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SACRAMENTO, Calif. — Cap and trade is still gathering momentum as the 
state's preferred policy to reduce emissions despite anti-poverty groups' best 
efforts to stymie it. 
 
Activists who oppose cap and trade for its potential to reduce total greenhouse 
gas emissions while allowing emissions at individual facilities to increase have 
mounted a fierce battle to get California regulators to consider alternatives as 
they pursue emissions cuts through 2030. Known as environmental justice 
groups, they have pushed for direct regulations or a carbon tax. 
 
But at a Wednesday meeting with environmental justice advocates, policymakers 
reiterated that cap and trade would likely remain the state's preference. 
 
"Cap and trade is going to be the preferred option," said California Air Resources 
Board member John Balmes. "We'll have more discussion about it, but I think 
that's what's going to happen in the short term." 
 
Gov. Jerry Brown (D) has said he wants legislative approval of cap and trade in 
order to insulate the program against legal challenges from industry, which 
argues that it functions as a tax and thus should have received two-thirds 
approval, in accordance with state law. 
 
Negotiations are still ongoing in the state Legislature, where lawmakers are 
sympathetic to the environmental justice stance. Some have introduced a bill 
authorizing a market-based system but have not yet specified which one or 
whether there will be new restrictions on it (Climatewire, Feb. 10). 
 
But groups that have been pulling for the state to continue its economywide 
greenhouse gas market through 2030, in line with state targets of 40 percent 
below 1990 emissions levels by then, are cheering Balmes' statement. 
 
"What he said was like a refreshing shower," said Sean Penrith, executive 
director of the Climate Trust, which develops carbon offset projects. "That is 
exactly what we need in the market." 
 
LAO recommends cap and trade or carbon tax 
A report from the state Legislative Analyst's Office released Monday bolstered 
Brown's position. It recommended that the state either extend the cap-and-trade 
program or enact a carbon tax to meet the 2030 target, rather than use more-
costly direct regulations on facilities. 
 



The LAO report ranked cap and trade or a carbon tax above adding the direct 
regulations. ARB staff are currently considering all three options but are leaning 
toward meeting the 2030 goals through an extension of cap and trade, combined 
with a boosted low-carbon fuel standard and rules requiring refineries to cut their 
on-site emissions 20 percent. 
 
LAO recommended that the Legislature instruct ARB to include direct rules "only 
if it can adequately demonstrate that they would achieve a specific legislative 
goal more effectively than market based approaches." 
"Complementary policies are generally much more costly approaches to reducing 
GHGs," LAO said. 
 
Also Wednesday, members of ARB's Environmental Justice Advisory Committee 
voted to approve a declaration against cap and trade. It vows to "oppose at 
every turn all efforts to extend the California cap and trade system in California 
beyond 2020." The group advises ARB on issues facing poor people and people 
of color, who are more likely to live near factories and power plants. 
 
Not all of the environmental justice committee members backed the anti-trading 
declaration. It passed with six votes in favor and three abstaining. Some 
members are unconvinced that cap and trade increases local pollution and point 
to tangible benefits in the form of revenue from the sale of carbon dioxide 
permits. 
 
"I don't think there's conclusive evidence, in my opinion ... that cap and trade 
adversely affects disadvantaged communities," said Eleanor Torres, co-executive 
director of Incredible Edible Community Garden, a Southern California nonprofit 
that has received $615,000 in proceeds from the cap-and-trade auctions. "If it 
ended tomorrow, we will have gained so much from it." 
 
Legislative battle looms 
The committee's co-chairwoman said it was aimed at influencing legislative 
negotiations. "Right now, there's folks in the Legislature who are trying to figure 
out what they need to do," said Katie Valenzuela Garcia. "This resolution is 
strongly worded to send a strong message." 
 
ARB head Mary Nichols announced yesterday that the agency would be taking 
more time than it planned to consider its so-called scoping plan through 2030, in 
order to incorporate EJ concerns and perform more analysis of alternatives to 
cap and trade. The agency will consider the plan, including amendments to the 
existing cap-and-trade program, at its June meeting, rather than next month. 
 
The delay will also give lawmakers more time to weigh in. "It's convenient that it 
works out that way," Nichols said. "Some of this is going to play out in the 
Legislature." 
 



The question for regulators remains whether they can continue with cap and 
trade while complying with a law passed last year by Assemblymember Eduardo 
Garcia (D), A.B. 197, that requires ARB to "prioritize" regulations that reduce 
direct emissions from stationary and mobile sources (Climatewire, Nov. 28, 
2016). 
 
Nichols defended the agency's analysis of alternatives to cap and trade. "It 
wouldn't be reasonable to expect the organization that's implementing the 
program to suddenly decide it's a terrible idea," she said at yesterday's board 
meeting. 
 
Environmental justice activists are pushing for more joint meetings between the 
committee and the ARB board, the first of which was Wednesday. They say they 
are open to continuing to discuss cap and trade despite their ideological 
opposition. 
 
"If they see a path forward within cap and trade with 197, let's talk about it," 
Valenzuela Garcia said. "In this dogmatic allegiance to the cap-and-trade system, 
we haven't even had a conversation." 
 
Reporter Anne C. Mulkern contributed.	


