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FOREWORD:
The Movement for

Environmental and Climate Justice

Environmental issues are not isolated instances. They are a broad national
concern with civil rights implicationdHistorically, people of color have
disproportiorately experienced negative outcomes associated with their
physical environment.

Communities of colohave been forced to
contend with land appropriation, toxic
working conditions, polluted neighborhoods
and other conditions that have a
detrimental effect on their environments
and socioeconomic opportunities. It was in
the 1960s and 1970s, mainstream
audiences who were galvanized into action
by the publication ofSilent Springand who
NEALRYRSR gAGK ayz2i
faced with environmental hazds that
would impact public health and private
property. While white middlelass
communities were often successful in
O2Yol dAy3a (KSas$s
resistance became an expressway leading
to the one remaining toxic frontiepeople

of coldNJ O 2 Y Y dafolvévér,3ri1e82, a
community battle against a controversial
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) disposal
landfill, in rural Warren County, North
Carolina, mobilized hundreds of African
Americans in civil disobedience and led to
over 500 arrest$ The fight was widely cited
as the spark which ignited the
Environmental Justice (EJ) Movement.

0 KNEB I

Pioneering work by Bunyan Bryant, Pau

Mohai, Robert Bullard and others, along

with groundbreaking reports, most notably

in 1983, by the U.S.Government
Acounting Office and in 1987, by the
Commission for Racial Justice of the United

Church of Christ, confirmed that there was

a direct correlation between race and toxic

gl aas arisSay a!ftiéK2dzaK

A sfatuy @ppearéd @lpRay aNRportantiof yih

the locdion of commercial hazardous waste
facilities, race still proved to be more
AAIYAFAOlL yiodé

in Beptemhbierk 991 ) Bvér KO02gFassto@s &
leaders from every state in the U.S.
attended the First National People of Color
Environmental Leadership Summit in
Washington D.C. This summit broadened

the scope of the growing EJ movement to
include issues of public health, land use,
transportation, housing, resource
allocation, and community empowermefit.

One legacy of the evenwas a statement

Ottt SR GKS &t NAyOALX S4&
Wdza G A OS¢ g KA OK 2le'flf7\YA|-=<
demands?
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T ¢KS aOSaalidArzy 27

0KS LINRRdAzOGAZ2Y 27F |

materials, and that all past and current producers be helittyr accountable to the

LIS2LX S F2NJ RSG2EATAOLIGAZY

tt

FYR O2yiFAyYSyis

f ¢KS AGNRIKG G2 LI NLGAOALI GS Fa Sljdzk £ ingd- NI y S»
needs assessment, plannifigY L SYSyYy G+ GA2y X Sy FT2NOSYSyid |yl
1 The strict enforcement ofecesses of informed consent
1 The right to reparations for victims of environmental injustice
1 The right to seldetermination for all peoples
1 The freedom from bias in public policy relating to environmental issues
T ¢KS NRARIKG 2F g2 NJ Schdosepetvieen(ng ungafe livélifoddNadbS R (i 2
dzy SYLJX 2@ YSy ¢
T wSO23ayAlGA2y 2F LYRAISy2dza LIS2L) SaQ aLISOA
sovereignty and selfietermination with the U.S. government
1 Opposition to military occupation and exploitation of lands aedples
1 The protection of all peoples from nuclear testing and waste disposal
From its beginnings in the early 1980s, the
EJ movement has expanded significantly The urgency for response has also extended
throughout the United States, and has to the climate justice community. Since
gradually forged a path for government 1988, when James Hansen and Sergej
agencies and mastream environmental Lebedef published the first definitive proof
advocacy organizations to confrontissuesof G KIF G (GKS LI FySd 41 a 641
the environment and communities of color. OKIl y3S¢ Kl &a o6SSy GNlyaft¥
There are now hundreds of grassroots academic theory into a global political
environmental groups based in struggle, with unprecedentedly massive
communities of lowincome and of color, amounts of resources at staki 1992, the
along with scores of academic programs United Nations Corfrence on Environment
offering training and support of EJ issles.  and Development in Rio de Janeiro resulted
In 1990, leaders of the Southwest in the creation of the United Nations
Organizing Project, in Albuquerque, NM, Framework Convention on Climate Change
spearheaded an initiative to prod the (UNFCCCQC), a negotiating framework that has
O2dzy UNBE QA I NBRSai | yskice Y 2gavérnedA y femdgivefriméntaf
O2yaSNBI GA2Y 2NHBLI YAl négotybds ondfighting oliGidte chindpf S
DNER dzLJ 2 F dblsly habe equRableS & (11997, the third UNFCCC intergovernmental
working relationships with environmental climate conference in Kyoto (CQPp
justice groups. The majority of the national  resulted in the Kyoto Protocol, an
environmental groups, after considerable international environmental treaty that
prodding, have responded in some way, produced an initial pathway for market
ranging from attempts to diversify their based emissions reductions, and in 2009,
staffs to, in the case of th Sierra Club, the COPL5 meetingin Copenhagen saw the
establishing a national environmental yS320AFGA2Yy 2F (GKS a/ 2LJ

