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Introductory Note

Increasing investment in fossiel infrastructure resistance struggles through grassroots
2NBIFYATAYy3 YR Y2@SYSyi(G o6dzAft RAY3 KI dofaSSy
broader effort by others within philanthropy to ensure that equity and social justice
OGRAFFSNBY(IAIFIGSR NBRaLRyaAoAfAGASAE | YR
central to the climate debate.

LY HAOnczx
later a measure to suspend implementation of AB 32, Proposition 23, was put on the state
ballot. As most funders concerned with climate know, Prop 23 was soundly defdatéte

end over 61% of Californianters rejected this pernicious effort to repeal AB 32.

This case study, developed with great insight and understanding of the issues and political
dynamics by Catherine Lerza, examines a lesskwellin part of the Prop 23 story: The role

in its defeatplayed by the grassroots organizing sector made up of community based
organizations, their networks and their NGO allies, rooted in communities of color and
experienced in voter mobilization and electoral campaigns.

In documenting the work done by theagsroots sector in helping bring about a crucial win
among a series of larger defeats on the national and international climate front, this paper
can provide important insights into the changing nature of climate politics in the US. It can
also serve aa guide for rethinking what climate funding must encompass to be successful in
the years and decades to come.

As Cathy notes in the course of her report, the role of mainstream environmental groups will
be different than in the past, and funding for amjzations led by and rooted in communities

of color will need to become much more central to the strategy and mission of foundations
concerned about climate changé&his funding, she points out, will have to be ongoing rather
than episodic, support conafrastructure (including coordination, research, communications
and leadership development), and help deepen and build on the already strong commitment
of people of color to an environmental agenda.

This case study is part of a series of initiatives FASTi@dertaking, which include the

production of a short videdRising Tidéighlighting the work of community organizers

behind the Prop 23 effort. A link to the film and other materials can be found on our
website Along with learning calls, briefings and other activities we hope this study helps
O2y iNROGdzGS (2 GKS LINRPOSaa 2F aNBUKAYy]lAy3E
of a rapidly changing world.

We greatly appreciate support from Jessicadaind the Rockefeller Brothers Fund in

helping provide resources making this case study possiblelook forward to ongoing

dialogue around these issues with philanthropic colleagues, and with activists doing the hard
work day to day.

~ Mark Randazzd-NTG Coordinator

The Funders Network on Transforming the Global Economy isan alliance of domestic and international grantmakers who recognize
the global and systemic nature of our social, economic and ecological challenges. FNTG provides a space for strategic collabmation
across issues and diverse funding strategies, empowering funders to more effectively support the transformation of the global
economy into one that fosters a just, responsible and sustainable world.
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INTRODUCTION

aLGQAa KFENR (2 0StAS@S
They make it hard to breathe
CKS@QNB GNBAY G2 YIF1S | LINRT
h¥FFlF @2dz FYyR 2FFI YS§

No on 23 hip hop anthem
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QCR40QF7w7Aw

2010 was not a good year for climate protection. Federal climate legislation died the death of a

thousand cuts in the Senate; the Obama Administration, with the exception of EPA Administrator Lisa
Jackson, failed to fight for the strong programs it hadpised; and, in November, scores of climate

OKI YLA2Yya Ay (GKS /2y3aINBaas D2OSNY2NBQ YIyarzyas |
deniers.
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margin, Californians said no to Prop 23, despite high unemployment rates and a sluggish economy. And
bucking the national trends, they elected a stablelimate champions to topf-the-ticket state offices

and the US Congress.

The Prop 23 victory has been called a perfect storm. But the storm was not a naturally occurring one. It
was the result of some important rainmakers, cloud seeders and viségsnaho seized the moment and
recognized that the time had come for environmental politics in California to change. For the first time,
people of color led a statewide environmental campaign on their own terms, and as partners with, not
subordinates to, rainstream environmental organizations. To mix metaphors: everyone who needed to
be at the table was there. The seating arrangements were not always easy to work out, but everyone
stayed for the whole meajand it was delicious.

So what happened in Calihia? Why were Californians able to buck the national trends and reaffirm
0 KS a i l-vibs draate fielhdsiBhip? What can we learn from this victory and how can we build on
it, not only in California, but around the nation and the world? This WhitePapl provide background
about Prop 23; describe the no on Prop 23 campaign; and identify key lessons learned and paths
forward. Its focus is the role communities of color and people of ¢lddrorganizatias played in this
historic win.


http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QCR4QF7w7Aw

HISTORY

What was FPoposition 23 and why did it matter?

