to allow for appropriate public review and 
stakeholder engagement.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jeremy Harris 
President & CEO 
Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce 

 
10 Reheis-Boyd, Catherine., March 2025., 338 Billion Reasons Why: New Report Shows Massive Economic 
Impact of Oil & Gas Industry in California., WSPA 
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December 9, 2025  
 
Honorable Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
 
Re: Agenda Item 9 (25-6478): Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 - OPPOSE 
 
Dear Honorable Los Angeles County Bord of Supervisors,  
 
The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA), a non-pro�it trade association 
representing members that account for the bulk of petroleum and natural gas exploration, 
production, re�ining, transportation, and marketing in California, is opposed to Agenda Item 
9 (25-6478), the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 on the December 9, 2025, 
agenda.  Agenda Item 9 directs the Chief Executive Legislative Affairs and 
Intergovernmental Relations branch to support Senate Bill 684 (Menjivar) and Assembly 
Bill 1243 (Addis), which together are known as the Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 
2025 (Act).  The Act would impose strict liability on energy producers for their alleged 
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 to 2024 and require them to pay 
billions in retroactive penalties.  WSPA has also opposed SB 684 and AB 1243 in the state 
legislature. 
 
The Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 is Bad Policy 
The Act targets only fossil fuel companies for �inancial liability for alleged climate damages 
(based on prior lawful activity), while ignoring other segments of the economy that are 
responsible for substantial GHG emissions.  This is especially unreasonable because the 
targeted companies’ actions were lawful during the relevant period and the targeted 
emissions were largely produced by others, yet the Act would impose open-ended �inancial 
liabilities on those companies identi�ied by the California Environmental Protection Agency 
(CalEPA) as responsibility parties.   
 
Further, while under the Act, the exact liability amount across fossil fuel companies 
determined to be responsible parties will be established by CalEPA, liability is expected to 
be billions of dollars.  This liability is likely to result in higher prices for consumers across 
California, at a time when the state is already facing an affordability crisis. 
 
The Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025 is Unconstitutional and Preempted 
by Federal Law 
The Act is unconstitutional and preempted by federal law.  Under the U.S. Constitution, 
federal law governs disputes involving interstate greenhouse gas emissions because of the 
overriding federal interest in a uniform rule of decision on this issue and basic interests of 
federalism.  Additionally, the Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes a federal framework for 
regulating greenhouse gas emissions, and court precedent makes clear that the CAA limits  
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state authority to only regulating emissions at their source.  The Act’s attempt to impose 
liability on energy producers for interstate and global emissions clearly exceeds this 
authority. 
 
The Act also violates other constitutional provisions.  For example, the Act requires CalEPA 
to conduct a climate cost study that would quantify all past and future harms to the state 
from January 1, 1990, through December 31, 2045.  CalEPA then must determine and assess 
a cost recovery demand for each responsible party that the agency has identi�ied.  This 
would impose severe retroactive and prospective �inancial penalties on energy producers 
for past lawful actions as well as future actions that have not even occurred yet.  The Act’s 
penalty structures are arbitrary and irrational and violate the Due Process clause.  
Additionally, by imposing liability on largely out-of-state energy producers, these bills 
would unconstitutionally interfere with interstate commerce, creating a fragmented and 
inconsistent regulatory framework, driving up costs and discriminating against other 
states, violating the commerce clause.  The Act’s �inancial penalties are disproportionate 
and punitive, violating the excessive �ines clause.  Finally, the Act would constitute an 
unconstitutional regulatory taking because their retroactive penalties result in substantial 
economic impacts on energy producers and interfere with those producers’ investment-
back expectations.  
 
Fuel Supply in California 
This year, at the direction of Governor Gavin Newsom, the California Energy Commission 
was tasked with stabilizing fuel supply and maintaining in-state re�ining capacity.  In 
addition, the CEC focused on providing suf�icient con�idence to industry to invest in 
maintaining reliable and safe infrastructure operations to meet the demand of California 
drivers.  The Legislature and Governor acted this year via legislation and regulations to 
encourage continued investment in the re�inery and production assets remaining in 
California.  
 
The fact is Californians use 35 million gallons of gasoline a day.  As the state pursues its 
ambitious goals it is risking losing re�ining capacity before fuel demand falls. Two years ago, 
in-state re�ining capacity could largely meet demand, however now that the state is losing 
an additional two re�ineries, it will likely result in a reliance on more imports of �inished 
products like gasoline and jet fuel.  Losing more re�ineries in California would likely be 
extremely painful for consumers and it is misguided policies like those being proposed in 
SB 684 and AB 1243 that are contributing to the nearly impossible business environment in 
the state.  
 
Local, regional, and state governments should all be focused on maintaining an adequate 
supply of gasoline for Californians, but policies like those being considered by the board put 
the ability to provide affordable, reliable fuel at risk.  
 
For the above policy and legal reasons, as well as others, WSPA strongly opposes the 
Polluters Pay Climate Superfund Act of 2025, as well as the Board’s decision to place  
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Agenda Item 9 on the consent calendar.  We respectfully request that the Board remove this  
item from the consent calendar to allow for public review, comment, and engagement on 
this topic, which is poised to have signi�icant economic impacts on Los Angeles County. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Jodie Muller 
President & CEO 