justice program to work in partnership with
communitybased organizations.

an agreement for modest GQGemissions
reductions that was negotiated by five top
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polluting countries. The Accord has since
been signed by over 130 additional
governments.

As part of this trangfrmation, many

mainstream environmental organizations
have gone from being voices for change on
the margins of the political process, to
allying themselves with powerful political
and economic actors T  politicians,

regulatory agencies, and egeformist

corporations T in building campaigns for
carbon reductions in which ecological
principles are often sacrificed to political
expediencyln order to defend their
polluting industries from radical overhaul,
reformist corporations have spent a
massive amount ofresources promoting
GFlrftasS aztdziazyasgy

trading, carbon capture and
storage/sequestration (CCS) and natural
34X o0A2FdsStaz | yR

aG201= GKFKG &asSS|1T G2
crisis without compromising profits, ¢

power structures or the economic system
that got us here, even if that means
SEIFIOSNDBI GAYyd GKS

In the United States, the promotion of
GOt Sy O2Ifté¢ | yR
power industry to continue polluting
communities by holding up thealse hope
of eventual reductions in carbon emissions.

. @ G3INBSyAy3aé¢ (GKS
heavy  advertisement and  political
promotion of the supposed promise of
GOt Sy O2If ¢ 0KS

managed to take the political heat off of
coalfired power generation, and prolong

the period in which these plants are
allowed to continue operatingAt the EPA,

there has been recent progress in the
development of new rules under the Clean
Air Act to regulate air toxics, such as the

/1

Mercury and Air ToxicRule, which has

already spurred announcements  of
intended closure of multiple plants,
according to multiple plant owners.

However, unfortunately, EPA proposes to
exempt existing coal power plants from its

new rule regulating greenhouse gasses, the
New Souce Performance Standard for

Power Plants. The new proposed rule is
limited to new plants.

In recent years, many climate activists have
criticized the increasingly cozy relationship
between large environmental organizations
and government/corporate actorsarguing
that some mainstream environmental
organizations are ignoring principles of
environmental justice while they appear to

A ydeférA Itoli HaSniment daddK cdrpdrated | ND 2

partners more than they do to activists at
the  forefront of local climate,

2 éntirSnkentdl, ahdSo&ial jyistide Stéugglds.dzS €

Thask gctivistS havie foBned@vhat thay icall
0KS aOtAYIFIGS 2dzadAros
that stopping climate change is impossible
without  radically  transforming the

LINE 6 &cSnérié and political system that caused

climate catastrophe in thérst place.

