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appendices). The resource materials, unless indicated otherwise in the final report, have been
included at the suggestion of one or more members because they may prove helpful to those
reviewing the report or further considering the issues debated by the Committee and do not
necessarily reflect endorsement by the full Committee.



APPENDICES

Title | ~ Page Number
1 Additional Views [Environmental Justice/Academic Representatives] 001
2 Additional Views [Susana Almanza, PODER] 009

3 Additional Views [The anorable Rosemary Corbin, Richmond, CA] 010

A Title VI Committee Charge , 012

B List of Committee Members 013

C Workgroup I Membership List and Draft Report on Assessment 016

D Workgroup II Membership List and Draft Report on Mitigation 031

E Workgroup III Membership List and Draft Report on a State 049
and Local Government Template

F * EPA Interim Guidance 068

G Select Steel Decision 079

H Environmental Justice Protocol proposed by Public Interest Law 130
Center of Philadelphia ‘

I Materials on CMA Responsible Care Program 137

J EPA Office of General Counsel Summary of Other Civil Rights 151
Precedents

K Draft Preliminary Report on Incentives Prepared for the NACEPT 203
Committee on Reinvention

L NEJAC Public Participation Guidelines 214

M ASTM E-50.03 -- Standard Guide to the Process of Sustainable 223

Brownfields Redevelopment

N NEJAC Paper on Federal and State Legal Authority 243



EPA’S TITLE VIIMPLEMENTATION FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
AND THE PERPETUATION OF STRUCTURAL INEQUALITY
AND ENVIRONMENTAL INJUSTICE

AN ADDENDUM TO THE FINAL REPORT
OF THE TITLE VI IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE
BY ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND ACADEMIC REPRESENTATIVES

We, the undersigned members of the Title VI Implementation Subcommittee of the
NACEPT, file the following addendum to the Report of our subcommittee. We file it to point
out for the record the procedural deficiencies in the federal advisory committee process,
deficiencies which seriously limited the participation of community-based environmental justice
advocates. We also file this report with the hopes that EPA will address the structural issues
identified here when constituting and operating other federal advisory committees.

L The Title VI Federal Advisory Committee and the Perpetination of Structural
Inequality

Perhaps ironically, given the subject matter of the Title VI Implementation
Subcommittee’s work, its very creation and operation perpetuated the structural inequalities that
are at the heart of communities’ Title VI complaints. The structural inequalities of the Title VI
committee were found in almost every aspect of its process and work, from selection of members
to travel to attending meetings to drafting the final report to commenting on that report.

Committee membership. As members of the public and the committee pointed out at its
first meeting in May 1998, the Title VI committee as initially constituted had almost no
representation of those most affected by environmental justice problems and those most
experienced in using Title VI in environmental justice struggles: residents of polluted
communities. After environmental justice advocates made this an issue at the first meeting, three
new committee members were added: two community advocates and a mayor. Unfortunately,
one of the two community members selected (John Gibson of Mississippi) never participated in
the committee, for unknown reasons, and so the committee had the benefit of input from only
one community advocate who had actually used Title VI, Susana Almanza of Austin, Texas.

Travel and accommodations. EPA did not seem to realize that its policy of forcing all
committee members to pay for hotels, meals, taxis and in some cases plane flights up front, and
then await reimbursement months later, could easily have precluded community representation.
Many residents of low-income communities do not have credit cards, cannot afford to spend
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$138 a night (for several nights) on a hotel room, and cannot afford to buy a $300 plane ticket.
Some committee members surmise that this economic barrier may have been what kept John
Gibson of Mississippi from participating: had he showed up at the airport to find he had to
purchase his ticket on the spot (as several committee members, including environmental justice
and state representatives, did), he may well have turned around and gone home. Nor can such
participants afford to loan the EPA hundreds of dollars for months at a time, as all committee
members were required to do. The very structure of the committee’s travel and accommodation
process had an impact on community participation.

