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California’s glebaz warmmg plan, AB 32, wili raise prices for transportatron housing, food, fuels and utifities. The state air board’s -
economic analysis of the law fails to accurately portray costs and overstates the measure’s benefits, experts and academics agree

Acknowledge, mitigate the price of California’s plan-

BY DENRIS TOOTELIAN
AKD SANJAY VARSHNEY
ith Congress working on
legisiation to combat
I climate change, it’s impor-
tant for policymakers to un-
‘derstind the lessons learned
from the implementation of
California’s own climate change
legislation, Assembly Bill 32. -
An economic unpa t report

ear.

ith the chfficultles our econ-
omy already is experiencing,
these are alarming numbers
that must be considered by both
policymakers and the public.
While we do not dispute the
need to address climate change,
- our study shows that California
is pursuing a costly and com-
plex policy that will impacs
every Californian.
" .- The Intand Empire has suf-
B ‘fereci grea‘cly from the fore~
:“closure crisis and is a region
" that typically struggles with
even higher unemployment -
“humbers than the state aver- -
age. Therefore, AB 32’s econom:
ic consequences could spe
-even further pain for t}us‘_
“¥or example, the regionis &
omyis largely reliant on the

that California’s climate change
plan will increase costs to the
transportation and warehous-
ing sector by an average of 5.51
percent annually. This means

‘that this industry sector, which

represents more than 19,600
husinesses and nearly 400,000
employees in our state, will
experience an increase in costs
of more than $2.5 hillion.

And these cost increases will
come on top of other typical
cost increases and challenging
regulatory requirements, cre- .
ating an inévitable recipe for
worker layolfs or busmess clo-
sures.

BISTORTED GLMMS '

AB 32 granted the California
Air Resources Board the au-
tHority to develop a “scoping ¥
plan” and regulations for

ortends more economic paiffor the Infand region,

55.-Fhe: s’eat

tendency to overemphasize
benefits from AB 32.
The nonpartisan Legislative

Analyst’s Office called the anal-

ysis “inconsistent and incom-
piete,” while Matthew E. Kahn,
a professor at UC Los Angeles
stated, “The net dollar cost of
each of these regulations is

- likely {0 be much larger than

what is reporfed.” Similarly,
Harvard University professor
Robert Stavins said in his re-
view, “I have come io the ines-
capable c’onclusmn that the
economic anaIySIS is terribly
deficient in crifical ways and

‘should nof be used by the state

government or the public for .
the pur; ose of assessing the
CARB’s plans.”
study that looks

- specifically at small business
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" With an average profi

. climate change program that.

0 curh warming

fuels and utilities. Smalt busi-
nesses must account for many
of these factors as part of their
ongoing operating expenses, so
higher price tags will result in
lost jobs, increased costs for -
consumers, Wr -
W()?ﬁfs, lost economic output
or te, and ultimately,
lost tax revepue that will tight-
Mﬁ already thmly
str tched state budget

In par 1cular our fmdlngs
show that annually the average
total cost of AB 32:15:$49,601
small businésg'in®
argin
of only 10 percent, many small
businesses will likely be unable
to absorb these cost increases
or provide the upfront capital
needed to buy new equipment
and meet new mandates,
. Our economic analysis shows
that there will be real and sub-
stantial impacts to California’s
small businesses and consum-
ers because of AB 32. That’s
why it is eritical for policymak-
ers to examine the chauges that
are proposed, and to under-
stand the Impacts on our state 8.
economy, -

If Cahforma wants to have a.

serves as 4 model for the counf .
try and even the world, the Air
Resourees Board .must imple-

impacts reports similar findings
that the Air Resources Board
- hag significantly underestimat-
od the economic ram1ﬁcations

; “of its policy.
perts and&ca- +@Qr study found that costs
demics for its failure to ade- from AB 32 would oceur at least
guately consider costs and its in transportatxon housmg, foad,

achieving vedurtions in green-

" sion statistics look like ¢
house g

“good ol days.”

-Sanjay Varshnay | i cfean of the Coilege..,
of Business Admmn_siratro Caliptat

d the hony
‘ﬁ% or m&nufacturmg comp

el
rofessor of marketgn in the Co!lege ef
usiness at Cal State acramento




Maybe 1t's time to
run for the berder,

LasVegas is business friendly. ]
Hussle free. ]
H
v No Corpurate income Tax i
v Ko Persunal tncome Tax ;
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Nevada is funding ads that compare California legislators to talking chimps, saying the Golden State will be more
husiness-friendly whan pigs fly, and telling business ownars that they can “kiss their assets goodbye” if they stay.

Nvaa speds 50,80{) on ﬁs t;hat kwe h iden Sa‘