IrKthedpast detadleg &lRocaieK Br climate f
justice have grown from a small network of
individualst often with roots in the global

justice or environmental justice movements

AYk 3% Begomed 2l fulfledgkoN Psakal K

movement. The Bali Principles (ingu by
the 1991 Principles of Environmental

$ JiBthd, & which ywerzaalitNdied I5y1 the

Indigenous Environmental Network, Third
World Network, Oil Watch, CorpWatch,
Friends of the Earth, the National Alliance
2F tS2L) SQa
from both Glolal North and Soutlg outline
the following central principles of climate
justice:°

Page |6
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1 A demand for a moratorium on all new fossil fuel exploration & exploitation, nuclear
power plant construction, and large hydroelectric dam construction;
1 Opposition to therole of corporations both in shaping unsustainable practices, and in

unfairly influencing policy;
f ¢KS

4dz0 2 NRAY AR RYR 2ZFNIalr$ oug ySait 2 3 A O f

az2ft dzi A

principles of democracy, sustainability, and social justice;

1 The principlé 27

GO02YY2Y

accountability that governments must hold to in responding to the climate crisis;

f ¢KS LINAYyOALX S

for its disproporticate share of historical G@missions;
1 The right of workers in fosdiliel industries to a safe, healthy work environment, and

GKS ySSR F2NJ |

1 The rights of women, youth, the poor, and rural peoples to have guraakvoice in
decisionmaking processes, without facing discrimination; and

f ¢KS NAIKG 27F

GKSyasSt gSazée G2

to tKk SANJ GSNNAG2NRSE
AYT2NYSR 02y aSydémaRiggSNI LINR 2SO

While the climate justice movement has
been at its most visible while protesting and
agitating at international climate somits
and negotiations (such as the protests at
the COPL5 UN climate negotiations in
Copenhagen in December 2009, at which
1,800 climate justice activists were
arrested), those who comprise the
GY20SYSyi¢ I NB
groups campaignig for real solutions to
climate change in their communities. In the
U.S., this movement includes groups like
the Environmental Justice and Climate
Change Initiative, the Deep South Center for
Environmental Justice, We Act for

0dzi RAFFSNBYUGAFGSR NE

2F (GKS aSO2t23A0rt RSoG¢ 2685
G2dzad GNIyardazyée G2 | Of St
LYRAISy2dza LIS2LX Sa FyR I FFSOi
O2y GNRE Fff OGKSANI GNIFRAGA?Z

2N GKSANI & Odzf dzNJ f
RSOA&AZ2Y

61 8

Environmental Justice, Soutlkeat Workers

Union, the Asian Pacific Environmental
Network, Black Mesa Water Coalition, and
many others. Through this transnational
climate justice movement, local groups are
given an important platform to

demonstrate the integral connection
between theirlocal campaigns on a wide

I Ol dz f Vadetylof i€sRds,fahdithe? gfimag Fustice2 O f

goals outlined above. As Indigenous activist
Clayton Thoma#iuller has stated, the
agenda of the climate justice movement is
about:
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O. 1 O @émarihdaction on climate but demandng rights-based
and justicebased action on climat®& EAO8 Al bl EAEAO OEA Ol E

least responsible and most directly impacted. Not only are we the
AOTTOIETA T &£ Ei PAAOOKh xA AOA OEA £&O

In building this movement, climate justicactivists are guided by an overriding principle:
communities most affected by climate change should be at the forefront of the struggle. This
report, Coal Blooded: Putting Profits Before Peopl@emonstrates both the urgency and
opportunity for communiy action with respect to coal fired power plantan issue at the
intersection between climate justice and environmental justice.

Page |8



) . 421 $5#4) [ .

This report focuses on theole that coal
fired power plants have in the inequitable
health outcomes of low income
communities and communities of color in
the U.S. and in the contribution of
greenhouse gasses that drive climate
change, the consequences of which also™
disproportionately impact people of color #
and low income communities globally.

Coal plants haveiffering effects on low
income communities and communities of
color - some are measurably worse than others. This report provides an empirical discussion of
the effects of burning coal in power plants. Researchers focus on the coal plants in the U.S. with
the worst records on environmental justice, and on the companies that own them.

Overall, a small number of coal power plants have a disproportionately
I AOCA AT A AAOOOOAOEOA AEEAAO 11 OEA b0/
of low-income people and people of color. It is the argument of this report
that the worst offending coal plants described and analyzed in this report
must be closedz it is the only viable option.