Meeting attendance. Unlike states and industry, many environmental justice advocates do
not have the ability to devote significant amounts of time to non-paid federal advisory committee
work, and thus cannot afford to take the time off to attend each committee meeting. And, unlike
states and industry, community representatives and other environmental justice advocates do not
have entire staffs to delegate work on the committee to, or to send in our stead if we are unable to
attend a particular committee meeting. Examining the attendance at the meetings, it is clear that
environmental justice advocates’ lack of proxy staff hurt their representation at the meetings. A
quick tally of absentees at each meeting, found in Table I, confirms this point: overall, no state
and only one industry member was unrepresented at any meeting. At the same time, at almost
every meeting there were environmental justice activists who were unable to make the meeting, so
at each meeting the environmental justice stakeholders were under-represented. The sacrifices
and difficulties of serving on a federal advisory committee are eloquently set forth in Susana
Almanza’s letter to the committee:

TABLEI:
Absentees at Title VI FACA Meetings

May 1998: Barry McBee (represented by Jody Hennecke)

July 1998: John Gibson, Tom Goldtooth, Walter Handy, Lillian Kawasaki (2
environmental justice, 2 local government)

‘ October 1998: Susana Almanza, Cherae Bishop, John Gibson, Jane Nishida
(represented by Art Ray), Gerald Torres (2 environmental justice, 1 academic, 1
industry) '

January 1999: Robert Bullard, John Gibson, Bob Shinn (represented by
Nancy Milsten), Gerald Torres (1 environmental justice, 2 academic)

March 1999: Susana Almanza, Robert Bullard, John Gibson, Tom
Goldtooth, Charles Lee (resigned), Richard Monette, Haywood Turrentine (5
environmental justice, 1 academic, 1 tribal)

Overall: 10 environmental justice, 4 academic, 2 local government, 1
industry, 1 tribal.
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We have taken time away from our local work. We Fave taken time away from
fundraising for our organization that struggles to survive from one year to the next. And
we have taken time away from our families and friends to participate in this process. We
do not have the luxury of sending our lawyers and our consultants to participate for us as
does industry. We do not have the luxury of having engineers and analysts under our
employ to review and analyze things for us as our counterparts in state government. We
have had to do this on our own.!

The Drafting Group. Atthe FACA’s Tucson meeting, the contractors worked to appoint a
“Drafting Group” which was charged with working with Rena Steinzor to come up with the final
report. The initial Drafting Group was selected with sector balance in mind, and included Sue
Briggum (industry), Eileen Gauna (academic), Lillian Kawasaki (local government), Richard
Lazarus (academic), Charles Lee (environmental justice), Lang Marsh (state government), Peggy
Shepard (environmental justice), and Richard Monette (tribal). However, it was announced that
anyone who wished could join the Group, and John Chambers (industry), Dell Perelman
(industry) and Bob Shinn (state government) signed up, skewing the group markedly. When this
was pointed out in our January 1999 meeting by an environmental justice representative, the
contractors scrambled to convince Susana Almanza to join the Group, which she did. However,
the Drafting Group still was heavily weighted toward industry and the states.

The process for commenting on the Draft Report. The process for commenting on the
Draft Report placed a huge strain on environmental justice representatives on the committee. The
turnaround time for comments on some documents was a short as 24 hours. Community group
representatives, who have full workloads outside of the committee process and unlike other
participants do not get paid for their work on the committee, cannot set aside other work to devote
the significant time necessary to review and comment on draft documents. As Susana Almanza
pointed out, such committee members, unlike state and industry representatives, do not have
staffers to read, analyze and comment on the documents for them. Several environmental justice
representative did not have the time to fully review the documents, and this led to Ms. Almanza
abstaining from voting on the final report. Her reasoning is simple, and damning of the
committee process: “On a very basic level, we have simply not been given enough time to review
and comment on the many drafts of the final report which have been circulated since the

- beginning of the year. While this is reason enough for our abstention, our decision is further

necessitated due to the fact that our resources are so completely and utterly out-matched by those
of industry and state government.”

! Letter from Susana Almanza to Ann E. Goode re: Abstention from Vote on Final
Committee Report, February 28, 1999.

> Id.

3 | 000003



IL The Cost of Missing Community Participation

The exclusion of community members means that the Title VI committee did not have the
full range of information before it in our deliberations anu in making recommendations to the
EPA. The cost of excluding those most affected by envirc:.mental injustice is demonstrated by
considering some of the suggestions which emerged from a 10-hour “listening session” EPA held
in Dallas, Texas in February with environmental justice advocates from around the country. The
session, designed to give EPA individual input on its civil rights policies in general and, in part,
on the Draft Report of the Title VI Subcommittee, elicited a number of excellent ideas on Title VI
and its implementation. The conversation was wide-ranging, but resulted in a number of specific
recommendations from individuals to the EPA.