Prop 23 would have suspended the comprehensive greenhouse gas emissions reduction program put in

LX + OS Ay wnnt o6& !'. oHI [/ FTEAF2NYAlIQa Df20olFt 2 N¥A
unemployment rate fell to & percent or less for four quarters in a row. (Note: Unemployment in CA

was about 12 percent in 2010 and, since 1976, has fallen below six percent only during economic
022Y4aX YR NINBfeé F2NJ Y2NB (KIyYy F2dzNjpajvazstdli SNE Ay
protect jobs and the economy, its real objective was the defacto repeal of ABu3@ the consequent

derailing of climate policy across the nation.

5Nl FGSR AY wnndg o6& (g2 wAIKIG 2Ay3 |-Qoluktedh aiia FNRBY
signature gathering drive was spluttering when two Texased oil companies, Tesoro and Valero

Energy Resources, got windtbé proposal They essentially highjacked it and launched their own

massive $2 million paid signature gathering campalgriay 2010, the measure qualified for the

November 2010 ballot as Proposition 23.

Calling it the California Jobs Initiative, the Prop 23 campaign hit economic issues hard, claiming that AB
OoHZ YR AYRSSR GKS adidl S Qaergyzandsnergyietiiciedchad2 T Ay OSy i
RSAGNRESR /FEAF2NYAlFIQa SO2y2Yeé FyR 024aid GK2dzal yRa
main bankrollers, but were joined by other interests including the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association,

the organizatiorbehind the infamous Proposition 13. At the time Prop 23 qualified, the yes campaign

predicted it would raise $8AL00 million, the largest expenditure for a state ballot measure in the

history of the U.S.

Forces align to fight Prop 23

While going heado-head with a $100 million campaign was a daunting prospect, the environmental
and environmental justice communities and their allies in business and labor took action quickly to do
just that. The no on 23 effort encompassed two major coalitionsStop Dity Energy and Communities
United Against the Dirty Energy Propositiagqworking in partnership. Together, they represented a

long overdue coming together of environmental, economic justice and racial justice leadership in
California and the emergence of@eople of color environmental majority with political clout

With support from investment banker and progressive political donor Tom Steyer, the mainstream
environmental community organizestop Dirty Energywhich scored a coup when it signed up former
U.S. Secretary of State and Bechtel Corp. CEO Republican George Schultzhsiitsvith Steyer. The
coalition ultimately encompassed several hundred organizations. In addition to virtually every
environmental and environmental justice and clean enayganization in the state, it included a huge
array of businesses; organized labor; Kaiser Permanente and other health care providers; public health
organizations, including the American Lung Association; faith communities; local governments; and a
diverse array of elected officialswww.stopdirtyenergy.com
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The California environmental justice community
helped to create and shape AB 32, workivith
both then-Assembly Speaker Fabian Nunez and
former Governor Arnol&chwarzeneggeo

create the strongest greenhouse emissions
standards possible. In addition, the EJ
community sought to ensure that climate
policies would not cause further harm to
communities already burdened by the highest
levels of pollution in the state and would instead
create new benefits for those communities. To
FOO02YLIX AaK GKAazx Fd UK
recommendation, AB 32 mandated the creation
of the Environmental Justice Adury

Community (EJAC), to ensure that
implementation of the law advanced social and
economic justice along with strong climate
controls. EJ community advocacy also resulted
in the elimination of a mandated cap and trade
program with language that reqeid those
charged with implementing the law to explore
an array of markebased programs to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

However, because the EJAC did not receive any
state funding for administration, research,
outreach and community organizing, wigily all

of its funding came from a small number of
foundations. It was able to operate for three
years, during which time members produced
hundreds of pages of recommendations for the
AB 32 implementation/scoping plan. These
recommendations proposeidnmediate, direct,
and verifiable greenhouse gas reductions, but
did not include cap and trade. Unfortunately,

the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the
agency charged with final development of the
AB 32 scoping plan, ignored virtually all of them.

