
 
 
 

 

 
THERE THEY GO AGAIN… 

OIL AND COAL COMPANIES CRY WOLF 

 
The oil and coal industries make it their business to oppose laws to protect our health and 
environment.  Time and again they make outrageous “the sky is falling” claims about the 
supposedly dire effects of environmental regulations on our economy and way of life - job 
losses, exaggerated costs to consumers, and rationing are common industry predictions.  And 
repeatedly, they have been proven wrong.   
  
Now the oil and coal industries are at it again, opposing policies to reduce global warming 
pollution in California.  They set up front groups that falsely claimed that global warming is not 
really happening at all.1  Then, they claimed that global warming is good for us.2  Now they are 
blanketing the capitol with glossy brochures opposing AB 32 and SB 1368 with their familiar, 
dire predictions about “destabilizing transportation fuel supplies” and “greatly devastating the 
economy.”3  This tired refrain is no surprise from industries that would rather keep Californians 
hooked on the fuels they sell. But once again their predictions ring hollow, and once again they 
are wrong.  The fact is that cutting global warming pollution and reducing the state’s 
dependence on fossil fuels will benefit Californians. 
 
Oil Industry: Guilty of Crying Wolf 
 
Time after time, oil industry claims have proven to be wrong. 
 

 Industry Opposed Removing Lead from Gasoline 
 
The oil industry opposed efforts by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to remove 
lead from gasoline, going so far as to challenge the lead phase-out in court.  The industry 
claimed there was no evidence of actual harm to human health from lead.4  But EPA scientists 
have found that lead is “very toxic.”5  And in the end, the cost to remove lead from gasoline was 
95% less than the costs predicted by the oil industry.6   
 

 Industry Opposed Clean Air Laws 
 
When Congress sought to strengthen the nation’s clean air laws in 1990, the oil industry 
opposed the proposed clean fuels program, claiming it would be too expensive and predicting 
high costs.  The oil industry claimed that “they couldn’t make reformulated gasoline to meet the 
standard” and then, just six days later, gasoline that met the standard was offered for sale.7  
And in 2003, the White House Office of Management and Budget concluded that the health and 
societal benefits of the clean air regulations were 5 to 7 times greater in economic terms than 
the costs of compliance.8
 

 Industry Opposed Laws to Prevent Oil Spills 
 
After the Exxon Valdez disaster, Congress took up the Oil Pollution Act to prevent oil spills.  Oil 
company executives responded with the predictable threats of oil shortages, and warned there 
would not be enough tankers to meet the requirements.9  But the requirements went into effect 
“without causing any disruption in oil supplies.”10  And, the number of U.S. oil tanker spills fell 
sharply after the rule went into effect.11

 

 



 

Coal Industry Cries Wolf Too  
 
Coal companies also make a habit of opposing important environmental and public health laws.  
 

 Industry Opposed Real Mercury Reductions 
 
The coal industry is loath to admit the connection between its mercury emissions and health 
effects, even though EPA scientists have found mercury to be toxic.12  A recent industry 
factsheet notes their “commitment” to mercury reductions, but questions the link between power 
plant mercury emissions and health effects.13  And the coal industry claims to support mercury 
controls, but the program they support can result in mercury hotspots and could actually 
increase emissions in certain areas instead of lowering emissions.   
 

 Industry Exaggerated Costs to Reduce Acid Rain and Restore Mined Land 
 
Cost estimates by the coal industry have been notoriously inaccurate.  For the program to 
reduce acid rain (which was destroying forests around the country), industry studies predicted 
costs that were 40% to 50% higher than the actual compliance costs.14  And for the Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act, meant to ensure that formerly mined land is returned to a 
more natural condition, the compliance cost estimates were 6 to 24 times higher than the actual 
compliance costs.15

 
 Industry Opposed Health Protections for Workers 

 
Mine workers and their families have fought for years for medical benefits for miners with black 
lung disease.  The coal industry fought these efforts and supported policies that resulted in a 
92% to 96% rejection of black lung benefits for Virginia coal workers who applied.16   
 
California Knows Better 
 
AB 32 and SB 1368 are just the latest in a long line of public health and environmental laws that 
the oil and coal industries are attempting to stop by making outrageous claims.  It’s time to call 
their bluff and to focus on what’s good for Californians.  Acting now to limit the state’s global 
warming pollution will help California gain a competitive advantage in the fast-growing clean 
energy market.  While the oil and coal industries may not profit when the state reduces its 
dependence on fossil fuels, Californians most certainly will benefit.  And the Golden State can 
continue to build on its leadership and proven success by providing strong environmental 
protection and a healthy economy at the same time.   
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For more information visit:  www.SolutionsforGlobalWarming.org

Natural Resources Defense Council www.nrdc.org ♦ Environmental Defense www.environmentaldefense.org
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