The comments from the Dallas meeting demonstrate the ideas which would have been
available to the Title VI committee had it had increased community participation; some of these
ideas were independently developed by the committee, but many were not articulated with the
level of sophistication found in the Dallas meeting. We note that these comments were the result
of a single “listening session” held over two days; had this group held five meetings over a dozen
days, as the Title VI subcommittee did, the ideas could have been fleshed out considerably.

The following points, in no particular order, are taken from Luke Cole’s notes from the
Dallas meeting, and reflect the input of grassroots activists:

» Technical assistance grants for communities in the permitting process.

» Hold permitting process hearings at convenient times.

» There should be a thorough testing of the impacts of existing facilities (rather than
modeling) before renewal or expansion.

« Moratorium on new facilities in over-burdened communities.

* One facility in one community can have a disproportionate impact; there does not need to
be a pattern.

» We need EPA leadership to defend Title VI.

* No deference to the states.

* No moving the goal posts: first we had to show proximity, then we had to show
exposure, then toxicity, then actual health impact.

* There needs to be an appeal provision for complainants whose complaint is rejected;
states have six or seven different places in the process to have complaints dismissed, communities
have no recourse.

* There should be a presumption that a state is violating Title VI if it does not follow the
model public participation guidelines.

* There should be a presumption that a state is violating Title VI if it retaliates against
community residents or their representatives.

« There should only be a narrow nexus for mitigation measures.

» Companies should pay for technical experts to assist communities during the permitting
process.

» There can be no compromise of Title VI as it is a federal civil right.
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» The Guidance only applies to the Office of Civil Rights, but should apply to the entire

EPA. :

» The states’ call for deference is a rehash of the “states’ rights” arguments of the 1950s
and 1960s. The federal government needs to respond now as it did then, by protecting peoples’
civil rights.

» The FACA Report has much too much deference to state governments.
» There is no discussion of procedural inequity in the FACA report; what happens if
someone violates the process?
» There are no teeth in the FACA report.
» There is no environmental justice re_:presentation on almost all of EPA’s Federal
Advisory Committees.
» The template for the state is all procedural and oes not require a lessening of the
injustice in our communities.
« States are not protecting our rights, that’s why we are forced to use Title VI.
« ECOS is trying to move Title VI toward an environmental model which would allow
some pollution. !
« It is betraying civil rights to equate civil rights With a regulatory mitigation model.
* Don’t devolve Title VI to the states — it is state abuses that caused Title VI to be passed
in the first place.
* EPA is not currently enforcing federal environmental law against the states, so why
“would we expect it to in the civil rights context? EPA is not using the tools they have.
« Justification only applies to the agency, not the permit applicant.
« There is nothing in the FACA document on penalties.
* Loose nexus mitigation is unacceptable.
* EPA programs don’t work.
* Supplemental Environmental Projects don’t work; Los Angeles car scrapping offered as
an example :
« The FACA document’s tone is deferential toward the states.
- There is no process for communities to deal with adverse decisions.
» The FACA document provides incentives to states to do nothing. '
» There are all kinds of ways for states to appeal throughout the Interim Guidance, but
none for community.
* Public participation must be substantive.
» There were not enough women on the FACA.
« Impacts like smells, light, noise and traffic must be addressed.
» There is not one size that fits all. '
» Why is Select Steel mentioned in the FACA document, and not Shinfech, on Wthh vastly
more resources and time was spent?
» The structure of the FACA was not representative and excluded community groups with

-direct knowledge to Title VI.

« It was a mistake not to increase the number of community representatlves on the FACA.

« EPA and the target of the complaint can resolve the complaint without the complainant;
this should be redressed.

« There are seven different steps before funding to states is cut off — too many hurdles for
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community residents.

* Reductions in pollution levels in permit renewals can still have a disparate impact.

* Public participation should be mandatory, and if the states don’t do it there should be a
presumption of Title VI violation.

» There needs to be teeth in the Guidance, such as 1) presumption against the state for not
following public participation guidance or retaliating against complainants; 2) recission of
delegated programs; 3) compliance reviews.

« Industry is heavily represented on the Science Advisory Board, meaning that clearly
biased people took part in the review of OCR’s methodology.

* The Science Advisory Board recommended consideration of acute impacts, wh1ch the
Guidance and Select Steel ignore, and also of noise, odors and accidents.

* Arizona is working on a methodology for analyzing the risk of accidents.

» Risk of accidents, traffic (as a child hazard), light pollution, psychological impact,
stigma, and aesthetic degradation all are impacts.