Ly GKS SyR: RSALMAGS 9
CARB plan, released in 2009, was built around a
cap and trade system. Believing CARB had failed
to live up to its responsibilities, several EJAC
members sued the state on the grounds that it
had failed to poperly consider greenhouse gas
reduction alternatives as mandated in the law.
On March 17, 2011, a San Francisco Superior
Court judge ruled that CARBRID A 2 f I (G SR
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because its

Environmental justice and community groups
coalesce to oppose Prop 23on their own terms

As the mainstream environmental campaign
organized with strag environmental justice support,
environmental and social justice leaders made an
important decision to create a separate coalition

not just to defeat Prop 23, but to build longerm a
shared vision of prosperity and environmental

quality and a progresse, environmental electorate
that looks like California The Ella Baker Center for
Human Rights, later joined by the California
Environmental Justice Alliance, the Greenlining
Institute, Asian Pacific Environmental Network, and
PowerPAC, forme@ommunities United Against the
Dirty Energy PropositionGommunities United), a
coalition of more than 120 environmental, social and
economic justice organizations from across the state.
az2zald 2F /2YYdzyAGASa
members of Stop Dirty Energpéthe Ella Baker
/| SYGSNJ KFR I aSlI i
committee. While remaining independent, the two
coalitions crafted a working relationship rooted in
shared values and messages, but with an
understanding that each would develop its own
strategies and implement them.
http://communitiesagainstprop23.com/

The campaign unfolds

A July 2010 statewide Field Poll indicated that 48
percent of likely voters opposed Prop 23 and 36
percent suppoted it, with the remaining 14 percent
undecided. The undecideds, who tend to be political
independents, quickly became the focus of the
campaign. In California, 35 percent of those
independents are people of color, a fact which gave
Communities United th indisputable political
gravitas and leverage that underpinned its
collaboration with Stop Dirty Energy. This polling
data, combined with the scale and diversity of the
forces and communities coming together, convinced
leaders of both coalitions that thé& y" 2 €
y2i ySSR G2
dollar. They set $280 million in c4 funding and $2
6 million in c3 dollars as their goal.

To insure that the California labor movement, many
of whose members had supported AB 32 dnel
INBSY 2204
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exploration of alternatives to capndtrade was
inadequate. For EJ leaders and community
members, cagand-trade allows the worst
polluters¢ who are disproportionately located

in low-income communities of color that already
bear the largest burden of air toxins and other
environmental problems- to continue or

increase their pollution by buying "reductions.”
¢KS 2dzRISQ& NHzZA Ay3 KI a
hold, and required CARB to conduct a thorough
analysis of alternatives to cap and trade. In the
meantime, CARB director Mary Nichols
announced hat the Board would delay
implementation of cap and trade until 2013.

For EJ leaders, this is positive because it means
cap and trade is not a done deal, but it also
means that the state will be doing nothing to
reduce industrial greenhouse gas emissidm

the interim.

On August 24, 2011 CARB staff presented the Ait
Resources Board its required analysis of several
greenhouse gas emission reduction options,
including cap and trade, that concludeeho
surprise here- that cap and trade is the best o
these alternatives. Despite a huge community
presence from across the state and extensive
testimony in opposition to cap and trade from
O2YYdzyAilieé YSYOSNHE NBTFE
racial and geographic diversity, the Board voted
G2 I O0S Lifindings,Sneaniing tHafcap
and trade remains the centerpiece of

[ FEAF2NYALI Qa 3FE 201t 61
continue their fight, and immediately appealed
the CARB decision. They are also organizing in
communities across the state and demanding a
meeting with Governor Jerry Brown.

The bottom line is that EJ communities are
committed to finding a carbon reduction
mechanism that will result in cleaner air and
healthier communities for all Californians.
Rejection of cafandtrade is not a rejectiof

AB 32 and climate solutions, but a demand for
climate solutions that work for people and the
planet. The struggle in California will be a long
one.

economicrationale, the University of California
Labor Center, the Labor Network for Sustainability,
the Apollo Alliance, the Blue Green Alliance and key
labor leaders took action early. They helped
produced educational materials for unions and
initiated scores of conversations with local and

state leaders and rank and file members across the
state. By getting out in front early and developing
YFGSNAFEA GKFG KAIKEAIKGSR !
economic and gren jobs catalyst, organized labor
became a key element of the no on 23 efforts. The
2.1 million member CA Federation of Labor joined
the Stop Dirty Energy coalition and provided voter
education, mobilization and turn out support to the
campaign.