Coal Blooded: Putting Profits Before Peapla systematic study of 378 cdakd power plants

in the United States, in which each plant is evaluated in terms of its environmental justice
performance (EJP), i.e., how it affects {mgome communities and communities of color. The

same methodology is used to evaluate Corporate Environtatelustice Performance (CEJP),
olaSR 2y (KS ST7FS0Ii diredpdweripkarisios lowdé@d dorgifudt@s) O2 | f
and communities of color. The score assigned to each plant, and each company, is based on five
factors: S@and NQ emissions; the ttal population living within three miles of the plant(s);

and the median income and percentage of people of color among the total population living

within three miles of the plant(s).

This report has been written for multiple audiences. First, the repsrifor grassroots
community activists and community organizations, to make them aware of the issue and its
impact, to provide tools for organizing and advocacy, and to highlight what a winning strategy
looks like. Second, it is written for environmenraakivists and organizations to dialogue about

the environmental justice and climate justice dimensions of the-eodél movement, to raise
awareness of the existence and struggle of grassroots environmental justice organizations in
communities across theocnty, and to suggest models of partnership that are the basis of a
winning strategy. Lastly, it is written for philanthropy to offer opportunities for investing
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NBaz2dz2NOSa GKIFIG gAff 020K adzLll2 NI 201 bnsO2 Y Y dzy
GKAES ftaz2 | ROFYOAY3I SYGANRYYSydGlrft 3INFXyd YI 18
health and the environment and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

9 Part I provides an introduction to coal and its impact on our communities.

1 Part Il presents thperformance ranking of coal power plants in the U.S.

1 Part 1l provides a ranking of the coal power companies through a Corporate
Environmental Justice Performance measure.

1 Part IV discusses how the industry has been financially profitable for the conspanie

engaged in the business of coal power.

Part V provides a framework for responding to this overall situation.

Part VI looks at the recent community victoryGhicago and describes the elements of a

winning strategy to close the worst offending coal ptag especially the grassroots

leadership required.

1 Lastly, Part VII offers a series of recommendations on what can be done to reduce
harnt both immediately and in the future.

= =

N.B. This report was researched and written using the last availaypdéar3aerage data from

the EPA, from 2002010 and the latest census data available (2000) at the time of the
completion of the report.Though some plants have closed and demographics have shifted, the
intention is to illustrate the impact our dependence of dwed had on communities over time
and to provide a cautionary tale if we continue on our present course of coal dependence.
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PART I
Coal Dependence

In the United States

America is hooked on coak

and that addiction has remained constant for at lea st four decades. While
many other countries are moving toward cleaner energy sources, 44.6
DAOAAT O 1T £ OEA 583845 O-firddpdnerplarsAviiony AT | A
is still relatively unchanged from an historic low of approximately 44
percent in 1972.12.13
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Coal burning s and has always beendeadly. However, as journalist Jeff Goodell argues,

021 tfQa STF¥SOiGa

developing.

2y

Fifty years ago, in industrial states such as
Pennglvania and Ohio, people were still

Lz f AO KSI f (K

FNE y25

Sources of
U.S. Electricity Generation, 2011

dropping dead in the streets on days when Redawabe e etoieum <1
air pollution was particularly bad. In China Nuclear 19%
FYR LYRAIFIS GKSeé& adAtt I NB® dzii X! G KS FI Of
most Americans no longer fear that Natural Gas 25%
pollution from a coafired power plants
willkiltK SY A&aX | RFEY3ISNRdza Affdz@AZ2Y®d b2g
it happens in slow motion, and in ways
GKFG R2yQd GNryatrdS Srairte G2 RSFHGK
certificates** S
\ 4

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration, Electric Power
Monthly (February 2012). Percentages based on Table 1.1,
preliminary 2011 data.

l'a GKSNB Aa

y 2

LINE @Sy

Figure 1: U.S. Electricity Generation Fuel Shares, 2011*

i S O Kryirg ¢oal a8nergyicycle Gfrond |y

mining, to combustion, to the disposal of coal ashis harmful to communities

Ol asSa
deaths!® Also, coal mining in thélopi and Navajo territories has forced Indigenous

27

200dzLJ GA2Y I f

Underground mining: Though safer
than it has been historically,
underground mining still results in a
number of negative side effects:
signifcant health disorders and
displacement among communities;
destruction of natural habitats;
disruption of sacred sites, water
depletion from surface, subsurface
and aquifers; and diversion of water
away from community needs. For
example, each year, undergmd
mining results in an average of 4,000
fdzy3 RAASI &S
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peoples to be relocated, and to leave homads that have sustained them for
generations. Finally, underground coal mining releases methane, the greenhouse gas
that is the secondeading cause of climate change.