» FACA should have brought in Title VI experts to inform its work.

» Members of the Science Advisory Board get corporate research money.

» What is baseline health of community? Run data by diagnoses code to find evidence of
exposure — e.g., chloracne comes from chlorine exposure.

» Communities want a medical model (preventative) rather than a regulatory model.

» Mitigation should not involve pollution trading because of the potential env1ronmental
justice impacts.

* Polluters as part of the Science Advisory Board replicates the flaws found in states.

» The FACA report does not lay out any impacts outside of health.

» The FACA report relies on existing EPA programs that do not work.

* The Interim Guidance doesn’t deal with policy or programmatic Title VI complaints.

* In considering the new vs. renewed permit, look at zoning law and non-conformmg use
precedent, where it must be brought up to full compliance when renewed.

* Look to Department of Transportation guidance for definition of community; don’t
reinvent the wheel.

* Dust, odors, property values, noise, all must be considered impacts.

* Don’t treat new and renewed permits differently.

* There should be a moratorium on new facilities in areas that are already
disproportionately impacted.

» How do Select Steel and Shintech have an impact on EPA process, and why is only Select
Steel mentioned in the FACA report?

« The Interim Guidance does not take into account patterns of discrimination.

« Justification defeats the purpose of Title VI and should not be allowed.

» The Guidance should cover enforcement and clean-up.

» We don’t have the ability to effectively engage in the processes; grants from EPA would
help. :
» Model state plans should cross jurisdictional boundaries and force state agencies to
address communities’ problems as a whole.

» This process [Dallas meeting] is too late in the game and is similar to the last-minute
inclusion of community residents in permitting processes.
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* Just because most of the complaints are in the permitting context does not mean that
other areas are not important.
* Participation here [Dallas meeting] reminds participant of industry process — too little,
too late.
* Even if facility is reducing its emissions, from a community perspective it may still have
a disproportionate impact.
- Violations by a company override “state of the art” equipment and call into question
EPA’s assumptions.
« Why weren’t the comments of the Southwest Network for Environmental and Economic
Justice addressed by the FACA?
» The model state program gives too much deference to state agencies.
» Communities are filing Title VI complaints because states aren’t doing their job.
* Regulations are created by industry and don’t protect communities.
* No deference to the states — the feds can’t surrender Constitutional rights.
 Can’t incentivize civil rights — can’t reward perpetrators.
* For population bearing the impact, follow exposure plume.
* No deference to the states.
« “I want to be in the room when policy makers have their rap session with industry before
a plant is even proposed.”
» Justification should not be based on economics.
" » No justification should be allowed.
‘ « Lack of enforcement by states means that assumptions underlying “no impact”
determination (like Select Steel) are not real or verifiable.
* Lack of enforcement is part of disparate impact.
» We need resources to take part in public participation process —need to be trained in this
to be effective.
* Need information in appropriate languages.
» We need problem-solving beyond jurisdictional boundaries of agencies.
* The terms in the Guidance and the FACA report are not well defined.
» States aren’t going to do anything until EPA forces them to.
« Language on Title VI compliance could be written in to Performance Partnership
Agreements. _
» Performance Partnership Agreements are not working now.
» Can’t look at either/or in deciding radius vs. exposure — there are many different impacts-
which need to be looked at in different ways.
» Need to make explicit what public participation means.

The Title VI committee did not have the benefit of these issues and perspectives during its
deliberations, and was thus unable to flesh out several excellent suggestions which arose out of
the Dallas meeting. EPA has thus deprived itself of important input from those with the most
knowledge of pollution’s impacts on communities — residents of those communities.
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1. Conclusion

All of us have taken part in this federal advisory committee in the hopes that we can help
EPA develop a credible civil rights policy. It is unfortunate that some of the very hurdles to
achieving environmental justice with which we struggle in our communities on a daily basis were
replicated in the committee process, and we hope that EPA addresses these issues in the future.
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October 16, 1998

Carol Browner, Admmntrator
U.S. EPA. '

401 M. Strest SW .
Washington, DC 20460

FAX (202) 260-4852

Dear Ms, Bmwn&

W aio wjtinig on bohalf of the Southwest Nstwnrk for Enviropunental and Eco--
nomic Justice regarding the Title VI Inumm Guidance.