Finally thanks to actions brought by thefttorney

General (and gubernatorial candidate) Jerry Brown,

t NPLI2AaAGAZ2Y Ho 64a¢CKS /FfAFT2N
renamed, far more accuratelyAndnitiative to

{dzALISYR /Sy 9ySNHeé FyR ! AN
Despit fierce objections from Prop 23 backers, this
language is what appeared on the ballot and in all
2FFAOALE @2GSNJ SRdzOlF GA2Yy YI
stances on climate, as demonstrated by positions

on Prop 23, became a litmus test and the ballot

language heled to reinforce support for Prop 23 as

a negative, backward and damaging vision for

I FEAFT2NYAF Q& Fdzi dzZNB @ ¢tKAA S
get in front of messaging and framing immediately

without playing defense.

(e

Separate campaigns working in partnership

While working collaboratively, Stop Dirty Energy

and Communities United remained separate
SyGiArdArsSao LGiQ&a 62NIK SELX 2N

¢t2 0SS OFYRARI (KS KAadG2NEB oS
mainstream environmentalists and environmental

justice organizations is not a happne. In an effort

to look ahead, this paper will not dwell on the past

except to note that the memory of the stinging

RSFSIG 2F HwnncQa tNRBLRAAGAZY
placed a tax on oil company profits to fund

renewable energy research and developmemas

strong and painful in 2010. Well funded (to the

tune of $40 million) by two progressive donors, the

Prop 87 campaign did not engage communities of

6



color, labor or low income communities. As a result, the

no campaign, funded by Chevron and othércompanies, ~ Videos from the No on Prop 2
was able to immediately and effectively tag the measure

I GFE 2y GKS LR2NID ¢KIyq. Campaign: S 4S8t t
2y y1¢é€ LIAR YSRALF OI YL A 3 http://www.youtube.com/results?sear | @& S &
ground game or media in those same targeted ch_query=no+on+prop+23&aq=f

communities, Prop 8Was defeated by a nine point margin.
That defeat was very much on the minds of both
mainstream environmentalists and environmental justice leaders as they jumped into action on Prop 23.

Determined not to let corporate interests target and manipulate loaome and communities of color

again, EJ organizations took the offensive in 2010 to oppose Prop 23 and did not wait to be invited or
engaged by mainstream groups. They knew that communities of color and low income communities
would be the targetsfork S @ Sa OF YLI A3y Q& LI AR YSRAIF IyR GKIFG @
job and economy killer. They knew it was imperative that people of color and low income community
organizations reach their communities first with different messages. They alsotkaethey, not the
mainstream groups, understood the right messages, messengers and media vehicles for their
communities. In creating Communities United, EJ groups and their allies were able to retain full control
over resources, strategies and messaging to assert leadership in a manner not be possible had they
been subsumed as a component of the Stop Dirty Energy Campaign, a possibility that was discussed at
length, but ultimately rejected.

In addition, the leaders of Communities United recognitted while voters of color in California

consistently express more support for environmental protections (including greenhouse gas emissions
NERdzOGA2y a0 GKIFYy R2 gKAGS @20SNEX GKS LISNODSLIAzZY
environy Sy G f AaadzsSa FyR (GKFIG GKS aNBlIfé¢ SYy@aANRYyYSyil
Communities United was a clear statement that people of color karel will act or- strong

environmental values, and are more likely to do so when organizationswdivdduals from their

communities are visible leaders and when messages and campaign strategies are crafted and

implemented by those leaders.

As a result of regular and consistent communications, the two coalitions = sl ‘-‘
were able to cooperate and reinforcene anotherg and avoid duplication | J

and contradictions. No where was this more important than in the W &EE
ARSYUGAFAOIGAR2Y 2F (KS GKNBS OSyi

Bex
5
| |

T /TEAT2NYALYAE R2y QU gk yd 2dziaa
companies, dictating what &) F dzii dzZNB At t 22
future is a green, sustainable one and we want to keep it that way