Mountaintop removal coal mining:Hidden in the poorest and most economically
vulnerable parts of West Virginia, Kentucky, Virginia, and Tennasseeuntaintop
removal coal mining has permanently destroyed 500 mountains in Appalachia, and
threatens hundreds more. The byproduct of toxic rubble has buried over 700 miles of
rivers and streams, psoning local water supplieg.

Coal Combustion Residuals (CCRs)i KSNBA &S |y2¢y arke the deldi® | f
produced from burning coal for the generation of electricity. CCRs represent one of the
largest waste streams in the United States. The Brfvironmental Protection Agency
(EPA) show that as of 2008, approximately 136 million tons of tC@Rsh contain a
range of metals such as arsenic, selenium, cadmium, lead, and nmerargyproduced
each year. According to the EPA, without proper protewiadhese agents contaminate
ground water and migrate to drinking water sources, posing significant public health
concerns.
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CoalFired Power Plants: Dirty In, Dirty Out

In 2010, there were 378 codéited power plants larger than 100 Megawatts (MW) in theited

States (one megawatt is enough electricity to power about 800 average American hdhes).
U.S. coal power plants produced 2.1 gigawadtrs of electricity in 2007 which amounts to
YSIENI @& Hc LISNOSy il -igedFeledtdciy prodithod, Secoad iritte dvbritl onty 2 |
to China (329%)°

Coal power plants, and their negative effects on public health, are highly regionally
concentrated. In other words, only a handful of states are responsible for the majority of U.S.

coal energy productionThese states also experience disproportionately high rates of lung
cancer and other respiratory diseases. Just ten states produce more than half théredal

electricity in the U.S. in 2005 (see figure belbwexas (7%), Ohio (7%), Indiana (6%),
Pennsylania (6%), lllinois (5%), Kentucky (5%), West Virginia (5%), Georgia (4%), North Carolina
(4%), and Missouri (4%). By contrast, the ten smallest coal eipeoghicing statest

Connecticut, Oregon, California, South Dakota, Hawaii, Maine, Alaska, Idalle, IRland, and

Vermontt LINP RdzOSR | O2YO0AYSR Gz2art 2F f Siddh GKI Yy
electricity?

The top ten coaknergy

producing states have ar
average lung cancer rate of
98.3 per 100,000 (or 199
higher than the U.S.
average); while ta bottom
ten states have an averag
lung cancer rate of 77.2 per
100,000 (or nearly 7%wer
than the U.S. averagéj.

(=]

D

Figure 2: Percent of Coal-Fired Electricity in the U.S, 2005%

An analysis of the physical effects of the coal industry reveal thatifgeriant to consider not
only climate change, but also environmental justice, or the disproportionate location and
impact of coaffired power plant activity on lovincome communities and people of color.
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Nearly six million Americans live
within three niles of a coal power
plant. As noted below, coal power
plants tend to be disproportionately
located in lowincome communities
and communities of colo?*

f People who live within three »2
miles of a coal power plant § ;
have an average per capita
income of $18,400which is
lower than the U.S. average
of $21,587.

1 Among those living within
three miles of a coal power plant, 39 percent are people of coloa figure that is
higher than the 36 percent proportion of people of color in the total U.S. population.
Moreover, the coal plants that have been built within urban areas in the U.S. tend
overwhelmingly to be located in communities of color.