The Southwast Network comprises over scventy (70) grassroots, commumty based.
student, native, and labor organizations throughout the Southwest and Western US
and border states of Mexico, formed to address environmental degradation and

- other social, racial, and economic injustices that threaten our conunumtics

As many studies have shown and as our personal realities reveal people of color
and indigenous communities are often disproportionately impacted by environmen-
1al hazards. These situations have come sbout through the development of unjust

land use and economic development policies as well as through the unjust apphca-
tion and enforcemsnt of environmental laws.

~stcnm1nat0ty policies and pmﬂices have given risc to the movement for environ-
msntal justice which to date has seen many significant victories &t the natjonal
level, including the passage of the Exccutive Order on Environmental Justice and
the creation of the Nartional Environmental Justice Advisory Council, as well as at
the Jocal level, including the recent defeat of the proposcd Shintech Plant near
Convcm. Louisiana.

| However, in almost 50 other casés nation-wids, community leaders have filed

complaints under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act to confront environmental injus-
tce in their communities with no fruition. Because of EPA's slow processing of
these complaints several pending complaints till remain unresolved, leaving those - .
-communities in the pitfalls of insidious industrial development. We feel that
lmplementation of a policy that would process Title VI compleints in a more
accelerated and effective manner would provide a more suitsble mechanism for
protection in our communities.

Purthermore, towards the development of a more equitable xmplememation process,
we feel that the vaices from those communities most affected are fundamental, In

- view of this, we cxpress our utmost concern about current community input and

how it is being incorporated into the development of the guidance policy. Several

~ Southwest Network affiliates have given testimony, expressed concerms, and made

comments and recormumandations on the guidance at the last two Title VI Advisory
Committec meetings. How arc these rccommendations being included in the
guidance policy?

Building Power Without Borders - In the Spirtt of Our Paople
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The following are the Southwest Netwark's comuments and recommendations on the Title VI Interim
Guidance and on the Findings of the Title VI Implementation Advisory Committes for your
consideration. ' ' - S .

Regarding the Title VI Interim Guidancs, EPA Should:.

* Devalop a gujdance §olic:y for complaints'omsldc the permitting context (for example, enforcement,
clean-up, etc.), since the Guidance only covers issues involving permitting. i '

* Adopt a more flexible definition of “final agency action” for beginming the statute of liitations,

« Bar permits from taking effect while a Title VI complaint is pending. EPA must ensure that a facili
isnotconsuuctcdbctweenthcdmeacomplaimisgln;smdamdmmmonismada.

. Includcthecomplainnntandaﬁfectedcomxﬁunhyinﬂninves&t and processing of the coiuplaix
as well as in the develo t of any mitigation measures. The Guidance should clsarly set out the
complainant and the affect community's role in the process. ' S

* Require states to compile relevant demographic information on F[crm.l: its or provide demographic
analyses of their eatire permitting programs as part of thetr Title VI obligations.

» Take no action on pending complaints unti] the flaws in the interim guidance are addressed and a
final guidance is issued.

. that "exposure to poliutants” constitutes an impact which ¢an be acted upon under Title
of the Civil Rights Act (in other words, the rigk of an adverse health effect and not just an actual heal
effect should be considered an impact). _—

» Resolve complaints within the tims limits specified in the Guidancs once it has been finalized.

« Specify which analytic methods are to b usad for resolving Title VI complaints or work with
"complainants and the affected community to choose the analytic method to be usad.

» Apply the Guidance t all of EPA, not just the Offics of Civil Rights,

* Remove from the Guidance the language "relevant under permitting program” which may by used
limit the facilities considered when determining whether there is disparate impact.

* Eliminate the requiremnent that complainants (or EPA) have to examins the entire universe of faciliti -
permitted by an agency to prove 8 prima facie (on its face) case of disparate impact. In addition to
placing 8 heavy burden on the complainant (or EPA), it mischaracterizes this approach as the only w
of proving disparate jmpact.

* Provide technical'm!smnienfuts for groups filing Title VI complaints so that they may hire
demographers, statisticians ang technical experts. . ,

* Revise the Guidance in order to incorporate the many suggestions provided by comimuﬁty groups.
and caviroritnental justice advocates.