1 The clean energy economy is the biggest jobs and economy drlveDONT MESS
California, and is made pOSSIb|e by AB 32 and related green pohc» WIT

andprogram® 52y Qi RSaAGNRB& GKI G AL\FORN\AF 2 NJ | ‘
TEXASI

I By rolling back AB 32, Prop 23 will result in more air pollution and ppq6 courtesy of Communities
pollution related ilinesses and public health problems, and undo United Against the Dirty Energy Pro
years of work to improve public health for all Californians.
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by campaign cehair George Schultz), the health and jobs messages led in communities of color and
GSNBE OSYuNXft G2 / 2YYdzyA ( Ac8rpaign.A 6 SRQa YSRAI YR 2N

What happened on the ground

The Democratic Party and almost all Democratic candidates officially opposed prop 23. Jerry Brown and
Barbara Boxer made their strong opposition to the measure a centerpiece of their campaigns.
(Republican Senatcandidate Carly Fiorina strongly supported Prop 23, but gubernatorial candidate
Meg Whitman ultimately backpedaled away from the measure.) Many national environmental
organizations, including the League of Conservation Voters and its CA affiliategdhnestey and

other resources into the no campaign as well. As already noted, the California Federation of Labor
officially opposed Prop 23, and some of its member unions reachetbdhbeir members and their
families through voter education materials anoter mobilization efforts. An extensive paid media
campaign, funded primarily by the c4 Stop Dirty Energy that included TV, radio and mailers, began in
late August. This media campaign was accompanied by ¢3 voter engagement efforts in targeted
communites and aimed at independembters and_atinos.

Communities United organized and implemented an impressive and large scale voter engagement
program (funded by its own fundraising, by Stop Dirty Energy and by the CA League of Conservation
Voters) which inluded:

1 Conducting onen-one conversations at the door or on the phone (in English, Spanish and
Mandarin and Cantonese Chinese) with 250,000 households in the 10 counties that are home to
Tp LISNOSyG 2F /! Qa @20G§SNAR 2 With@dasing ddanizatiord Y Y dzy A (i A
(Mobilize the Immigrant Vote, California Alliance, CA Environmental Justice Alliance and
PowerPAC) for this part of the program, insuring that these organizations will continue to see
themselves, and be seen, as environmentabliers.

1 Mailing 280,000 pieces of direntail @lso in English, Spanish and Chinese) to targeted likely
voters of color in those same 10 counties.

1 Sponsoring a successful~MCcaravan to six college campuses across the state which featured
popular hip he artists and attracted thousands of young people to the cause. A hip hop no on
23 anthem went viral on You tube thanks to the tour and the popularity of the artists.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?=QCR4QF7w7Aw

1 Organizing Days of Actigrallies and street events that drew tens of thousands of activists and
community members in nearly a dozen California communities, including Wilmington (which is
home to several major refineries), San Diego, Ride and Oakland. These events all attracted
earned media, particularly ethnic radio stations and newspapers, which are the main source of
news for many Californians.

1 Reaching every ethnic media outlet in California in its own language, with acindteaders
from those communities. This was the first time an environmental campaign reached out to
California ethnic media outlets, which in many cases are the primary sources of news and
opinion for their communities. Stories appeared in everythingnflarge print dailies likea
Opinionin Los Angeles to small weeklies and big radio and TV outlets such as Univision to small

8
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community-based stations. In addition, Communities United purchased $200,000 worth of
radio time in every major media markettine state and ran Spanish language ads featuring LA
mayor Antonio Villaraigosa and legendary United Farm Workers founder Delores Huerta.

+ Alameda

+ Santa Clara

» Fresno

+ Kern

+ Ventura

+ Los Angeles

+ QOrange

+ San Bernardino
* Riverside

+ San Diego

‘‘‘‘‘

The statewide vote
was a landslide:

\ =Noon 23 (61.6%)
s ) | =Yeson23 (38.4%)

Lasen

These counties encompass
more than 75% of people of
color in California

A word about money: Because Communities United and Stop Dirty Energy were out of the box quickly,

and with clear and obviously effective strategies in plaaad be@use the stakes were so high

fundraisingfo® 2 G K STF2NIla Y20SR ljdzAOlteod | SNB -Aa 6 KSNB
D2OSNY 2N { OKgl NI SyS3I3SNDa e Hohorseadsivered thesdalfor uSperty ¢ KA £ S
generously, Schultz and Schwarzenegger were able to convince many conservative donors and

corporations in California to stay out of the fight. Early money to oppose 23 and pressure from two high

profile Republican lamakers who take climate seriously helped level the playing financial field and in

the end, No on 23 forces raised around $30 million, while the yes campaign spluttered and, recognizing

it had been outflanked, ultimately raised only about $10 million.

