ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ADVOCATES FILE SUIT TO FORCE 

CALIFORNIA TO FOLLOW THE LAW IN IMPLEMENTING THE 
AB32 GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS ACT   
  

MEDIA CONTACT:

Naomi Kim, C: 541-513-0540, nmelver@gmail.com, to arrange interviews.

or

Adrienne Bloch, Communities for a Better Environment (Bay Area), C: 510-484-6298
Caroline Farrell, Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment (Delano), C: 661-586-2621, caroline@igc.org 
Angela Johnson Meszaros, (LA), C: 323-229-1145, angelajm@sbcglobal.net 
Jane Williams, California Communities Against Toxics (LA), C: 661-510-3412 

EMBARGOED UNTIL – 6/10/09 – 12:30 PM (PST)
SACRAMENTO, LOS ANGELES, DELANO, BAY AREA, CA (June 10, 2009) – Environmental Justice (EJ) advocates throughout California, many of whom served on the Environmental Justice Advisory Committee (EJAC) formed by statute in California’s AB32 Global Warming Solutions Act, are filing suit against the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for its failure to meet procedural due process and violations of AB32 law.  “During the passage of AB 32, the legislature instructed ARB to both maximize reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and protect vulnerable communities and the poor.  ARB’s scoping plan does neither of these things,” stated Jane Williams, plaintiff with California Communities Against Toxics.  Instead, “ARB’s Scoping Plan ensures that maximum reductions will not be reached by making what appears to be a political choice to establish a regional pollution trading system at any cost,” explained attorney Adrienne Bloch of Communities for a Better Environment.  “The effect of this will be higher energy costs for Californians with little to no environmental benefit, and exporting jobs and public health co-benefits out of state in the midst of soaring unemployment and a statewide budget crisis.”
Plaintiffs allege that the Scoping Plan approved by ARB misses the opportunities AB 32 presents and proposes predominantly pre-existing measures and an international carbon trading scheme that will hurt low-income Californians and divert needed investments for a genuine transition to a clean energy economy towards a new carbon derivatives market.  For example, Tom Frantz, a plaintiff with Association of Irritated Residents in the Central Valley explained that, “Even though numerous technologically-feasible measures to regulate agricultural emissions exist, ARB’s plan fails to address the very significant agricultural-related quantity of GHG emissions.  The Plan leaves reductions in the agricultural sector as an unquantifiable source of ‘offsets’ that will justify continued polluting business-as-usual throughout the state, fundamentally changing nothing.  If unchallenged, Governor Schwarzenegger’s legacy will be ushering-in a new era of Enron-environmentalism and the biggest build-up of the fossil fuel infrastructure in California’s history.  Those of us in California who are being thrown under the train driven by those who have a financial interest in carbon trading have legal rights.  We have no recourse but to go to court.”

The complaint alleges that ARB’s Scoping Plan: 1.) fails to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions; 2.) fails to identify direct emissions reduction measures for significant sources of emissions, namely industry and agricultural sources; 3.) does not discuss the failures of other greenhouse gas emission reduction or trading programs and fails to develop any policies to avoid these pitfalls; 4.) fails to address how ARB will monitor and enforce reductions in a regional market; 5.) fails to evaluate total costs to California’s public and environmental health; 6.) fails to set a de minimis threshold of greenhouse gas emissions, 7.) fails to prevent increases in criteria or toxics emissions, and; 8.) fails to assess the likely impacts of proposed policy choices and regulatory programs to ensure that they do not disproportionately impact already overburdened communities and to propose policies to ensure that they will not.  
Attorney, Caroline Farrell with the Center on Race, Poverty, and the Environment elaborated that “instead, the Scoping Plan’s benefits analysis acts as a post hoc rationalization for the policy decisions already chosen by ARB, in direct violation of its legislative mandate.  As is, ARB’s Plan sets a floor, not a ceiling to what is possible in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and entrusts the same financial speculators and investment houses that just finished crashing the global economy to magically fix an inherently unworkable and unjust pollution trading scheme.”
“You see this same denial at the federal level,” added Jane Williams with California Communities Against Toxics, “where big green groups and big polluters are actively ignoring the weight of evidence showing that pollution trading does not work.  Instead of crafting a system that motivates changed behavior through a consistent and transparent price signal, reliance on pollution trading rewards polluters with massive free allocations for little to no environmental benefit.  In California, the legislature was clear.  California wants real and enforceable emissions reductions, the benefits of cleaner air, and that efforts undertaken to reduce greenhouse gases shall not disproportionately impact low-income communities.  ARB’s Plan fails all of these criteria, and as a result we have no choice but to sue to force ARB to comply with the law.”
To obtain a full press packet about the EJ petition, and for the groups’ other informational materials about the failures of pollution trading and offset use, visit the Environmental Justice coalition’s website at http://www.ejmatters.org/media.html.  The press packet will be uploaded Wed., 6/10/09, 12p.m. (PST).  
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