Living in such close proximity to coal plants has serious consequences for those communities.
Coal plants are singleandedly esponsible for a large proportion of toxic emissions that
directly poison local communitiesn the United States. Below is a summary of pollutants
associated with coal power plants that disproportionately cause negative health effects-in low
income commurties and communities of color:

Sulfur dioxide or SQ, is one of the
primary pollutants produced by
burning coal. In fact,oal power plants
alone produce 74 percent of all SO
pollution in the United
States®®Immediately, S@ causes
coughing, wheezing, ma nasal
inflammation. Longeterm, it can
cause or increase the severity of
asthma, which is widespread in
communities of color. African
Americans are hospitalized for asthma
at three times the rate of whites, and
the death rate from asthma is 172
percent higher for AfricarAmericans
than for whites?’

Nitrogen oxides collectively referred
to as NQ, comprise a key category of
pollutants produced by coal power
plants, as these plants produce 18
percent of all N@ pollution in the
U.S*®**Not only do NQ increase the
risk of respiratory disease in children.
They also reacts with sunlight to
produce ozone (Os), which, like S&
increases the risk and severity of
asthma, and causes coughing,
wheezing, and shortness of breath.
Again, communities of color are
disproportionately  impacted by
asthma in comparison with white
communities, and therefore are
disproportionately negatively
impacted by the presence of these
additional pollutants®
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Fine particle pollution(PM,5), which

is emitted directly by coal power
plants, is created when SGand NQ
particles react in the atmosphere. This
form of pollution may be among the
deadliest: fine particulate pollution
can cause premature death in people
with heart or lung disease, as well as
cause chronic bronchitis, irregular
heart conditions, and aggravated
asthma>! In addition to producing 74
percent of S@ pollution and 18
percent of NQ pollution in the U.S.
(which react to produce Pp4), coal is
responsible for 85 percent of direct

mercury, uranium, arsenic, lead, and
other heavy metals. When pregnant
women are exposed to mercury, it can
cause a wide variety of developmental
disorders in their fetuses, including
impaired brain functions, blindness,
and other forms of developmental

delay. The EPA estimates that power
plants in general are responsible for
50 percent of the mercury, 60 percent
of the arsenic, and over 50 percent of
many acidic gases emitted in the U.S.
in 2009 1 and coal power plants

comprise a large proportion of this

total.>*Coal plants are responsible for

PM,s emissions from U.S. power far more mercury pollution than &
plants3%3 next ten largest sources of mercury
pollution combined®In 1999 (the last
Other pollutants. While this report year for which reliable data are
focuses on S£and NQ (which in turn available), coafired power plants
produce PMs), coal power plants were responsible for nearly 42
release a wide variety of other toxins percent of the mercury emitted from

into the air and watert including industrial sources in the U.S.

Coal plants kill 2 and low-income communities and communities of color
experience the highest mortality burden.

The full extent to which codired power plants are associated with fatalities is difficult to
precisely quantify; however, a conservative estimate isreffl by a 2010 report by the National

Research Council (NRC), which calculates that approximately 1,530 excess deaths per year are
caused solely by particulate matter pollution from U.S. dwad power plants, and that
ocaggregate damages associated wétmissions of SONQ, and PM from [the 402 largest U.S.]

coatf ANBR Tl OAfAGASA AY HAnPThedhtNds of thid BRE Eepoxt | (i St &
also note that other analyses calculated figures for total costs and mortality caused by U.S. coal
plarts that were as much as six times higfier.

In March 2011, the EPA proposed a rule change in air toxic emissions standards -fandoal
oil-fired power plants that would have prevented between 6,800 and 17,000 premature deaths
and 120,000 cases of aggraedtasthma per year. Given that oil power plants represent only 1
percent of U.S. power production, the vast majority of this total is generated by coal power
plants® Out of all power plants in the U.S., coal power plants are responsible for 88 percent of
SQ emissions and 85 percent of direct fine particulate matter §gMemissions; thus, if the
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EPA's assessments are correct, tloeal power plants alone are responsible for thousands, if
not tens of thousands, of premature deaths each y&arther, a 200 report on power plant
pollution by the Clean Air Task Force found that coal power plant pollution in the U.S. is
responsible for 13,200 premature deaths and 9,700 hospitalizations each year, as well as over
$100 billion in monetary damagg&®