.......
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http://communitiesagainstprop23.com
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THE RESULTS

LG ¢ ay QigPrdp 8mént dvivietéaSesounding defeat, with 61.6 percent voting no and only

38.4 percent voting yesBut there is more to the story: Voters of color comprised 37 p#roéthe

electorate and whites 63 percent. HoweVveéB percent of voters of color and 57 percent of white

voters voted against the measureOne million new voters of color came to the polls in November 2010

in California, and clearly the vast majoritiytbem opposed Prop 23. Even had white voters supported
Prop 23, this huge outpouring of

‘ .
Voters of Color | Lnotlvated voter::,j gf cgl?r would
. | have guaranteed its defeat.
Decided Who Won i
100% Voters of color were the climate
s .
. hite - firewall o ] A
B African-American 0% m Against I SNBQa gKeY @gKAf S
Latino 2% mFor environmentalist Jerry Brown
M Asian o
Other . Brown's Whitman's Brown's Whitman's defea‘ted formerEbay CEO Meg
White voteWhite vote POCvote  POC vote 2 4 ) 4 A X A
Brown lost the white vote 45% to 55% _K Auyl }/ A }/ uKS D2 IS N
But won the POC vote 64% to 36% with about 52 percent of the
Turnout by Race in vote overall, only5 percent of
CA Governor's race 100% white voters cast their ballots
- for him, while 64 percent of
People of Color constitute a maganst  Voters of color supported him.
39%-40% of turnout 20 mFor Similarly, climate champion US
0%
Boxer's Fiorina's Bower's Fiorina's Senator Barbara Boxer I@'mr
‘White vote White vote POCvote POC vote . .
Boxer lost the white vote 42% to 58% Seat1 Wlnﬂlng 54 percent of
But won the POC vote 67% to 33% voters overall. However,

Senator Boxer got just 42
percent of the white vote, but a stunning 67 percent of the voters of color vote.other wordsthese
climate champions are in office today solely because of overwhigignsupport from voters of color.

¢CKA&d A& 3INBIG ySga F2NI OEAYIGS YR SY@ANRBYYSYQl
LJ2 LJdzf | G A 2ly2 ANR V& ¢V xyy2aNdision O be obtdated; &idhé goésRAnly 40 percent

of its resdents are white and 60 percent are of color. Latino/as account for nearly 38 percent of the
population, with Asians (nearly 13 percent), African Americans (about six percent), Native Americans

and mixed race individuals accounting for the remaining 22¢x@: As noted above, however, the

electorate is the mirror opposite: whites comprised 60 percent of the electorate in 2010. However,

given current demographic trendghis proportion will change, possibly in time fbe 2016 elections.

In 2010, abat 10.3 million

. . . Race Region % Yes % No
Californians voted. A little more
than 17 m|”|0n Califomians were African American Ladera Heights (70.8%) 19.8% 80.2%
registered to vote and anoth@_s View Park-Windsor Hills (88%) 17% 83%
m|”|0n Californians (mOSt Of them Asian American Monterey Park (61.8%) 31.4% 68.6%
of color) were eligible to vote but O —— 26.2% 3 8%
not registered; by 2012, some 3.5 -
L . ) i ) L. Latino/as East Los Angeles (97%) 23% 77%
million immigrants in Califoraiwill
be eligible for naturalization, which Belvedere (7%) % =%

1C



means they too will be eligible to vote. Any increases in voter turnout and registration will significantly
increase the number of people of color coming to the polls in California.

And if the Prop 23 and fated ballot outcomes are any indication, these changes should be positive
2ySa FT2NJ SYGANRYYSyidlrf IyR OfAYIGS LRfAOET AF GKS
into voting issues that resonate with them.

LOOKING AHEAD

What are the lessons of the Prop 23 victory?

91 People of color are environmentalists and are, in fact, the future of the environmental
movement.

1 Taking the offense and framing issues first were essential to victory. Prop 23 opponents
organized early to seizdée issue so that initiative backers were never really able to get traction
gAGK GKS a220a 1AffSNE | NBdzYSyido

9 Partnership and shared leadership, not command and control, enabled the creation of a smart,
sophisticateccampaign builbn respect and recognitbn of where political power in California
really lies. Partners also acknowledged that community and constituency based organizations
knew which messages astrategies woulde most effective.