» Definc the process by which the Guidance will be updated and specify what additional opportunits
for comment the public will have.. - : . L
Eliminate the requirement that a Title VI complaint be refused if it is filed before the decision to gran!
the permit or other authorization is made. A complaint filed before a permit is granted should migge!
sornc sort of environmental justice analysis to be completed before the permit is granted. If the
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decision that is anticipated in the camplaint is ultimately mads, EPA sbould begin processing the
complaint and not tequirc that the complaint be resubmutted.
* Prepare a citizen's guide which explains the proceduses for fmng Title VI complamts

» Specify who will administer particular types of federal funds if fundlng is revoked a5 a result of &
Title VI complaint. There is a concemn thmourwmumﬂeswﬂlsuﬂ.’enfﬁmds such as CDBG are
rovoked, 4

Regarding rue VI Implementation Advisory  Committee Findings, EPA Should:

= Pravide grassroots environmental justice organizations that have notbeen able to participate on the
committee or attend committee meetings an oppartunity to comument an the findings of ths committes

. before a final report is issusd. Grassroots orgenizations do not have the resources that industry and

states have to in processes such as this and should be given an opponumty to voice their *
opinions reparding issues. _

* Pleasge vzdetheSomhwesthtwmkwith a copy oftheDraﬁP’mdmgs of the Title VI
lmymcnmlnn Advisory Committee 5o that we may commant ot them before a final report is issued.

the Southwest Network Indigenous affiliates have had scveral discussions whars concerns

n expressed re the issues and issues of sovereignty associated with the
applimbmty of 'ﬁtle to Tribes and Indiganous people. We recommerd that ts Indigenous
organizations and Tribes be included in any d:swssxons initiated by EPA to ¢ nsultation process
on Tide VI's applicability to Tribes.

In conclusion, we ask that you please forward these comments to the Tite VI Implementation
Advisory Commitme and inform us as to how these comments will be included in the guidance policy.

Thank you for your anucipaxed considération, We look forward to hearing from you within the pext
two weeks. If you have any questions concerning this mattsr or would like more information
coneermng our issues, please do not hesitate to call our regional office at (505) 242-0416.

Raul Alvarez, Rose Augustine, Chair
- BPA Aocwnubxlity Campaxgn
" Richard Moore, m
sWNetwo:k Regional Office SW Netwark Regional Office

Southwest Network IJ...S_; affiliate and assocfate organizations signees:

s Acuon for Grassroots EmpOWe!mcnt & Neighborhood Devchpmm Altematives: AGENDA ((‘J\)

Alianza Indxgm Sin Fronterss (AZ))

Asian Immigrant Women Advocates: AIWA (CA)

California Indians for Cultural & Bovironmental Protection: CICEP (CA)
Casa de Colores Resource Center (TX)

Chincse Progressive Association: CPA (CA)

Citizens for ved Community-Police Relations: CICPD (AZ)
Colorado River Native Nations Allunce (CA).

Comadres (AZ)
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Comisién de Accién Revolucionaria de Latinos Organizados Para Siempre: CARLOS (CA)
Comité Organizacfon de Padres de Aztlan (AZ) . ' : : '
Committee for Environmental Justice Action: CEJA (TX)
Communites et Risk Project of CRLA: CARP (CA)
Concemned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles (CA)
Concerned Citlzens of Sunland Park (NM)
- Qultural Liberation Coalition: CLC (CA)
Denver Neighbors for a Toxic Pres Community (CO)
El Pueblo Para Aire Y Agua ja (CA)
Environmental Health Coalition: EHC (CA)
Escuela de 1a Raza Unida (CA)
Puarza Unida (TX) . :
Hondo Empowerment Committee: HEC (TX)
Guardians of the Grand Canyon, Havasnpai Tribe (AZ)
Korean Immigrant Workers Advocates: KIWA (CA)
La Sierra Foundation (CO)
Labor/Community S Center (CA) ,
Laguna-Acoma Coalltian for a Safe Environment (NM) ,
Madres del Este de Los Angeles - Santa Isabel: MELA-S] (CA)
Movimiento Bstudiantil Chicanos ds Aztlan, University of New Mexico: MEChA-UNM (NM)
New Sta for a Better Environment (TX)
Nindakin - People of Color for Environmental Justice (CA)
Organizacfon en California do Lideres Campesinas (CA)
Hacia Una Vida Mejor (CA) .

People Orgenized in Defense of Earth and ber Resources: PODER TX) .
People Organlzing to Demand Bnvironmental Rights!: PODER! (CA)
People United for a Better Oaklend: PUEBLO (CA)
Petro Monument Protection Coalition (NM) -
Pilipino Workers Center (CA) ' ‘
San Antonio Coalition for Environmental & Economic Justice: CE