CoalFiredPower Plants: Perpetrators of Climate Injustice

Carbon dioxideor CQ, is a major cause of global warmitf§ertinent to this discussion, coal is

0KS @2 NI RQantenseifuel, vihichNdeany that coal power plants produce morg CO

per unit of enegy than any other energy sourén 2006, coafired power plants in the United

States alone produced 1.94 billion tons o, €00 H LISNOSy (i 2 T einikstns! ®{ ®Qa
FYR FfyY2ad Tt LISNDS yémissdonisTalgtShis inpdidpde@ &oalip@verk £ / h
plants in the U.S. emitted more €@ 2006 than the total amount that was emitted by all

sources in all countries in Latin America and the Caribbean thaf¥/2ar

Climate change is already
devastating the Global Souti
and that devastation Wil only
accelerate as the 21 century
continues. The public narrative
has focused to a large extent on =8
global warming causing rising sea
levels, which will inundate low )
lying countries such as Banglades
and islandstates in the Pacific
Ocean.

Another very threatening impact

of g|0ba| Warming is the Maldivian President Mohammed Nasheed dons scuba gear as

. . . . he signs a document that calls on all countries to cut down their
transformation that it will cause in carbon dioxide emissions ahead of a U.N. climate change
global weather patterns generating conference.

increasingly severe weather and rising

drought levelst which will disproportionately affect people throughout the world who rely on
subsistence agriculture for their survivdln November 2011, a report by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change linked increases in extreme weather events to
human-caused climate change:

There is evidence that some [weather] extremes have [alreadhgnged as a result of
anthropogenic influences, including increases in atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse
gases. It is likely that anthropogenic influences have led to warming of extreme daily minimum
and maximum temperatures on the global scalehefe is medium confidence that
anthropogenic influences have contributed to intensification of extreme precipitation on the
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global scale. It is likely that there has been an anthropogenic influence on increasing extreme
coastal high water due to increasemean sea levéf

The Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change states that
global warming will cause the most dramatic impacts in Africa, in Asian and African mega
deltas, and on small, Iodying islands (such as thosethe Pacific Ocean); experts agree that
people in Africa and South Asia will be more dramatically affected by these changes in weather
patterns than people in the North America and Eurépe.

However, global climate change is not only a threat to communitiethe Global South. In
recent years, politicians and regulatory agencies in the U.S. have begun to address the threat
that global warming poses to communities here in the U.S. In 2007, the Supreme Court ruled
that CQ and other greenhouse gases are ptdlts under the Clean Air Act, and directed the
EPA to follow the requirements of the Act and determine whether greenhouse gases
endangered public health or welfafé.In 2009, the EPA responded to the Supreme Court, and
found that the increased concentriahs of greenhouse gases threaten the public health and
welfare of current and future generations of U.S. citizens. The impacts of climate change cited
by the EPA include, but are not limited to: increased drought; an increased number of heavy
downpours ad flooding; more frequent and intense heat waves and wildfires; greater sea level
rise; more intense storms; and harm to water resources, agriculture, wildlife, and ecosy&tems.

In reaching its finding, EPA noted that certain populations may be especidtigrable to
climate impacts, including people living in poverty, people who are elderly, people already in
poor health, people with disabilities, people living alone, and/or Indigenous populations
dependent on one or a few natural resources. In devetbpeeas, environmental justice issues
are also raised by climate changefor example, warmer temperatures in urban areas will have

a more severe impact on people who cannot affordanditioning.

Indeed, Hurricane Katrinaand the
tornadoes in Pratt Git AL havalready
vividly demonstrated that the shifts i
weather patterns caused by climat
change  disproportionately  affec
African  Americans and  othe
communities of color in the United
Statest which is a particularly bitterjge
irony, given that the aveige African
American household emits 20 perce
less CQ per year than the averag
white American househol® The six
states with the largest proportion of
AfricanAmericans are all in thg
Atlantic hurricane zone, and all are
expected to experience more gere storms as a consequence of global warming. Adverse
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