1 The no on 23 efforts, especially Communities United, usedirximfrastructure to reach voters
by partnering with community organizations and with experienced civic engagement
2NBIFYyATFGA2ya €A1S {/ht9k! D9b5! Ay [2a !y3aStSa
but instead took advantage of existing orgamgzand organizations committed to engaging their
communities around social, economic and environmental justice issues on an ongoing, long
term basis.

1 By creating a shared frame, but a variety of messages and messengers, the no on 23 effort was
able to reh and sway the vast majority of Californians. Again, eschewing command and
control, the campaigns listened to constituent organizations and communities and tailored
messages and strategies for maximum effectiveness.

1 Whatever difficulties existed
among tre leadership of the no Voters of Color
on 23 efforts, they were never Heavily Impacted Prop 23
public. Whatwas public was a

united front that looked like Last polling put overall

Prop 23 vote margin at

100%

California. 13% “No” advantage ~ to o
1 While opposing Prop 23, the white vote spread
campaigns avoided the negative N _ o
and instead created a vision of a | Communities United 250K
. . . calls across 10 counties
sustalnab_le, opportunity rlgh, put POC margin at 73% vl -
healthy, diverse, democratic, and | “No”to 27% “Yes/Und"
vibrant Californigbuilt on broadly 795,122 = Margin of white victory

1,445,559 = Margin of POC victory

shared prosperity. The California g;};mggcef% Whtite a;g
enVISIoned by Callfornlans UnItEd (G%dr;:wffontumoutL:\Ee?e?echedooﬁiQraces)

and its allies is a hopeful one.
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A new environmental movement, led
by people of color

Perhaps the single biggest takeay
from the Prop 23 battle is thagieople

of color are environmentalists.They
may not be members of mainstream
Green Groups; they may not talk about
issues the same way that-salled
mainstream environmentalists do, but
their values are just as strongl|
environmental ones. In fact, according
to poll after poll, it appears that people
of color aremore concernedibout
environmental problems and more
committed to environmental values
than are white people. For example:

91 A July 2011 Public Policy Ingté of CA poll found that 61 percent of Californians believe the
effects of global warming have already hit the state and 66 percent of Californians support AB
OoHQAa 2@SNYftf 3F2FfX gAGK py LISNOSyid o0StASGAy3a |
Blacls and Latinos (69 percent each) are much more likely than Asians (53 percent) and whites
(51 percent) to say the state should act right away. Seviwvypercent of Californians also
0StASPS GKIFG FE260Ff 6+ NYAY3I dodomyandigBaihctldes G KNB |
Latinos (66 percent) and blacks {@&cent)are far more likely than whites (38 percent) and
Asians (30 percent) to say global warming is a very serious threat to California.

1 March 2009 poll found that in CA, 52 percent dfites said they considered themselves
GSYDANRBYYSYy (Gl fAabazé dckndersfPl)chlSdNieBsghes 2 F | &ALy t
environmentalists.

1 InJduly 2010, a Public Policy Institute of CA poll found that while 67 of all Californians polled said
they suported AB 32, only 59 percent of white people supported it. However, 80 percent of
Latinos, 75 percent of Asian Pacific Islanders and 69 percent of African Americans voiced
support for AB 32.

1 A November 2010A Timel&JSC poll found that Latinos and AsRacific Islanders are more
concerned about global warming and air pollution than are whites. Just 27 percent of whites
aFrAR (KSe Wg2NNRSRé lo2dzi It 206Ff 6 NYAy3aAZ o dzi
expressed worry. And while 31 percent ofitels were concerned about air pollution, 66
percent of Latino/as and 51 percent of APIs were.

California is not alone

I TEAF2NYAIFI QA RSY23INI LIKAO OKIy3aSa IINB y2d dzyAljdzsSo
NM) and the Districtof ColumA | | NB y2¢ aYlFI22NAGE YAYy2NRGEzZ¢ | yR
rapidly heading in that direction. Latino/as represent the fastest growing demographic group in the US,

and today comprise about 20 percent of the population in CO, FL, NY, NV, ardirAdrarthan ten
LISNODSyYy G 2F GKS LRLzZ FGA2y 2F L[ +!'3 wL FyR /¢o
and are moving into leadership in business, politics and communitykfeple of color, young people
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